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DECISION AND DISMISSAL OF OBJECTIONS AND CERTIFICATION   

 On January 3, 2013,  Teamsters Local 559 (the Union) filed a petition with the 
Connecticut State Board of Labor Relations (the Labor Board) seeking modification of a  
bargaining unit and certification as the exclusive representative of all civilian dispatchers 
and the administrative assistant 1

 

 to the police chief employed by the Town of Suffield 
(the Town).  Specifically, the Union seeks to “carve out” a unit from an existing wall to 
wall unit of employees it currently represents and to be certified as the representative of 
the new unit.   

 On April 3, 2013, and after receipt of a Report Upon Investigation and 
Recommendation For Direction of Election from an Assistant Agent, the Labor Board 
Agent issued an Order of Election pursuant to § 7-471 of the Act and § 7-471-12 of the 
Regulations of Connecticut State Agencies. On April 16, 2013 the Town filed objections 
to the Order of Election. The Agent conducted an election by secret ballot on April 18, 
2013. A Report Upon Secret Ballot was issued showing that 7 votes were cast, 6 in favor 

                                                
1  On January 10, 2013 the Union amended its petition to remove the administrative assistant  to the police 
chief from the proposed new unit. 
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of representation and 1 not in favor of representation. Pursuant to § 7-471 of the Act and 
§ 7-471-12 of the Regulations, the Agent reported her actions to the Labor Board. 
   
 This matter came before the Labor Board for a hearing on May 30, 2013.  Both 
parties appeared, were represented and allowed to present evidence, examine and cross 
examine witnesses and make argument.  Both parties filed post hearing briefs, the last of 
which was received by the Labor Board on June 27, 2013.    
 

 
THE HEARING 

 An evidentiary record was established from which certain facts were adduced. 
The existing bargaining unit is described in the parties’ 2010-2013 collective bargaining 
agreement, in relevant part as follows: 
 

[A]ll employees who work at least one hundred and twenty (120) days per year in 
the following groups: Town Hall, Parks and Recreation Department, Police 
Dispatchers, Minibus Drivers and Coordinator, Administrative Assistant to the 
Chief  of Police, Assistant to the Senior Center Director, Assistant Youth Services 
Director [and] excluding . . .  

 
The unit has included these positions for over twenty years and has existed since 1986. 
See Town of Suffield, Decision No. 3005 (1992); Town of Suffield, Decision No. 2526 
(1986). The unit presently consists of 25 members and while it contains a variety of 
positions at various locales, the bulk perform clerical functions and are located at Town 
Hall. 
 
 The proposed unit consists of 8 civilian public safety dispatchers who receive 
emergency and non-emergency calls, for police, fire, and medical services and 
disseminate information necessary for an effective response to such calls. Dispatchers 
have specialized training and must be certified as telecommunicators by the Division of 
Statewide Emergency Telecommunications2 and maintain certifications in 
NCIC/COLLECT,3 Emergency Medical Response, Emergency Medical Dispatch, and 
Hazmat. These employees work in the dispatch center in the police department which is 
housed in a building separate from Town Hall and other Town structures. As reflected in 
the collective bargaining agreement, civilian dispatchers have a substantially different 
work week and shift hours than other members of the existing unit. Since the dispatch 
center is in continuous operation, dispatchers work on holidays4

                                                
2 The Division of Statewide Emergency Telecommunications is part of the Department of Emergency 
Services and Public Protection, formerly the Connecticut Department of Public Safety. 

 and are frequently 
required to work in excess of their regular schedules to fill vacancies. Dispatchers wear 

 
3  NCIC refers to National Crime Information Center and COLLECT refers to Connecticut On-Line Law 
Enforcement Communications Teleprocessing system. 
 
4 The collective bargaining agreement affords dispatchers a holiday benefit substantially different from the 
benefit other members of the unit enjoy. 



 

 3 

uniforms and may not leave their work stations during their paid lunch break unless 
replacement coverage has been arranged. 
 
 Although a minority of the existing unit, the civilian dispatchers have actively 
participated in the collective bargaining process by submitting contract proposals and by 
serving as stewards and as members of the Union’s negotiating team. There is, however, 
some measure of disaffection as the dispatchers view themselves as more militant than 
other members of the unit with respect to acquiescence to Town proposals and are 
frustrated by their minority status. 
 
 Each of the five other Town bargaining units represents a discrete group of 
employees in different Town departments: 18 police officers, 7 firefighters, 5 library 
workers, 9 public works employees and 7 water pollution control workers. The staff of 
the Town’s Human Resources Department consists of a single Director who is 
responsible for overall administration of the various union contracts and participates in 
the grievance process to varying extents depending upon the contact at issue. Where 
necessary, the Human Resources Director is assisted by an insurance consultant, the 
Finance Director, and outside attorneys. Although the Human Resources Director is 
involved in all union negotiations, in recent years the Town has retained outside attorneys 
to perform this function to varying extents. 

 

 
DISCUSSION 

 When determining whether a proposed bargaining unit is appropriate, the Labor 
Board historically examined three elements: community of interest as objectively 
measured, the effects of burdensome overfragmentation on the employer, and the desires 
of the employees. Town of Southington, Decision No. 3590 (1998); Wolcott Board of 
Education, Decision No. 3343 (1995); Willimantic Sewer Authority, Decision No. 1852 
(1980). Since our statutory5

                                                
 5  Section 7-471(3) states, in relevant part: 

 obligation to ascertain community of interest is paramount, 
we do not consider employee wishes until we are satisfied that the members of a 
proposed unit share a distinct community of interest. Town of Wallingford, Decision No. 
4625 (2012); City of Middletown, Decision No. 3759 (2000). The objective factors which 
establish community of interest include commonality of function (duties, skills, 
education), supervision, geographic location, and benefits and wage structure. Town of 
Wolcott, Decision No. 3343 (1995); Town of West Hartford, Decision No. 2657 (1988); 
Town of Litchfield, Decision No. 2535 (1987); Town of Redding, Decision No. 2426 
(1985); Town of Westport, Decision No. 2163A (1983). We have also looked to the 

 
 The State Board of Labor Relations shall have the following power and authority in relation to 
collective bargaining in municipal employment . . .(3)  The board shall decide in each case whether, in 
order to insure to employees the fullest freedom in exercising the rights guaranteed by sections 7-467 to 7-
477, inclusive, and in order to insure a clear and identifiable community of interest among employees 
concerned, the unit appropriate for purposes of collective bargaining shall be the municipal employer unit 
or any other unit thereof . . .  
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degree of interaction between groups and whether employees take work breaks together. 
Town of Litchfield, supra; Town of Redding, supra.  
 
 Lastly, we note that a petitioner seeking to carve out employees from an existing 
unit is held to a stringent standard and must show that the new group has “a community 
of interest all its own sufficient to justify the inherent destabilization that [secession] 
brings about.” City of Middletown, supra at p. 8 (citations and internal quotation marks 
omitted). “Certainly a stronger showing may fairly be required to split an existing unit 
than to create a smaller unit in the first place.” City of Bridgeport, Decision No. 1440, p. 
4 (1976) (citation omitted); appeal dismissed, Council 4 AFSCME v. Board of Labor 
Relations, Superior Court, judicial district of Fairfield at Bridgeport, No. 114261 (1980). 
"Normally the Board would be reluctant to allow the carving out or splintering of a 
relatively small group from an otherwise appropriate bargaining unit." City of Norwich, 
Decision No. 1158B, p. 2 (1973). 
 
 Applying these principles to the instant case we note that the civilian dispatchers 
at issue all perform the same distinct function at the same locale under the same 
supervisors. The collective bargaining agreement provides a separate pay scale for 
dispatchers as well as a work schedule and holiday benefit different from what is afforded 
other employees in the existing unit. Civilian dispatchers wear uniforms, may not leave 
their workstations unstaffed during breaks and, but for the collective bargaining process, 
do not have occasion to interact with other unit members on a regular basis. While other 
employees in the existing unit also have different job locales and work schedules, most 
work at Town Hall during normal business hours and do not require specialized training 
or licensing. In short, given the record before us, there is “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 Hartford, Decision No. 2483 p. 3 (1986). 
 
 Our prior cases involving dispatchers are consistent with our finding that there is 
a community of interest here sufficient to satisfy the more stringent standard applicable to 
“carve-out” petitions. As in City of New Britain, Decision No. 3284 (1995) and Town of 
East Hartford, Decision No. 3166 (1993), members of the proposed unit have unique 
work schedules, specialized training requirements, a single work locale, and a different 
holiday benefit. Unlike City of Hartford, supra, and Town of Trumbull, Decision No. 
3578 (1998), the proposed unit in the case before us contains all civilian employees 
performing dispatching duties for the municipality. Having found that a community of 
interest exists we turn to the impact on the Town and the desires of employees. 
 
 Overfragmentation exists where “the claimed unit in the overall context would 
unduly hamper the employer’s ability to collectively bargain . . .” Town of Old Lyme, 
Decision No. 2024A, p. 2 (1981). The Town argues that it is a relatively small 
municipality and that the addition of another bargaining unit would impose an 
unnecessary burden on its Human Resources Department. While we agree that an impact 
exists, we find that it is outweighed by employee rights to self determination. “[A] unit 
must possess objective characteristics which give its members a community of interest. 
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But where these objective criteria are met, we attach great weight to the principle of self 
determination.” City of Bridgeport, Decision No. 1440, p.3 (1976). As noted above, there 
already are dispatcher-specific provisions in the collective bargaining agreement and the 
evidence suggests that the Town affords the Human Resources Director reasonable 
assistance when needed. The mere existence of other bargaining units should not 
abrogate employee rights under the Act where the record reflects a clear natural boundary 
for the proposed unit. 
 
 Turning to the issue of the wishes of the employees we note there is unanimous 
support for the petition and a history of disaffection with the current bargaining unit, 
neither of which is surprising given the insular nature of the group as compared with 
other members of the existing unit. The Town argues that the dispatchers’ active 
participation in the collective bargaining process in the past as well as their apparent lack 
of dissatisfaction with the Union militate against the petition. We disagree. Ultimately, 
the civilian dispatchers are a minority in the existing bargaining unit. The employees at 
issue seek to change the framework by which their wages, hours, and terms and 
conditions of employment are negotiated. Where the employer’s ability to engage in 
collective bargaining is not unduly hampered, the Act entitles employees who share a 
community of interest the right to trade the potential safety of a larger bargaining unit for 
the risks inherent in a smaller unit. 
 
 Under the circumstances of this case, we find that the objections to the order of 
election should be dismissed and the election results certified.  
 

 
 ORDER  

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 the objections filed herein be and the same hereby are 
DISMISSED; and it is 

 
CERTIFIED, that Teamsters, Local 559 has been designated as the 

representative for the purposes of collective bargaining by the majority of civilian 
dispatchers and that said Teamsters, Local 559 is the exclusive bargaining representative 
of all said civilian dispatchers for the purposes of collective bargaining with respect to 
wages, hours and other conditions of employment.  
  
  CONNECTICUT STATE BOARD OF LABOR RELATIONS  
  
      
     Patricia V. Low 

__________________ 

     Chairman 
 
     
     Wendella Ault Battey 

___________________ 

     Board Member 
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CERTIFICATION 

 I hereby certify that a copy of the foregoing was mailed postage prepaid this 30th 
day of September, 2013: 
 
Attorney Kevin M. Deneen 
O’Malley, Deneen, Leary, Messina & Oswecki 
20 Maple Avenue 
Windsor, CT 06095 
 
John Lupacchino 
Teamsters, Local 559 
400 Chapel Road 
South Windsor, CT 06074 
 
  
 
 
 ________________________________ 
 Harry B. Elliott, Jr., General Counsel 
 CONNECTICUT STATE BOARD OF LABOR RELATIONS 
  

 
 
 

  
 
 
 

 
 


