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DECISION 
and 

DISMISSAL OF PETITION 
 

Municipal Employees' Group, Inc., hereinafter called the Employees’ Group, filed its petition herein 
pursuant to Section 7-471(1) of the Municipal Employee Relations Act, hereinafter called the Act, on June 
30, 1967. It named Local 991, Council #4, American Federation of State, County and Municipal 
Employees, AFL-CIO, hereinafter called the Union, as a labor organization that claims or may claim to 
represent any of the employees in the proposed bargaining unit. 
 
Pursuant to appropriate notice, a hearing was held before the Board on July 31, 1967, in the Labor 
Department Building, Wethersfield. The Municipal Employer appeared and was represented by Robert B. 
Weiss, its General Manager. Appearing for the Employees’ Group was Herman Yules, its Attorney. The 
Union appeared and was represented by Dominic J. Badolato, its Staff Representative. Full opportunity to 
be heard and to examine and cross-examine witnesses and to introduce evidence bearing upon the issues 
was afforded all parties. 
 
Upon consideration of the entire record, the Board renders the following decision: 
 
 
 



THE ISSUES 
 

The Employees' Group, having previously been disqualified by the Board1/ as an employee organization 
within the meaning of the Act contends that it presently meets the qualification; and that since the 
Municipal Employer and the Union had no contract at the time of the filing of its petition herein, and 
because a year has elapsed since its original application for certification, it requests a determination be 
made by the Board in regard to its petition for sole and exclusive bargaining representation. 
 
The Union, on the other hand, claims an existing contract with the Municipal Employer to be in full force 
and effect and that it, therefore is a bar to the petition filed herein. 
 

THE EVIDENCE 
 
The evidence shows that the Union was recognized on May 16, 1966, by the Municipal Employer, with 
respect to a unit described as "all employees, except surervisory employees from the position of assistant 
foreman up, Board of Education employees, police and fire employees, uniformed and investigatory, 

Town Clerk's office, Town Treasurer's office and the Registrar of Voters office".2/ 
 
The recognition of the Union and the description of the unit was entered in the record near the close of 
the hearing on the original petition of the Employees’ Group. Mr. Weiss of the Municipal Employer 
testified “I am not asking for an election prior to recognition on the basis of the agreement with the 
President of the MEG that an election would be unnecessary”. (Also Trans. p.-142)  
 
The Employees' Group contends that no contract was in force or effect, between the Municipal Employer 
and the Union at the time of the filing of its petition therein, covering its membership consisting 
principally of the "white collar" employees of the Town. Primarily administrative personnel, the majority 
are employed in the Municipal Building. Although the unit described on its petition calls for "all 
employees including but not limited to clerical and technical employees excepting those excluded by 
statute, the thrust of the Employees' Group's argument was for a separate unit to be comprised of "white 
collar" employees. 
 
In support of its position the Employees' Group urged the Board's consideration of the facts that (a) it had 
not participated in the discussion regarding the composition of the existing bargaining unit; (b) it had not 
agreed to the voluntary recognition of the Union by the Municipal Employer as the method for resolving 
the representation question; (c) a year has elapsed since its disqualification as an employee organization 
and corrective measures have been taken for it to qualify at this time; and (d) that none of its 
membership has joined or are members of the Union. 
 
The record in the earlier proceeding clearly shows that the statements covering the composition of the 
bargaining unit, as presently constituted, and the method of a voluntary recognition of the Union by the 
Municipal Employer for resolving the question of representation were said in open hearing, in the 
presence of the representatives of the Employees' Group, and were not contradicted by anyone. The 
Board finds no irregularity in regard to the bargaining unit as stipulated on the record in open hearing, 

nor in the voluntary recognition of the Union, since the Act provides for just such a procedure. 3/ 
 
 
 
1/ Town of Manchester, Case No. ME-1461, Decision No. 697, June 23, 1966. 

2/ Transcript, Page 142, Town of Manchester, supra. 

3/ Section 7-468(b) 



The Contract Bar 
 
Prior to January 1, 1966, when Mr. Weiss took office as General Manager for the Town of Manchester, his 
predecessor had executed a Working Agreement with the Union to be effective until January 1, 1969. 
 
On September 27, 1966, as a consequence of the Board’s ruling on the disqualification of the Employees' 
Group and subsequent negotiations, an "Amendment to Working Agreement" was reduced to writing and 
its terms agreed upon by the Town and the Union. By its terms the Union is recognized “as the sole and 
exclusive bargaining agent … of all Town employees excluding those with a job classification of foreman 
and higher, uniformed and investigatory personnel of the Police and Fire Departments, employees of the 
Board of Education and of the Town Clerk’s, Treasurer's and Registrars of Voters' Offices." 
 
Evidence was adduced at the hearing that wages and other conditions of employment affecting the 
''white collar employees" among others were removed as the direct result of the negotiations between 
the Municipal Employer and the Union. 
 
Since the petitioner acquiesced in the arrangements for resolving the question of representation, which 
led quite naturally and foreseeably to the collective agreement, the Board finds nothing inequitable in the 
application of the usual contract bar rule in the present case. 
 
Accordingly, the petition will be dismissed. 
 

ORDER 
 
By virtue of, and pursuant to, the power vested in the Connecticut State Board of Labor Relations by 
Section 7-471(1) of the Act, it is 
 
ORDERED, that the petition filed by Municipal Employees’ Group, Inc. be, and the same hereby is, 
dismissed. 
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