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CERTIFICATION OF REPRESENTATION 

 

On August 20, 1946, United Packinghouse Workers of America, C. I. 0., hereinafter called the Union, filed 

with the Connecticut State Board of Labor Relations, hereinafter called the Board, a Petition alleging that 

a question or controversy had arisen concerning the representation of all production employees, 

excluding executive, office, clerical, drivers, supervisors and maintenance employees, employed by Carl 

Roessler of New Haven, Connecticut, hereinafter called the Employer, and requesting the Board to con-

duct an investigation and certify the representatives of the said employees for the purpose of collective 

bargaining, pursuant to Section 938h of the Connecticut State Labor Relations Act, hereinafter called the 

Act. 

 

Prior to the filing of the petition the Agent of the Board was informed by the State Board of Mediation and 

Arbitration that the Employer and the Union had entered into a written stipulation providing for the 

method by which the representatives of said employees were to be determined, and thereupon the Agent 

of the Board arranged a conference which was held on August 20, 1946 at the office of the Employer's 

counsel at New Haven, Connecticut. 

 

At said conference the parties entered into a written agreement which in part provided that all 

production employees, excluding executive, office, clerical, drivers, supervisors and maintenance 

employees, employed by the Employer, constitute a unit appropriate for the purpose of collective 

bargaining with respect to rates of pay, wages, hours of employment or other conditions of employment, 

and that a question or controversy had arisen concerning the representation of such employees. The 



Employer further agreed to submit to the Board or its Agent pay roll records or other documents for the 

pay roll period ending August 9, 1946 signed by all of the employees within said unit, and the Union 

agreed to submit to the Board or its Agent, cards or other documents applying for membership in the 

Union or authorizing the Union to act as representative for the purpose of collective bargaining bearing 

the signatures of the employees. Both parties agreed that a comparison of signature on said cards or 

other documents and on the said pay roll records or other documents could be made under the 

supervision of the Board or its Agent and that in the event it appeared from such comparison to the 

satisfaction of the Board that a majority of the individuals whose signatures appeared upon the pay rolls 

or other documents had signed cards or other documents applying for membership in the Union or 

authorizing the Union to act as their representative for the purpose of collective bargaining, the board 

could certify that the Union had been duly designated by a majority of the employees within said unit as 

their representative for the purpose of collective bargaining. 

 

Subsequent to the entering into said agreement the Union submitted to the Agent of the Board 39 

applications for membership. The Agent made a comparison of signatures on the applications for 

membership submitted to him by the Union and the signatures on the pay roll records submitted to him 

by the Employer and found that 28 of the 45 employees appearing on the pay roll records submitted to 

him by the Employer as employees within the appropriate unit had designated the Union as their 

bargaining representative. 

 

Subsequent thereto, on August 21, 1946, the Employer filed with the Board a petition, which, though 

entitled "Petition of Employer Re: Advice As To Determination of Representation And Election", is a 

statement of reasons and grounds why the representation of the Employees should not be certified by the 

Board without an election and is considered by the Board as such. The basis of the Employer's objection 

is that when the Agent of the board made the comparison of signatures as provided by the agreement of 

the parties, he found that only 28 signatures appearing on the applications for membership agreed with 

signatures appearing on the pay roll records submitted by the Employer. The Employer states in his 

petition "that the Agent found that eleven of thirty-nine applications for membership in said Union were 

questionable and "that the presence of such a substantial number of challenged signatures to Union 

applications casts doubt upon the legality of signatures of other applications compared by signature with 

the signatures on the pay roll". 

 

The report of the Agent shows that of the 11 signed applications for membership referred to by the 

Employer were from former employees whose names did not appear on the pay roll and therefore were 

not counted; on 1 application the name of the employee was printed and the Agent was unable to make a 

signature comparison; 1 application was signed by the employee with an "X", hence no comparison of 

signatures was possible; with respect to 1 application no comparison was possible because the pay roll  

record contained merely the printed name of the employee; with respect to 1 application, there was no 

pay roll signature available; signatures on 2 applications did not correspond with the signatures appear-

ing on the pay roll, hence were not counted. 

 

In view of the Agent's report, we do not believe there is any question concerning the wishes of the 

majority of the employees involved and therefore the objection of the Employer to the certification of the 

representative of the employees is dismissed. 



On the record in the proceeding including the agreement entered into by the parties on August 20, 1946 

the Board finds that all production employees excluding executive, office, clerical, drivers, supervisors 

and maintenance employees employed by the Employer constitute a unit appropriate for the purpose of 

collective bargaining within the meaning of Section 938h-3ubsection 2-of the Connecticut State Labor 

Relations Act. 

 

It having appeared that a majority of the employees within said appropriate unit have designated the 

Union as their representative for the purpose of collective bargaining, United Packinghouse Workers of 

America, C. I. O. is certified as exclusive bargaining representative of all employees in such unit for the 

purpose of collective bargaining with respect to rates of pay, wages, hours of employment or other 

conditions of employment. 
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