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DECISION AND DIRECTION OF ELECTION 
Statement of the Case 

 
On July 18, 1969. Local Unit #HN1,Connecticut Nurses Association, 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 Registered Nurses employed as Head Nurses, by the 
Lawrence & Memorial Hospitals of New London, Connecticut, hereinafter called the Employer, and 
requesting the Board to certify to the parties the name of the representative that has been designated or 
selected by said employees, pursuant to Section 31-106 of the Connecticut State Labor Relations Act, 
hereinafter called the Act.  
 
On September 24, 1969, the Board held a hearing on the Petition in the Labor Department Building at 
Wethersfield, Connecticut. The Petitioner appeared and was represented by M. Peter Barry, Esq.; the 
Employer appeared and was represented by Edward Schneider, Esq. 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 Employer took  the position at the hearing that the bargaining unit consisting of head nurses only 
which the Petitioner seeks is not appropriate. The Employer contends that the Petitioner should be 
required to include supervisory nurses (supervisors) in the bargaining unit or the petition should be 
dismissed. We agree that the unit suggested by the Employer would be an appropriate unit. However, this 
is not dispositive. The question for the Board to decide is whether the Head Nurses alone would 
constitute an appropriate unit with supervisors being excluded. 
 
In determining such a question, the Board has consistently ruled in the manner summarized in our last 
Annual Report as follows: 



 “Whenever a petitioning group is an appropriate unit in terms of the 
objective factors which go into making up a community of interest we 
have ruled that the wishes of the group to be a separate unit should 
prevail over considerations which favor an overall unit even though such 
a unit would also be an appropriate unit in terms of the objective 
factors." 

 

 
More recently we have ruled in City of Willimantic (Case No. MEE-1816, Decision No. 888) "that it is 
appropriate to define the unit at any level of supervision (contiguous upon the rest of the unit and 
excluding the top echelon) which represents the wishes of the persons concerned.” 
 
In the present case significant objective factors favor the unit sought by the Petitioner. The supervisors, 
whom the Employer would have included, are at a higher level of supervision than head nurses. The 
method of pay is different: supervisors get a salary and no overtime; head nurses are paid on an hourly 
basis and do get overtime pay. Supervisors evaluate the work of head nurses. Head nurses have more 
direct contact with patient care and doctors' orders. 
 
As to the claim of the Employer alleging there is no evidence before the Board that supervisors do not 
want representation, we have always found it safe (in our experience) to rely on the Union’s petition as a 
sufficient indication of the measure of interest, especially since groups originally excluded can later 
petition for inclusion if interest develops later or has been misjudged. 
 
The Employer places great reliance on the Board's decision in The Waterbury Hospital, (Case No. 1648 
and 1700, Decision No. 829) but that reliance is misplaced. To be sure we held in that case that a unit like 
the one proposed by the Employer here was an appropriate unit. But in Waterbury, the unit we found 
appropriate was the unit sought by the petitioning association; and we make this finding over the 
Hospital's objection that the unit should also include division directors (who were on a higher 
supervisory level than either supervisors or head nurses). We overruled the Hospital's objections and 
accepted the petitioner's claims in that case on the basis of reasoning precisely similar to that set out 
above in this case. In the course of the opinion in Waterbury, we said:  
 
 "By holding that a unit excluding division directors is appropriate,we do 

not decide that one including them would be inappropriate. Our function 
is not to determine the appropriate unit but to determine if the one 
requested is an appropriate unit. The unit may be defined in various 
ways and still be appropriate." 

 

 
DIRECTION OF ELECTION 

 
By virtue of and pursuant to the power vested in the Connecticut State Board of Labor Relations by 
Section 31-106, subsection (b) of the Act, it is 
 
DIRECTED, that, as part of the determination by the Board to ascertain the exclusive representative for 
collective bargaining with the Employer, an election by secret ballot shall be conducted under the 
supervision of the Agent of the Board within fifteen (15) days of the date of issuance hereof at New 
London, Connecticut, among all Registered Nurses employed as Head Nurses by The Lawrence & 
Memorial Hospitals on July 18, 1969, the date of the filing of the instant petition and who are on the 
payroll of the Employer on the date of the election, to determine whether or not they wish to be 
represented by Local Unit, #HN 1, Connecticut Nurses Association. 
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