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DECISION 
and 

MODIFICATION OF CERTIFICATION OF REPRESENTATIVE 
 
At all times material hereto, Local 479-A, Service Employees International Union, AFL-CIO, hereinafter 
called the Union, has been the duly certified bargaining representative under the terms of the Municipal 
Employee Relations Act, as amended (Conn. Gen. Stat. §§ 7-467 – 7-477a), hereinafter called the Act, for 
employees of the City of Willimantic, hereinafter called the City, in a bargaining unit consisting of all full-
time patrolmen, policewomen and meter mechanics of the City. 
 
In April, 1968, upon a petition filed by the Union with the Connecticut State Board of Labor Relations, 
hereinafter called the Board, an election was held, by consent of the parties, among other employees in 
the police department of the City, viz., the captain, lieutenant, detective sergeant and sergeant, to 
determine whether they desired to become members of the aforesaid bargaining unit and be represented 
by the Union. A majority of said employees voted in the negative. 
 
On May 12, 1969, the Union filed the present petition with the Board, which, as clarified at the hearing, 
and amended, seeks in effect to add the sergeant to the existing unit. 
 
A hearing was held upon this petition on July 10, 1969, at which both parties appeared and were 
represented. At this hearing it appeared that the claim made orally by the Union constituted a variance 
from its petition and, upon objection by the City, it was agreed that an adjourned hearing should be held 
if the City so desired, after filing an amendment curing the variance. The amendment was duly filed on 
July 11, 1969, and on the City's request, an adjourned hearing was held before the Board on August 14, 
1969 at which both parties appeared and were represented. The City filed a memorandum of law at each 



hearing by its Corporation Counsel, J. Vincent Hauser, Esq. 
 
The City’s Objections to the Petition 
 
The City's first objection to the petition is that the Board lacks jurisdiction to entertain it because the 
petition concerns only a single employee. The City points out that the Act empowers the Board to proceed 
“whenever ... a petition has been filed … by an employee organization … alleging that a substantial 
number of employees (i) wish to be represented for collective bargaining by an employee organization as 
exclusive representative.” §7-471 (emphasis supplied). A single employee, the City claims, cannot 
constitute "a substantial number.” In making this contention we think the City misses the point of the 
statutory requirement. No such requirement was found in the original Wagner Act (The National Labor 
Relations Act). But both the National Board and this Board adopted a rule of practice that an election 
would not be held unless there was a showing of interest by a substantial number of the employees who 
would be affected by the election. In the light of this history it has always been our understanding that the 
Legislature adopted this administrative practice and made it a part of Municipal Employee Relations Act 
by the quoted language. So construed, the words authorize the Board to proceed with an election 
whenever the petition alleges that a substantial number of the employees to be affected by an election 
wish to be represented by the Union. Since the total number of employees concerned in this case is one, 
the allegation of his desire to be so represented fully meets the statutory requirement - it shows that 
100% of the employee(s) to be affected by the election have the requisite desire. We hold, therefore, that 
the Board has jurisdiction to entertain the petition. 
 
The City also objects that the proposed composition of the bargaining unit is improper, first because it 
would be inappropriate to have any of the officers who are supervisors thus divorced from the interests 
of management, so to speak; then because it is irrational to divide the officer group in the way proposed 
so that a minority (of that group) could prevail over the wishes of the Group as a whole. Neither of these 
somewhat inconsistent contentions should prevail. Although there was testimony about the importance 
of the sergeant's supervisory functions it does not mark them off from the typical functions of police 
sergeants throughout the state, and sergeants have been consistently included in police units since the 
effective date of the Act. Moreover the City agreed last year to an election which might have put all the 
officers (except the chief) in the unit, and this may properly be considered as bearing on its present claim 
that the sergeant's supervisory status makes his inclusion in the unit inappropriate. 
 
The second branch of this contention raises a false issue. The sergeant is of course a minority of a group 
consisting of all officers but that fact has no relevance to the issues posed by the petition. This does not 
seek any objective which will affect the other officers. The only issue it raises is whether the total unit it 
seeks (viz., the old unit plus the sergeant) is an appropriate one under the Act. We find that it is. We have 
held that a single unit comprising all the uniformed and investigatory sergeants is a proper unit. We have 
also held that the officers' supervisory functions, while they do not require their exclusion from the unit, 
nevertheless sufficiently differentiate them from patrolmen as to justify their non-inclusion in the unit if 
the officers themselves do not want to be included. We now find 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. It is quite clear from the testimony at the hearing that 
the only sergeant in the City's police department is a union member and wants to be represented by the 
Union. His rank is the next one above those in the unit. He has a right to representation under the Act. Yet 
if he is not included within this unit he cannot have representation since the Act requires that there be a 
single unit for each police department. §7-471(3)) Under these circumstances, we find that the overall 
unit sought by the petition is an appropriate one and that the purpose of the Act will be served by 
granting the petition. 
 
One other objection raised by the City should be noted. It urges that the clauses of §7-471(3) which 



require single units for police and fire departments and the following clause dealing with professionals 
must be read together as a single integrated proviso. It follows, so runs the argument, that “professional” 
employees in the police department must mean the officers and non-professional employees the regular 
patrolmen. Since, then, a professional group may be included in a non-professional group only if "a 
majority of the employees in such profession vote for inclusion,” no officer may be included in the unit 
unless a majority of all members of the officer-professional group so vote. 
 
No one, so far as we know, has ever before suggested this meaning of the statutory language. We have 
always supposed that the proviso dealing with single units for police and fire departments and the 
proviso dealing with professionals were quite separate, and we have consistently so construed the 
original act and the present amended language. Such a construction makes better sense. Most 
professionals in municipal service (e .g., nurses, engineers, social workers, librarians) are not found in the 
police and fire departments, and most members of those departments do not qualify as professionals 
under the Act. Yet if the City’s ingenious contention were accepted, the only professionals dealt with by 
the Act would be the officers in the police and fire forces. We reject the logic which leads to so 
inconsequent a conclusion. 
 
Ordinarily the granting of a petition like that now before us would call for ordering a self-determination 
election. In the present case, however, the only member affected has by formal testimony at the first 
hearing clearly stated his desire to be included in the unit and represented by the Union. Under these 
circumstances certification is in order which will supersede the former certification. 
 

CERTIFICATION OF REPRESENTATIVE 
 
Upon the whole record in this case and by virtue of the power vested in the Connecticut State Board of 
Labor Relations by §7-471 of the Connecticut General Statutes, it is hereby  
 
CERTIFIED that Local 479-A, Service Employees International Union, AFL-CIO, has been selected as the 
representative for the purposes of collective bargaining by the following employees of the City of 
Willimantic: 
 
All full-time patrolmen, policewomen, meter mechanics and sergeants, excluding chief of police, captains, 
lieutenants, detectives, administrative and clerical employees, and that said Local 479-A is the exclusive 
representative of all such employees for the purposes of collective bargaining in respect to wages, hours 
and other conditions of employment. 
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TO: 
 
The Honorable Stanley R. Kokoska  
Mayor, City of Willimantic 
Town Hall       Certified 
Willimantic, Connecticut 06226      (RRR) 
 
Martin D. Viullermet, Chief  
Police Department 
Willimantic, Connecticut 06226 
 
J. Vincent Hauser, Esq.  
694 Main Street  
Willimantic, Connecticut 06226 
 
Local 479-A, Service Employees  
International Union, AFL-CIO  
721 Main Street, Room 402     Certified 
Hartford, Connecticut       (RRR) 


