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On March 5, 1948 a petition was filed with the Connecticut State Board of Labor Relations, hereinafter 

called the Board in behalf of Building Service Employees' International Union, Local #83, AFL, hereinafter 

called the Union, alleging that a question or controversy had arisen concerning the representation of 

painters, electricians, carpenters, firemen, and other maintenance help employed by The New Haven 

Hotel Co. (Hotel Garde) of New Haven, Connecticut, hereinafter called the Employer, and requesting the 

Board to conduct an investigation and certify the representatives of all such employees for the purpose of 

collective bargaining, pursuant to Section 938h of the Connecticut State Labor Relations Act, hereinafter 

called the Act. 

 

On August 31, 1948 a hearing was held on said petition by the Board at the County Court House, New 

Haven, Connecticut. Attorney Allan Seserman appeared for and represented the Employer. Attorney 

Norman Zolot appeared for and represented the Union. Full opportunity to be heard, to examine and 

cross-examine witnesses, and to introduce evidence bearing upon the issues was afforded the parties. 

Upon the entire record in the proceedings the Board makes the following: 

 

FINDINGS OF FACT 

 

THE EMPLOYER: The New Haven Hotel Co. is a corporation organized under the laws of the State of 

Connecticut and is engaged in operating the Hotel Garde at New Haven, Connecticut. 



THE UNION: Building Service Employees’ International Union, Local #83, AFL, is a labor organization 

which exists and is constituted for the purpose in whole or in part of collective bargaining and of dealing 

with employers concerning grievances, terms and conditions of employment or other mutual aid or 

protection. 

 

THE QUESTION OR CONTROVERSY CONCERNING REPRESENTATION: We find that a question or 

controversy has arisen concerning representation of certain employees employed by the Employer in 

that the parties disagree as to the unit appropriate for the purposes of collective bargaining. 

 

THE APPROPRIATE UNIT: The Union in its petition claimed that the painters, electricians, carpenters,  

firemen and other maintenance help employed by the Employer constituted an appropriate bargaining 

unit. The evidence shows that the Employer employs 10 men in these work classifications as follows: 

Joseph Lamie, Chief Engineer, 4 firemen-Day, Daley, Myers and Gordon, 1 electricianLarry Rich, 2 

painters-Abe Witkin and Michael Durso and 2 carpenters-John Richards and Arthur Rosson. The company 

claimed Joseph Lamie, Abe Witkin and John Richards were employed in a supervisory capacity and 

therefore should be excluded from the unit sought by the Union. The evidence shows that Lamie directs 

the work of the firemen and electrician under the general supervision of the manager of the Employer's 

hotel; that Abe Witkin directs the work of the other painter, Michael Durso under supervision of and 

orders from the housekeeper and the manager of the hotel and that John Richards directs the work of 

Arthur Rosson under the general direction of the manager of the hotel. All of these employees including 

the so-called supervisory employees are paid on an hourly basis. Their work week consists of 48 hours, 

and the supervisory employees do similar work as the other men in their departments. The heads of the 

department do not have power to alter wages of the men nor do they have the power to hire or discharge 

any of the men under them. While they have some supervisory authority of a minor character they are 

not supervisors in a sense that they should be excluded in the unit from the other men. Their interests are 

not in any substantial degree different , than the other men working under them and we therefore believe 

that they should be included within the unit sought by the Union. The Employer contended that Gordon 

should be excluded because he was employed as a watchman rather than a fireman. The evidence shows 

he is on duty as a fireman from 10 PM to 6 AM and that during these hours he works as a watchman 

making four rounds a night. Each round takes about 20 minutes. We find that his interests are 

substantially the same as a fireman and that he should be included within the unit sought by the Union. 

 

The Employer also contended that none of these employees should be found to constitute an appropriate 

unit for bargaining purposes but that they should be included in the appropriate bargaining unit 

consisting of service employees of the Employer which was certified by this Board on April 21, 1947 in a 

prior case involving this Union and Employer (Case E-145). While it may be that these employees could 

have been included in such unit at the time it was established if the parties so desired we feel that their 

work is closely enough related to cause them to have substantially the same interest in wages, hours and 

other conditions of employment to warrant finding that they constitute an appropriate unit. We find 

therefore that the engineer, firemen, electrician, painters and carpenters employed by the Employer 

constitute a unit appropriate for the purposes of collective bargaining. 

 



THE EVIDENCE CONCERNING REPRESENTATION: The Union established sufficient interest in the 

proceedings to warrant that an election by secret ballot be conducted among all of the eligible employees 

within the appropriate unit herein found. 

 

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 

 

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

finds and concludes as a matter of law: 

 

1. The New Haven Hotel Co. is an Employer within the meaning of Section 933-h-subsection 6-of the 

Act. 

 

2. Building Service Employees’ International Union Local #83 AFL is a labor organization within the 

meaning of section 933h-subsection 9-of the Act. 

 

3. The engineer, firemen, electrician, painters and carpenters employed by the Employer constitute a 

unit appropriate for the purposes of collective bargaining within the meaning of Section 938h-

subsection 2-of the Act. 

 

4. A question or controversy has arisen concerning representation of the engineer, firemen, 

electrician, painters and carpenters employed by the Employer within the meaning of Section 

938h-subsection 3-of the Act. 

 

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, 

 

DIRECTED that as a part of the determination by the Board to ascertain the exclusive representative for 

collective bargaining with the Employer, an election by secret ballot, shall be conducted under 

supervision of the Agent of the Board within two weeks of the date hereof at New Haven, Connecticut, 

among the engineer, firemen, electrician, painters and carpenters employed by the Employer who were 

on the payroll of the Employer on August 31, 1948, to wit: Lamie, Day, Daly, Myers, Gordon, Rich, Witkin, 

Durso, Richards and Rosson and who are on the payroll on the date of the election to determine whether 

they desire to be represented by Building Service Employees' International Union, Local #83, AFL. 
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