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"petitioner's'charter. No sqch letter was received by this Board.
After the election, CSEA filed objections to conduct affect-
ing the results of 'the electioﬁ. The basis of the objéction was
"that SEIU could not adcept certification by reason of the deter-
mination in the Article XX case. CSEA argued that "PERB should

not certify an employee organization where such organization will

ultimately be required to disclaim-any interest in representing

was received on December 5, 1978. The answer was that'Article XX

the employees in the.unit;" Petitioner's answer to the objections

is an. internal proceeding of the AFL-CIO which "does not provide
the basis of resort to court or other legal proceedings to settle
disputes arising under the Article.” In this answer, petitioner

continued to identify itself as the "Ninth Judicial District

Court Employees Association, Local 710, Serﬁice Employees Intér—
national Union, AFL-CIO." | |

On December 7, 1978, at a time when we had no knowledge of
the revocation of petitioner's charter as a constituent unit of
SEIU, we_accepted'petitioner's argument that Article XX is an-
internal proceeding of the AFL-CIO and dismissed CSEA's objections
régérding the election and certified the Ninth Judicial Disfrict_
Court Employees Association, Inc., Local 710, SEIU, AFL-CIO in

the three units.

Subsequently, AFSCME brought a noncompliance proceeding

before the AFL-CIO in which it charged SEIU with failure to comply

ith the earlier determination. The record shows that on January
17, 1979, during the course of that proceeding, AFSCME first
learned of the letter informing pétitioner that its charter from

SEIU had been revoked and of the letter ostensibly mailed to this

Board informing it of the situation. This newly discovered evi-
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dence is the basis of the motion now before us.

In its reply, petitioner contends that the letter informing
it of the revocation of its charter could not have come into its
possession prior to the election. Accordingly, the disaffiliation
must be deemed to have occurred after the election was completed.
It argues further that; "the Association'sbreply'did not deny the

fact of the disaffiliation.”

| The employer takes no position on the motion.

DISCUSSION

We conclude that the certifications issued on December 7,
1978 to the Ninth Judicial District Court Employees Association,
Local 710, SEIU, AFL-CIO were improper in that they went to an
organization that no longer existed. Indeed, that organization -
had not existed on November 27, 1978, the date when the ballots
were counted. And contrary to the stateﬁent in petitioner's reply

to the motion before us, its answer (dated December 5, 1978) to

tion did deny the fact of disaffiliation, thus misrepresenting its
[status to this Board. It did so by continuing to identify the peti
1 : .
tioner as an affiliate of SEIU. Had the situation been disclosed

to us by December 7, 1978, we would not have certified petitioner

in the three units. Accordingly, we will revoke the certifications
Information regarding the revocation of petitioner's charter
should have been called to the attention of the voters immediately.

It is irrelevant whether the failure to do so is attributable to

1 One may entertain additional suspicions regarding the November
27, 1978 letter addressed to this Board but never received by
it and the timing of the November 22, 1978 letter (twelve days
after the determination in the Article XX proceeding) informing

| petitioner of the revocation of its charter.

CSEA's objections to the conduct affecting the results of the elec-




Board - C-1722/C-1724/C-1725 | -5

the Ninth Jﬁdicial District Court Employees Association or to
SETU; they had a joint4responsibility to inform the vdters as to
the true identity of the organization appearing on the ballot.
Had this signifiéant information been communicated promptly,the
results of the eiection night have been different. Accordingly,

we set aside the elections.

B )Lﬂ‘*“The*Director‘bfPﬁbli@fEﬁﬁIG?ﬁéht”Pfactices and Representatic

is directed to hold an election in each of the units for which a
new showing of inferest is submitted by March 30, 1979 on‘behalf
of the Ninth Judicial District Court Employees Association. In
those units for which no new showing of interest is submitted by
that date on behalf of the Ninth Judicial District Court Employvees
Association, the petitions will be dismissed;

NOW, THEREFORE, WE ORDER that the certifications herein be,

g X

and they hereby ‘are, revoked.

DATED: Albany, New York
February 23, 1979

arold R. Newman, Chairman

v /d@,

Ida Klaus, Member

Dpe=y

David C. Randles, Me#ber




STATE OF NEW YORK
I PUBLIC EMPLOYMENT RELATIONS BOARD

: #2D-2/22/79
i;n the Matter of

VILLAGE OF JOHNSON CITY,

Respondent, i poapn DECISION AND ORDER

I -and- °  CASES NOS. U-3357
JOHNSON CITY FIREFIGHTERS ASSOCIATION, : WWW_MW,Awmﬂg:ggggfgwmdmA—

LOCAL 921, AFL-CIO, IAFF, P U-3360

, : U-3361

Charging Party. : U~3417

BALL.& McDONOUGH, P.C., for Charging Party

PETER PIRNIE, for Respondent

l* Case No. U-3417 was brought by the Johnson City Firefighters
Asébciation, Local 921,'AFL—CIO,.IAFF (Local) against the Villagé
Lof Johnson City. It is before us on éxceptions filed by both
parties to those findings of the hearing officer's deqision»thaf
are against them;b The hearing‘officer dismissed seven of nine
allegations made by the Local and found merit in two.

Cases U-3357 and U-3363 were brought by the Village against
the Local. 1In part, they share the same record as Case No. U-3417.
These cases come to us uhder §204.4 of our rules without any
repdrt or recommendation of a hearing officer.

We have consolidated all cases for purposes of decision.

CHARGE OF THE LOCAL

Case U-3417

On July 13, 1978, the Local filed a charge alleging that the

illage violated §209-a.l(a), (b) and (d) of the Taylor Law. The
hearing officer found a violation of §209-a.l(d) in that the
Village's negotiator, Dr. Peter Pirnie, was not prepared effec-

5631

I




Board - U-3357-61; U-3417 -3
because the mere filing of a charge is not an impropef practice;
In its exceptions, the Local argues that a violation exists
because the charging party's motivation infiling the charges was
to delay negotiations. The record does not support this argﬁment

Iof improper motivation on the part of the Village.

The fifth and sixth allegations -- refusal to provide
information —-- sustained by the Hearing Officer 2

—- - -These-allegations-are—that the Village failed to provide the

T.ocal directly and through its negotiator with certain information

it neéded for negotiations. The hearing officer found that the
illage refused to negotiate’in good faith in that it did not
provide relevant information. The first piece Qf information
sought by the Local was the details of a work scheduie that was
roposed by thg Village for negotiation.. An incomplete version of
the schedule was given to the Local on April 5, 1978. The L@cal
was also told that it had been given the details of the same
lFrOposed work schedule thfee years earlier. :The hearing officer
determined that the Village did not supply sufficient information

hbout its proposed work schedule to the Local and that its nego-

iator was not sufficiently prepared to do so. The record supports
hese determinations.

The second piece éf information sought by the Local was whether|
he Village would accept a grievance arbitration award that had
een rendefed on March 8, 1978, which directed the Village to try
to augment its staff. The Local asserted that it needed this

information to formulate its wage demands.

2 No exceptions were directed to the hearing officer's disposi-
T tion of the third and fourth allegations.
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tively to negotiate his oWnAproposals made in behalf of the Villagel.
He dismissed the charge in all other respects.

l The first allegation -—- refusal to negotiate
-- dismissed by the Hearing Officer

The first allegation of the charge is that the Village refﬁsed

to negotiate between December 1977 and March 8, 1978. The hearing

fficer dismissed this aspect of the charge as untimely since the

J1

o~
L
{"-D

ﬁ]FVents occurred more than four months before the fITing-of the
charge. He did. consider the events based on the respondent's
alleged conduct occurring within the timely period.

In its exceptions, the Local ‘argues that, although the alleged

Ihmproper conduct occurred before March 8, 1978, it was not aware

of the impact of that conduct until March 19, 1978. On that.date,
he Village refused a request of the Local to extend the contract
hat was due to expire on May 31, 1978. The Local asserts that it
first became concerned by the Village's refusal of the extension
fthat its conduct before March 8 had made a settlement by May 31
unlikely. That allegation is not established on this record. The
refusal of‘March 19,.1978 does not extend the Local's time in which
to file a charge complaining about events that occurred before
Warchv8, 1978 and of which it had immediate knowledge.

Accordingly, we affirm the.hearing officer's dismissal of this
nllegation of the charge.

The second allegation -- the filing of a charge by the Vlllage
" —— dismissed by the Hearing Officer

The second allegation is thet the Village improperly submitted

charges in Cases U-3357 and U-3363 for the purpose of delaying
. 1
negotiations. The hearing officer dismissed this allegation

1 Those charges were filed to question the arbitrability of
matters raised by a petition for interest arbitration.
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The hearing officer determined that both items of information
i _
were needed by the Local. Relying upon our decision in City of

New York, 9 PERB (3031, he concluded that,

"An employer must provide, when requested,
relevant information sufficient to permit the
other side to analyze the proposals it has
made or to prepare counter proposals of its
own."

We affirm the hearing officer's conclusions—on-these—allegations+ |

" The seventh allegatioh -- authority of negotiator
~— dismissed by the Hearing Officer

The seventh allegation is that the Village failed until
March 27, 1978, to empower its negotiator to reach an agreement.
The Local excepts to the hearing officer's dismissal of this
allegation. It argues that it was prevented from proving this
allegation by the hearing officer, who ruled that it céuld nbt seé
otes being used by a Village witness. According to the Local,‘if
it had been able to see those notes, it would have beeﬁ able to
prove this allegation in the cross—-examination of the Village
witness; This argument is also the baéis of an.éxception directed
to the'hearing officer's conduct of the hearing. We conclude that

the Local was not prejudiced by the hearing officer's ruling. The

notes which the witness had before him merely contained dates to

aid his recollection and did not relate to his authority to enterw
into agreements with the Local. Moreover, the record clearly
supports the hearing officer's determination that the Village's
negotiator was sufficiently empowered before Mérch 27, 1978, to

enter into agreement as indicated by the fact that he agreed to

'éeveral matters before that date.

I
Cad
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Allegation of improper conduct of hearing officer
-— refusal to permit amendment of the charge

" The Local, in its exceptions, argues that the hearing officer
committed reversible error by refusing the Local's request to

amend its charge to include evidence of conduct transpiring during

August 1978. The hearing officer ruled fhat the new allegations

could not be considered durlng that partlcular day's proceedlngs.

The amendment of a charge is normally a matter of discretion.
Here, the hearlng officer exercised his discretion properly
consistent with due process.

Exception directed to dismissal of alleged violation
of §209-a.l(a) and (b)

The Local argues that the heariﬁg officer improperly dismissed
the §209-a.l(a) and (b) charges. The hearing officer found the
record devoid of evidence that the Village's conduct was intended.
to interfere with the-representation rights of the Local or that
it dominated or interfered with the administration of the Local
lfor the purpose of depriving it of such rights. -The record
supports his determination.

CHARGES OF THE VILLAGE

Case U~3357

" The charge of the Village is that the Local prematurely

"declared impasse. The parties first met on March 4, 1978, at

3 Section 204.1(d) of our Rules provides:

i "The Director or hearing officer designated by the
Director may permit a charging party to amend the charge
before, during or after the conclusion of the hearing
upon such terms as may be deemed just and consistent

i with due process..."

oy
I 5635
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which time they discussed ground rules for negotiations and the
Local presented its demands. The Village presented its proposals
during the next negotiation session held on March 8. During the
hext session, on March 16, the Local's proposais were explored and
discussed. At that point, the Local declared an impasse.

. : 4
In Matter of Bellport Teachers Association, we held that the

eclaration of impasse before the demands of the parties have

_ 5
o negotiate in good faith because it declared an impasse pre-

aturely. This was a violation of §209-a.2(b) of the Taylor Law.

e
tctually been considered is premature. Here, the Lodal had failed
E

rdinarily, we would not permit interest arbitration to proceed

6

|antil the parties have first attempted to reach an agreement
'ﬁhrOugh substantial negotiation. Here, however, this course would

be inappropriate. The record indicates that a PERB—appointed
mediator met with the parties on March 29. The parties then met

without him on March 30, April 3, April 5 and April 10, as well

as on other occasions. During these meetings, the parties did in

'IFact attempt to reach agreement. Thus, the Local's failure to

negotiate in good faith before declaring impasse is not attribut-

able to the parties' subsequent unsuccessful efforts to reach

agreement.

4 6 PERB 43018 (1973).

TOT

See Mt. Vernon, 11 PERB ¢3095 (1978).

‘Town of Haverstraw, 9 PERB {3063 (1976).
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I

U-3358 and U-3361

These charges allege‘that the Local misstated the Village's
position in its petition td PERB requesting interest arbitration.
Charge U-3358 also alleges that the Local submitted a new salary
pfoposal in its petition for interest arbitration.

The charge that the Local misstated the Village's position in

its interest arbitration petition does not constitute an improper

practice, as the petition is merely a proceduralstep. The Village
can restate what its position is in its response to the petition
for interest arbitration. The allegation that the Local submitted
a new salary proposalbin its petition is not supported by the

levidence.

U-3359 and U-3360

These charges allege that the Local submitted nonmandatory.
subjects to arbitration. The contract that expired May'3l, 1978
contained a clause specifying the unit composition and énother_
providing health insurance benefits for retirees. Neither of
these clauses dealt with mandatory subjects of negotiation. In its
petition for interest arbitration, the Local stated that the parties4
had agreed to retain the clauses. The Village denies that it_
reached such‘an agreement and complains that the Local was.improp—
erly insisting upon the negotaition of nohmandatory’subjects. The
record does not clearly establish the charge, as the Local's con-
duct is as consistent with a misunderstanding of the Village's

position as it may be with improper insistence.:.

CH
&
Ga)
-J
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NOW, THEREFORE, WE ORDER that:

1. 1In Case No. U-3417, the Village negotiate in good
faith with‘the Local by  providing the information re-
guested and by adéquately explaining its negotiation pro-
posals. In all other respects, this charge be dismissed.

2. In Case No. U- 3357 the Local cease and desist from

declaring 1mpasse in negotlatlons prior to the time when

the réspective proposals of the parties have been con-
sidered.

3. In Case Nos. U-3358, U-3359, U-3360 and U-3361, the
charges be dismissed.

Albany, New York
February 23, 1978

/f9‘4é;»74;4%>+1,,5~’//

"Harold R. Newman, Chairman

Ao Mo

Ida Klaus, Member

Mﬁf%

Dav1d C. Randles,




STATE OF NEW YORK-
PUBLIC EMPLOYMENT RELATIONS BOARD

#2E-2/22/79
In the Matter. of the

WESTMORELAND NONINSTRUCTIONAL EMPLOYEES' :
SERVICE ORGANIZATION, NYSUT, AFT, AFL-CIO, BOARD DECISION
o : " .AND ORDER
Respondent,; :

Sic e Charge¢o£~ViolaEienwo£uSéCEien%2¥Of~~~m;4€ASE~NOTAD~O}¢2;
of the Civil Service Law. :

On December 5, 1978, Martin L. Barr, Counsel to this Board,
filed a charge alleging that the Westmoreland Noninstructiodnal
Employees' ‘Service Organization (respondent) had violated
Civil Service Law (CSL) §210.1.in that it caused, instigated,
encouraged, condoned and engaged in a strike against the West-
moreland Central Schobl District on October 25, 26, 27, 30, 31 and
November 1, 1978.

Prior to the expitration of respondent's extended answering
time, respondent agreed to foregé filing its answer, and thus
admit to all ofithe allegations of the charge, upon the under-
standing that the charging party would recommend and this Board
would accept a penalty of loss of its deduction privileges
to the extent of fifty percent (50%) of that amount which would

otherwise be deducted during a year.l/ The charging party has

L/ This is intendeditobe the equivalent of a $ix-month suspension

=~ of~the privileges of dues and/or agency shop fee deduction, &f
any, if such were withheld in equal monthly installments
throughout the year. 1In fact, the annual dues of the respon--
dent are not deducted in this manner.




recommended a suspension of the respondent's deduction priﬁileges
to the extent of fifty percent (50%) of the annual amount of
such deductions.

On the basis of the unanswered charge, we find that the

respondent violated CSL §210.1 in that it engaged in a strike

N

as charged, and we determine that the recommended penalty is .a - |-

reasonable one.

WE ORDER that the deduction privileges of the Westmoreland
Noninstructional Employees' Service Organization be suspended
commencing as of September 1, 1979, and continuing for such
period of time during which fifty percent (50%) of its annual
dues and agency shop fee deduction, if any, would otherwise
be deductéd. Thereafter, no dueS'or‘agency shop fee
shall be deducted on its behalf by the Westmoreland Central
School District until the Westmoreland Noninstructional Employees'
Service Organization affirms that it no longer asserts the right
to strike against any government as required by the provisions of

CSL §210.3(g).

Dated: Albany, :New York -
February 22, 1979

PW

Harold R. Newﬁan, Chairman

Ida-Klaus, "Member
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STATE OF NEW YORK
I PUBLIC EMPLOYMENT RELATIONS BOARD

In the Matter of #2F-2/22/79

..

IJOHNSON CITY POLICE BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION,

Respondent, BOARD DECISION AND ORDER

—and- CASE NO. U-3453

VILLAGE OF JOHNSON.CITY, . . . o

Charging Party.

EARL. D. BUTLER, ESQ., for Respondent
PETER PIRNIE, for Charging Party
The charge herein alleges that the Johnson City Police Benevolent
Association (PBA) did not negotiate in good faith in that it refused, upon the
request of the charging party, to withdraw from interest arbitration a proposal
for a nonmandatory subject of negotiation. The contested proposal provides:
"Upon retirement of a member of the Johnson City
Police Department, Blue Cross, Blue Shield and
Major Medical (Metropolitan) Imsurance shall
. be continued under the Group Plan with the Village
paying 507 for employees cost and 35% for dependent
cost. In accordance with the rules of New York State,
Department of Civil Service, this coverage will not
be cancelled at age 65. The insurance coverage
stays in effect until the employee dies."

The PBA has explained its propesal as not fequiring insurance by a specific

carrier. It does, however, insist that the arbitration panel make a determi-

nation on its proposal for the extension of health insurance to retired
employees and their'dependents until the death of the retired employee.
Johnson City contends that there are two reasons why PBA committed an

improper practice by insisting that the arbitration panel make a determination

o641
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on this demand. First, it alleges that the demand is for a retirement benefit

and, by that reason, is not a mandatory subject of negotiation. (Section 201.4

fjof the Taylor Law,‘Incorporated'Village of Lynbrook v. PERB 64 AD 2d 902

[2d Dept., 1978].) Second, it alleges that the demand is for a benefit to be
provided for a period of time exceeding two years and is, therefore, beyond the
poﬁer of an arbitration panel to provide (Section 209.4 (c) (vi) of the Taylor

Law) .

W7wfﬂéVdeéisionwéfwtﬁéréﬁﬁéllaéé"ﬁivision in Lynbrook v. PERB supports

Johnson City's argument that the proposal is for a retirement benefit and

therefore not a mandatory subject of negotiation. Accordingly, we do not find
H ’

it necessary to reach the question whether a proposal for the dufation of a
benefit in excess of two years, such as that here involved,is beyond the
authority of an intereét arbitration panel.

NOW, .TﬁEREFOR_E, WE ORDER THE PBA to withdraw the contract proposal.

DATED: Albany, New York
February 23, 1979

Wprwldl R Nerrimar

Harold R. Newman, Chairman

" ' : ida Klaus, Member

l VIR,

David C. Randles, MepHer
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"[ICHEEKTOWAGA POLICE CLUB, INC.,

STATE OF NEW YORK
1] . PUBLIC EMPLOYMENT RELATIONS BOARD

.o

#2G-2/22/79

"In the Matter of

TOWN OF CHEEKTOWAGA,

Respondent, BOARD DECISION AND ORDER

- and - . CASE NO. U-3182

Charging Party.

WEBER, WESTON, KANE & MOEN, Esgs., for Respondent

DIXON AND DE MARIE, P.C., for Charging Party

This matter comes to us on the exceptions of the Town of Cheektowaga
(Town) to a heafing officer's decision that it violated its duty to negotiate
in gobd faith by refusing to execute a contract that it made wifh the
“Cheektowaga Police Club, Inc. (Police Club). The Town acknowledges it refused

to execute the contract, but contends that the contract contains a clause to

which it never agreed.

FACTS

The contract referred to in the charge is one designed to succeed an
earlier contract that expired in December 1976. The Town and the Police Club
greed upon many terms of a successor contract, but they could ﬁot agree on
thers. Finally, in September_l977,theparties submitted the outstanding dis-
pute to intéfest arbitration under §209.4 §f the Taylor Law. Among the
I rovisions ostensibly resolved by agreement was §20.04vof the proposed suc—
cessor contract entitled, Police Radio Dispatcher. The Police Club asserts that

the parties agreed, in April 1977, to the following:

| 5643
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"The Police Radio Dispatcher is to be paid at the
same rate of pay as detective upon assignment to
that position. [I]n order [to] calculate the
dispatcher's salary, it would be presumed he is
receiving senior patrolman's pay.

The Police Radio Dispatcher must agree to remain
in the position for 1 year.

The Police Radio Dispatcher must be a Civil Service
Police Officer."

he Town asserts that it never agreed to the final sentence, '"The Police Radio -

ispatcher must be a Civil Service Police Officer". On the basis of the
eﬁidence in the recofd, the hearing officer accepted the position of the Police
Club and ordered the Town to execute a contract containing the disputed sen-
tence.
DISCUSSION

We find that the record lacks imﬁortant evidence. Section 205.4 of the
Rules of this Board specifies the information that must.be included in a
petition to this Board requesting interest arbitration. To be included is a
statement of each of the terms and conditions '"that have beén agreed upon."
Section 205.5 of our Rules provides that the response to a petition requesting
arbitration should "set forth respondent's position specifying the terms and

" Those documents

conditions of employment that were resolved by agreement....
have not beén made a part of the record in this case, nor has evidence been
taken as to them. If properly completed, they should reflect the understanding
of the parties in September 1977 as to whether they had an agreement on the
provision numbered §20.04 and, if so, what that agreement was. Those documents

and testimony related to them are relevant to the resolution of the factual

issue before us.
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Accordingly, we remand this proceeding to the hearing officer to reopen

the record for the purpose of including the two documents, which are on file in

the conciliation office of this Board, and receiving any related evidence that

the parties may wish to submit.

DATED: Albany, New York
February 23, 1979

Harold R. Newman, Chairman

/ZM?%

David C. Randles, Memb




A : STATE OF NEW YORV

PUBLIC EMPLOYMENT RELAT, S BOARD

In the Matter of ‘ : . P pom-2/22/79
STATE OF NEW YORK (UNIFIED COURT SYSTEM), .
Employer, s ‘
— and - L C-1668
COURT OFFICERS BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION OF H Case No.
NASSAU COUNTY, .
Petitioner, . $
- and -
" NASSAU CHAPTER, CIVIL SERVICE EMPLOYEES H
ASSOCIATION,

Intervenor.

_ . CERTIFICATION OF REPRESENTATIVE AND ORDER T0O NEGOTIATE

PERB 58.4

e

Z

A representation proceeding having been conducted in the
above matter by the Public Employment Relations Board in accord-

{j.ance with the Public Employees' Fair Employment Act and the

{{ Rules of Procedure of the Board, and it appearing that a
3 negotiating represen*atlve has been selected,

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

IT IS HEREBY CERTIFIED that COURT OFFICERS BENEVOLENT
ASSOCIATION OF NASSAU COUNTY '

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

1 Unit: Included: All non-judicial employees employed by--the System in

) EN Nassau County and who, prior to April 1, 1977, were
employees of Nassau County and included within the
bargaining unit defined by the County of Nassau Public
Fmployment Relations Board im a "Certification of
Representative and Order to Negotiate" issued in
Case No. R-007, dated Octobexr 18, 1968.

_ \
v Bxcluded: All other employees.

i OF NASSAU CODNTY

. X X 1 7 Ity

iwith regard to terms and conditions of employment, and shall
negotlate.ﬂollectlvelv with such employee organlvatlon in the
; determination of, and administration of, grievances.

igned on the 22nd day of February , 1979
lbany, New York

JFurther, IT-IS ORDERED that the above named public em“loyer .
shall negotiate collectively with COURT OFFICERS BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION |

!

{and enter into a written agreement with such employee organization

Harold R. Newman, Chairman

%/CZ,M/

Ida %aus, Member -

AL AT,

' . David C. 7Rarfdles, Medber

£



SCHEDULE “A”
COUNTY OF NASSAU
PUBLIC EMPLOYMENT RELATIONS BOARD

IN THE MATTER OF THE PETITION OF THE NASSAU CHAPTER,
CIVIL SERVICE EMPLOYEES' ASSOCIATION, INC.

AN EMPLOYEES' ORGANIZATION, FOR RECOGNITION AS
THE DULY AUTHORIZED REPRESENTATIVE OF CERTAIN
DESIGNATED EMPLOYEES OF THE COUNTY OF NASSAU,

A PUBLIC EMPLOYER.

CERTIFICATION OF REPRESENTATIVE AND ORDER TO NEGOTIATE

The Civil Service Employees’ Association, Nassau County Chapter,
having petitioned this Board for recognition and certification as the duly
authorized emplioyee organization to represent the public employees of the
County of Nassau, in the unit hereinafter set forth, for the purpose of
negotiating collectively on behalf of such employees with the County of
Nassau, as the public employer, in the determination of their terms and
conditions of employment and the administration of grievances arising
thereinunder; and

The Board, upon due consideration of such petition as well as of all of
the facts and evidence submitted In the course of a full hearing, conducted
pursuant to Section VIl of the Rules of Procedure of this Board, and the
findings and recommendations of the Heanng Officer made in connection
therewith, having determined,

a) the Civil Service Employees’ Association Nassau County Chapter, to
be an employee organization within the meaning of Article 14, Section 201,
of the Civif Service Law, and Nassau County Ordinance No. 228/1967, as
amended, and

b) the sald employee organization to be qualified under all of the
standards set forth in Section 207, of this the aforesaid Article 14, and
Nassau County Ordinance No. 228/1967, as amended, for the deter-
mination of representation status, and

¢) the unit of employees contended for to be an appropriate one, and
the Board having further determined, on all of the evidence submitted in
behalf of the petitioner employee organization, that such proof was in-
sufficlent to permit of certification without an election and for such reason
and pursuant to Sectlon VI of its Rules of Procedure, ordered that such an
election be held under the direction and supervision of the American
Arbltration Association, as the authorized agent of the Board for such
purpose, and

23

CASE NO.T R=007 : R
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(19) Director of the Chlldren's Shelter

(20) Director of Family Services

(21) Parks Maintenance Superintendent

(22) Assistant Parks Maintenance Superintendant
(23) Superintendent of Parks

(25) Fire Marshal |

{26) County Director of Safety

(27) Undersheriff

. (28)-Superintendent-of-Highway-Maintenance—— :

{29) Assistant Superintendent of Highway Maintenance
(30) Director of Bureau Motor Equipment Management
{31) Superintendent of Building Maintenance

(32) Director, Bureau of Building Services

(33) Sewer Maintenance Superintendent

(34) Deputy Director, Bureau Purchase and Supply
(35) Director, Bureau Purchase and Supply

(36) County Director of Accounting

(37) Field Audit Director

(38) Superintendent of Real Estate

{38) Director, Motor Vehicle Bureau

(40) Director, Traffic Engineering

(41) Superintendent of Sewage Plants

(42) Administrative Officer |

(43) Administrative Officer Il

{44) Chief Clerk, Board of Assessors

(45) Assistant Nursing Home Administrator

(46) Assistant Hospital Administrator |

(47) Assistant Hospital Administrator il

Further, IT IS ORDERED that the above named public employer shall
negotiate collectively with

THE NASSAU CHAPTER, CiIVIL SERVICE
EMPLOYEES' ASSOCIATION, INC.

and if agreement Is reached with regard to the terms and conditions of
employment, and the determination and administration of grieveices,
such agreement shali be reduced {o writing..

Dated this 18th day of October, 1968
at Mineola, New York.
On behalf of the
Public Employment Relations Board

Milton Friedman Leonard Cooper Edward Regnell
Chalrman Member Member




