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SUPPLEMENTAL DECISION 
AND 

DIRECTION OF ELECTIONS 
 

On November 18, 1965, the Connecticut State Board of Labor Relations issued its Decision and Direction 
of Elections herein directing that separate elections be conducted in a unit (Unit #1) consisting of all 
regular, full-time, uniformed and investigatory employees, including Captains, Lieutenants, Sergeants and 
patrolmen excepting the Chief and Assistant Chief (but excluding school crossing guards, clerks, 
mechanics and equipment maintenance employees) of the Municipal Employer who were on its payroll 
on June 10, 1965, and who were on its payroll on the date of the election, to determine whether they 
desired to be represented by West Hartford police, Local 1283 American Federation of State, County and 
Municipal Employees, AFL-CIO - or - West Hartford Police Employees Association, Inc. - or - neither of 



them; and in a unit (Unit #2) consisting of all regular, full-time clerks, mechanics, equipment 
maintenance employees, and the school crossing guards who have worked twenty (20) hours per week 
or more in the period of thirteen (13) weeks prior to July l, 1965, (but excluding the Chief, Assistant Chief, 
Captains, Lieutenants, Sergeants and patrolmen) employed by the Municipal Employer on July 1, 1965, 
and who are on its payroll on the date of the election, to determine whether or not they desire to be 
represented by West Hartford Police Employees Association for the purposes of collective bargaining. 
Provisions were made in both instances for the election to be conducted within fifteen days from the date 
of the decision. 
 

On November 26 1/ the Municipal Employer filed a motion to amend the Board's decision in respect to 
the holding of the elections "at a time subsequent to December 15, 1965." 
 
In a letter to the Board dated November 26, Local 1283 opposed the granting of the motion. 
 
The Association filed a motion on November 30 to amend the Board's decision "to provide that the date 
of the Board’s decision shall coincide with the date to be specified for elections." 
 
On December 6 the Town filed a motion to reopen hearing requesting "the opportunity to appear and to 
be heard in oral argument directed to a reconsideration and modification of the opinion and decision of 
the Board on the appropriateness of the unit(s)." 
 
The Board heard oral argument on December 13 in the Labor Department Building, Wethersfield, 
Connecticut, represented by their respective counsels. 
 

THE ISSUE 
 
The Town and the Association put into issue the question of the Board's decision providing for the 
exclusion of "uniformed" crossing guards from the unit comprising uniformed and investigatory 
employees, but including the classification in the unit comprising all regular, full-time clerks, mechanics, 
equipment maintenance employees. 
 
Local 1283 opposed any change in the units found by the Board in the prior decision to be appropriate 
for the purposes of collective bargaining. 
 
The thrust of the arguments by the Municipal Employer and the Association was that crossing guards, 
being "uniformed" personnel, have a closer community of interest with the uniformed and investigatory 
personnel than with the other classifications employed by the Department. 
 
In our original decision, under the heading The History of the Act, we cited pertinent excerpts from the 
Report of the Interim Commission appointed under Public Act 495, enacted in 1963, and from Public Act 
159, enacted in 1965, the Municipal Employee Relations Act, with which we are here concerned. We here, 
again, rely on the citations previously considered. 
 
The statute bids us to set up independent units subject to two limitations: 
 

(1) Community of interest 
(2) Special interest groups. 

 
 
1/ All dates are in 1965 unless otherwise indicated. 



The stress on breadth of unit, if taken alone, would lead to setting up a department-wide unit with 
exclusions only on the basis of supervisory capacity. We find that there is sufficient community of interest 
among all Police Department members to warrant the creation of such a unit, and, indeed, the Town and 
the Policemen’s Association favored such a unit here, thereby indicating their agreement with our 
judgment in the matter. 
 
The statute also requires us to heed the desires of groups having special interests and singles out the 
"uniformed and investigatory" members of the Police Department as such a group. Since the record 
makes it clear that the uniformed and investigatory members of the Police Department in this case desire 
to constitute a separate unit, it was the conclusion of the Board that they should be put in a unit carved 
out of the broader unit, in order to carry out the statutory mandate. 
 
The question remains whether school crossing guards should be included with regular policemen in their 
unit or in the residuary departmental unit. Town and Association urge that they should be included with 
the regular policemen because they wear uniforms and therefore fall within the liberal terms of that part 
of the statute which calls for special treatment of uniformed and investigatory policemen. But we find 
that reading of the statute too liberal. 
 
It is our conclusion that these words were meant to refer to regular policemen and detectives who have 
the kind of qualifications and rigorous training that are required to meet the special obligations, dangers, 
and responsibilities imposed upon regular patrolmen and detectives and their officers on the police force. 
We believe that it is this sort of involvement in protecting the public safety which creates special bonds 
and the peculiarly strong community of interest that was given legislative, recognition in this section, and 
this sort of involvement is not shared by the crossing guards. In a sense, of course, all members of the 
Police Department are engaged in promoting the public safety, but the statute was clearly concerned with 
something beyond this. And we do not think that the Legislature was concerned with the mere presence 
or absence of a uniform on the part of one who does not share the community of interest generated by 
special training and special danger. 
 
The differences between crossing guards and regular patrolmen, revealed by the evidence in this case, 
which led us to the above conclusion are the following: 
 

1. Their uniform is not the same as that of a patrolman, and the difference is obvious; 
 

2. Their badge is not the same as that of a patrolman, and the difference is obvious; 
 

3. While there was some dispute about their power of arrest, it was clear that crossing guards were 
cautioned not to use whatever power they have, but to call a patrolman; 
 

4. Crossing guards work only while school is in session, whereas patrolmen work throughout the 
year (with vacations); 
 

5. Crossing guards work no more than four hours a day, five days a week; 
 

6. Crossing guards are not subject to the same physical or educational qualifications as patrolmen; 
 

7. Crossing guards take no examinations and are in the unclassified service; patrolmen must take 
examinations and are in the classified service; 
 

  



8. Patrolmen are subjected to rigorous training; crossing guards are not. The difference between the 
requirements in this regard was likened by the Chief of Police to that between "night and day;" 
and 
 

9. Patrolmen are exposed to situations involving physical danger; crossing guards are not. 
 
We here affirm the Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law announced in our Decision and Direction of 
Elections decided November 17, and shall hereinafter provide for the holding of elections. 
 
Accordingly, we deny the motions filed herein by the Municipal Employer and the Association. 
 

DIRECTION OF ELECTIONS 
 
By virtue of and pursuant to the power vested in the Connecticut State Board of Labor Relations by 
Section 5(1) of the Municipal Employee Relations Act (Public Act No. 159), it is 
 
D I R E C T E D that, as part of the determination by the Board to ascertain the exclusive representative 
for collective bargaining with the Municipal Employer, separate elections by secret ballot shall be 
conducted under the supervision of the Agent of the Board within fifteen (15) days of the date hereof at 
West Hartford, Connecticut, among the following employees: 
 
Unit #1 - All regular, full-time, uniformed and investigatory employees, including Captains, Lieutenants, 
Sergeants and patrolmen excepting the Chief and Assistant Chief (but excluding school crossing guards, 
clerks, mechanics and equipment maintenance employees) of the Municipal Employer, who were on its 
payroll on June 10, 1965, and who are on its payroll on the date of the election, to determine whether 
they desire to be represented by West Hartford Police, Local 1283 American Federation of State, County 
and Municipal Employees, AFL-CIO - or - West Hartford Police Employees Association, Inc. - or - neither 
of them; and 
 
Unit #2 - All regular, full-time clerks, mechanics, equipment maintenance employees, and the school 
crossing guards who have worked twenty (20) hours per week or more in the period of thirteen (13) 
weeks prior to July 1, 1965, (but excluding the Chief, Assistant Chief, Captains, Lieutenants, Sergeants and 
Patrolmen) employed by the Municipal Employer on July 1, 1965, and who are on its payroll on the date 
of the election, to determine whether or not they desire to be represented by West Hartford Police 
Employees Association, Inc. 
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