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To the Honorable Senate and House of Representatives:

I am returning, herewith, without my approval, Senate Bill No.
1710, entitled, “An Act Further Regulating Collective Bargaining
Impasses Involving Firefighters and Police Officers.”

S. 1710 would extend the compulsory binding arbitration law for
local police and firemen for two years, until June 30, 1979. That
law now expires on June30th of this year.

As you know, I proposed amendments to S. 1710 that would
have required arbitration only if the municipal employer refused
to bargain in good faith and that excluded many important man-
agement decisions from the scope of arbitration.

These amendments, if adopted, would have brought the binding
arbitration law into a much fairer balance between the legitimate
needs and interests of public employees and the equally legitimate
needs and interest of those who bear the costs of government, in
this case the local property taxpayers. I have not been convinced
that the current binding arbitration law strikes that balance.

By imposing binding arbitration on all communities— no matter
how willing and able the given city or town has been to negotiate
in good faith with its employees the law has made normal col-
lective bargaining irrelevant. It has taken the responsibility of de-
termining the financial future of the city or town, at least insofar
as the cost of public safety services affect that financial future,
from the local elected officials and given that responsibility to an
unelected arbitrator who may not even live in the community. I
do not believe that this broad delegation of local fiscal powers is
consistent with any reasonable notion of home rule.

Our recent settlement with the majority of the state employees
was achieved without resort to either final and binding arbitration
or work stoppages. It demonstrates that an unfettered collective
bargaining process can produce an agreement that is equitable for
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both sides without resort to extraordinary means of impasse res-
olution. If ordinary collective bargaining can resolve the complex
issues that arise for thirty-eight thousand state employees, I am
convinced that it can work as well on the city and town level in
almost every case. And the amendments that I proposed would
have provided a mechanism to deal with the small minority of
municipalities that may refuse to bargain in good faith with their
public safety employees.

As you are aware, these amendments were not adopted, leaving
me no alternative but to veto S. 1710. I am certain that, if this
veto is sustained, negotiations will begin between all interested
parties with the goal of producing compromise legislation that
better protects the interests of local taxpayers. My administration
will do all it can to aid those negotiations. However, the issue you
now face is the continuation of state-mandated binding arbitration
in all cities and towns.

Your leadership in both branches and a great many members
have expressed deep concern in recent months over the cost to
local communities of state-mandated programs. I hope they will
demonstrate their concern by letting this particular state mandate
expire, since they have not been willing to limit the law’s applica-
tion to those cases in which it is most needed or to reimburse the
cities and towns for the incremental cost of state-mandated arbi-
tration awards.

It also seems to me rather inconsistent to direct the cities and
towns to arbitrate their differences with their public safety em-
ployees, when you have not placed the same requirement on the
state itself.

By sustaining this veto, you will let the taxpayers of the cities
and towns know that we will not mandate for them a labor rela-
tions system that we will not apply to our own state employees.

Respectfully submitted,

Michael S. Dukakis
Governor
Commonwealth of Massachusetts


