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DECISION 
and 

ORDER 
 

On March 29, 1966, Municipal Employees Group, hereinafter called Employees Group, 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 employees, including but not 
limited to clerical and technical employees, excluding supervisors and uniformed and investigatory police 
and firemen and employees now covered by collective bargaining contract employed by the Town of 
Manchester, hereinafter called the Municipal Employer, and requesting that, pursuant to Section 5 of the 
Municipal Employee Relations Act, hereinafter called the Act, the Board investigate such controversy and 
certify to the parties the name of the representative that has been designated or selected by said 
employees. 
 
A conference arranged by the Agent of the Board was held on April 13, 1966, in Manchester, Connecticut. 
Local 991 of Council #4, American Federation of State, County and Municipal Employees, AFL-CIO, 



hereinafter called the Federation, appeared at the meeting; claimed to have a substantial interest in the 
proceedings; and orally moved to intervene. Subsequently, on April 21, 1966, the Federation filed its 
petition with the Board seeking certification as the representative of all employees excluding uniformed 
and investigatory employees of the fire and police department, professional employees and those 
employees now covered by collective bargaining contract. 
 
Since both petitioners were claiming to represent substantially the same unit of employees, the Board 
issued, on May 2, its notice of consolidation of the cases for the purposes of a hearing. 
 
A hearing was duly held before the Board on May 16 and 26, 1966, in the Town Hall, Manchester. The 
Municipal Employer appeared and was represented by Irving L. Aronson, its Town Counsel. The 
Employees Group appeared and was represented by Herman Yules, its attorney. The Federation 
appeared and was represented by William Zeman, its attorney. Full opportunity to examine and cross-
examine witnesses and to introduce evidence bearing upon the issues was afforded all parties. 
 

THE ISSUE 
 
The issue to be determined was whether the petitioners individually are "employee organizations" within 
the meaning of Section 1(3) of the Act. 
 
At the outset of the hearing the Federation moved to disqualify the Employees Group on the ground that 
it is not an “employee organization" within the meaning of Section 1(3) of the Act. In a counter-claim the 
Employees Group challenged the status of the Federation as an employee organization. Section 1(3) 
defines "employee organization" as "any lawful association … having as a primary purpose the 
improvement of wages, hours, and other conditions of employment among employees of municipal 
employers." 
 
The question for the Board to decide is whether an employee association which includes within its active 
membership and has among its officers persons who are excluded from the bargaining unit as 
supervisors under section 5(2) is an "employee organization" within the meaning of the Act so as to be 
eligible for designation by the Board as exclusive representative. The evidence at the hearing disclosed a 
number of supervisors who have been, and still are, members of the Employees Group. Since the 
Employees Group permits and condones this unlawful interference, it is not a "lawful association" within 

the meaning of the Act. 1/ Therefore, the motion of the Federation to disqualify the Employees Group is 
hereby granted. 
 
In view of the Board’s ruling at the hearing, the Municipal Employer and the Federation stipulated to a 
unit consisting of all employees excluding uniformed and investigatory employees of the Fire and Police 
Departments, professional employees, and those employees now covered by a collective bargaining 
contract. The Municipal Employer agreed to recognize and enter into a collective bargaining contract 
with the Federation covering said employees. At this time the Federation requested permission to 
withdraw its petition from the Board without prejudice. 
 
 
 
 
 
1/ City of Hartford and Local 1716, Council #4, AFSCME, AFL-CIO, Case No. ME-1412 and No. ME-1424, Decision No. 681, 

decided April 6, 1966 
City of Stamford and Teamsters Local 145, Case No. ME-1408, Decision No. 682, decided April 1, 1966 

 



ORDERS 
 

By virtue of and pursuant to the power vested in the Connecticut State Board of Labor Relations by 
Section 5(1) of the Act, it is 
 
ORDERED that the petition filed by the Municipal Employees Group on March 29, 1966, is hereby 
dismissed; and it is further 
 
ORDERED that the request of the Federation to withdraw its petition dated April 21, 1966, is hereby 
granted. 
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