
Legislative History for Connecticut Act 

HBsai? M W m i 

Mouse. Mte-om^wW-viox 

Stncik Aft>7-/50?, / f i l - m o rs> 

Ubor M , m - w , w - m (»> 

LAW/LEGISLATIVF REFERENCE 
DO NOT R^-OV .•• '.M I.WRY&RY - T I F 1 

Transcripts from the Joint Standing Committee Public Hearing(s) and/or Senate 

and House of Representatives Proceedings 

Connecticut State Library 

Compiled 2014 



H 89 

C O N N E C T I C U T 

G E N . ASSEMBLY 
HOUSE 

P R O C E E D I N G S 
196/ 



2483 

May 19, 1967 
THE SPEAKER: 

The question is on acceptance and passage. Will you remark? 

MRS. 1KB (66th) 

Mr. Speaker, this bill assesses the penalty against any person who 

fails to stop at the request of our Conservation Law Enforcement Officers, or 

who, after being requested to stop, throws overboard any fish, crustacean, or 

container. This bill, if enacted by the House, will act to reduce illegal com-

mercial fishing in our marine waters, particularly the heavy traffic in short 

lobsters. This bill penalizes any person who obstructs these officers in the 

performance of their duties under Sec. 26-6 of our general statutes and will 

aid them in protecting our natural resources. I urge passage of this bill. 

THE SPEAKER: 

Will you remark further on the bill? If not the question if on ac-

ceptance and passage. All those in favor will say aye. All those opposed? 

The bill is passed. 

THE CL1RK: 

Page eleven of the Calendar. Calendar No. 605 Substitute for House 

Bill No. 5218. An Act concerning Collective Bargaining by Municipal Employees. 

Favorable report of the Committee on Labor. File #679. 

MR. BADOLATO (30th) 

Mr. Speaker, I move for the acceptance of the Committee's favorable 

report and passage of the bill. 

THE SPEAKER: 

The question is on acceptance and passage. Will you remark? 

MR. BADOLATO (30th) 

Mr. Speaker, this bill came about as a result of a study or a review 

of public act #159 that was adopted in the last session of the General Assemblj 
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May 19, 1967 
The Commission that drafted the original act, #159« w a s requested by the Govern 
or to review the act in its operation and make whatever suggestions or recommen 
dations they felt were necessary at this time. The bill itself provides in 
Sec. 1 that the definition of a legitimate organization, under the terms of thi 
act, would be an organization that is in existence for a period of six months 
or more. In Sec. 2 it clears up an area that raised some Misunderstanding in 
the original draft and provides that the chief executive officer of a municipal 
ity may grant recognition in the initial step, rather than to leave it in the 
grey area of whether it had to be by approval of the legislative body or the 
chief executive officer. Sec. 3 of act provides for a broader base for a 
definition of a supervisory position by requiring the presence of at least two 
of the four criterias that are already established under public act #159* 
Sec. 4 clears up the question of whether in the police and fire departments 
there can be one or more bargaining unit. The original act intended that there 
be only one in each of the departments. This section here and the recommended 
change clearly defines that there would be one unit in the police department 
and one unit in the fire department. Sec. 4 also clears up an area that create 
some problems since the enaction of the act, in that the professional employees 
the profession itself, among the professionals will determine by themselves 
whether they wish to be included in a bargaining unit of non-professionals and 
would allow the professions the opportunity to set up units by each profession, 
as they so chose. Sec. 5 would make available the services of the State Board 
of Mediation and Arbitration for purposes of arbitration of contract disputes 
at the joint request of the municipal employer and the employee organization. 
Sec. £> would clear up an area that was misunderstood in the previous act in 
that it would make possible the question of entrance or exit from the Connect! 
cut Municipal Employees Retirement System and would place this provision under 
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the rights of those matters that would be a condition of collective bargaining. DS 

Sec. 6 also provides a time limit in which the chief executive officer or the 

agent of the municipality would have to submit the negotiated agreement to the 

legislative body within fourteen days of the date that the agreement was arrive! 

at, and the legislative body would have thirty days from the end of that four-

teen day period to take action on the agreement. Sec. 7 describes the respon-

sibility of the Budget Appropriating Authority to appropriate whatever funds 

are needed to fulfill a collective bargaining agreement. Sec. 8 also clears up 

a misunderstanding that was created in the enactment of the previous act in 

that it defines that the authority of such municipal employer as a district 

school board or housing authority, which have exclusive control over wages, 

hours and other conditions employment would be the authority to arrive at an 

agreement and biM the authority to the agreement. Sec. 9 provides further 

language relating to the problem of completing contract negotiations in order 

to oieet requirements on the submission of a budget. Under the present act, it 

is not clear whether contracts can be negotiated that would be retroactive and 

this session attempts to clarrify that so that a negotiated agreement, by agree-

ment, could be made retroactive. Sec. 10 simply conforms to Sec. 6 in that the 

Connecticut Municipal Employment Retirement System, the inclusion under that 

system, would be a matter for collective bargaining. Now these recommendations 

were made after long study by the Commission. They felt that in all of these 

cases they were actually clarifications of the intent of the original law. 

They were really not substantive changes in the law. Any changes that would be 

of a substantive nature would be coming before you in separate bills. The Com-

mission, so that you'll know, was composed of three members of the employers, 

three members of the public at large, and three members of the labor organiza-

tion, and a senator and a representative, representing the General Assembly. 
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Action of the Commission required a majority vote, and in order to achieve 

this majority vote, it needed the approval of the public members of the Commis 

sion. This they did, it had a majority report, an acceptance of the majority. 

We feel that it is a good bill and hope that it passes, 

THE SPEAKER: 

Will you remark further on the bill? 

MR. WEICKER (^54th) 

Mr. Speaker, the Clerk has an amendment. 

THE CLERK: 

House amendment Schedule "A" offered by Mr. Weicker of the 154th dis 

trict. In Section 6, line 15, take out the word "may" and substitute the word 

"shall". In Section 6, line 16, after the word "whole" add the following 

words "within a reasonable time". In Section 6, lines 21 through 24, delete 

the italicized words beginning with "Such" and ending with the word "body". 

MR. WEICKER (154th) 

Mr. Speaker, I rise to speak in favor of this amendment, and as being 

one of those who has probably had considerable experience with the Collective 

Bargaining Act, having been the representative chief executive officer of the 

Town of Greenwich in our collective bargaining with five different employee 

organizations. I supported the collective bargaining act which we passed in 

1965* 1 thought it was a good bill, we all knew that some changes were going 

to have to come about. And it has proven to be a good act. I would say that 

the recommendations in the bill as you have it before you are sound, with the 

exception of Sec. 6. What I'm trying to do with this amendment is to avoid the 

backfire which is going to take place if the bill passes as it now sits before 

you. What in effect is going to happen here by the act, where it requires ac-

tion within thirty days by the legislative body of the town after agreement has 

<e 
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been reached and after it has been presented to that legislative body, is that DS 

1) in order to fit it into the budget meeting of your legislative body, what-

ever that might be, representative town meeting or Council, in order to fit it 

into that budget meeting either the collective bargaining is going to slow dowr. 

to the point where we can't arrive at quick agreements with the unions, or if 

we present it to the legislative body prior to their budget meeting, they'll re-

ject it and send it back to us. What I'm trying to say to you is that I know 

there is an attempt at correcting the problem here. It is that some of our 

municipalities have dragged their feet and when agreement has been reached at t 

the executive level, it hasn't been carried out into the legislative body or 

passed by the legislative body. On the other hand a community, and this was 

our case in Greenwich, which arrived very quickly at their agreements with the 

unions, under this bill, I would sit back and not present it to the legislative 

body until our budget meeting. Or if I had presented it to our legislative 

body before their regular budget meeting they would have rejected it and sent 

it back to me. What I've tried to do in this amendment, I speak now to the 

gentleman from the ̂ Oth, is to recognize the problem which you're concerned 

with, which is to prevent the dragging of feet once it has been presented to 

the legislative body, but at the same time have it so that it is adaptable to 

the various forms of local government that we have in the state of Connecticut* 

I want to make this very clear. I am in complete accord with the act as you 

have it before you but I think that the way Sec. 6 is written, you're going to 

have mass confusion, you're going to have the representative of the municipali-

ties holding back from agreement with the unions until the budget meeting of 

the legislative body, or if they do reach agreement, those legislative bodies 

will reject it because it hasn't become a part of the orderly budget process. 

I think that there is not one of us, regardless of party, that should not think 
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very carefully over this system as it effects your particular community. As 

I have stated, I have tried in the amendment to eliminate the dragging of feet 

but at the same time make it acceptable to all the communities of the state, 

make it adaptable to their particular situation, and in fact enhance the cause 

of collective bargaining on the municipal level here in the State of Connect!^ 

cut. 

THE SPEAKER: 
Will you remark further on the amendment? 

MR. BADOLATO (30th) 
Mr, Speaker, I rise to oppose the amendment. The Commission that 

prepared this bill took into consideration the items that were discussed here. 
It seems that there are those communities of course that would love to get, 
and here again I don't say that it is the previous speaker's district, I don't 
mean to infer that it is his community, but there are those communities that 
would drag their feet more so if we were to adopt the amendment. We are at-
tempting to, in this bill, remove the municipal employees from the area that 
they have been in years and that they were considered in the budget making 
process, in that they would only receive the crumbs that were left after the 
budget was put into shape. And if there was anything left, fine, the municipal 
employees would get whatever was left otherwise they wouldn't be given any 
fair consideration. The thought here was that they would allow the communities 
to get into the process of negotiating an agreement without having to deal with 
the pressures of the budget making process, and of course, all of you recognizp 
that in those communities that are operating under this law, the chief execu-
tor officer or the agents for the community, I'm sure you all recognice, are 
in constant touch with the legislative body of the community, sounding them ou 
on how far they are willing to go. So that an agreement arrived at through thfe 
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bargaining process is one that we find in our experience, has been previously 

approved by the legislative body in itself. And the agent of the community is 

actually just going through the motions of approving something that was pre-

viously approved by the legislative body. Without the time limits in the act, 

it creates many more problems that would be created if we were to adopt the 

amendment. I seriously say that all of these things were taken into considera 

tion. The amendment would be a greater evil than the bill as printed if it 

were passed. 

THE SPEAKER: 

Will you remark further? 

MR. WEICKER (154th) 

Mr. Speaker, let me give to my colleagues here in the House a coneret 

example as to what I'm talking about. Greenwich is on a July fiscal year. Back 

in the fall of 1966, September, October, November, we start to prepare our bud 

get. At that time we entered into collective bargaining with the five differ-

ent unions within the Town of Greenwich. We concluded on a happy note all of 

our agreements within a matter of a few months, so that roughly around the firs 

of the year in 1967, all of our collective bargaining was done with. Our bud-

get process in the meantime was going forward. We had our public hearings in 

March and we had the representative town meeting, which was the legislative 

town body, pass upon that budget in May. Now if this law were in effect the 

way it is written here, if I went ahead and concluded those same agreements 

let's say in November, 1966, with the fiscal year commencing July 1, of '67, 

one of two things would happen. I would have to present it immediately to the 

representative town meeting in December or January so that it becomes complete 

ly divorced from the rest of an overall budget. Now I can tell you exactly 

what my legislative body would do. They would reject any agreement, sent it 
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back just to go ahead and delay it, to kejr it in with the May representative 
Town meeting. If this act were in effect, if I didn't want that to happen for 
fear of rejection, stirring up trouble if you will, I would purposely hang back 
as the chief executive officer, in order to key it into the May Representative 
Town meeting. The bill.'that you have before you in other words refers specifi 
cally to a request for funds necessary. The overall agreement, unless it is in 
conflict with some act, as far as the non economic aspects of the agreement, 
don't go before the representative town meeting, just the monetary aspects so i 
very definitely is a part of any town or city budget process. Now when the gen 
tleman from the 3Oth says that the amendment has greater evil than the bill its 
self, I don't think so. What I have tried to do in other words is 1) What I 
am saying is that they shall accept or reject not, may. I have incorporated tb 
provisions whereby the chief executive officer of the bargaining authority for 
the town must submit, that part of it, in other words within fourteen days, mus 
submit it to the legislative body. That's good so far. But then I've used the 
term reasonable time, and don't forget the act here is subject to interpreta-
tion by the State Board of Arbitration and Mediation. So that it is very clear}, 
that ifi in fact the agreement had not been reached because let's say the bud-
get session of the Representative Town Meeting was coming up in May, they would 
say, well that's reasonable, it's being fit into there. If it was just being 
dragged on for the sake of being dragged obviously they could step in. But 
what I'm asking you to do and I think if each one of you check with your towns, 
your chief executive officers, your councils, I think you'll find that the con 
fusion that is going to result and the step backward for collective bargaining 
is just going to be tremendous. And this amendment is not offered in any other 
way, not in a party way, except by one who has gone through the whole process 
under the old act, who has done it successfully; so I can speak impartially, 
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I've got no axe to grind, and one who wants to see it improved and the type of 
evil referred to by the gentleman of the 30th eliminated. Mr. Speaker, I would 
request that the amendment be printed in the Journal in accordance with Rule 9 
THE SPEAKER: 

In accordance with Rule 9 it will be printed in the Journal. Will 
you remark further? 
MR. AVCOLLIE (94th) 

Mr. Speaker, through you may I ask the gentleman from Greenwich a 
question. 
THE SPEAKER: 

You may proceed. 
MR. AVCOLLIE (94th) 

I'm just wondering whether it's taking the other side of the coin, if 
your amendment is adopted and we look at Sec. 9 which makes possible retroactive 
agreements which I think is a fine thing, whether or not the bargaining group 
that has gone past the fiscal year before they reach an agreement could then bo 
thwarted into waiting until the next fiscal year and kept on the hook by virtue: 
of your elimination of these periods. 
THE SPEAKER: 

Does the gentleman care to respond? 
MR. WEICKER (154th) 

To the gentleman from the 94^ the problem that you raised was one, 
as I was trying to find an amendment for this bill, was definitely in my mind. 
The first attempt that I made at amending was geared toward a fiscal year, if 
you will. I haven't taken that approach, that's why I've used the reasonable 
time approach. I don't think in that way that it would prevent in any manner, 
shape, or form it becoming retroactive. I recognize exactly what you are 
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talking about because this took up about two hours of time and finally I had 
figured out you couldn't do it because again of the various fiscal years that 
we have, the various systems within the State of Connecticut. So I've used the 
term reasonable time and left it flexible so it adapt itself to any community 
to any fiscal year, and it would not impede the retroactivity section. 
THE SPEAOR: 

Will you remark further on the amendment? 
MR. DOTO (125th) 

Mr. Speaker, I rise to support the amendment. It seems to me that the 
gentleman of the 154th has made a persuasive case, based on personal and success-
ful experience. None of us here wants to frustrate the very collective bargaiz 
ing process that this bill hopes to expedite, and I think that we should all 
remember that this is not one of these bills that we can vote and walk away 
from. This is one that will be waiting for us when we get home regardless of 
which of the 169 towns we reside in at one time or another. This one has very 
broad implications. I think a persuasive case has been made for the amendment 
and I urge its adoption. 
THE SPEAKER: 

Will you remark further on the amendment? If not the question is on 
adoption of House Amendment Schedule "A". All those in favor willlsay aye. 
All those opposed? The no's have it, the amendment fails. The question now is 
on acceptance of the joint committee's favorable report and passage of the bill 
Will you remark further? 
MR. W1ICKER (154th) 

Mr. Speaker, I doubt the vote as announced by the Speaker. 
THE SPEAKER: 

The Chair rules that it is late for the doubt. The vote has been 

Jf. 
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announced, the amendment has been lost. There is a move now if you want to ap-
peal the ruling of the Chair, you may. 
MR. WEICKER (154th) 

Mr. Speaker, am I appealing the ruling of the Chair that the motion 

was late? 

THE SPEAKER: 

The ruling of the Chair is that your doubting of the vote is late. 

If you wish to appeal the ruling of the Chair you must move now, and if you 

sustain on your appeal then the Chair is wrong on the vote and we will have an-' 

other vote. 

MR WEICKER (154th) 

Mr. Speaker, I appeal the ruling of the Chair. 

THE SPEAKER: 

You appeal the ruling of the Chair. An appeal of the Chair's ruling 

has been made. 

MR. DOWD (125th) 

I second the appeal. 

THE SPEAKER: 

An appeal to the ruling of the Chair has been made and seconded. 

MR. GR0MB3E (44th) 

I think this is carrying it pretty far. When the Speaker bangs that 

gavel, in all the time I have been here, that is it, the bill is passed. The 

gentleman who is late, I am sorry for him. The Speaker was not in a hurry do-

ing this. I think this is bad policy to establish a precedent like this to 

question that the Chair has banged the gavel and said the bill is passed and 

then to question his decision because you waited too long. I think it is very 

unfair. 
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MR. DOWD (125th) DS 

There is no attempt here to embarrass anybody, calling voice votes ir 
this chamber is a very difficult thing. The gentleman tried to get my attenticn 
and did not succeed, and consequently this is why he was late. What we are ash-
ing to do is simply have a rising vote that this can be confirmed. Nobody is 
interfireting the question here, we're just asking for a verification. 
THE SPEAKER: 

Will you remark further on the appeal? 
MR. AJELLO (ll8th) 

Mr. Speaker, the question seems to me very clear. The Speaker and 
I was watching, hesitated in order to determine whether or not there was a 
doubt. There was no doubt expressed by anybody. Whether or not somebody was 
trying to attract anybody's attention means nothing. A member who wants to 
doubt a vote has the obligation to get up and do it. The Rules say that once 
a vote is announced by the Speaker, it eannot be reconsidered, except in the 
method in which the Chair has indicated, or of course by a proper motion for 
reconsideration. So if this appeal is not well taken, the gentleman's actions 
were not well taken, and the Qhair should be sustained. 
THE SPEAKER: 

Will you remark further on the appeal? 
MR. WEICKER (154th) 

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my appeal from the Chair's ruling, I think 
though that the mistake that ftas made certainly was not one of policy or disre-
spect on my part. The mistake that will be made here will be one on the State 
of Connecticut. 
THE SPEAOR: 

The appeal has been withdrawn. We will go back to the bill. 
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MR. ®C CARTHY (22nd) 

Through you, Sir, if I may, an inquiry to the gentleman from the 30th 

With respect to the technical change in Sec. 2 of the bill, specifying the rec 

ognition of the chief executive officer of a municipality, I'm just curious 

about the situation of Council Manage Government, where you have an elected 

mayor and an appointed manager. I'm curious as to whether any consideration w^ 

given to a possible ambiguity as to which of these officers might be regarded 

the chief executive officer. Perhaps there is a definition available. 

THE SPEAKER: 

Eoes the gentleman care to respond. 

MR. BADOLATO (30th) 

Mr. Speaker, to the gentleman from the 22nd. All charters spell out 

clearly in their Charter who their chief executive officer is. In most town 

manager form of governments, the Charter specifies that the manager is the 

chief executive officer. In the mayor form of government, the charter spells 

out that the mayor is the chief executive officer, etc. 

THE SPEAKER: 

Will you remark further? If not the question is on acceptance of the 

joint committee's favorable report and passage of the bill. 

MR. WEICKER (154th) 

Mr. Speaker, I now have to rise to oppose the bill, which was the 

furthest thing from my mind when I walked into these Halls this afternoon. I'Ve 

given you the reasons for my opposition to it. They were reasons that only ap> 

plied to one section. I feel as guilty as anyone else opposing good legislation 

that is good in every respect but one. But due to the situation that confronts 

us, that's the course that I have to follow. The confusion that will result 

from the bill as it now stands will be far greater than any benefit that will 
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accrue to either the municipalities or the employee organizations. And for 
that reason I am opposed to the bill. 
THE SPEAKER: 

Will you remark further on the bill? 
MR. BADOLATO (30th) 

Mr. Speaker, I move that when the Vote is taken, it be taken by roll 
call. 
THE SPEAKER: 

The question is on a roll call. All those in favor will say aye. 
All those opposed? In the opinion of the Chair the sufficient number has ans-
wered in the affirmative. We will have a roll call. 
MR. MC KINNEY (141st) 

There is a certain moral dilemma that hits every representative. I 
think when it comes to passing on legislation it is simply the moral dilemma of 
do you let a bill go through that is a bad bill and that is going to cause your 
town a problem just because you want the other side to stub their toes or do 
you stand up and say, think about what you are doing. Nov/ I was the candidate 
for the chief executive office of my town and it's common knowledge I lost. 
However I was also a very strong supporter̂  and this is also a matter of the 
record, for collective bargaining way before this House thought fiibout it for 
our police, fire, and city employees. I've stood beside them in many a fight. 
Ladies and gentlemen on the other side of the House, I welcome you to go back 
home. I welcome you from Bridgeport to go back home to Hugh Curren, you from 
New Haven to go home to Dick Lee, if the gentleman is here from Fairfield to go 
to John Sullivan, my first selectman, who is a democrat. You have made it al-
most physically impossible, just through one small mistake in this bill, to al 
low these people to deal with the fiscal problems of their community. And let 
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me tell you this, you can talk about sales taxes, you can talk about any kind DS 

of taxes, you can talk about the problems we have governing a state financially, 

but nothing is nearer and dearer to the voter's heart than his town's financial 

problems. And by this bill you have done in that one section, you have made it 

almost impossible for a town, to with any sense of order, run its financial af-

fairs. I think the bill in every other aspect is a superlative bill, it's a 

good bill; but with that one small item you've ruined it. 

THE SPEAKER: 

Will you remark further? 

MR. AVCOLLIE (94th) 

Mr. Speaker, I represent two of four collective bargaining units in 

my town who have been bargaining since last November right straight through the 

budget session, right through the fiscal year, and I can't see any moral di-

lemma her, Mr. Speaker. I don't doubt the sincerity of the gentleman from 

Greenwich. I think he has studied the bill and in his considered opinion as it 

relates to his town and the problems he sees, he certainly feels he's right. 

But 1 can say in all good conscience that this is not a bad bill as far as I'M 

concerned for my district. I think it will speed up the negotiations. It will 

eliminate to a great extent the possibility of employers stalling and delaying 

and thwarting the collective bargaining movement and the collective bargaining 

process and this is the case in many towns. I support this bill wholeheartedly. 

I know that the four collective bargaining units in Naugatuck will be delighted 

with it. 

THE SPEAKER: 

Will you remark further? 

MR. BADOLATO (30th) 

Mr. Speaker, I didn't intend to get up again but I just couldn't let 
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those remarks go by without s^fng~something about it. The remarks made by 

the gentleman from the 14l8t, I'd like to assure him and the members of this 

House that the amendment to the public act #159 enacted in the last session of 

the General Assembly were not taken lightly in that the people on the Commis* 

sion that came up with the recommendations for amendments to the act were people 

that were knowledgeable in the field. They were people that were experts in th 

field both from the employer standpoint and from the public standpoint, I'd 

like to point out to you that three of the members on the Commission were peopl 

that are recognized as authorities in the field of public employee relations. 

They are Prof. Richard SchwSf of Trinity College, Prof. Elmer Schneider of the 
University of Connecticut and Rev. D.E. Johnson of Hamden. In addition to thes 
three public members who are in agreement with these amendments, there were re 
presentatives of the employee organizations that were in agreement. So that I 
don't know anyone can feel that this bill is a bad bill and that it would not 
serve in the best interests of both the community and the employees. If it was 
a bad bill, if it would hurt the employees in their collective bargaining pro-
cess, these people would not have made these recommendations. I believe it is 
a good bill and I hope it passes. 
THE SPEAKER: 

Will you remark further? 
MR. BARRING®? (169th) 

I'm impressed that there is a very low pressure discussion of this 
bill. We all voted for it earlier, those of us who were here in '65 I believe, 
voted for the original bill. This does not seem to be a highly partisan matter 
There has been a suggestion by a leading chief executive who happens to be in 
our midst here. It seems to me that this is the type of thing that could be 
passed retaining and possibly worked out so that everybody would be happy with 
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it. You are not milea apart, you haven't got a division of philosophy about 
it, you've got a division of practical application. It does seem in view of 
the fact that you have a chief executive officer who has produced four legisla-
tors so he must have a rather large population, what, about bo, 000 I would 
guess, it's.65,000. It does seem that this is not a partisan matter but this 
is s. matter of law and a slight adjustment of this might work it out. Occasion 
ally this happens,, and I think when it does happen, better legislation t>a 
forthcoming. And through you Mr. Speaker, I ask the distinguished Chairman of 
the Labor Committee if it would be possible to have a twenty-four hour respite 
to see if something could be worked out to the mutual satisfaction of both 
parties. 
THE SPEAKER: 

Does the gentleman care to respond. 
MR. RAD0LAT0 (30th) 
M Mr. Speaker, this provision has been discussed at great length. It 
was introduced early in the session, it's been before us now for almost four 
months at least, it's been in discussion with community leaders and other peo-
ple on thi# Commission that made these recommendations for at least six months 
before that. It's been aired in all respects. I don't see any good coming of 
a delay and I would hope that we would act on this today and get it on its way. 
THE SPEAKER; 

Will you remark further on the bill? 
MR. CONNORS (l60th) 

Mr. Speaker, coming from a city of 110,000 people which is next door 
neighbors of Mr. Weicker's domain in Greenwich, coming from Stamford, we just 
have signed a collective bargaining agreement with the city workers, policemen, 
firemen and all workers combined in the city of Stamford. I think this is a 
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very good bill, I think this bill should go through* I feel there is nothing 
wrong with this bill. 
THE SPEAKER: 

Will you remark further? A roll call will be taken. Will all the me 
bers of the assembly please be seated who wish to vote, all others please leave 
the aisle. We are preparing to vote. In your Calendar at the topnof page 11. 
Calendar No, 605 Substitute for House Bill 5218. The question is on acceptance 
of the joint committee's favorable report and passage of the bill. If you fa-
vor passage of the bill you will vote year. If you do not favor the bill you 
will vote nay. The Chair will open the machine. Has everyone voted the way 
he wishes. Hearing no answer the Chair will lock the machine and ask the Clerk 
to take a tally. The Clerk will announce the tally. 
THE CLERK: 

Total number voting 124 
Necessary for passage 58 

Those voting Yea 86 
Those voting Nay 28 
Those absent and not voting 63 

THE SPEAKER: 
The bill passes. 

THE CLERK: 
Page eight of the Calendar. Calendar 589 Substitute for House Bill 

No. 5012. An Act concerning Conflict of Interest in the Offices of Municipal 
Auditor or Municipal Budget Director. Favorable report of the Committee on 
Judiciary and Governmental Functions. File #668 
REPRESENTATIVE PAWLAK OF THE 95th DISTRICT IN THE CHAIR 
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waterworks is concerned, and it also adds that the act will be 
effective upon a majority vote of the voters at an annual or 
special meeting. 
THE SPEAKER: 

All those in favor? Opposed? The amendment is adopted. 
tfR. GUDELSK.I (11Oth): 

I move acceptance andpassage as amended. 
TELE SPEAKER: j 

The question is on acceptance andpassage as amended by Senate 
Amendment Schedule A. Will you remark? If not, all those in 
favor? Opposed? The,bill is passed. 
THE CLKRKs 

Calendar 606, Substitute forJt^z^ffe^jby An Act concerning 
Collective Bargaining by Municipal Employees. (As amended by Senate 
Amendment Schedule A) 
yiR. BADOLATO. (30th): 

The Clerk has the amendment. 
THE CLERK: 

Section % lines 5 and 6, (contract disputes) and insert 
"impasses in contract negotiations." In said section % line 
7 add a comma after the word "and" and in line 8 strike out the 
words "for purposes of arbitration in contract disputes." In said 
section 5? line 10 strike out the period, insert a comma and add 
the following: for purposes of arbitration of impasses in contract 
negotiations. Whenever any impass in contract negotiations is 
submitted to arbitration, the decision of the arbitration panel j 
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or arbitrator shall be rendered no later than 20 days prior to 
thefinal date by which time the budget appropriating authority 
of the municipality is required to adopt its budget or 10 days 
after the close of the arbitration hearing, whichever is later, 
provided in no case shall such decision be rendered later than 5 
days prior to such final budget adoption date. Nothing contained 
herein shall prevent any agreement from being entered into in 
accordance with the provisions of section 9 of this act® 
MR. BAD0LAT0 (30th): 

I move for adoption of the amendment. 
THE SPEAKER: 

The question is on adoption of Senate Amendment Schedule A, 
Will you remark? 
MR. BAD0LAT0 (30th): 

This amendment was proposed by the conference of mayors. It 
provides for a time limit in which an impass in contract negotia-
tions can be submitted to arbitration. In also provides for time 
limits in which the arbitrator must render a decision. It's a 
good amendment and I hope it passes. 
MR. BOYD (l¥+th): 

The hour islate. This is an important matter, and 1 would 
move that it be passed retaining so that we can discuss this in 
the morning. 
THE SPEAKER: 

The question is on retaining the matter. All those in favor? 
Opposed? The motion fails. Will you remark further? If not, 
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all those in favor of adopting the amendment-? Opposed? The 
amendment is adopted. 
MR. BADQLATQ (30th): 

I move for paceptanee and passage of the bill as amended. 
THE SPEAKER: 

The question is on acceptance and passage of thebill as amended 
by Senate Amendment ScheduleA. Will you remark? 
MR. BOYD (1 M+th): 

Mr. Speaker? 1 object to passing important legislation like 
this at this hour, and therefore I move that when the vote be takeitL 
it be taken "by roll call if we can't consid r it in the morning. 
THE SPEAKER: 

The question is on a roll call. All those in favor? We 
will have a roll call. 
MR. LENGE (13th): 

I rise to support passage. The bill has been improved by 
the amendment. 
THE SPEAKER: 

The question is on passage of the bill by roll call. The 
Chair will open the machine. The Chair will lock the machine and 
the Clerk will take the tally. 
THE CLERK: 

Total number voting 107 
Necessary for passage .. ...... 
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THE SPEAKER: 

The bill i 

Thursday," June 1, 1 

a as seel. 
plR. GRQMBIE (Mi-th): 

At this time I would ask for suspension of the rules for 
transmittal to the Senate, the Governor, the engrossing clerk as 
required of all bills we've passed since I last made this motion, 
THE SPEAKER: 

The question is on suspension of the rules for ... 
MR. LENGE (13th): 

With the exceptions of calendar 1085 and. 1132, if there is 
no objection. 
THE SPEAKER: 

With the exception of those two, there will be suspension 
of the rules. The question now is on immediate transmittal of 
our heretofor transacted business, with the exception of those 
two bills, to the Senate, the Secretary of State, the engrossing 
clerk and the Governor as the case may be. All those in favor? 
Opposed? So ordered. 
MR. G ROME IE (LfVch): 

May calendar 900 and 995 be taken from the foot of the cal-
endar and put in their regular place on the calendar? 
THE SPEAKER: 

If there is no objection, so ordered, 
MR. CROKBIE (hkth)i 

When we do adjourn, we'll adjourn until tomorrow at 12 noon, 
We will read in somebills before we do actually adjourn. 

- - M 
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by saying Aye. AYE. Opposed? The amendment is adopted. 

The Chair will rule this is not a technical amendment. The 
bill will be referred back to the legislative Commissioners office 
for redrafting. 
THE CLERK l 

Page 7, calendar 808, file 6l6, 8ubatitute_HB iiOlS,, A n Act 
concerning Alternate Members on the State Labor Relations Board. 
Favor able , report of the Joint Committee on Labor. 
SENATOR MILLERj 

Mr. President, I move acceptance of the joint committee's 
favorable report and passage of the bill. This would allow for 
alternate members, the same as the state boa©d of mediation and 
arbitration. It's a good bill and I urge its passage, 
THE CHAIR: 

Any further remarks? All those in favor of the passage of 
this bill, indicate by saying Aye. AYE. Opposed? The bill is 
passed. 
THE CLERKj 

Page 8, calendar 810, file 679* substitute HB $218, A n Act 
concerning Collective Bargaining by Municipal Employees. 
Favorable report of the Joint Committee on Labor. 

The Clerk has an amendment. 
SEIATOR MILLER: 

Mr. President, will the Clerk please read the amendment? 
THE CLERK: 

In section 5, lines 5 and 6 bracket "contract disputes" and 

insert, "impas des in contract negotiations." 
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In said section 5, line 10, strike out the period, insert a 
comma and add the following: for purpoes of arbitration of 
impasses in contract negotiations. Whenever any impasse in con-
tract negotiations is submitted to arbitration, the decision of 
the arbitration panel or arbitrator shall be rendered no later 
than twenty days prior to the final date by which time the 
budget-appropria ting authority of the municipality is required to 
adopt its budget or ten days after the close of the arbitration 
hearing, whichever is later, provided that in no case shall such 
decision be rendered later than five days prior to such final 
budget adoption date. Nothing contained herein shall prevent any 
agreement from being entered into in accordance with the provi-
sions of section 9 of this act. 
SENATOR MILLER I 

Mr. President, I move for adoption of the amendment. This 
amendment clarifies a provision in the proposed act which allows 
matter to be submitted by mutual agreement to arbitration and 
provides for time limits in which such matters must be actedupon 
prior to the final date of adoption of the budget. I urge its 
adoption. 
THE CHAIR: 

Further remarks? If not, all those in favor of the adoption 
of the amendment, indicate by saying Aye. , AYE, Opposed? The 
amendment is adopted. 

The bill will be referred to the Legislative Commissioners 
office for redrafting. 

f ' n > V >11 ! 1 
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Calendar 813, file 671, HB ij-032, A n Act concerning Transpor-
tation of Mentally 111 Persons from State or Municipal-Aided 
Hospitals to State Hospitals. Favorable report of the Joint 
Committee on Public Welfare and Humane Institutions® 
SENATOR BARBATO : 

Mr, President, I move the acceptance of the joint committee's 
favorable report and passage of the bill. This bill merely clari 
fies a bill which was passed in the 19&5 session to include town-
aided or municipal-aided hospitals. It's a good bill, and I 
think it should pass, 
THE CHAIRS 

Further remarks? If not, all in favor of the passage of the 
bill, indicate by saying Aye. AYE. Opposed? TheJU_Msjaa^ed 
THE CLERK: 

Page 9, calendar 826, file 910, modified SB l£07, An Act 
Simplifying Appeals from Workmen's Compensation Commission Awards 
Providing the Same Procedure as Trial Court Appeals, 
Favorable report of the Joint Committee on Judiciary and Govern-
mental Functions, 
THE CHAIR: 

That bill will be passed temporarily, 
THE CLERK: 

Calendar 836, file 726, modified HB £271, An Act Amending 
the Charter of the City of Bridgeprt with respect to Voting 
Districts and Election of Aldermen. Favorable report of the 
Joint Committee on Cities and Boroughs. 
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going to offer any other amendment, 

THE CHAIRS 

Question is on the acceptance of the committee's favorable report and 

passage of the bill, as amended by Schedule Aiand B, All those in favor in-

dicate by saying, "aye". OPPosed? The bill is passed, as amended, 

CLERK: 

Cal* No. 810 File NO, 1195 Favorable report of the Joint Committee on Labor. 

Substitute for House Bill N^j>2l8. An Act Concerning Collective Bargaining 

by Municipal Employees. 

SENATOR MILLER: 

Mr. President, I move for acceptance of the Joint Committee's favorable 

report and passage of the bill, as amended by Senate Amendment Schedule A. 

Mr. President, the other day we amended, this bill, at the request of the Mayor 

Conference. The bill itself, provides a further definition of a legitimate 

bargaining agent. It makes it possible the securing of recognition to the 

Chief Executive Officer of the Municipality. It provides a broader base for 

definition of a supervisory position. It removes the ambiguous language, per-

taining to the number of units. It delineates the options available of a per-

sonal employee. It makes available to the services of the State Board of 

Mediation and Arbitration, It facilitates the procedures and involving the 

municipal approval. It describes the responsibility of the budget appropriating 

authority. It further defines the authority of such municipal employees, as 

the District School Board or Housing Authority. It's a good bill and should 

pass. 

SENATOR HULL: 
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SENATOR HULL! 

Mr. President, in&y the record please show that I have left the chanber 
during the vote on this bill. Because iqy law office is presently involved 
in litigations concerning certain interpretations of this bill. 
THE CHAIRs 

The record will so show, Senator Hull. Any further remarks? If not, 

the question is on the acceptance of the Committee's favorable report and 

passage of the bill, as amended by Sgnate Amendment Schedule A. All those in 

favor indicate by saying, "aye". Opposed. The ayes have it and thg bill is 

adopted as amended. 

CLERK! 

Cal. No. QQk File No. 1200 Favorable report of the Joint Committee on State 
Development. Senate Bill No .1991. An Act Concerning the Sub-division of 
Land for Municipal or Conservation Purposes. 
SENATOR BUCKLEY: 

Mr. President, I move acceptance of the Joint Committee's favorable re-

port and adoption of the bill, as amended by Senate Amendment Schedule A. 

Section 1, of the bill merely adds an exemption for municipal conservation 

purposes, for the definition of Sub-divislion of Section 2, provides the needed 

stutory 
maximum for the amount of time and which sub—division plan may be 

implemented. 
The CHAIR! 

Any further remarks? If not, the question is on the acceptance of the 

committee's favorable report and passage of the bill, as amended by Senate 

Amendment Schedule A. All those in favor indicate by saying, "aye". Opposed? 

The ayes have it andthe bill is adopted, as amended. 
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Senator A. P. Miller and Rep. D. J. Badolato, Presiding. 

.Memberst Senators: Miller, Barbato, Hull, Piccolo, Rudolf, Tracy. 
J Representatives: Becker, Bonetti, D'Onofrio, Esposito, ' 

Hughes, King, LaRosa, Lionetti, McGovern, Murray, Pawlak, 
Piazza, Rand, Rock, Ruoppolo, Simons, Stevens, Thornton. 

Chr. Badolator The Labor Committee Hearing will get underway. We will 
hear first from the proponents on the following bills and 
we plan on hearing the Municipal Employee Relations Act 
changes first. We will hear the proponents first and the 
opponents after. With me here is Senator Miller, the 
Senate Chairman of the Committee and I am Representative 

I Badolato, the House Chairman. The bills that we will be 
i hearing at this time are: i 

(Senator Hull of the 24th Dist.)' AN ACT CONCERN-
| ING COLLECTIVE BARGAINING BY MUNICIPAL EMPLOYEES. 

(Rep. Weicker of the 154th Dist.) AN 
ACT CONCERNING LABOR ORGANIZATIONS UNDER THE MUNICIPAL 
EMPLOYEES COLLECTIVE BARGAINING ACT. 

(Rep. Badolato of the 30th Dist.) AN 
ACT CONCERNING MUNICIPAL EMPLOYEE RELATIONS ACT. 
H. B. No. 233*. (Reps. McCarthy of the 22nd Dist. and 
Truex of the 23rd Dist.) AN ACT CONCERNING AMENDMENTS 
TO COLLECTIVE BARGAINING PROCEDURE IN MUNICIPAL EMPLOY-
MENT. 
H. B. No. 44^7. (Rep. Ciampi of the 39th Dist.) AN ACT 
TO INCLUDE A DISTRICT DEPARTMENT OE HEALTH WITHIN THE 
DEFINITION OF "MUNICIPAL EMPLOYER". 
H. B. No. 5213. (Rep. Badolato of the 30th Dist.) AN 
ACT CONClOTTfS BARGAINING BY MUNICIPAL EMPLOYEES. 
H. Bf No. 5232. (Rep. Keilty of the 171st Dist.) AN 
ACT CONCERNING COLLECTIVE BARGAINING FOR MUNICIPAL EM-
PLOYEES. 
And by the way, we will be using only two microphones for 
those" that want to speak on any of the Mils. We will be 
using the microphone over here on the left, Microphone 
#99, and the one over here on the right, Microphone #100. 
Representative Ciampi, 

Rep. Ciampi: Mr. Chairman, Frank Ciampi from the 39th Dist., Waterbiiry 
Mr. Chairman, I rise to speak in favor of J[j_B,„ No.. 44.̂ 7 . 
but also JMk,Jkhi±, and M25* which deals with the<same 
subject matter, I am sponsoring these bills, pertaining 
to establishment of a District Health Board. There is 
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Iter 0'Connort 

,r . Badolato: 

- Czuckery: 

Mr. Chairman, Walter 0fConnor, President of the Uni-
formed Fire Fighters of Connecticut. I would, like 
our organization to go on record in favor o£JEL_J.. 
5218 and its companion hill, S. B. 18.82,, 
Our organization realizes that a, lot of hard work 
has gone into the Governor's report and we accept 
it. Thank you. 
Thank you. Any other proponents? Mr. Czuckery. 
Mr. Chairman, and Members of the Labor Committee, 
my name is William Czuckery, I live at 561 Race 
Brook Road, Norwich, Connecticut, and I am repre-
senting here today the Organized Municipal Emnloy-
ees in the State of Connecticut in over 60 distinct 
and separate groups of municipal employees that are 
organized in our Organization and come under this 
Act and have separate collective bargaining agree-
ments. 

We are in favor of both the ,JBill,̂ l8JJ and.JU_.lj, 
5218, which is identical and. we are in favor of 
it because of the work that has been put in by 
the GovernorTs Committee on this particular bill 
and for the specific reasons that we have gone 
through the experiences in the past two years 
since Public Act 159 was passed in June of 1965, 
and we have found that the bill has generally been 
a positive and beneficial bill to all concerned 
including the municipal employer and the employees. 
As the originators expected on the original bill 
that the new law would expose some weaknesses and 
practices in the relationships as they would continue 
from the previous relationships that they had in the 
new groups that would be formed and these experiences 
actually pointed out that they were correct. The 
present changes that are proposed in these two bills 
are specifically aimed toward correcting what we have 
found out through mutual experience to be in need of 
some correction. 

The Section 1 of Bill #1882, would eliminate the un-
stable and false groups of individuals with ulterior 
motives from being in a position to disrupt truly 
represented organizations. There has been some 
tendency in some municipalities to have fly-by-
night organizations be in a position to disrupt 
a responsible and positive relationships that may 
have developed through proper channels of collect-
ive bargaining. 
Section I I points out the specific need to have the 
Chief Executive Officer be the one designated to 
initially extend the recognition to a bargaining 
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Czuckeryr group that has been certified or should be certified 
under this particular Act. There has been consider-
able difficulty in many areas as to who or what peo-
ple should be defined as specifically being supervisors 
in any particular group. There have been many questions 
put before the State Labor Relations Board to determine 
this and they have had difficulty in translating the 
original language as was defined in the Public Act 159. 
This language as it is presented in this Act tries to 
determine more fully and with greater emphasis on what 
was the original meaning and the experience of all groups 
in the State concerning the question of supervisors. 

As to Section IV, which deals with the single units of 
police and fire, we believe that we will leave this for 
the police and fire groups to elaborate upon. The other 
part of Section IV, which deals with, the professionals 
has also been a sticky question since the implementation 
of Public Act 159 and has been interpreted by the State 
Labor Relations Board as somewhat diametrically in vari-
ous areas and we specifically say that the ruling in 
Bridgeport was completely unlike the ruling in Hartford 
oragain unlike the ruling in New Haven. 
Section V extends the provision, of course, for arbi-
tration in the event of a contract dispute. As it 
stands right now, of course, there is no provision 
where the dispute can be submitted to arbitration or 
there has been a question whether it can he and this 
gives the provision whereby mutual agreement of both 
parties, this can be done. 

Section VI, of course, is another area of great con-
cern to most groups, in fact, all groups because it 
deals with the question of bringing the retirement 
systems into the area of collective bargaining and 
also providing for the passage of the agreement as 
reached between both parties by the legislative body. 
This has been a key question in several areas and this 
is taking a positive step toward implementing whatever 
agreement has been reached by the designated groun of 
the municipality concerned. 

Section VII provides requests for funds and is more 
clearly defined in this particular area than was ori-
ginally written into the law. Again, this is the re-
sult of several legal questions that have been^either 
presented or brought up in the course of negotiations 
with the various groups. 
Section VIII takes into effect the determination of 
the ratification and the functioning of an agreement 
between both parties where it effects school boards, 
housing authorities or special districts. nhis has 
again been a hairy question in many areas where it 
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: (jzuckeryr was determined (was never determined) legally in 
P' some areas whether this is actually a function of 

the body concerned or it should revert back to the 
j legislative body of the municipality. There have 

been various rulings by Corporation Counsels and 
they have ruled diametrically. One said that it 
should and another said that it shouldn't and the 
provision or the suggestion in this particular peice 
of legislation would eliminate that particular prob-
lem and, of course, the question of retroactivity 
and the related problems of an agreement reached 

j after the budgetery or during, or prior to the bud-
: getery provisions of an agreement or of an act, or 

of the budget rather, of the municipality has risen 
many times. As an example of this, many groups have 
been organized and have petitioned for recognition 
just prior to the budget setting of a. municipality 
or of a group within that municipality - subdivision -
and on the basis of this, the question has arisen, 
do they have the right to negotiate - from that parti-
cular point on changes in the wages, hours, and work-
ing conditions, or must they necessarily wait until 
the next budget is adopted - which would be a year 
later. This, of course, is completely improper in 
our opinion and would destroy in almost every case 
any segment of organization and proper collective 
bargaining and therfore, the provision of this parti-
cular Act or this particular peice of legislation 
would eliminate any question in this particular 
area. Thank you very much. 

Thank you. Proponents we are hearing. Go right 
ahead. 
Representative Francis McCarthy of the 22nd District, 
Mr. Chairman. I am speaking briefly sirrmly to call 
your attention to the fact that this proposal has 
been transferred to you from the Joint Standing 
Committee on Public Personnel where it has already 
had a hearing - and where statements were submi tted 
by Mr. Custer, Town Manager of West Hartford and 
Mr. Bauer, Town Manager of the Town of Wethersfield. 
I think the testimony on that occasion will be avail-
able to you and I think it would be reasonable to 
consider this proposal in relation to the ma,ior 
proposal for beneficial amendments to this basic 
Act. I was happy to have some small part in the 
development of the Municipal Employee Relations Act. 
I have seen it in operation in our municipalities 
and I consider it to be a significant benefit to 
labor and to the governments of our towns and cities. 
These amendment s represent proposals which are predi-
cated upon the experience of city and town managers 
and I simply trust for your consideration together 
with the other proposals before the House. Thank you, 
sir. 
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Chr. Badolatoi 

Rep. McCarthy: 
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'Chr. Badolato: Thank you . Yes sir, the gent] eman at microphone 
#100. 

John Moore: My name is John Moore. I am from the Uniformed 
Fire Fighter Association of Connecticut, and I 
would like to speak for BiH_52l£L. and the com-
panion Bill 1^2, 

j There are 2$ individual fire department unions 
[ represented by the UFFA of Connecticut - 27 of 
j those have secured contracts with their employers 
• under the provisions of Public Act 159. This*fine 

instrument that was given both to the employee and 
| to the employer obviously in the course of its year-

and-a-half life, or so, we have found things that 
I needed corrected. The Governor recognized this and 
! appointed his Committee to review this law and the 
{ Committee has made its recommendations to the Gen-

eral Assembly. I think that Father Johnson mentioned 
j there was going to be a minority report. I would like 
I to point out, that as far as I know, in every case the 

Public Members of the Governor's Commission voted in 
( favor of the changes - the Public Members - and that 
f I think this is significant. 

The Uniformed Fire Fighters completely urge you to 
support both of these bills and the Governor*s Com-
mittee recommendations. Thank you. 

Chr. Badolato: Thank you. Mr. Driscoll. 
Mr. Chairman, Members of the Labor Committee, my 
name is John Driscoll. I am speaking here on be-
half of the Connecticut State Labor Council. I 
would like to register our support of H. B. 5213 
and its companion bill, on the subject of collect-
ive bargaining by municipal employees. 

The Commission appointed by Governor Dempsey which 
came up with the recommendations explained by Father 
Johnson, is a Committee for which I have a good deal 
of respect. Many of its members served on the original. 
Commission which drew up the current legislation and 
they gave a great deal of time and. effort to reviewing 
the effect, the experience of municipalities and unions 
under that law and I believe the Committee should sup-
port their recommendations even though they did not go 
as far as the union member representatives on the Com-
mission wanted them to go. The dissenting members of 
the Commission, as I understand it, had no affirmative 
proposals to make. They are simply say in effect, let's 
stand still and see how the law operates, but I think 
that in the two years that it has been in effect, or 
almost two years, the experience we have had in Conn-
ecticut under the law has been an excellent one and 

John Driscoll: 

> 
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John Driscoll: 

jChr. Badolato: 
Monroe Palmer: 

I would like to compliment the unions involved on 
the restraint that many of them have shown despite 
the difficulties that they ran into with some muni-
cipal administrations in trying to work out this 
law. Most of the cities in the State, I'm hanpy 
to say, whose administrations ran up against col-
lective bargaining for the first time, were able 
to adapt themselves to the new procedures pretty 
well but a few instances of trouble arose in, I 
think, only one or two instances that any of the 
unions involved engaged in even a work stoppage 
and there was only, as I remember, one brief strike 
by employees effected by this legislation. I think 
that this is a very good reason for the Committee 
and the General Assembly taking seriously the cor-
rections in the law which are proposed by this bill 
because they would remedy some of the outstanding 
defects and make it easier for both the unions and 
the municipal administrations to work toward the 
true objective of the bill and of this legislation 
in general, which is to extend to emjloyees of muni-
cipalities their life as Americans which has been 
recognized by the Federal Government and the State 
Government for almost all other employees for a 
number of year s, the right basicly to organize 
themselves and unions of their own choosing, to 
bargain col]ectively, to improve their wages and 
conditions of employment and by that process to 
raise the standards of performance of city employ-
ees and Civil Service employees in general. 

I think that your Committee ought to pass this leg-
islation as it stands. 
Thank you. Any other proponents? 
Mr. Chairman, I am Monroe Palmer, Business Agent 
of Local 531, Building Service Employees Interna-
tional Union, AFL-CIO. I rise to support Bills 
#5218 and its companion Bill #1882. 
During the course of the time that the Public Act 
159 has been in operation, we have had the oppor-
tunity of using this democratic right to organiza-
tion and collective bargaining. It has eliminated 
a lot of the problems that existed before. It has 
brought industrial democracy into the municipalities, 
but there are certain things in it that make the bill 
difficult to manage. There are ambiguities that must 
be corrected. Both of these bills will be a great, 
step forward in correcting the various clauses and 
phrases that need rewording and bringing about the 
true intent of what 159 was organized and presented 
to be. I strongly urge on behalf of our International 
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that you support this bill, give it a favorable 
recognition and in so doing, improve the lot of 
the municipal employees in the State of Connect-
icut. Thank you. 
Thank you. Any other proponents? Then we will 
go on to the opponents. Mr. McCarthy. 
Mr. Chairman, Committee Members, I am speaking for 
City Manager Elisha Freedman, this morning, as mem-
ber of the Commission to study the operations of 
Public Act 159. I am not going to read Mr. Freed-
man* s Report. It was distributed, as I understand 
it, his minority report, to the Committee. I would 
like to make one point to clarify Mr. Freedman's 
position in opposition to the amendments to Public 
Act 159. We are opposed to most of the changes 
presented primarily because we were not able to 
spend the time to investigate the problems that 
were raised to justify many of the changes that 
were presented and put forvard. during the time the 
Commission had to function. Thank you. 

Mr. Chairman, Members of the Committee, Atty. M0 
Peter Barry, speaking today for the Connecticut 
Nurses Association. The Connecticut Nurses Asso-
ciation wishes to go on record as opposed to Sec-
tion I and Section IV of H. B. 5213 and S. B. 1332. 
With respect to the one year limitation, I think 
we should look at this in terms of what the problem-
is and by simply building in a one year limitation, 
the net effect would be that an organization which 
has the genuine purpose, the improvement of wages, 
hours and conditions of employment, would be pre-
vented from acting or being recognized as taking 
part in an election during that one year. I think 
we should leave it to the State Board of Labor 
Relations to determine whether an organization 
is genuinely an employee organization and that we 
need not build in a one year limitation. 

Equally important is the second one, Section TV. 
The Connecticut Nurses Association has Equally had 
some experience in the field of collective bargain-
ing under Public Act 159 representing Public Health 
Nurses in the Cities of Greenwich, Stamford, Water-
bury, Bristol, and presently in Hartford. By the 
net effect in Section IT, would be that all profess-
ionals would have the option of either being Included 
in the non-professional group or there should be a 
single unit for professional, employees. This simnly 
does not recognize the problem the professional em-
ployees have. They wish to bargain collectively and 
be designated as separate units. Nurses are no more 
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' tty. Barry: prepared to represent social workers than social 
workers are prepared to represent nurses. We have 
an analogy here in the labor union movement them-
selves, bricklayers don't represent pipefitters and 
the converse is true. In this change, I note that 
the Committee had no member from a profession on the 
Committee and I think, frankly, they failed to see a 
very large problem, that is, of the professional, em-
ployee. Nurses are not prepared to represent social 
workers. For my knowledge there is no existing or-
ganization that is prepared to represent all profess-
ional employees and if you apply the first Section of 

I the Act, we would have to wait for a year for any such 
organization to come into existence. I 

' So, I would strenuously urge you not enact Section 
I IV with respect to its limitations on the profess-
} ional employee. Thank you. 

Chr. Badolato: The gentleman at microphone #100. 
T. C. Mayers: My name is Thomas C. Mayers. I am the Maywof the 

City of Stamford, and I am here to speak on behalf of 
; the Connecticut Conference of Mayors and on my own be-

half. I don't like to be registered as an opponent 
I nor as a stand-pat but we in Stamford have had consid-
| erable experience in this relatively short time with 

Public Act 159 and feel that this has been a tremen-
I dous move forward in Connecticut's history and we have 

found with our friends in labor that we can negotiate 
and that we can do collective bargaining and reach 
decisions. 
We have a good record in Stamford of having success-
fully completed four contracts and we are currently 
engaged in some others. However, our feeling is that 

) we have had relatively too short a period of time to 
I determine the directions in which future amendments 

should be made. We think that we are able, across 
the bargaining table to reach decisions and agree-
ments in most cases, in all cases so far, success-
fully and we think that we can work out some of the 
problems, and no Act is perfect, that have arisen, 
but to the best of my knowledge in our City and in 
most cities, as previous speakers have indicated, 
there have not been major serious problems. 

Now, we recognize and congratulate the work of the 
Governor's Committee in working on this and we re-
cognize the effort to remove ambiguities. These 
are important efforts, but most of these can be re-
solved and have been resolved across the bargaining 
table and so our urging is that there not be too'quick-
ly movement made in this direction, that instead, vie 
accumulate some experience. Certainly, we as admin-
istrators in city government have a very important 

LABOR COMMITTEE' 
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David Bauerr 

stake in arriving at reasonable, good agreements 
and I have discovered, as I knew from my business 
experience, that we are dealing with mature, respon-
sible labor leaders and that we can arrive at mature, 
responsible agreements and so our point, we in the 
Connecticut Conference of Mayors, is that we need 
the time, the experience, in order that neither 
labor nor public administrators may be bound in 
in directions that might in the future be difficult 
to deal with. Thank you very much. 

Thank you. The gentleman at microphone #99. 
Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee on Labor, 
my name is David J. Bauer. I am the Town Manager 
of Wethersfield and I am speaking as a member of 
the Executive Committee of the Connecticut Town 
and City Managers' Association. 
The Connecticut Town and City Managers' Association 
has a deep professional interest in the workability 
of any municipal government process. The employees 
involved in this process are particularly important, 
and as municipal managers, we are charged with a 
primary part to play in all personnel matters in-
cluding the important one of helping to sustain a 
satisfactory working environment for municipal em-
ployees. 

We supported the initial municipal collective bar-
gaining legislation now in the General Statutes. 
We feel that there are some defects to be sure and, 
in hearing before the Committee on Public Personnel, 
have supported. House Bill "An Act Concerning 
Amendments to Collective Bargaining Procedures in 
Municipal Government" as an attempt to overcome 
these defects. 
The Committee has before it two bills of apparent 
identical intent, S. .JjUJSU SjSlSL. both 
entitled "An Act Concerning Collective Bargaining 
by Municipal Employees". Most of the changes pro-
posed in these two bills would have the net effect 
of forcing a new shape to the local government 
structure, a shape that would replace the tradi- ' 
tional primacy of the local municipal legislature, 
be it Council or Town meeting, with the standard 
programs of what might almost be called national 
craft associations. 

The cornerstone for this change in shape would be 
laid in Section 1 of these two bills. Sectional 
would require any employee organization to be in 
existence for one year prior to a recognition elec-
tion. This requirement could be satisfied only by 
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the. national groups whose interests are established 
first by officers in Washington or Mew York and per-
haps fourth or fifth by the situation in any Conn-
ecticut Town. What has gone wrong in the last two 
years to prompt this change? 
The wall for this change in Town government shape -
would come in Section 3 of the bills. As you know, 
the present statute gives guidelines for determining 
whether any one employee holds a supervisory position 
making him ineligible for membership in the employee 
organization. The interpretations of supervisory 
status have been such that under the present statute 
few indeed are the employees who have qualified as 
supervisors. Under proposed Section 3 of the bills 
the guidelines are stiffened in interpretation and 
extent to the point where, if this sort of thing con-
tinues , we will have all Indians and no chiefs. How 
can you run a Town without supervisory staff? What 
has gone wrong in the last two years to prompt this 
change? 

Section 4 of the proposed bills would create a maze in 
the local government structure by having similar but 
separate employee groups. The proposed change would 
apparently prevent a professional employee from leaving 
or entering an organization except under rather strange 
conditions. The language of the section is unnecessary 
under the most generous interpretation. What has gone 
wrong in the last two years to prompt this change? 
Section 6 of the proposed bills would create a new 
concept in the local legislative process - policy approval 
through inaction. Timely consideration of legislative 
matters by the municipal legislature is a good thing to 
expect. But to set a. close timetable that does not 
allow for proper legislative action, to set such a time-
table and when they cannot meet the timetable to pull 
the policy making role away creates indeed a new form 
to municipal government. What has gone wrong in the 
last two years to prompt this change? 
Section $ of the proposed bills would push another new 
form. Section $ says that the legislative body, the 
body that approves the total budget, and that sets the 
tax rate shall not be able to consider the relative 
merits of a collective bargaining agreement developed 
under these statutory sections by a district, school 
board or other municipal authority. If this legisla-
tive oversight is prohibited, then what device shall 
remain for developing coordinated personnel programs 
for municipal services. The legislative body, account-
able to the people as no other local body is, must 
have final fiscal authority as well as fiscal respon-
sibility. What has gone wrong in the last two years 
to prompt this change? 
Section 9 of the proposed bills would have the effect 
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vid Bauer: of making every month municipal budget making month, 
and to what purpose? The orderly processes of gov-
ernment have as their basis the protection of the 
interests of the citizen. To permit collective bar-
gaining at any time, with effective dates at anytime, 
with no limit to the results of such a process will 
indeed be a new form for local government. What has 
gone wrong in the last two years to prompt this change? 
These two bills touch on a basic concern to municipal 
government. These two bills were developed through 
an informal continuation of a prior legislative com-
mittee. These two bills were drawn without any prior 
public hearing by the informal committee. There has 
been no opportunity to set the entire picture before 
the informal committee. 

Rather than taking the percipitate steps proposed in 
S. B. 1332 and H. B. 5213, we would hope the General 
Assembly would constitute a formal committee to re-
view actual operating experiences under the present 
statutes. The experience of the last W o years should 
not be aborted without such a general study. 

Chr. Badolato: Rep. Morano. 
Rep. Morano: Mr. Chairman, Members of the Labor Committee, I am 

here to speak to .^_Bi_1051_ and I am speaking for 
the Republican leadership in favor of this bill 
entitled, "AN ACT CONCERNING EXTENDING THE COVERAGE 
OF THE STATE LABOR RELATIONS ACT TO COVER EMPLOYEES 
OF NON-PROFIT HOSPITALS AND VISITING NURSES ASSOCIA-
TIONS", and I particularly endorse the professional 
unit clause in Section 4, Paragraph (a). On behalf 
of the Republican leadership, I do hope that your 
Committee will render a favorable report. Thank you. 

Chr. Badolato: Are there any other opponents to these bills? 

Barbara Jeffers: My name is Barbara Jeffers from Hartford. I represent-
the Connecticut Association of Educational Secretaries, 
representing over 40 organizations in towns and cities 
throughout the State organized by secretaries in schools 
and school board offices. The majority of these organ-
izations have been recognized under Public Act 159 or 
in the process of being recognized and contracts have 
been completed or in negotiations for these organiza-
tions. 1 oppose Sections 1 and 4 of S. B. 1332, and 
H. B. 5213. We do not feel it is the intent of the 
law to deprive citizens, workers in education, who 
have not yet become organized the free choice of having 
an organization of their own to represent them. These 
people have conditions of employment quite different 
from others in the city government in educational offi-
ces, just as fire fighters, policemen, city employees, 
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what can the towns do, if this is passed? The only-
thing we can do, if we don't feel we have enough time, 
is simply reject it proforma and we think this would 
prolong the collective bargaining and would distort 
the objectives of the entire bill. 
Moreover, we think that Section 8 is somewhat in con-
flict with Section 6, because in the application of 
Section 8 there almost always involves a request for 
funds but, and that's under Section 6, the legislative 
body would have to review the contract. 
Mr. Chairman, I don't know whether it is appropriate 
at this time, I would like to speak out just briefly 
in favor of H. B. 2957. Is this the time? 

Chr. Badolato: 

Atty. Durand: 
Chr. Badolato: 

John Porter: 

I am sorry but we are not on those bills at this time. 
You will have to wait as the others are waiting. 
Very well. Thank you very much. 
Thank you. If there are no other opponents, there 
is? O.K., we will hear from you then. 
Mr. Chairman, Members of the Committee, I am John 
Porter, Commissioner of the Metropolitan District 
and Chairman of its Personnel Committee, speaking 
today in opposition to JL-JLt-J^UL and l ^ A J M Z . 
The amendments proposed would seriously alter the 
Public Law 159 as we currently know it. Now, in 
Section 1, the term "employee organization" is ob-
jected to for the simple reasons it would seem to 
bar any new organization and would force any addi- ' 
tional categories of employees into existing unions, 
even though the interests of these various groups 
would not be fostered by such a bond. 
In Section 2, the recognition of the chief executive 
officer with the bargaining unit rather than the 
legislative body would seem to me to be a presumption 
of the powers of this officer. The exclusion of 
supervisory employees is certainly rather ambiguous 
as it is currently proposed. Now, in this we are 
filing a prepared statement with the Committee which 
will elaborate on the various categories. 

In Section 5, with reference to disputes in contracts, 
the terminology of the bill might be interpreted as 
giving a veto power to each, however, if the intent 
of the bill is that the contract dispute is a new 
contract with the assent of both pait3.es, then of 
course, we would be in favor. If it were interpreted 
as being a new contract only, not previously written 
contract. 
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John Porter: Section 6 we strongly object to for the very sim-
ple reason that it would allow an agreement to go 
into effect without any approval concurrent, but 
simply by default. I am sure that the Committee 
must appreciate that the legislative body often 
times meets only on certain days, days that are 
published, days that are ordered. In addition, 
it is entirely possible that this same legislative 
body might wish to make a survey to ascertain the 
reliability of certain statements that have been 
proposed or opposed in this decision making prin-
ciple. Therefore, the time factor of 14 and 30 
days would certainly be a very difficult area of 
agreement as far as we would be concerned. 
In the Section 9 again, in regard the fact a re-
troactive labor agreement would be, in our opinion, 
a questionable practice. 

We strongly oppose all of the measures incorporated 
in the amendments here that I have very briefly com-
mented on. As I said before, I have a statement 
which we will file with the Committee, which elabor-
ates in more detail. Thank you very much. 

Chr. Badolato: Thank you. Mr. Siegel. 
J. S. Siegel: Mr. Chairman, Members of the Committee, my name is 

J. S. Siegel. I am an Attorney from Hartford. I 
appear here as a practicing lawyer and not as a 
representative for any town or organization. I 
have personally participated in one form or another 
in the negotiation and execution of over two dozen 
contracts for towns and municipalities in the State 
of Connecticut under Public Act 159. 

I rise to oppose all of the bills that would amend 
the existing laws. I do this and support the recom-
mendation to have public hearings throughout the 
State of Connecticut. The question of the policies 

to be taken under 159 is, of course, a matter for 
each individual town and municipality to decide for 
itself, but we have had problems with the old law 
and we are going to have more problems with the new 
law, if the amendments are passed. I would just like 
to give you two examples of problem areas that H. B. 
5218 immediately will create. The first one is in 
Section 5, which provides that there will be an amend-
ment to the use of services of the State Board of Ar-
bitration for purposes other than the interpretation 
and application of the terms of the written agree-
ment. Now you know that those that practice in this 
field, we call that grievance dispute arbitration. 
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Problems come up during the life of the agree-
ment over what it says, those go to arbitration 
before the before the Board, but you are now going 
to have language that says that the Board services 
for arbitration will be available "and for purposes 
for arbitration of contract disputes if such ser-
vice is requested by both parties". Well, to prac-
titioners in the field, you already/ provide in the 
law for contract arbitration disputes. The ques-
tion is, are you now providing for arbitration of 
the terms of a new contract, as Mr. Torda just point' 
ed out, or for existing disputes. Now, right away 
there is going to be a problem over this and it 
really has nothing to do with whether you are re-
presenting a municipality or a labor union. 

The second area that will cause trouble is the 
question under Section 3 involving supervisors 
and if you will notice there is a proposal to 
put into the Act a restriction that in order to 
have a person excluded as a supervisor, he must 
have certain characteristics and it says at least 
two of the following and then it has (a), (b), and 
(c), but then if you go down just before sub-section 
(d), you see a little word (and) inserted in there 
and the word (and) is underlined and that means that 
it is being added to the Bill and so it is possible 
to interpret this Section as requiring two out of 
three, two out of (a), (b), and (c) plus (d), which 
means that you need three out of the four and not 
two out of the four. 

Now, these are some of the problems that I can see 
just by sitting down and reading the Bill over a 
cup of coffee and without getting into the sub-
stance of changes. What I would like to do is 
very briefly cover what I consider to be the four 
major problem areas under municipal bargaining 
and to suggest that something be done about study-
ing them in greater detail. 

The first question is that of fractionalization 
of bargaining unit. The Town of Stamford has had 
seven separate bargaining units under a decision 
of the State Labor Relations Board. This raises 
a question for a municipality. Not only must the 
municipality sit down and negotiate seven separate 
contracts but you will find that it creates prob-
lems between groups, between the municipality and 
the Board of Education, if there are going to be 
two employers under the law, and generally speak-
ing it creates for an instable labor relations 
picture in the town. I think that something has 
to be done about correcting this problem. Now, 
I know that H. B. 2.838, that Rep. McCarthy said 


