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DONALD. J. BARNETT, =

STATE OF NEW YORK
PUBLIC EMPLOYMENT RELATIONS BOARD

: ' #24-3/17/81
In the Matter of :

UNITED FEDERATION OF TEACHERS, f " BOARD DECISION AND ORDER

Respondent,
CASE NO. U-4165

-and-

Charging Party.

JAMES R. SANDNER, ESQ. (NANCY E. HOFFMAN, ESQ.,
of Counsel), for Respondent

HOWARD N. MEYER, ESQ., for Charging
Party

This matter comes to us on the exceptions of the United

Federation of Teachers (UFT) to the decision of a hearing officer

that it violated §209-a.2(a) of the Taylor Law by refusing to

furnish Donald J. Barnett, a nonmember, with representation at

a heating to review an unsatisfactory rating. UFT acknowledged
that it furnishes representation at such hearihgs to members,
while refusing to do so for nonmembers. It argued, however, that
this is permissible conduct because such hearings derive from the
by-laws of the employer and not from UFT's collective bargaining
agreement with the employer.

FACTS

As noted by the attorneys during oral argument, a conse-
quence of an unsatisfactory rating is that the recipient employee
will not receive the incremental salary increase to which he weould

otherwise be entitled. Appeals from unsatisfactory ratings may
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Board - U-4165 -2
I'be taken pursuant to §5.3.4 of the by-laws of the employer. The -
|l appellate hearings are commonly called 105A hearings by reason
HWof their former designatibn in the by-laws of the employer. The
HIby-laws of the employer permit a unit employee who has initiated
a 105A hearing,

"to be accompanied and advised by an empioyee of

the board or a representative of the union recog-
... nized by the board as the collective bargaining

representative of the employee:r....The adviser
may not be an attorney.”

UFT trains a cadre of lay personnel to represent fellow members of
UFT in 105A cases. On occasion it assigns a full-time union rep-
resentative to do so. When Barnett sought UFT representation at
his 105A hearing, he was informed that, "The policy of the United
|| Federation of Teachers is that we do not and we are not required
to represent non-Union members at the "U" Rating hearings." On
the date of the 105A hearing, Barnett indicated his wish to be
represented by the UFT and he requested an adjournment of the
hearing to secure representation. His requeét was granted and the
hearing was adjourned.

The hearing officer determined that UFT's refusal to fur-
Jlnish Barnett with representation at the 105A hearing violated
§209-a.2(a) of the Taylor Law for three reasons. First, he
determined that UFT's duty of fair representation extends to 105A
hearings because they have a confraétual basis. The basis is that
the contract provides for the continuation of"

"All existing determinations, authorizations,

by-laws, regulations, rules, rulings, resolutions,

~..affecting salary and working conditions of the

employees in the bargaining unit shall continue in

force...." (emphasis supplied)
Second, he further found that the duty of fair representation
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Board - U-4165 - , -3

would apply to benefits that are not based upon a collective
bargaining contract so long as the benefits are job-related.
Finally, he found that representation in 105A hearings
is a benefit of sufficient significance so that denial of this
benefit to nonmembers would have the effect of coercing them to
join UFT.
_In support of its exceptions, UFT argues that the charge
was premature because no 105A hearing has yet been held. On the
merits it reasserts the argument that the 105A appeals procedure
is based upon the by-laws of thelemployer only; thus, while UFT
trains lay advocatés, it has no legal responsibility for the
appeals process. In support of this argument, it asserts that UFT
has no exclusive status regarding repfesentation of employees in
105A proceedings in that employees may be. represented by other
employees of the employer. It acknowledges the exclusivity of its
status, however, to the extent that no representatives of any
other employee organization may represent employees at a 1053A
hearing. |

DISCUSSION

The charge, which alleges that UFT refused to represent
Barnett because he is not a member, is not premature. UFT's re-
fusal to represent Barnett was unequivocal and final. Whether ‘or
not:the lOSAEheéringﬁwasiheldiWés;:théféforé; not :a prerequisite

to:the . filing of: the charge.

UFT notes that Barnett is an agency shop fee payer. It argues
that this fact does not of itself impose upon it a duty to
furnish him with representation at a 105A hearing. We do not
reach this question.

=
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Board - U-4165 _ , -4
The granting or withholding of representation in 1054
hearings is not a private matter between UFT and its members. It
goes to an important aspect of the relationship’between unit
employees and their employer. 4n unsatisfactory rating of an
employee will affect that employee's eligibility for an incremen-
tal salary increase and may be considered a2s the basis for disci-

pline., As such, it affects the employee's compensation and other

lterms and conditions of employment. - UFT's refusal to represent

nonmembers in such hearings, while affording fepresentation to
members, is a violation of its duty to represent nonmembers fairly
It coerces them in their right to refrain from joining or parti-
cipating in the affairs of UFT.
| NOw; THEREFORE, we affirm the decision of the hearing
officer, and
WE ORDER:
1. UFT, its officers, agents and affiliates, to
cease and desist immediately from refusing to repre-
Sent¢nonmembers.atqratingareviewxproceedings, com-~.
moniy known as 1054 hearings, pursuant to §3.3.4 of
the by-laws of the Board of Education of the City
School District of the City of New York and
to provide nonmembers With'representation in any
pending and future such_proéeeding on the same basis
as i1t provides representation to its members; and
2. that:UFTishall-Cease:and desist from.interferinngith,
restraining br coercing public employees in the
exercise of their rights under the 4ct, and shail
post a notice in the form attached, 'at each facility

at which any unit personnel are employed, on bulletin

6773




Board - U-4165 -5
boards to which it has access by contract, practice
or otherwise.

IIDATED: Albany, New York
' March 17, 1981

Harold R. Newman, Chairman

David C. Randles, Membe _

Board Member Ida Klaus did not participate in the discussion
and decision of this case.
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APPENDIX -

PURSUANT TO
- NEW YORK STATE
PUBLEC EMPLOYMENT F%E:LAT%QE\S BOARD

and |n order to effectuate the pohmes of the .

| NEW YORK STATE
PUBLIC EMPLOYEES' FAIR EMPLOYMENT ACT
wehnmbynOMy all employees of the Board of Educatlon of the Clty
Schiool District of the City of- New York employed in the following
categorles:' teachers in the regular day school instructional -
pregram; all those employed as per -session teachers; all-those
assiﬁnea as teachers at WNYE} aii primary and nen;primafy adult
education empioyees and teachers assigned to headquarters or
"district offices (except supervisors and eccasional per diem
. substitutes) that: J _ | .
1) The United Federation ef Teachers (UFT), its officers,
A agents aAd afflllates will represent nonmembers at ratlng
review proceeélngs, commonly known as 1053 heaelngs,
pursuant to sectlon,5.3,4 of the Bylaws of the Board of
Education of the City School Pistrict of the éity of
New York and.wili provide such representation at any
éending or futUrevSuch proceeding'on,the same basis as

’ representation is provided to members of UFT.

2) The UFT will not interfere with, restrain or coerce
any public empioyee in the exercise ofrights'
under the Act.

Unlted Federatlon of Teachers

Dated. . ........... ... ... By, .. O
(Repremnlatwe) (Title)
~
ﬂwr—'—;-
\f £ i {‘}
This Netice mus! remain posted for 30 consacutive days from the date of posting, and must not be altersd

- defaced, or covered by any other material, .




STATE OF NEW YORK _
PUBLIC EMPLOYMENT RELATIONS BOARD

: #2B-3/17/81
In the lMatter of 17/

LEVITTOWN UNION FREE SCHOOL DIEBTRICT, ; BOARD DECISION
Respondent, , AND ORDER
-and- . CASE NO. U-4616

ASSOCIATION OF LEVITTOWN SCHOOL
ADMINISTRATORS, COUNCIL OF ADMINIS-
TRATORS & SUPERVISORS, LOCAL 12,
AFSA, AFL-CIO,

Charging Party.

COOPER, ENGLANDER & SAPIR (ROBERT E. SAPIR, ESQ.
and DAVID M. COHEN, ESQ., of Counsel), for
Respondent
JOHN T. MURRAY, ES3., for Charging Party
This matter comes to us on the exceptions'of the Levit town
Union Free School District (District) to a hearing officer's
decision that it violated its duty té negotiate in good faith with
the Association of Levittown School Administrators, Council of
Administrators & Supervisoré, Local 12, AFSA, AFL-CIO (Association).
Thetﬁearing officer determined»that the District violated its
dutf»to negotiate in good faith by uniléterally eliminating a pro-
gram which permitted unit employees whe retire to be paid for up
to 180 days of accumulated sick leave.
The record shows that the District and the Association had

been parties to a collectively negotiated agreement which expired

on June 30, 1979. The expired agreement provided, inter alia, for

the payment of up to 180 days of accumulated sick leave to unit
employees who retire and who apply for such payment 'mo later than

February 1 of the last year of active service'". To be eligible

1 Other provisions not here apolicable apply to those who
resign or die. :

Errig
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Board - U-4372 and U-4554 | -10
it did not apply to funds transmitted by the employee organization
to its state and national affiliates. Subsequently, in the same
case, we ruled that the implementation of the refund procedure

was faulty because the appeliate steps were being proceséed too
slowly. 12 PERB Y3093 (1979), confirmed UUP v. Wewman, 77 AD2d 709
(Third Dept., 1980), 13 PERB ¢7010, wmot. for 1v. to apreal den.,
51 NY2d 707 (1980), 13 PERB 97016,

We have also asserted jurisdiction to determine if an agency
shop fee refund proceduré was propefly maintained, as required‘by
the statute.  This issue was raised by the charge that the
employee drganization did not provide the agency shop fee payer
with sufficient information to make én ihﬁelligent choice whether

or not to invoke the appellate steps. We did so in UUP and Barry,

supra, ahd in companion Case U-4372, herein before us.

We are now asked to go beyond the structural provisions of
the refund mechanism and examine into the accuracy of its sub-
stantive final product. To determine whether this Board has the
authority to make éuch inquiry, we must lookvét_the express
language of the agency shop fee provision and its relation to the
‘bésic rights granted to the employees by the statute. Section
208.3(b) provides that in order to be eligible for agency shop fee
payments an employee organization must have "established and
maintained" a refund procedure. We understand this language as
referring to a process. The absence of such a process disquali-

“”fﬁﬁ fies an employee organization from receiving agency shop fee pay-

ments, and an employee organization which collects agency shop
' fee payments without such a process commits an improper practice

subject to the jurisdiction of this Board. The requirement that

the amount of the refund be correct is not stated in the Taylor




Board - U-4372 and U-4554 | 11
Law but it is, of course, understood. The implication of this
omission from the explicit vprovisions of the Taylor Law is that
the improvper practice jurisdiction of this Board may not be in-
voked to resolve disputes concerning the precise amount of the
refund and é party agsgrieved must look elsewhere for relief. We
understand this to be the intent of the Legislature.
~ There is logic to the distinction made by the Legislature
between the structure of the refund process which is subject to
PERB's jurisdiction and the precisé amount of a refund which is
not. The latter involves a question of civil liability of the
type that is traditionally resolved by courts in civil litgation
while the former involves the area of organizational. conduct that
is traditionally committed to the jurisdiction of labor reiations
agencies. The right to a refund in a particular amount is anal-
dgous to the right to a particular benefit promised by a collec-
tively negotiated agreement. The Legislature has distinguished
between the duty to negotiate in good faith, which is a process,
and the obligation to comply with the terms of an agreement, which
involves substantive rights. Failure to-participate in the pro-
cess is an impropér practice that is subject to the jurisdictioﬁ
of this Board, but, to prevent this Board from going further than
inquiring into the process, in L.1977, c.429, the Legislature pro-
vided that this Board:
"'shall not exercise jurisdiction over an alleged
violation of such an agreement that would not
otherwise constitute an improper . . . oractice."
We accofdingly conclude that a substantive determination as tof.
the(xmredzéss of the amount of the refund produced by the applica-

tion of the procedure is beyond the statutory power and special

AT
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1l Board - U-4372 and U-4554 . -12

competence of this Board.

- REMEDY

In UUP and Barry, supra, we found no purpose in requiring

the employee organization to furnish the charging party with

detailed information stating which of its past disbursements were

refundable because he-had alreadyﬁappealed—from:the~employee~-

organiéatioh's determinetion of the amount of the refund.

Aecordingiy, we found it sufficient, in that case, to order the
employee'organizetion to provide'sueh detailed information when,
in the future, it makes agency shop fee refunds. 1In the instant

case, we have determined that the Association has not provided

any internal appellate procedure coneerning the amount of the

refund. The sole appellate procedure is, therefore, a plenary
action in court and that appeal has not yet been initiated. Thus,

information identifying those disbursements which it and its

| affiliates deemed not to be refundable might still serve a useful

purpose by enabling the cherging parties to make informed
judgments whether or not te sue.
'NOW, THEREFORE, in Case U-4372,
WE DETERMINE that Hampton Bays Teachers Association,
NYSUT, AFT, AFL-CIO has violated
§209-a.2(a) of the Taylor Law, and
WE ORDER Hampton Bays Teachers Association, NYSUT,
AFT, AFL-CIO:
1. Within 60 days of the date of this
decision, to furnish all individuals who
applied for and received agency shop fee

4oz
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Board -~ U-4372 and U-4554 -13

refunds for 1978-79, an itemized audited
statement of its receipts and disburse-
ments, and those of any of its affiliates
receiving any portion of its revenues from
agency fees.
2. At the time of making any future
f’e’fﬁﬁdg; to furnish, togethetr with those
refunds, such’explanations and information
in the detail described herein.
3. To poét'a notice in the form attéched,
‘at each facility at which any unit per-
sonnel are employed, bn bulletin boards to
which it has access by contract, pfactice
dr otherwise.
WE FURTHER ORDER, in Case U-4554, that the charge be, and
it hereby is) dismissed.

DATED: Albany, New York
March 17, 1981

A

Harold R. Newman,'Chairman

o [psar

Ida Klaus, Member

@qu

David C. Randles, Me




APPENDIX

NOTICE T0 ALL EMPLOYEES

'PURSUANT TO

THE DECISION AND ORDER OF THE

NEW YORK STATE

PUBLIC‘ EMPLOYMENT  RELATIONS BOARD

and |n order lo eﬁectuate (he pohcnes of lhe

NEW YORK STATE

PUBLIC EMPLOYEES FAIR EMPLOYMENT ACT

we hereby notify our employees that

1.

This thice must remain posted for 30 consecutive days from the _date of posting, and must not be altered,

We will furnish all individuals who applied

for agency shop fee refunds for 1978-79, an
itemized audited statement of our receipts
and disbursements, and those of any of our
affiliates receiving any portion of its
revenues from agency fees.

We will furnlsh, together with refumds, an
itemized audited statement of our receipts:
and disbursements, and those of any of our
affiliates receiving any portion of its
revenues from agency fees.

Hampton Bays Teachers Assn., NYSUT, AFT,

..................... S D S T e e

(Representative) ' (Title)

defaced, or covered by any other material.
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STATE OF NEW YORK
PUBLIC EMPLOYMENT RELATIONS BOARD

In the Matter of ' ; #2E-3/17/81

HUDSON FALLS PERMANENT FIREFIGHTERS, ;

LOCAL 2730 BOARD DECISION AND ORDER

Respondent, CASE NO., U-4905

-and-
VILLAGE OF HUDSON FALLS,

" Charging Party. :

HOWARD CORNELL, for Respondent

CAFFRY, PONTIFF, STEWART, RHODES & JUDGE (J. LAWRENCE
PALTROWITZ, ESQ., of Counsel), for Charging Party

This matter comes to us on the exceptions of both the
Village of Hudson Falls (Village ) and the Hudson Falls Permanent

Firefighters, Local 2730 (Local 2730) to different parts of a

‘hearing officer's decision determining that some demands made by

Local 2730 in negotiations with the Village were mandatory sub-

i jects of negotiation and others were not. The charge, which was

| brought by the Village, alleges that Local 2730 violated its duty

to negotiate in good faith by submitting to compulsory binding
arbitration six demands which ‘do not constitute mandatory subjects
of negotiation. The hearing officer found%ﬁgrit in the charge
with respect to four of the demands and dismissed the charge with
respect to two. In its exceptions,; Local 2730 asserts that the
hearing officer erred in that each of the fourvdemands found by
her to be nonmandatory are, in fact, mandatory subjects'of nego-
tiation. 1In its exceptions, the Village argues that one of the
two demands found by the hearing officer to be a mandatory subject

of negotiation is, in fact a nonmandatory subject of negotiation.

1 Neither party refers to the sixth demand in its exceptions and
we do not address it herein. ‘
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The first of the demands found by the hearing officer to be
nonmandatéry is for hospitalization benefits which would be pro-
vided to retired employees, including those who have retired and
those yet to retire. The hearing officer ruled that the demand,
insofar as it would apply to former employees who have already

retired, is not a mandatory subject of negotiation because those

former employees are not in the negotiating unit represented by

Loéél 2730? In support of its exceptions, Local 2730 afgues thatri
the demand is a mandatory subject of negotiation because it in-
volves a benefit which is already available to past as well as to
present Village employees.

We affirm the decisioh of the hearing‘officer. We conclude
that the total demand is for a nonmandatory subject of negotiationj.

because it is presented as a unitary demand (Haverstraw, 11 PERB

93109 [1978]), an inseparable part of which deals with the non-

Il mandatory area of former employees. The fact that benefits which

do not constitute a mandatory subject of negotiation are being

provided does not create a duty to negotiate a demand that these

{l benefits continue to be provided.:

The second demand found by the hearing officer to be non-
mandatory is that there shall be "at least five (5) full-time

paid firefighters in the Hudson Falls Fire Department'. The

| hearing officer ruled that a demand for a minimum manpower

standard is not a mandatory subject of negotiation. Local 2730

2 The hearing officer apparently concluded that the demand for

" hospitalization for retirees would be nonmandatory as applied
to current employees who have not yet retired because it would
constitute a prohibited payment to retirees. This conclusion
is incorrect. It was based upon Lynbrook v. PERB, 64 AD2d 902
(Third Dept., 1978), 11 PERB Y7012,which was reversed by the
Court of Appeals at 48 NyY2d 398 (1979), 12 PERB ¢7021.




Board - U-4905 : -3
excepts to this ruling and.argues that fhis is a mandatory sub-
jéct of negotiation because the present contract between the
parties provides for a minimum complement of five full-time paid
firefighters. The existence of such a provision in the current
agreement does not make it a méndatory subject of negotiation.

Board of Education, N.Y.C., 5 PERB. {3054 (1972).

The -third demand found--by- the hearing officer-to-be non- -
mandatory would require the Village to appoint a qualified unit
employee Whenever it is neéeséary to f£ill a vacancy in a newly
created position. The hearing officer ruled that this is not a
mandatory subject of negotiation because the demand is not
limited to the filling of vacancies in positions that are, them-
selves, within the negotiating unit. We affirm this ruling. - In
its argument in support of its exceptions, Local 2730 indicates
that an.element of the demand is that vacant positions "be filled
as soon as feasible". With this clarification of Local 2730's
intent, there is avsécond reason why the demand is not a mandatory
subject of negotiation. It would require the Village to fill
vacancies whether or-nqt the Village deemed it necesséry to do so.
It would tHus impose an obligation to maintain a minimﬁm manpower
complement.

| The last demand found by the hearing officer to be non-
mandatory provides that,

"An off-duty fireman, if available, will report -

to duty when the fire alarm and/or alert system is

activated and will remain on duty until he is re-

lieved by the paid fire chief of the department."

The hearing officer determined that this demand would interfere

with the management prerogative of the Village to determine

£
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Board - U-4905 : 4
whether or not to call in off-duty personnel, In support of its
exceptions, Local 2730 argues that the Viliage.has already
determined that off-duty firefighters who are available shall
answer a fire alarm. While not articulated by Local 2730, the
implication of its argument is that this demand merely would
impose a minimum call-in provision. Even so, it is not a man-
~datory.subject_of negotiation. . By its terms, the demand would
prevent tﬁe Village from deciding that %t no longer wishes off-
duty firefighters to aﬂswer fire alarms%'

The Village takes eﬁception to the determination of the
hearing offiber.thatvLQcal 2730.comﬁitted no wrong by insisting
that a recognition clause contained in the past contract be
included in the successor contract. That recognition clause
includes the paid fire chief of the Village within the hegoti—
ating unit. The parties agree that the fire chief has been in
the negotiating unit. The Village, however, does not now.wish.
the fire chief to be continued in the unit and it asserts that
the status of the fire chief should be resdlved in a repreéenta—
tion proceeding.

The issue posed by this demand is not a typical scope dfv
negotiation matter. In the absence of certificationvby this
Board, the employer may voluntarilyvgrant recognition by an

express clause of a collectively negotiated agreement describing

3 Nothing herein precludes the negotiation of a demand for call-
in compensation so long as an obligation to call in off-duty
firefighters is not contractually imposed upon the Village.

£909
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Board - U-4905 | -5
the negotiating unit covered by the contract. Where the parties
are subsequently in disagreement as to whéther the described unit
agreed upon should be continued, they may, at appropriate times,
bring the dispute to this>Board to be resolved by certification.'
A public employer may unilatefally withdraw its recognition of
an employee organization where .it has serious doubt as to the
scope 'of the unit, provided that it does so by mnotice to the
emnployee organiZation during the period when a représentation
petition may be filed, thereby affording_the'employee organiza-
tion an opportunity for recourse to this Board, Here; thé
record does not show any action by the Village at that appropri-
ate time. Rather, it waited until the commencement of'hegoti—
ations with Local 2730 iﬁ the eiisting unit established by
recognitibn and covered by prior collectively negotiated agree-
ments, and then soughtAto change the unit. This it cannot don>
As the Village did not provide.timely notification to Local 2730
that it no'longer deems the existing unit to be appropriaﬁe, it
may not now impede the negotiating process by insistence upon that
positionfi'Thﬁs it is required to negotiate with Local 2730 in
good faith és to the terms and conditions éf employment of all
the employees in that unit and it may not object to fhe inclu-

sion of a definition of that unit in the contract.

4 See Southern Cayuga Central School District, 9 PERB 43056
(1976), aff'd Skaneateles Teachers Assoc. v. PERB, 88 Misc.2d
816 (Onondaga County, 1976), 9 PERB 17024, and Southern Cayuga

- Teachers Asscciation v. PERB, not officially reported
(Montgomery County, 1977), 10 PERB §7008, aff'd (4th Dept.,
1977), 59 AD2d 10332. v

630
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"DATED:

U-4905 -6-

- NOW, THEREFORE, WE ORDER that all the exéeptions herein

:Albanyk New York
March+17, 1981 .. :

of both the Hudson Falls Perménent
Firefighters, Local 2730 and the Village
of Hudson Falls be, and they hereby are,

dismissed.

Hafold R. Newman , Chairman

o e

Ida Kiaus, HMember

=it

Dav1d C. Aandles, Meﬂgg

e
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PERB 58.3

{-above -matter -by-the Public Employment-Relations Board in accordance. '

[T VI N L S R r i

PUBLIC EMPLOYMENT RELATIONS BOARD

-

In the Matter of _ - o

TOWN OF SMITHTOWN, :
Employer, :
- and - : :

.LOCAL, 342, LONG ISLAND PUBLIC SERVICE EMPIOYEES,

UNITED MARTNE DIVISION, INTERNATIONAL IONGSHORRMAN'S ° — C@se No.
ASSOCIATION, AFL-CIO,

#3A-3/17/81

C-2103

Petitioner, . :
- and -

CIVIL SERVICE EMPLOYEES ASSOCIATION,
LOCAL 1000, AFSCME, AFL-CIO; .
Intervenor.

CERTIFICATION OF REPRESENTATIVE AND ORDER TO NEGOTIATE

A_iepresentation proceeding having been conducted in the

with the Public Employees! Falr Employment Act and the Rules of
Procedure of the Board, and it appearing that a negotiating repre-
sentatlve has been selected,

: Pursuant to the authorlty vested in the Board by the Public
Employees' Fair Employment Act,

IT IS HEREBY CERTIFIED that Local 342, Long Island Public
Service Employees, United Marine Division, International Longshoreman's:
Associlation, AFL-CIO.

has been designated and selected by a majority of the employees of
the above named public employer, in the unit agreed upon by the
parties and described below, as their exclusive representative for |,
the purpose of collective negotlatlons and the settlement of
grievances.

Unit: Included: Clerk of the Wbrks, Sr. Civil Engineer, Chief Building
: Inspector, Director of Planning, Traffic Engineer III,

Deputy Town Clerks, Assessor, Asst. to Assessor/Deputy
Assessor, Deputy Receiver of Taxes, Sr. Dog Warden; Town
Engineer, Sanitation Supervisor, Town Parks Supervisor,
Supt. of Recreation IT, Ordinance Inspector (Town Investi-
gator), Sr. Plammer, Asst. Director of Plamming, Asst.
Town Engineer, Highway Engineer, Sr. Citizens Program
Supvr., Drug & Alcohol Program Coordinator.

Excluded: Data Processing Supervisor} Assistant Town Attorneys.

Further, IT IS ORDERED that the above named public emplover
shall negotiate collectively. with Local 342, Long Island Public
Service Employees, United Marine Division, Internatlonal Longshoreman' s
Association, AFL-CIO
and enter into a written agreement with such employee organization
with regard to terms and conditions of employment, and shall
negotiate collectively with such employee organlzatlon in the.
determination of, and administration of, grievances.

Signed on- the 16th day of . March4 1981
Albany, New York '

Hdrold R. Newman, Chalrman

- -

JaTATITA David C. Randles, Memb
GOUD




