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DECISION AND ORDER 

 

Statement of the Case 

 

On March 29, 1946, International Brotherhood of 'Teamsters, Chauffeurs, Warehousemen and Helpers of 

America, Local #145, AFL, hereinafter called the Union, filed with the Connecticut State Board of Labor 

Relations, hereinafter called the Board, a charge alleging that Bridgeport Coat and Apron Supply 

Company, hereinafter called the Company, had engaged in and was engaging in unfair labor practices as 

set forth and defined in the Connecticut State Labor Relations Act, hereinafter called the Act. 

 

On April 4, 1946, the Agent of the Board issued a Complaint against the Company alleging in substance 

that the Company had refused to bargain collectively with the Union although the Union had been 

designated by the driver route salesmen in the employ of the Company as their representative for the 

purpose of collective bargaining, thereby engaging in an unfair labor practice within the meaning of 

Section 937h, subsection 6, of the Act. 

 

The Company filed its Answer and a Counter Complaint by which it admitted, in effect, that it refused to 

bargain collectively with the Union as alleged in the Complaint, but denied the allegations of the 

Complaint that the Union was the representative of the driver route salesmen for collective bargaining 

purposes, and denied the allegations of the Complaint with respect to the unfair labor practices. The 

Company also stated affirmatively in a pleading labeled “By Way of Counter-Complaint” that: 



 

1. The Bridgeport Coat and Apron Supply Company has been and still is ready and willing to bargain 

collectively with an accredited representative of the majority of its drivers. 

 

2. Said Company represents that there is an authentic and substantial question as to whether a 

majority of said drivers now desire the representatives of the union which is a part to this dispute 

to bargain collectively for them with respect to a new contract, and that this question can be 

settled only by a secret ballot election conducted under the auspices of the Connecticut State 

Board of Labor Relations in accordance with its official procedure and consequently without 

coercion, intimidation, threats or fear of reprisal. 

 

On April 3, 1946, the parties stipulated and agreed to waive the requirement of seven days notice of a 

hearing before the Board. 

 

On April 9, 1946, a hearing was held by the Board at the County Court House, Bridgeport, Connecticut. 

Both parties appeared at the hearing and the Company was represented by counsel. The parties were 

afforded full opportunity to be heard, to examine and cross examine witnesses and to introduce evidence 

bearing upon the issues. 

 

At the conclusion of the hearing on the unfair labor practice Complaint, at the suggestion of the Board, the 

parties entered into a stipulation which in part provided that all employees engaged in a work stoppage 

would return to work April 10, 1946. 

 

THE EVIDENCE AS TO REPRESENTATION 

 

It is undisputed that the driver route salesmen employed by the Company constitute a unit appropriate 

for bargaining purposes and that on March 1, 1946 all the employees of the Company within said 

appropriate unit were members of the Union. The evidence showed that on March 23, 1945, the Company 

entered into an agreement with the Union concerning these employees, which was to remain in force and 

effect until April 1, 1946, and thereafter until terminated by either party on 30 days written notice to the 

other party. By notice dated March 1, 1946, the Company notified the Union that, said contract would 

terminate on April 1, 1946.The contract in part provided that the Company would employ for such work 

only members of the Union in good standing, except that in the event the Union could not furnish men the 

Company could employ those who were not members of the Union provided they became members of the 

Union within 30 days. 

 

It was admitted that on March 1, 1946 the Company refused to bargain collectively with the Union. 

William H. Crawford, Secretary-Treasurer of the Company, testified that several of the employees 

working for the Company and the Crawford Laundry Company had come to him and to other members of 

the management and stated that they did not want the Union to speak for them. One of the three 

employees within the appropriate unit was hired by the Company subsequent to the date of the contract. 

All of the employees within said unit have been on strike since April 1, 1946, the date of the termination 

of the contract and had not returned to work at the date of the Hearing in this case. The Union has not 

been certified by this Board as the bargaining representative for the employees in the unit. The Company 



contended that its refusal to bargain with the Union on March 1, 1946, and subsequent thereto, did not 

constitute an unfair labor practice for two reasons, first: that the Union had not been certified by this 

Board or the National Labor Relations Board as the representative of such employees and, secondly: that 

the Union had not been designated the representative by the majority of such employees. 

 

Section 937h, of the Act, provides that, “It shall be an unfair labor practice for an employer ----, (6) to 

refuse to bargain collectively with representatives of employees, subject to the provisions of said section 

938h". 

 

Section 938h, subsection 1, provides that, "Representatives designated or selected for the purposes of 

collective bargaining by the majority of the employees in a unit appropriate for such purposes or by the 

majority of the employees voting in an election conducted pursuant to this section shall be the exclusive 

representative of all the employees in such unit for the purposes of collective bargaining in respect to 

rates of pay, wages, hours of employment or other conditions of employment -----------.” 

 

These provisions require an employer to bargain collectively with the representative of the employees in 

the unit appropriate in either of two cases, first, when as a fact the majority of the employees within a 

unit have designated the representative, or secondly, when the representatives have been designated by 

the majority of the employees voting in an election conducted under supervision of the Board. It can 

readily be seen that certification by the Board is not necessary in all cases before the employer is obliged 

to bargain with the representative. The controlling fact is whether the representative had been 

designated either by the majority of the employees within the appropriate unit or by the majority of such 

employees voting in an election. If the representative as a matter of fact has been designated by the 

majority of the employees in the appropriate unit, without an election, or by the majority of such 

employees voting in an election, it is the duty of the employer to bargain collectively with the 

representative. In cases where the representative has in fact been designated by a majority of the 

employees in the appropriate unit without an election and the representative presents substantial 

evidence of its designation as bargaining representative by the majority of such employees it is the duty 

of the employer to bargain collectively with it unless there is a bona fide question concerning the 

appropriateness of the unit or the majority status of the representative. 

 

The Company claimed that in view of the provision in the contract with the Union above referred to 

relating to said employees to the effect that the Company would employ only members of the Union in 

good standing or that the men it employed would become members of the Union, that mere membership 

in the Union was not sufficient evidence that the Union had been designated or selected by the member 

as his representative. 

 

The Board feels that the claim of the Company is unsound. The Board believes that membership in a 

Union by an employee is of itself sufficient evidence of his designation of the Union to act as his 

representative for bargaining purposes and that this is so even though the employee became a member of 

the Union after his employment and in order to comply with such a contract provision. If any employee 

within the appropriate unit is not satisfied that the Union representing the unit of which  he is a member 

has been freely designated by a majority of the employees within the unit as their bargaining 

representative, he may, but not his employer, under the terms of 938h, subsection 3, of the Act, complain 



to this Board setting forth that there is a question or controversy concerning the representation of the 

employees and the Board will thereupon investigate and determine the wishes of the majority of the 

employees within the unit concerning representation. The Act thus provides a quick and an impartial way 

for any employee to have the Board determine the wishes of all of the employees involved with respect to 

the bargaining representative. 

 

As the Company knew that all of the employees within the unit were members of the Union, we find that 

by refusing to bargain with the Union it violated the provisions of the Act, and the allegations of the 

Complaint with respect to unfair labor practices have been proven. 

 

FINDINGS OF FACT 

 

Upon the entire record the Board makes the following Findings of Fact: 

 

1. The Company, Bridgeport Coat and Apron Supply Company, is a corporation engaged in the 

laundry business at Bridgeport, Connecticut. 

 

2. The Union, International Brotherhood of Teamsters, Chauffeurs, Warehousemen and Helpers of 

America, Local #145, AFL, is a labor organization which exists and is constituted for the purposes 

in whole or in part of collective bargaining and of dealing with employers concerning grievances, 

terms and conditions of employment, and other mutual aid or protection within the meaning of 

Section 933h, subsection 9, of the Act. 

 

3. All driver route salesmen including sales drivers, route jumpers and helpers, employed by the 

Company, constitute a unit appropriate for the purposes of collective bargaining within the 

meaning of Section 938h, subsection 2, of the Act. 

 

4. A majority of the employees within said appropriate unit had, prior to March 1, 1946, designated 

International Brotherhood of Teamsters, Chauffeurs, Warehousemen and Helpers of America, 

Local #145, AFL, as their representative in respect to rates of pay, wages, hours, and other 

conditions of employment. 

 

5. On March 1, 1946, and since said date, the Company has refused to bargain collectively with the 

Union as representative of the employees within said unit although it knew that all employees 

within said unit were members of the Union. 

 

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 

 

Upon the basis of the foregoing Findings of Fact, and upon the entire record in the proceedings, the Board 

finds and concludes as a matter of law: 

 

1. On March 1, 1946, International Brotherhood of Teamsters, Chauffeurs, Warehousemen and 

Helpers of America, Local #145, AFL, having been selected for the purpose of collective bargaining 

by the majority of the employees within the unit appropriate for such purposes was and still is by 



virtue of Section 938h, subsection 1, of the Act the exclusive representative of all the driver route 

salesmen including sales drivers, route jumpers and helpers, employed by the Company, for the 

purpose of collective bargaining in respect to rates of pay, wages, hours of employment and other 

conditions of employment. 

 

2. By refusing, on March 1, 1946, and continuing to refuse to bargain with the Union as the exclusive 

representative of all of its driver route salesmen including sales drivers, route jumpers and 

helpers, the Company has engaged in and is engaging in unfair labor practices within the meaning 

of Section 937h, subsection 6, of the Act. 

 

Upon the basis of the foregoing Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law, and pursuant to Section 939h, 

subsection 5, of the Act, it is hereby, 

 

ORDERED, that Bridgeport Coat and Apron Supply Company, its agents, successors and assigns, shall: 

 

1. Cease and desist from refusing to bargain collectively with International Brotherhood of 

Teamsters, Chauffeurs, Warehousemen and Helpers of America, Local #145, AFL, as the exclusive 

representative of all the driver route salesmen including sales drivers, route jumpers and helpers, 

employed by the Company, with respect to rates of pay, wages, hours and other conditions of 

employment. 

 

2. Take the following affirmative action which the Board finds will effectuate the policies of the Act: 

 

a) Upon request, to bargain collectively with International Brotherhood of Teamsters, 

Chauffeurs, Warehousemen and Helpers of America, Local #145, AFL, as the exclusive 

representative of all the driver route salesmen including sales drivers, route jumpers and 

helpers, employed by the Company, with respect to rates of pay, wages, hours and other 

conditions of employment. 

 

b) Notify the Connecticut State Board of Labor Relations at its office in the Labor Department, 

State Office Building, Hartford, Connecticut, within 10 days from the date hereof, what 

steps the Company has taken to comply therewith. 
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