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Statement of the Case 

 

On July 29, 1952, International Brotherhood of Teamsters, Chauffeurs, Warehousemen & Helpers of 

America, AFL, Local 677, hereinafter called the Union, filed with the Connecticut State Board of Labor 

Relations, hereinafter called the Board, a charge alleging that Conley Inn Realty, Inc., of Torrington, 

Connecticut, hereinafter called the Respondent, had engaged in unfair labor practices in violation of the 

Connecticut State Labor Relations Act, hereinafter called the Act. 

 

On August 6, 1952, the Union filed with the Board a motion to declare void and set aside the election 

conducted by the Agent of the Board on July 29, 1952, claiming that the Respondent had restrained, 

coerced and interfered with the employees. 

 

On September 15, 1952, the Agent of the Board issued a complaint against the Respondent alleging in 

substance that the Respondent had engaged in unfair labor practices within the meaning of Section 7392-

subsection 10-of the Act-in that it restrained, coerced and interfered with its employees' rights under the 

Act by directing a communication to them to persuade them not to vote in favor of the Union and 

arranged and addressed a meeting of the employees on its premises for the purpose of persuading them 

not to vote in favor of the Union. 

 



On September 17, 1952, the Board consolidated both cases for the purpose of hearing since the alleged 

unfair labor practices and the claims of the Union in its motion to have the election voided and set aside 

are necessarily inter-related and the evidence in support of both would be the same or similar in 

character. 

 

On September 22, 1952, the Board held a consolidated hearing at the City Hall, Torrington, Connecticut. 

The Respondent appeared and was represented by Attorneys Hyman Silver and Paul Smith. Thomas J. 

Gangi, an organizer of the Union, appeared and represented it. The parties were given full opportunity to 

be heard, to examine and cross-examine witnesses and to introduce evidence bearing upon the issues. 

 

THE EVIDENCE 

 

THE RESPONDENT: At the opening of the hearing Respondent's attorneys admitted Paragraph 1 of the 

complaint which alleged: The Respondent, a Connecticut Corporation, with its principal office at 40 Main 

Street, Torrington, Connecticut, operates Conley Inn, a hotel located at 93 Main Street, Torrington, 

Connecticut. Albert Rubens, secretary of the Corporation, is actively engaged in the management of the 

business. 

 

THE UNION: Respondent's attorneys also admitted upon the hearing Paragraph 2 of the complaint which 

alleged: The Union is a labor organization which exists and is constituted for the purposes of collective 

bargaining and of dealing with employers concerning grievances, terms and conditions of employment 

and other mutual aid and protection. 

 

THE ALLEGED UNFAIR LABOR PRACTICES: After the Respondent and the Union had signed an agreement 

on July 24, 1952, for a consent election to be conducted under the supervision of the Board among certain 

of the Respondent's employees, and prior to the date of the election, which was held on July 29, 1952, the 

Respondent mailed to all of its employees a statement urging all of them to vote in the election. This 

statement stressed the good relations that had existed between it and its employees, listed the benefits 

received by the employees, declared that in the 61 years of its existence the employees had never felt the 

need of any union “to think or act for them" and asking "what advantages can possibly be gained by a 

Union in a small hotel," such as the Respondent’s "where wages and working conditions are of the best?". 

A copy of the statement was introduced in evidence and also a copy of notice of a meeting of the 

employees called by the Respondent, which meeting was held at the hotel on July 28, 1952, the morning 

before the election. Albert Rubens, the active manager of the Respondent's business, addressed the 

meeting. A tape recording of his statement to the employees was made and later forwarded to the 

Board's office at Hartford and was introduced as an exhibit at the hearing. 

 

We have read the statement mailed to the employees and also the notice of the meeting, and at the 

hearing heard the tape-recorded speech of Rubens. In our opinion neither the statement to the 

employees, the notice of meeting or Rubens’ speech, which substantially repeated and expanded the 

contents of the written statement, singularly or in their total effect standing alone were coercive. No 

other evidence of restraint, interference or coercion or other unlawful act of Respondent was offered at 

the hearing. The statements do not amount to such pressure or compulsion upon the employees in their 

exercise of their rights under the Act as to constitute restraint, coercion or interference as proscribed by 



the Act. The employees were told in Respondent's written statement and in Rubens’ speech that the 

election was to be by secret ballot and they could vote in any way they saw fit regardless of what 

Respondent or the Union said. 

 

We find the allegations of the complaint alleging the commission of unfair labor practices have not been 

proven. 

 

THE MOTION TO VOID ELECTION: In view of our findings in the preceding section that the statement 

mailed to its employees, the notice of meeting of employees and Rubens’ speech at the employees' 

meeting did not constitute restraint, coercion or interference with the employees’ rights guaranteed 

under the Act, the Motion to Void said election should be dismissed. 

 

Upon the entire evidence and record the Board makes the following findings of facts and conclusions of 

law: 

 

FINDINGS OF FACT 

 

1. Respondent is a Connecticut corporation with its principal office located in Torrington, 

Connecticut. It operates Conley Inn a hotel located in said Torrington. Albert Rubens is the 

secretary and active manager of the business. 

 

2. The Union 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 terms and conditions of 

employment and other mutual aid and protection. 

 

3. Respondent did not restrain, coerce or interfere with its employees in the exercise of their rights 

under the Act as alleged in the complaint. 

 

4. Respondent did not restrain, coerce or interfere with the employees in the selection of their 

representative as claimed in the Motion to Declare Void and Set Aside Election. 

 

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. Respondent is an employer within the meaning of Section 7388-subsection 6-of the Act. 

 

2. The Union is a labor organization within the meaning of Section 7388-subsection 9-of the Act. 

 

3. Respondent in mailing a statement to its employees, in its notice of a meeting of its employees and 

in the speech of Rubens’ at the employees' meeting, did not restrain, coerce or interfere with the 

employees in the exercise of their rights as alleged in the complaint and claimed in the motion to 

void the election within the meaning of the Act. 



ORDER 

 

Upon the basis of the foregoing findings of fact and conclusions of law and pursuant to Section 7394-

subsection 5-of the Act, it is hereby 

 

O R D E R E D that the complaint be and the same hereby is dismissed. 

 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the motion to declare void and set aside the election of the employees is 

dismissed. 
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