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DECISION AND  
DISMISSAL OF PETITION 

 
On August 9, 1965, American Federation of State, County and Municipal Employees, hereinafter called the 
Petitioner, 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 employees in 
all city departments, except supervisors, police and firemen, excluding temporary, seasonal and 
employees working less than twenty (20) hours per week, employed by the City of Bridgeport, 
hereinafter called the Municipal Employer. The petition requested the Board to conduct an investigation 
and certify the representative that has been designated or selected by said employees for collective 
bargaining purposes, pursuant to Section 5(1) of the Municipal Employee Relations Act, hereinafter 
called the Act. 
 
The Board on October 4, 1965, held a hearing upon the petition in Bridgeport, Connecticut. The Municipal 
Employer appeared and was represented by John J. Linley, its personnel director. The petitioner 
appeared and was represented by John Cassidento, its attorney. The Bridgeport Municipal Employees 
Association appeared and was represented by Philip Trager and Albert Kleban, its attorneys. 
 



Full opportunity to be heard, to examine and cross-examine witnesses, and to introduce evidence bearing 
upon the issues was afforded all parties. 
 

THE ISSUES 
 

1. Whether the Petitioner qualifies as an employee organization acting in behalf of a substantial 
number of employees wishing to be represented for collective bargaining as the exclusive 
representative, under Section 5(1) (A) (i) of the Act. 
 

2. Whether the Intervenor qualifies as a lawful association within the definition of an employee 
organization, as set forth in Section 1(3) of the Act. 

 
The Petitioner admitted that it represents approximately one hundred eighty-seven (187) employees of 
the Municipal Employer. Fifty-nine (59) of them are members of Local 1303 and one hundred twenty-
eight (128) of them comprise the membership of Local 1522, both Locals being affiliates of the Petitioner. 
 
The association contended that there are approximately thirteen hundred (1300) employees employed 
by the Municipal Employer. 
 
The municipal Employer's personnel director testified there are approximately fifteen hundred (1500) 
employees, exclusive of the Police and Fire Departments and school teachers. The approximation, 
however, included supervisors - the number of which was estimated to be about one hundred fifty (150). 
As to the latter, he testified that the criteria governing supervisors in the statute was applied in his 
analysis of the payroll. 
 
 Section 5(1)(A)(i) reads as follows: 

 
Sec. 5. The state board of labor relations shall have the following 
power and authority in relation to collective bargaining in 
municipal employment: (1) Whenever, in accordance with such 
regulations as may be prescribed by the board, a petition has been 
filed (A) by an employee or group of employees or any employee 
organization acting in their behalf alleging that a substantial 
number of employees (i) wish to be represented for collective 
bargaining by an employee organization as exclusive 
representative, or * * * (emphasis ours) 

 

 
The Act says substantial interest without indicating specifically what percentage would meet this test. In 
administering the former Act (Chapter 561, Connecticut State Labor Relations Act) we had been using 
thirty percent (30%) as the general rule for determining substantiality of interest, borrowing this figure 
from a practice of the National Labor Relations Board. We had not, however, applied this as a hard and 
fast rule in all cases. In a newly enacted law covering collective bargaining for teachers, our Legislature 
chose twenty percent (20%) as the minimum showing of interest in support of a petition for bargaining 
rights. 
 
We do not find it necessary to make an exact determination of the minimum in this case. The percentage 
here would fall well below fifteen percent (15%). We decide here merely that this is less than any test we 
would adopt in the absence of unusual circumstances, and we find no such circumstances in this case. 
 
In view of the foregoing we have no alternative but to dismiss the instant petition for lack of compliance 
with a provision set forth in Section 5 (1)(A) of the Act. On the basis of our ruling we find no need, at this 



time, to determine a rule on the issue as to whether the Association is a lawful organization within the 
meaning of the Act. 
 

DISMISSAL OF PETITION 
 
Upon the basis of the foregoing ruling, it is 
 
O R D E R E D that the Petition for Investigation and Certification filed herein on August 9, 1965, by the 
Americen Federation of State, County and Municipal Employees, be and the same hereby is dismissed. 
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