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DECISION AND DIRECTION OF ELECTION 

Statement of the Case 

 

On August 14, 1951, Retail, Wholesale and Department Store Union, Local 282 of Connecticut, CIO, 

hereinafter called the Union, filed with the Connecticut State Board of Labor Relations, hereinafter called 

the Board, a petition alleging that a question or controversy had arisen concerning the representation of 

certain employees employed by Metropolitan Furniture Company, Inc. of Waterbury, Connecticut, 

hereinafter called the Employer, and requesting the Board pursuant to the Connecticut State Labor 

Relations Act, hereinafter called the Act, to investigate such controversy and certify the representative for 

collective bargaining purposes. 

 

On August 27, 1951, a hearing was held on such petition at the County Court House, Waterbury, 

Connecticut. The parties appeared and participated in the hearing. The Employer was represented by 

Attorney Alfred L. Finkelstein and the Union by Attorney James F. Rosen. Full opportunity to be heard, 

and to offer evidence bearing upon the issues was afforded the parties. 

 

At the outset of the hearing Employer's counsel objected to the action of the Agent of the Board in 

refusing to grant a postponement of an informal conference which he had scheduled to be held at the 

Employer's place of business and to which representatives of the interested parties were invited to 

attend. The Board's General Rules and Regulations Article II, Section 7, provides in part: 

 

 



"When a petition for certification has been filed, the Agent shall confer 
with and may hold informal conferences with interested parties and 
ascertain the facts. He shall encourage the parties to agree upon the 
appropriate unit and a suitable method by which the representative is to 
be determined by the Board. ---" 

 

In carrying out this duty the Agent must necessarily be vested with broad discretionary powers 

concerning the places and times the informal conferences of the interested parties are to be held. And 

since attendance at such conferences is not compulsory most of them, if not all, will be held at times and 

places agreeable to the parties and the Agent, we assume that there existed a good reason for the Agent’s 

action. The Employer's counsel also contended that the Union's petition did not comply with Article II, 

Section 4 (f) of the Board's General Rules and Regulations in that it did not contain a concise statement 

setting forth the nature of the question or controversy. Admittedly the petition was defective in the 

respect pointed out. That does not mean this Board must necessarily decline to entertain the petition to 

investigate the controversy. Compliance with the General Rules and Regulations will aid to the efficient 

operation of the Act which it is the duty of the Board to administer. They are, however, to be construed 

liberally and are not to be deemed to limit the powers conferred upon the Board by the Act. Section 7393 

(3) of the Act provides: 

 

"When it is complained by an employee or his representative that there is 
a question or controversy concerning the representation of employees, 
the board shall hear the matter and order an election, or use any other 
suitable method to ascertain such representatives." 

 

Under the circumstances of this case we do not believe the Employer was prejudiced or misled in any 

manner by the omission complained of. The Board will therefore entertain the petition. 

 

Upon the entire record of the case, including the stipulations and admissions made by the parties before 

the Board at the hearing, the Board makes the following: 

 

FINDINGS OF FACT 

 

1. The Employer. Metropolitan Furniture Company, Inc. is a corporation organized under the laws of 

the State of Connecticut engaged in the retail furniture business with its principal place of 

business and warehouse located in the City of Waterbury, Connecticut. 

 

2. The Union. The Employer admitted, and we find, that Retail, wholesale and Department Store 

Union, Local 282 of Connecticut, CIO, 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 and other mutual aid and protection. 

 

3. The Question or Controversy Concerning Representation. The Union in its complaint alleged that 

employees classified as office help, drivers, maintenance, utility, cabinet maker, service man, and 

refinisher constituted the appropriate bargaining unit. The Employer did not agree with such 

grouping of employees and did not know the desires of its employees with respect to a bargaining 



representative. We find, therefore, that there is a question or controversy existing concerning the 

representation of the employees of the Employer within the appropriate unit herein designated 

which can best be resolved by conducting an election by secret ballot among such employees. 

 

4. The Appropriate Unit. At the hearing the parties were in agreement as to the employees who were 

eligible and ineligible to vote in the election to be conducted by the Board. In view of this and the 

additional fact that the employees worked in the several different work classifications usually 

found in operation of a retail furniture business, we find that all employees employed by the 

Employer in its business at Waterbury, Connecticut excluding Allan Hale, Maurice Moynahan and 

John Brophy and all other supervisory employees who can effectively recommend the hire or 

discharge of employees constitute a unit appropriate for the purpose of collective bargaining.  

 

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 

 

Upon the basis of the foregoing Findings of Fact and upon the entire record in this proceeding the Board 

makes the following conclusions of law: 

 

1. Metropolitan Furniture Company, Inc. is an employer within the meaning of Section 7388 (6) of 

the Connecticut State Labor Relations Act. 

 

2. Retail, Wholesale and Department Store Union, Local 282 of Connecticut, CIO, is a labor 

organization within the meaning of Section 7388 (9) of the Connecticut State Labor Relations Act. 

 

3. All employees employed by the Employer at Waterbury, Connecticut, excluding Allan Hale, 

Maurice Moynahan and John Brophy, and all other supervisory employees who can effectively 

recommend the hire and discharge of employees constitute a unit appropriate for the purpose of 

collective bargaining within the meaning of Section 7393 (2) of the Connecticut State Labor 

Relations Act. 

 

4. A question or controversy has arisen concerning representation of all the employees within the 

appropriate unit herein designated within the meaning of Section 7393 (3) of the Connecticut 

State Labor Relations Act. 

 

DIRECTION OF ELECTION 

 

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

7393 of the Connecticut State Labor Relations Act, it is hereby 

 

D I R E C T E D that as part of the determination by the Board to ascertain the exclusive representative for 

collective bargaining with Metropolitan Furniture Company, Inc. an election by secret ballot be conducted 

under the supervision of the Agent of the Board within two weeks from the date hereof at Waterbury, 

Connecticut among all of the employees employed by Metropolitan Furniture Company, Inc. on August 

27, 1951, and who are also on the pay roll of the company on the date of the election, excluding Allan 

Hale, Maurice Moynahan and John Brophy and all other supervisory employees who can effectively 



recommend the hire and discharge of employees, to determine whether or not they desire to be 

represented by Retail, Wholesale and Department Store Union, Local 282 of Connecticut CIO, for the 

purposes of collective bargaining. 
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