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DECISION AND DIRECTION OF ELECTION 

 

STATEMENT OF CASE 

 

On June 19, 1945,  International Brotherhood of Teamsters, Chauffeurs, Warehousemen and Helpers of America, Local 

#677, herein referred to as the Union, filed with the Commissioner of Labor a request concerning  recognition of it as the 

bargaining agent for certain employees of Shallet-Lux, Inc. of Waterbury, herein referred to as the Company. 

Subsequent to the organization of the Connecticut State Board of Labor Relations herein referred to as the Board 

said request was referred to it. 

 

On October 9, 1945, a hearing was held at the Board at City Hall, Waterbury, Connecticut. The Union and the Company 

appeared and participated in the hearing.  Full opportunity to be heard, to examine and cross examine witnesses and to 

introduce evidence bearing on the issue was affording all the parties. 

 

Dean Ashbel G. Gulliver, Chairman of the Board, did not attend the hearing or take part in the determination of this 
matter.  

 

Upon the entire record of the case, the Board makes the following: 

 
FINDINGS OF FACT 

 

The Company is a corporation engaged in the laundry and dry cleaning business and is located in the City of Waterbury, 
Connecticut. It has employed between 50 and 52 employees on the average since the beginning of the war of which there 

are five routemen. Prior to the war it employed between 60 to 65 employees. International Brotherhood of Teamsters, 

Chauffeurs, Warehousemen and Helpers of America, Local #677, is a labor organization. It exists and is constituted 
together with its parent organization for the purpose of collective bargaining respecting the wages, rates of pay, hours, 

conditions of employment, and other mutual aid and protection for its members. 

 

The Union contends that it is entitled to be recognized as the bargaining representative of the regular routemen employed 
by the Company. It offered evidence at the hearing that on April 19, 1945, it notified the Company that more than a 

majority of the routemen were members of it and requested the Company to negotiate with it concerning a contract 

covering wages and working conditions. It offered convincing proof that on said date, three of the five regular routemen 



were members, to wit: Alphonso Gresso, Eric Kutton, and John Plano, and that each of said employees had authorized it 

to represent the applicant for the purpose of collective bargaining with his employer in reference to working conditions, 
hours of labor, rates of pay, and other matters regarding the relationship of employer and employee. It also appeared that 

the other routeman, Joseph James DeVito, also signed an application on April 13, 1945, for membership in said Union, 

and delivered the application to Eric Kutton with the proper application fee, but that the following morning before said fee 

was delivered to the Union said DeVito requested of Kutton the repayment of his application fee, and said application fee 
was returned to him. The signed application for membership, however, was delivered to the Union and the Union later 

enrolled said DeVito as a member and later arranged for life insurance coverage for him with The Union Labor Life 

Insurance Company. At the time Devito requested and obtained the return of his application fee he told Kutton that he 
wanted his application held up. DeVito testified that the reason for his change of attitude towards Union membership was 

his realization and appreciation of the prior efforts on the part of one of the officials of the Company in obtaining for him 

a deferred draft status. There is no evidence in the record that the Company in any way whatever caused DeVito to change 
his attitude as to membership in the Union. It cannot be questioned that DeVito had a right to change his mind concerning 

membership in the Union and that he did so before his application for membership was delivered to the Union. Since 

DeVito changed his mind concerning membership in the Union shortly after signing the application for membership and 

before it was delivered to the Union or acted upon by it, the Board cannot find that DeVito was a member of the Union on 
April 19, 1945. 

 

In the early part of May, 1945, John Plano was discharged as an employee by the Company for what appeared to be a just 
cause, but in any event, no claim is made by the Union that the discharge of Plano was because of any unfair labor 

practice of the Company. 

 
The Union also contends that that in the event that an election is directed to determine the bargaining representative of the 

routemen that only those routemen who were on the payroll of the Company on April 19, 1945 should be eligible to vote, 

and that the discharged employee, John Plano, should be reinstated as an employee for the purpose of voting in any such 

election. 
 

The Company contends that the Union does not represent the majority of the routemen in the employ of the Company; 

that John Plano is not entitled to vote in any election that may be held to determine the bargaining representative of the 
routemen of the Company; that one Eugene Racki who was employed by the employer as a routeman in May, 1945, is 

entitled to vote; that Nick Bartholomew and John Bochen should be considered routemen and entitled to vote. 

 

The Board finds that Eugene Racki worked for the Company previous to his induction into the United States Navy and 
that subsequent to his honorable discharge from the Navy he was re-employed during the week of May 5, 1945 by the 

Company as a routeman. 

 
The Board finds that neither Nick Bartholomew nor John Bochen are routemen. Bartholomew holds a supervisory 

position with the Company being that of Assistant Superintendent and Bochen’s duties are different than those of regular 

routemen and is paid on the different basis. 
 

The Board finds that the five regular routemen would constitute an appropriate unit for bargaining purposes. 

 

The Board finds that it would not effectuate the policies of the Connecticut State Labor Relations Act to certify the Union 
as the representative of the routemen for the purposes of collective bargaining. In order to ensure to the Company’s 

routemen the full benefit of their right to organize and to collective bargaining and otherwise to effectuate the policies of 

said Act, we believe that an election should be held to determine their representative for bargaining purposes. Since John 
Plano is not an employee of the Company, and has therefore no interest in the determination of the question concerning 

the selection of a bargaining representative of the Company’s routemen, he is not entitled to vote. There being no claim 

that Plano’s discharge was the result of an unfair labor practice, this Board is without power or authority to order his 
reinstatement as an employee for any purpose. The Board believes that Eugene Racki is entitled to vote. 

 

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 

 
Upon the basis of the foregoing findings of fact and upon the entire record of this proceeding, the Board makes the 

following conclusions of law: 

 
1. A question or controversy has arisen concerning representation of the five routemen of Shalett-Lux, Inc. within 

the meaning of Section 938h, subsection 3, of the Connecticut State Labor Relations Act. 

 



2. The regular routemen employed by Shalett-Lux, Inc. constitute a unit appropriate for the purpose of collective 

bargaining within the meaning of Section 938h, subsection 2, of the Connecticut State Labor Relations Act. 
 

3. John Plano is not an employee of Shalett-Lux, Inc. and is not entitled to vote in the election hereinafter directed. 

 

DIRECTION OF ELECTION 
 

By virtue of and pursuant to the power vested in the Connecticut State Board of Labor Relations by Section 938h of the 

Act, it is hereby  
 

DIRECTED that as a part of the determination to ascertain the exclusive representative for collective bargaining with the 

Company an election by secret ballot shall be conducted under supervision of the Agent of the Board at a time and place 

to be fixed by the Board, among all of the regular routemen who were on the payroll of the Company on April 19, 1945 

and who were also on the payroll on the date of the election plus Eugene Racki, to determine whether they desire to be 

represented by the International Brotherhood of Teamsters, Chauffeurs, Warehousemen and Helpers of America, Local 

#677, A. F. of L. for the purpose of collective bargaining. 
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