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DECISION AND DIRECTION OF ELECTION 
Statement of the Case 

 
On April 11, 1966, the New London Police Union Local #724, 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 the representation of policewoman, patrolmen, detectives 
and sergeants employed by the City of New London, hereinafter called the Municipal 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 5 of the Municipal Employee Relations Act, hereinafter 
called the Act.  
 
On June 7, 1966, the Board held a hearing upon the petition in the City Hall, New London, Connecticut. 
The Municipal Employer appeared and was represented by Attorney Edmund J. Eshenfelder, its Director 
of Law. The Petitioner appeared and was represented by Edward Pizzella, Esquire, its attorney. 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 
 
Whether the policewoman, detectives and the rank of sergeant in the Police Department are to be 
included in the unit as proposed by the Petitioner, or excluded on grounds of supervision as contended 
by the Municipal Employer. 
 
 
 
 
 



FACTS 
 
The uniformed and investigatory personnel of the New London Police Department totals 70 employees. It 
consists of one Chief, one Captain, three Lieutenants, eleven Sergeants, one Policewoman and fifty-three 
Patrolmen. 
 
The rank of Sergeant, which is one of the points at issue, is further broken down as three permanent Desk 
Sergeants, three permanent Street Sergeants, three Rotating Sergeants, one Detective Sergeant and one 
Liaison Sergeant. 
 
The Liaison Sergeant “is the go-between the (Circuit) Court and the department." (T. p. 12) "He sets up all 
the cases and orders the men in when the Court wants them (as witnesses)." (T. p. 13) 
 
The Detective Sergeant “is second in charge of the Detective Bureau. He has two detectives at work under 
him." A Detective Lieutenant supervises the Detective Sergeant. (T. p. 13) 
 
“The Desk Sergeant tells the amount of bail for any person brought in; he is in charge of the Department 
when his superior officer is off. He is responsible for the keeping of all books of time, sick, and persons in 
cells. He is responsible, through his headquarter's man, to check the cells.” (T. p. 13) 
 
The Street Sergeant "comes in ahead of time and goes through the teletypes and investigation reports, 
assigns men to further investigate some jobs, calls the rolls, inspects the men, and he has charge on the 
Street.” (T. p. 14) 
 
Rotating Sergeants "fill in when the Desk Sergeant or Street Sergeant is off." (T. p. 15) 
 
The Policewoman "has the same duties and the powers as a policeman (patrolman) does. Besides that she 
investigates all family affairs and any child or juvenile girl, she investigates, or any female prisoners." (T. 
p. 21) She has the power of arrest. 
 

DISCUSSION 
 
Section 5, subsection 2 of the Act reads as follows: 
 
 "The board shall have the power to determine whether a supervisory 

or other position is covered by this act in the event of a dispute 
between the municipal employer and an employee organization. In 
determining whether a supervisory position should be excluded from 
coverage under this act, the board shall consider among other criteria 
if the principal functions of the position are characterized by: (A) 
Performing such management control duties as scheduling, assigning, 
overseeing and reviewing the work of subordinate employees; or (B) 
performing such duties as are distinct and dissimilar from those 
performed by the employees supervised; or (C) Exercising judgment in 
adjusting grievances, applying other established personnel policies 
and procedures and in enforcing the provisions of a collective 
bargaining agreement; or (D) establishing or participating in the 
establishment of performance standards for subordinate employees 
and taking corrective measures to implement those standards. The 
above criteria for supervisory positions shall not necessarily apply to 
police and fire departments.” 

 



This Board has the duty, under the Act, to determine "whether a supervisory or other position is covered 
by this act in the event of a dispute between the parties. supra. It was anticipated that the parties would 
often agree upon "the supervisory level that will mark those who are to be in and out of the bargaining 
unit", but the Board was given power to act where such agreement is wanting. (REPORT OF INTERIM 
COMMISSION TO STUDY COLLECTIVE BARGAINING BY MUNICIPALITIES (1965), p. 15.). The statute then 
proceeds to declare that the above criteria for supervisory positions shall not necessarily apply to police 
and fire departments." supra.  
 
From the provisions of the Act and its legislative history it is clear that the legislature intended that the 
Board should not be limited by the rule laid down by the Supreme Court of Errors in interpreting the 

State Labor Relations Act (which governs private industry). 1/ 
 
It is the Board's conclusion, from the evidence in this case, that the policewoman and the sergeants fail to 
meet the statutory criteria governing supervisors as set forth in the Act. 
 
It appears to the Board that the community of interest among the policewoman, patrolmen, detectives 
and sergeants is so great as to outweigh considerations injected by the supervisory character of the 
duties performed by the policewoman, detectives and the sergeants. But this does not appear to be the 
case with the supernumerary policewomen. Accordingly, having determined the status of the 
classifications, as outlined above, we shall group the policewoman, patrolmen, detectives and sergeants 
but exclude the supernumerary policewomen. 
 

THE APPROPRIATE UNIT 
 
Upon our consideration of the entire record in this proceeding, we find and conclude that, in order to 
insure to the employees concerned the full benefit of their right to self-organization, to collective 
bargaining and otherwise to effectuate the policies of the Act, that all uniformed and investigatory 
employees, including policewoman, detectives and sergeants, but excluding the Chief, captains, 
lieutenants and supernumerary policewomen, employed by the City of New London in its Police 
Department, constitute a unit appropriate for the purposes of collective bargaining, in fact and within the 
meaning of Section 5 (3) of the Act. 
 
We shall conduct an election by secret ballot among the employees in the appropriate unit to determine 
their desires concerning representation for the purposes of collective bargaining. 
 

DIRECTION OF ELECTION 
 
By virtue of and pursuant to the powers 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 
 
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 shall be conducted under 
the supervision of the Agent of the Board within fifteen days of the date hereof at New London; 
Connecticut among the employees described above, under the heading of The Appropriate Unit, who 
were on the payroll on April 11, 1966, the date of the filing of the petition herein, and who are on the 
payroll on the date of the election, to determine whether or not they desire to be represented for the 
purposes of collective bargaining by New London Police Union Local #724. 
 
 
1/ City of New Britain (Fire Department), Decision No. 665, decided January 5, 1966 (see also Greenwich Taxi, Inc., v. 

Connecticut State Board of Labor Relations. 151 Conn. 573) 
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