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STATE OF NEW YORK
PUBLIC EMPLOYMENT RELATIONS BOARD

In the Mattér of #2A - 6/7/79

e ee oo

INCORPORATED VILLAGE OF HEMPSTEAD,

: BOARD DECISION AND ORDER

Employer, i

~and~ : CASE NO. C-1770
EDWARD R..GRAHAM and VINCENT J. :
MARINO, . .
Petitioners, f
—and- ' :
POLICE BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION OF :
HEMPSTEAD, INC., :
Intervenor. :

CULLEN AND“DYKEMAN (GERARD FISHBERG, ESQ., of
Counsel) for the Employer

GEHRIG, RITTER, COFFEY, McHALE & McBRIDE (JOHN J.

COFFEY, ESQ., of Counsel) for Petitioners and

Intervenor

Edward R. Graham and Vincent J. Marino filed a timely reprosentation

petition for a unit of policemen employed by the Village of Hempstead in the =} :
ranks of Police Officer through Captain. At the present time, the policemen
up to the rank of Lieutenant are in a negotiating unit that is represented by
the Police Benevolent Association of Hempstead, Inc. (PBA). That organization
moved to intervene‘in the instant proceeding and indicated its support for the
petition. If tho petition were granted, a new negotiating unit would be
created consisting of all the titles currently in the negotiating unit repre-

sented by PBA and two positions of Police Captain currently filled by Graham

and Marino. The showing of interest was executed by Graham and Marino only.
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In his decision, the Director of Public Eﬁployment PracﬁiceS'and Represen:
tationf@ﬁredtoﬁﬂﬁsuissed the petition on two grouﬁds. The first ground is'that
it lacked a sufficient‘showing of interest, there being an indication ef support
for the petition By only_two employees; Graham and'Marind, in a proposed unit of

approximately 90 employees. The second ground is that the petition was filed by

employees to file a petition for certification.

'Graham and Marino have filed exceptions'to'the decision of the Directer}
In their exéeptions, theyﬁargue thet the greunds relied upon by the Director
for the dismissal of the petitionedo nof‘applylto‘the instant petition'becauee
it is, in reelity, an applicetion for the accretion of Captains to the existing
unif represenfed by PBA,’ Theyiergue that since PBA supports the petition,
they are the only employees whose interest would be affected by it and they
have both‘executedvthe showing of interesﬁ{

The petition herein_is not an applicetion for accretion. Accretion is
a procedure foi clerifying a negotiating unit by.specifying the inclusion with-
in it of job titlesvthat were implieitly within that unit when it was first
defined. 'Thus,'foreexample, a claim of eccretion arises‘When an employer
acquifes an additional faciiity or when it ereates new positions aftef the
original unit was defined. The claim is fhat the original unit definition is
sufficiently broad to eneompass the employees Wofking,at the new facility or

filling the new position. Because the negetiating unit is not changed, but

ever, we have no question of accretion. TheAﬁosition of Captain existed pre-
} ' - : ' 1 .
viously and was excluded from the negotiating unit represented by PBA. The

1 In 1976, PBA filed a petition to amendlits,negetiating unit to include the
two Captains (C-1538). That petition was withdrawn for reasons not reaching
its merits. Thereafter, Graham and Marino filed a petition for the creation
of a separate Captains' unit (C-1558). That petition, too, was withdrawn
for reasons not reaching its merits. ' )

individuals_and §201.2(a) of the Rules of this Board does not permit individual




AN

Board -~ C~1770 -3

petition herein is for a change in, and not the clarification of a hegotiating

unit, Accordingly, it is subject to all the requirements of Part 201 of our

Rules. The petition does not comply with these Rules and must be dismissed.
NOW, THEREFORE, WE ORDER that the petition herein be, and it hereby is,

dismissed.

DATED: New York, New York
' June 7, 1979

HansteZ £ Mostronon_

Harols R. Newman, Chairman

: Dav1d C. Randles, Meiaﬁi

Member Klaus did not participate.

A T
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I : STATE OF NEW YORK
‘ PUBLIC EMPLOYMENT RELATIONS BOARD

#2B - 6/7/79

In the Matter of

HEMPSTEAD HOUSING AUTHORITY, BOARD DECISION AND ORDER

” Respondent, CASE NO. U-3011

se %e 4o oo

—-and-

LOCAL 307, SERVICE EMPLOYEES

INTERNATIONAL UNION, AFL-CIO,

'Charging Party.

BARATTA & SOLLEDER (BRUNO BARATTA, ESQ.,
of Counsel), for Respondent

ISRAFLSON, MANNING & RAAB (PERRY S. HEIDECKER, ESQ.,
of Counsel), for Charging Party

This matter comes to us on the exceptions of Local 307, SEIU, AFL-CIO
(Local 307), from a hearing officer's decision dismissing its charge that the
Hempstead Housing Authority (Employer) discriminated against three employees

by discharging them because of their support of Local 307. The hearing officer

‘concluded that the evidence did not establish that the discharge of any of the

three employees was related to their support of Local 307. Accerdingly, he
dismissed the charge.

In its exceptiéns, Local 307 argues that the hearing officer erred in
the test that he applied for determining that there was no violation. It con-
tends that the hearing officer should have asked whether the dischargé of the
three employees was "inherently destructive of public employees' rights" and
should not have asked whether the discharges would have occurred 'but for" the
employer's animus towards Local 307. It further argues that the hearing
officer misread the record because the evidence compels a conclusion that:the

three employees were discharged because of their support of Local 307. Speci-
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fically, it asserts that the decision to discharge the employees was made by
Bernard Streifter, manager of the Employer, who had demonstrated‘some animus
toward Local.307. Further, it-asserts that this was done upon the advice of
Aaron James, the superviéor of the discharged men, and that James had also

demonstrated animus toward Local 307 while urging the employees to support a

DISCUSSION

In reaching his conclusion that the discharge of the three employees
was motivated by reasons other than their support of Local 307, the hearing
officer relied upon the testimony of Streifter and James. At all critical
points, the hearing officer credited the testimony of Streifter and James over
linconsistent testimony of Local 307's witnesses. We find no basis in the
record for rejecting the hearing officer's resolution of the witness credi-
bility issue. The record contains contradictions in the testimony of Local
307's witnesses even to the point of whether James expressed.support for or
"disapproval of the rival.employee organization.

Once the testimony of Streifter and James is credited over that of

Local 307's witnesses, the weight of the evidence supports the hearing officer's

conclusion that the three employees were not discharged because of their sup-

port for Local 307. Against that testimony, there is only suspicion and sur-
mise. Accordingly, we affirm the hearing officer's findings of fact. We also
affirm his conclusion of law that the charge must be dismissed notwithstanding

the assertion that the discharge of the three employees was ''inherently
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destructive of public employees' rights." The discharge of employees for

reasons not related to activities protected by the Taylor Law is not destruc~

tive of Taylor Law rights.

~DATED:

NOW, THEREFORE, WE ORDER that the charge herein be and hereby is

dismissed.

New York, New York
June 7, 1979

omred E Mormean

Harold R. Newman, Chairman

' /(Q/g;/ék%jé

David C. Raﬁdles,<ﬁember

Member Klaus did not participate.
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STATE OF NEW YORK
PUBLIC EMPLOYMENT RELATIONS BOARD

£ H
In the Matter o #2¢ - 6/7/79

GARRISON UNION FREE SCHOOL DISTRICT, :

Employer, :
—and- *  BOARD DECISION AND ORDER

GARRISON EDUCATORS' ASSOCIATION,
CASE NO. C-1554

Petitioner,

- —~and-

GARRISON TEACHERS' ASSOCIATION,

Intervenor.

VAN DE WATER & VAN DE WATER (JOHN M. DONOGHUE,
ESQ., of Counsel), for Emplover

PAUL E. KLEIN, ESQ., (DEBORAH WATARZ, of Counsel),
for Petitioner

ANTHONY D. WILDMAN, for Inter&enor
This matter comes to us on the exceptions of the Garrison Educators'
Association (GEA), petitioner herein, ﬁo a decision of the Director of Public
Employment Practices and Representation (Director) that there be a runoff
election between GEA and the Garrison Teachers' Association (GTA) in a unit
including all certified teachers of the .Garrison Union Free School District

(District).

FACTS

By its petition, GEA sought to represent the District's teachers, now
represented by GTA, Among specific positions it sought to have excluded from
the unit were supervisors and the District's vice principal, Tintle, who also
is a full-time teacher. A hearing was held, but it was limited almost exclu-
sively to a contract-bar issue, although some testimony was offered as to
Tintle's duties. There was no decision aftef the hearing because, after comple-
tion of the testimony, the parties agreed to hold an election in November in the

GTA unit; that unit excluded supervisors, but not the vice principal.
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The election was held on November 16, 1978, with the following

results:
Eligible Voters - 21
I Votes Cast 20
GEA 10
il GTA ‘ 8
Challenged Ballots ' 2

The two challenges were made by GEA., It challenged the eligibility of two

voters, Tintle, on the ground that she is a supervisor, and Burpee, on the

lground that he is a confidential employee. Burpee is a full-time teacher who

is also taking a college course leading to State certification in administra-
tion and supervision. In addition to teaching, he is serving an internship
under the tutelage of the principal.

" The Director investigated the challenges, held a. second hearing, and
determined that both Tintle and Burpee were eligible voters. With respect to-
Tintle, he determined that her functions as vice principal included no super-
visory responsibilities. He further found that GEA had implicitly consented

to her inclusion in the unit by withdrawing its proposal that the position of

vice principal be excluded. He also determined that there was no evidence that
Burpee assisted or acted in a confidential capacity. to the principal in connec-
tion with any labor relations function.

At this point, the Director authorized the opening of the two
challenged ballots. As both were cast for GTA, resulting in a tie vote, he
directed that there be a runoff election.

EXCEPTIONS

In its exceptions, GEA asserts that the Director erred in dismissing
the challenges. It argues that the evidence supports a conclusion that Tintle ig
a supervisor and that Burpee is a confidential employee. It further argues that
it never waived any right to litigate Tintle's unit placement. Finally, it argueg
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that the Director should not have opened the ballots until his defermination
was reviewed by this Board.
DISCUSSION
We affirm ﬁhe Director's decision. First, as to Tintle, the evidence
supports his.determination that she is not a supervisor. This can be seen by

evaluating GEA's allegations.

1. "Aliegatibn ’*Tintie'is’introduced4to~bothwstaff*andmpublicWas'vice princi—- -

pal, and has attended functions to which only administrators and board of edu-
cation members were invited.

She has been introduced as vice principal, since she holds
that extré—compensated position, but she is also a full-time
teacher. The only evidence that she attends functions where
only administrators and board of éducétion members are invited
is her tesfimony that she once attended a gathering to honor

a retiring board member.whom she had known for many years.
There were former, although no current, teachers present.

2. Allegation: Tintle is in charge of the school district when the principal
is not in school. '

The priﬁcipal festified ;hat Tintle has two duties in his absence:
oH) to(call him if a problém arises and (2) to close school in
bad weéther. There has been only one dccasion on which he
could:notibe reached by telephone.
3. Allegation: Tintle can hire substitutes and promote aides.
She does not hire substitutes; she calls them from a list.
If a teacher is late, it is Ti_t1 's duty to get someone
into that ciass until the teacher or a substitute arrives.
On occasion, when a teacher becomes sick, Tintle has asked
her own aide -- who happens to be a certified teacher —-—
fd go into the classroom while she tries to get a regular

substitute. e
. U7A
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4., Allegation: Tintle gives permission for teachers to leave the

building.

Teachers do fell Tintle when the& leave the bﬁilding S0

that she can arrange for a substitute. Althqﬁgh one teacher
testified that if the principal were absent she would ask
Tintle for permission to leave, there was no evidence that

such permission had -to-be requested. = - .

5. Allegation: Tintle negotiates her own stipend.

This is true. It had been covered by the collective
agreement, but no longer is. GTA has not objected to

the change.

6. Allegation: 1In the absénce of the principal, Tintle gives advice and
direction on scheduling.

On the one occasion when the principal could not be reached,
some teachers had a question as to whether they were supposed
to work under a new schedule. They asked Tintle, who suggested

they do so.

7. Allegation: Tintle has a role in the hiring of teachers.

The record indicates that an éppliéant, Butcher, had been

an aide to Tintle and two other teachers, all of whom were

asked for their opinions. It further indicates that Tintle

filled out a recommendation form on behalf of Toman, who, as

a student aide, practice taught in Tintle's room.

8. Allegation: Tintle has access to the.principal's office.

The record indicates only that she goes into his office to
get standardized tests, which she is in charge of distributing.
There was no .testimony that other teachers do not enjoy the

same access.
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9. Allegation: Tintle distributes and reuuisitions audio~visual materials.
‘Requisition forms are sent to her by teachers because she
maintains a list of all the school's equipmenu.

10, Allegation: Tintie chairs faculty meetings.
She has chaired a faculty meeting, iimited to.completing

State—requlred forms, because the pr1nc1pal was absent.

il; Allegation: Tlntle is the Title IX. compllance offlcer:
She.recalled the Title IX appointment, but did not know if she
still had that assignment; she did not know what Title IX is.

The record elso'supports the Director's determination chet Burpee.is
not a confidential empioyee for.the purposeslof excluding him from representa-
tion under the TeylorbLaw. The evidence introduced at the hearing does not
support a conclusion that he has assisted or acted in a confidential capacity
to any managerial employee in conmection with any labor relations functiom, or
that he may reasonablj oe required to do so.

Having ascerteined that Tincle and Burpee are eligible tolvote in
the election; it is unnecessary for us to respond to the other exceptions made
by GEA. J |

NOW, THEREFORE, WE ORDER.that a runoff election between GTA and GEA

be conducted under the auspices of the Director.

DATED: New York, New York

June 7, 1979
n4?<£71(;> (et 72U R

Hp?R. Newman, Chairman

" Bavid C. Randles, Member

Member Klaus did not participate.
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STATE OF NEW YORK
PUBLIC EMPLOYMENT RELATIONS BOARD

In the Matter of - . #2D - 6/7/79

BOARD OF EDUCATION, KENMORE-TOWN OF
TONAWANDA UNION FREE SCHOOL DISTRICT,
and its Agent, DR. PHILIP TIEMAN
Superlntendent of Schools,

BOARD DECISION AND ORDER

: CASE NO. U-3381

Respondent,

o - - —and-—

KENMORE EDUCATORS ASSOCIATION . (NYEA/
NEA) ,

Charging Party.

NORTON, RADIN, GELLMAN & GORDON (DAVID A.
HOOVER, ESQ., of Counsel), for Respondent

PAUL E. KLEIN, ESQ. (ZACHARY WELLMAN, ESQ.,
of Counsel), for Charging Party

The charge herein was filed by the Kenmore Educators Asséciation (KEA) .
It alleges that the Board ofiEducation of the Kenmore-Town of Tonawanda Union
Free School District and Philip.Tieman, its Superintendent of Schools,
(respondent) interferéd with the organizational rights of public employees by
denying KEA's request for access to facﬁlty mailboxes and to the inter-school
mail system. At present, the Kenmore Teaéhers Association (KTA), is the
exclusive represehtative of respondent's teachers. It is stipulated by KEA
and respondent that KTA and respondent are parties to a six-year agreement
running from July 1, 1974 to Jumne 30, 1980. Although no contracts betweeﬁ KTA
and respondent were put in evidence, they aré available to us; Section 214.1 of
our Rules requires public employers entering into a written contract pursuant
to the Taylor Law to file a copy of the contract with this Board. The contractsg
between KTA and respondent have been filed with this Board and we take offi;ial
notice of them. Tﬁere are two relevant contracts. One is a 1974-77 agreement;

the other is a 1974-80 agreement. The second of the agreements was executed
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on December 10, 1976.‘ It is an amendmenf and an éxtension of the earlier
three-year contract..

Neither the,original agreement nbr its extension authorized KTA to use
faculty mailBéxes or.the inter-school mail system. The bylaws adopted by the
respondent board of education prohibit soliéitaﬁioﬁ of employees on the

employer's property without prior approval from the board .of education and

prohibit unreasonablé‘commercial solicitation., In fact, respondent has per-—
mitted KTA to use faculty mailboxes and the inter-school mail system for the
distribution 6f organizétional matefials. It has also afforded maii system
access to a éredit union, to the parent—teacheré‘association, to the ﬁnited
Fﬁnd, and to certain insﬁrance companies authorized to sell annuities to
teachers. On May 5; 1978, KEA requested respoﬁdent tb‘afford it access to
faculty mailboxeé and the inter-school mail system for the distribution of
organizational materials. The request was denied by respondent. It is that
denial which occasioned the charge herein.

| A»hearing 6fficér’dismissed’thé charge. He did so on the baéis of his
determination that”KEA could not file a'reﬁfesentation petition at any”time
proximate to-May 5, 1978 and his conclusion that an employee organization is
‘not entitled to use teacher mailboxes except at a time proximate to the time

when it can file a representation petition., For his conclusion, he relied

upOn'our decisidh in Cheektowaga*Ma;yfale,.ll PERB %3080 (1978), (since
affirmed __ADZd____[sra Dept., 19791, 12 PERB Y7009). |

KEA filéd exceptions to the hearing officer's decision, Those excep-
tions allege that the hearing officer erred in that he failed to note three

factors that distinguish Cheektowaga—-Maryvale from the imstant situation:

First, in Cheektowaga-Maryvale, the agreement of the incumbent

employee organization granted it the privilege, albeit nonexclusive,

of access to teacher mailboxes. Here, KTA enjoys no similar grant.

5775




Board - U-3381 . -3

Second, unlike Cheektowaga-Maryvale, here respohdéqt’

promulgated a type of no-solicitation rule. That rule has

been appiied discriminatorily to the detriment of KEA.

Third; a petition was timely on May 5, 1978 and, indeed,
at all times after November 1,.1977 because, under §208.2
of the Taylor Law and §201.3(e) of our Rules, the 1974-80

contract cou

'DISCUSSION
We affirm the decision.of the heériﬁg officer. The right of KEA, a
challenging employée organization, to access to employee mailboxes is not
affected by or contingent upon any contractual‘provision granting access to or
withholding sﬁch aécéss from KTA, the incumbent employee organization. Neither
” is it significént thét respondent's action in granting access to KTA and commu-
nity groups or in withholding accéss from them was taken pﬁrsuant'to or.in disf

regard of a unilaterally promulgated no-solicitation rule. From the point of

view of'the”Tayldr Law, the treatment of the inéuﬁbent employee organization
and community groups is irrelevant to thé.righf'qf a potential challeﬁger,to
have éccess.tb'téécher'mailboxes and the infér—school mail system. The Taylor
Law affords public*employees a reasonéble.dpéértﬁnify to organize. It also

affords public employers and recognized,ér certified employee organizations

or to change ofganizations may come into conflict with the interests of public
employers and recognized or certified employee organizations in maintaining

stability. In such circumstances, an appropriate balance must be struck. In

I

Cheektowaga-Maryvale and in Great Neck, 11 PERB 13039 (1978), we ruled that a
llpublic employer cannot interfere with employees'.right of organization by

denying an employee organization reasonable access to employee mailboxes at a

5776
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lective agreements. On occasion, the interests of employees seeking to-organize
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time proximate to the time when a representation petition may be filed, but
that it can deny such access at other times, This ruling has been affirmed by
the Appellate Division.

We also affirm the ruling of the hearing officer that KEA could not file
a representation petition at any time proxiﬁate to May 5, 1978. KEA argues

that for the purposes of contract bar, the 1974-80 contract must be deemed to

"expire on June 30, 1977. Thus, under §201.3(d) of our Rules, a petition could |

have bgen filed during November '1976. If no petition Wefe filed during that
month, KTA would haﬁe»until November 1, 1977 in which to negotiate another
agreement. ﬂaving_failed to do so, KEA thus contends that a petition would be
timely pursuant to §201.3(e) of our Rules at any time after November 1, 1977
'ﬁntil KTA and respopdents negotiated a‘new agreement. According to‘KEA, the
final three-year period of the sixeyear agreement would not bar any petition.
There is support for this position in decisiéns'of_the National Labor
Relations Board. Between 1958 and 1962 the National Labor Relations Board °
issued several opinions in which it ruled that where a collective agreement
extends beyond the maximﬁm éeriod for purposes of contract bar, a challenging
pétition Would-Be timely_if filédAeither during the open period preceding the
eﬁd of tﬁe contract bar pefiod or at any time after the expiration of the brief
insulated périod thereaftef%' However, if the barties enter into a written
reaffirmatioh or extension of a long-term contract during the appropriate
insulated‘pefibd prior to the end of the cont?act Bér period, or after the ex—
piration of the contract bar period but prior to the filing of a petitiom, that

extension would serve to commence a new contract bar period.

1 FE.g. Pacific Coast Assn. of Pulp and Paper Mfrs., 121 NLRB 990 (1958);Deluxe
" Metal Furniture, 121 NLRB 995 (1958); General Cable Corp., 139 NLRB 1123
(1962). . : '

See Pacific Coast, supra and Southwestern Portland Cement Co., 126 NLRB 931
(1960)

N
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We have found no explanation or rationale for the NLRB rulings

“between 1958 and 1962 that unless a long—term contract is reaffirmed or

extended at an appropriate time it will have no effect as a contract bar
after the original contract bar period has run. Perhaps the NLRB was con-
cerned that there would be uncertainty as to the precise anniversary dates

of the contract and that a long~term contract could therefore renew itself

“without a potential Chal’lén’g'ér"krfowi’n’g’ when it could file its petition.,

If so, that concern does not arise under the Taylor Law because, fér purposes
of contract bar, all contracts  are deemed to be co-—terminous with.the fiscal
year of the government involved.

We are persuaded by the reasoning of the hearing officer in the
instant case that the public policy underlying the contract bar rule is
adequately sérved if a six—year_agreément is treated as two three-year
agreements for the purpose. of coﬁtract bar. The presence or absence of a
reaffirmation or extension is irrelevant to the policy. that guarantees. |
employees an opportunity to file a representation petition at least once
every three years but not necessarily more often. That is the intent of
§208.2 of the Taylor Law. . Thus, we would affirm the hearing officer on the
facts considered by him. We.note,,however, from the contracts between KTA
and respondent in our file, that'dn December 10, 1976, respondent and KTA
exténded an earlier three~year agreement. That extension occurred during
the appropriate insulated period near the end of the first three years of
the contract and, therefore, even under the NLRB rule there would be a

second three-year contract bar.

o/i8
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NOW, THEREFORE, WE ORDER that the charge herein be, and it hereby
is, dismissed.

DATED: New York, New York
June 7, 1979

g ) N

Harold .R. Newman, Chairman

Member Klaus did not participate.
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NEW YORK STATE PUBLIC EMPLOYMENT RELATIONS BOARD

#2E - 6/7/79
In the Matter of

UNITED UNIVERSITY PROFESSIONS, INC., BOARD ORDER
Respondent,

Case No, U-2951
-and-

- MORRIS ESON,

This Board having rendered a decision and order in this pro-
ceeding on August 23, 1978 determining that the agency shop fee
refund procedures promulgated by the United University Professions,
Inc. (UUP), were not valid and that, accordingly, the collection
of agency shop fee payments on behalf of the UUP constituted'an
improper practice in violation of Civil Service Law 8209-3a(2)(a),
and, as the.remedy for said violation, having directed revision
in said refund procedure as the condition for continued collection
of agency shop fee payments, and the UUP having submitted revised
refund procedures,'and this Board, by decision and order dated 7
September 15, i978, having approved said revised refund proéedures
upon the condition, among others, that said procedures will be
implemented in an éxpeditious mannéf, and it appearing that the
UUP may not be implementing said refund procedures in an expedi-
tious manner, and the charging party herein having requested

further relief,
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by this Board's orders.of August 23, 1978 and September 15, 1978,

Therefore, this Board determines that an investigation should
be instituted to determine whether the UUP has failed to imple-
ment in an expeditious manner, or has otherwise failed to estab-

lish and maintain, an agency shop fee refund procedure as required

and whether the collectlon of all agency shop fee payments on
behalf of the UUP should be termlnated or other remedial relief
granted, and it ie

ORDERED that the United University Professions, Inc. show
cause at a hearing to be held on Wednesday, June:27, 1979, at 10:00 AM|
at the offices of this Board, 50 Wolf Road, Fifth Floor, Albany,
New Yofk, why tnis Board should‘not order further remedies in this

proceeding.

DATED: ©New York, New York
June 7, 1979

£ROL R NEWNMAN, Chairman

=
DAVID C. RANDLES, //)ﬂﬁ v

Member Klaus did not participate.




STATE OF NEW YOPK-
PUBLIC EMPLOYMENT RELB” BOARD

In the Matter of .
, » L : #2F - 6/7/79
FALCONER CENTRAL SCHOOL DISTRICT, )
Employer,
: : -1868 °
—and- ¢ Case No., C-1

FALCONER SECRETARIAL AND CLERICAL UNIT, :

Petitionert

CERTLFI”ATION OF REPRESENTATIVE AND ORDER TO NEGOTIATE

A representatlon proceedlng having been conducted in the
above matter by the Public Employment Relations Board in accord-
ance with the Public Employees' Fair Employment Act and the
Rules of Procedure of the Board, and it appearing that &
negotiating representative has. been selected, .

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

IT IS HEREBY CERTIFIED that the Falconer Secretarlal and
Clerical Unit

§ has been designated and selected by a majority of the employees
. of the above named public employer, in the unit agreed upon by
i the parties and described below, as their exclusive representa-—
i tive for the purpose of collective negotiations and the settle-
‘ment of grievances.

i Unit: Included: Clerk II, Typist, Account Clerk, Sr. Account Clerk,
- and Stenographer. - :

Excluded: All other employees.

Further, IT IS ORDERED that the wbove named public\
enmployer shall negotiate collectively w1th the Falconer Secretarlal
and Clerical Unit

and enter into a wrltten agreement with ‘such employee organization:
with regard to terms and conditions of employment, and shall
negotiate collectlvely with such employee organlzatlon in the
determination of, and administration of, -grievances..

Signed on the 7th day of - - June, 1979
New York, New York ' o

- : - ;Zéb\ﬁﬁiigA/D' A{éh;ﬁrxaaexzua/
C Har?fd/R Newman, .Chairman

N & e

David C: Randles.y Meipé

-Member Klaus did not participate.
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