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DECISION AND DIRECTION OF AN ELECTION 
Statement of the Case 

 
On March 27, 1968, the Ridgefield Police Union Local 1235, and Connecticut Council of Police Unions No. 
15, of the American Federation of State, County and Municipal Employees, hereinafter called the 
Petitioner, filed a petition with the Connecticut State Board of Labor Relations, hereinafter called the 
Board, alleging that a question or controversy had arisen concerning all full-time permanent 
investigatory and uniform members of the Police Department with authority to exercise police powers, 
exclusive of the Chief, employed by the Town of Ridgefield (Police Department), hereinafter called the 
Municipal Employer and requesting that pursuant to Section 7-471 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. 
 
On April 29, 1968, the Agent of the Board issued a notice of hearing to all parties. On May 6, 1968 a 
hearing was held at the Town Hall, Ridgefield, Connecticut. The Municipal Employer appeared and was 
represented by Michael Hagan, its Employee Relation Consultant; the Petitioner appeared and was 
represented by William W. Wilson. Full opportunity to be heard, to examine and cross-examine witnesses 
and to introduce evidence bearing upon the issues was afforded all parties. 
 

THE HEARING 
 
The Municipal Employer raised two objections to the petition as follows: 
 

1. The Municipal Employer contended that the petitioning local union was not qualified under 
Section 7-467 (a) of the Act to file a petition or participate in an election because it had not been in 
existence for a period of six months. 
 
Ridgefield Police Union Local 1235 was granted a charter as of December 1, 1967, and it elected its 
first set of officers in January, 1968. It, therefore, had not itself been in existence six months at the 



time the petition was filed and will not have been in existence six months at the time the election 
will be held. Therefore, if it were standing alone it would be disqualified from filing the petition 
and from participating in the representation election. 
 
The petition, however, was filed in the name of both Local 1235 and Connecticut Council of Police 
Unions No. 15, of the American Federation of State, County and Municipal Employees. There is no 
question but that Connecticut Council No. 15 is a labor organization within the meaning of the 
statute and that it has been in existence for more than the required six months. The petition, 
therefore, was properly filed by Connecticut Council No. 15 and Connecticut Council No. 15 is 
qualified to participate in the representation election. The Section 7-467(a) was clearly never 
intended to reach this kind of situation. That section was added in 1967 to prevent mushroom 
organizations which might spring up over night for the purpose of forestalling organizing efforts 
by established labor organizations. The fear was that such newborn organizations would not have 
the substance and permanence to enable them to represent effectively the municipal employees 
they purported to organize. The six month requirement was to add some measure of assurance 
that the organization had the will and ability to survive as a continuing labor organization. When a 
well established national or regional organization which has been actively engaged in 
representing employees for a substantial period forms a local union or chapter, there is adequate 
assurance that the organization will have sufficient endurance and effectiveness to serve as 
representative of the employees for purposes of collective bargaining. Indeed, such an 
organization will generally have organizational stability and natural resources far greater than an 
isolated local organization which has been in existence for six months. Therefore, where the 
petition is filed in the joint name of the parent and the newly formed local, the six month 
requirement of Section 7-467(a) is met. In such a case, certification will be in the joint names of 
the parent and local union. 
 

2. The second contention of the Municipal Employer is that the bargaining unit should exclude the 
police sergeants, and that it should in particular exclude the detective sergeant who has been 
designated as the one to be second in command when the police chief is absent. 
 
After full consideration of all of the evidence, we conclude that the sergeants should be included in 
the bargaining unit. They have special responsibilities as squad leaders in assigning patrolmen to 
particular duties, generally overseeing the work of the patrolmen and adjusting minor grievances. 
However, they lack any real authority or control which would warrant excluding them from the 
bargaining unit. They have no authority to make or change work schedules, require overtime 
work, or order officers who are off duty to report for extra work. They have no authority to 
discipline, make recommendations for promotions or otherwise evaluate the performance of other 
officers. They cannot grant time off, schedule vacations or requisition uniforms or equipment. All 
of these decisions are made by the chief of police. The major portion of the sergeants' time is spent 
manning the desk at the headquarters, not in watching over the performance of duties by the 
other four officers. During the night shift and at other times when no sergeant is on duty, his 
duties are performed by a senior patrolman who receives no extra pay for the performance of 
those duties. Although the sergeants carry special responsibility and perform duties different from 
those of patrolmen, they cannot be classified as supervisors within the context of the normal 
structure of authority within the police department. 
 
The status of the detective sergeant raises more difficult problems. He has been designated as the 
second in command when the chief is absent. However, closer examination indicates that although 
he is second in the line of responsibility, he still remains without any authority to command. First, 
he occupies this special position only when the chief is out of town and this is only occasional ---
apparently only a few days each year. Second, even when he does occupy this position his 
authority is extremely limited. He has no power to suspend or discipline any member of the force, 
no power to schedule work, grant leaves or take any significant independent action, On any matter 
of major consequence he calls the chief wherever the chief may be found and if the chief cannot be 



found, then consults the chairman of the police commission. In simplest terms, he is not an acting 
chief nor a deputy chief but rather a master sergeant. Third, it is noted that he received no extra 
compensation for these extra responsibilities. In view of all of these factors, we do not believe that 
he should be considered so significantly different from other sergeants as to exclude him from the 
bargaining unit. 
 
The Municipal Employer has urged that there should be excluded from the bargaining unit at least 
one person other than the chief of police who would be able to assume the responsibilities for 
representing the interests of the employer in administering and enforcing the collective 
agreement, particularly when the chief is absent. We are sympathetic to this need but our decision 
does not preclude the Municipal Employer from meeting it. When the chief Is absent, another 
officer may be designated as acting chief and charged with the authority and responsibility of the 
chief for administering and enforcing the collective agreement. During the time he is so designated 
and so empowered, he will be responsible to perform as a member of management and give it his 
undivided loyalty. He need not be kept out of the bargaining unit entirely in order for him to 
perform responsibly as acting chief for a few days a year. In addition, if the Municipal Employer is 
genuinely concerned that it does not have adequate management strength in a single chief of 
police then it can easily remedy that by creating a new position of deputy chief, giving to that 
position the kind of authority and control now exercised by the chief alone. 

 
DIRECTION OF ELECTION 

 
By virtue of and pursuant to the power vested in the Connecticut State Board of Labor Relations by the 
Municipal Employee Relations Act, it is 
 
DIRECTED, that, as part of the determination by the Board to ascertain the exclusive representative for 
collective bargaining with the Municipal Employer an election by secret ballot be conducted under the 
supervision of the Agent of the Board within twenty (20) days of the date hereof amongst all full-time 
permanent investigatory and uniform members of the Police Department, exclusive of the Chief, 
employed by the Town of Ridgefield (Police Department) hereinabove who were on the payroll on March 
26, 1968, the date of the filing of the petition and who are on the payroll on the date of the election, to 
determine whether or not they wish to be represented by Ridgefield Police Union Local 1235 -
Connecticut Council of Police Unions No. 15, of the American Federation of State, County and Municipal 
Employees. 
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