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DECISION AND DIRECTION OF ELECTION 

 

On March 30, 1953, a petition was filed with the Connecticut State Board of Labor Relations, hereinafter 

called the Board in behalf of Hotel & Restaurant Employees & Bartenders International Union, Local 404, 

AFL, hereinafter called the Union, alleging, as amended, that a question or controversy had arisen 

concerning the representation of all employees including front office workers, excluding executives, 

supervisory employees, office clerical employees, house officers, bartenders and musicians employed by 

Hotel Taft, Inc. of New Haven, Connecticut, hereinafter called the Hotel Taft, and requesting the Board to 

conduct an investigation and certify the representatives of all such employees for the purposes of 

collective bargaining pursuant to Section 7393 of the Connecticut State Labor Relations Act, hereinafter 

called the Act. 

 

On May 12, 1953, another petition was filed with the Board in behalf of the Union alleging that a question 

or controversy had arisen concerning the representation of all employees, excluding executives and 

supervisory employees employed by The Taft Realty Corporation (operating Hotel Taft Annex) of New 

Haven, Connecticut, hereinafter called Hotel Taft Annex, and requesting the Board to conduct an 

investigation and certify the representatives for the purposes of collective bargaining pursuant to Section 

7393 of the Act. 

 



Because of the close relationship apparent between the two employers the petitions were consolidated 

for the purpose of hearing and decision. On June 11, 1953, a consolidated hearing was held on said 

petitions by the Board at the County Court House, New Haven, Connecticut. 

 

Attorneys Daniel Pouzzner and John J. Mezzanotte appeared for and represented both of the employers. 

Francis J. Maloney, international representative of the union, 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: Hotel Taft, Inc. is a Connecticut corporation and operates the Hotel Taft in the City of 

New Haven, Connecticut. The Taft Realty Corporation is a Connecticut corporation and operates the Hotel 

Taft Annex in the City of New Haven, Connecticut. 

 

THE UNION: Hotel & Restaurant Employees & Bartenders International Union, Local 404, 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 both of the above 

named employers in that the parties disagree as to the unit or units appropriate for purposes of collective 

bargaining, in that both employers question the right of the Union to represent certain of the employees 

involved and further questions that sufficient employees have shown an interest in representation to 

permit the Board to entertain these petitions. 

 

THE APPROPRIATE UNIT: The Union contended that with respect to the Hotel Taft the unit should 

comprise all employees including front office workers but excluding executives, supervisory employees, 

office clerical employees and bartenders and as to the Hotel Taft Annex it claimed a unit of all employees 

excluding executives and supervisory employees. The Union indicated that an overall unit comprised of 

all the employees of both employers, with certain exclusions, would be appropriate. The Hotel Taft 

claimed that there should be four separate units designated with respect to its employees made up as 

follows: housekeeping employees; service employees; food and beverage employees; and front office 

employees. The Hotel Taft Annex contended that a separate unit of its employees should be designated 

rather than including its employees in units with employees of the Hotel Taft. 

 

It was agreeable to all parties that 2 barbers and 6 bartenders employed by the Hotel Taft should be 

excluded from any unit designated as they are already members of other unions. The evidence showed 

that the Hotel Taft employed 176 people in various work classifications affected by the Union's petition. 

10 of these employees worked in executive or supervisory capacities, 2 were barbers and 6 were 

bartenders. Consequently, 158 people were in the work classifications affected by the Union's petition. 

The evidence further showed that the Hotel Taft Annex employed 8 employees consisting of 3 elevator 



operators, 1 houseman and 4 maids. While there is a close relationship existing between the Hotel Taft 

and the Hotel Taft Annex they are each owned and operated by a separate corporation and their 

businesses are operated as separate units. While there is considerable integration of the business 

operations of both hotels, we do not believe it is sufficiently complete enough to warrant the inclusion of 

employees of both corporations in a single unit. The purposes and the policies of the Act may be better 

effectuated and the rights of the employees better protected by designating separate units for both 

hotels. Upon careful consideration of all the evidence we believe that overall units for each of the 

employers would be appropriate. A hotel is principally a service organization rendering service to people 

and its labor policies are made for the benefit of all employees and the nature and operation of a hotel 

requires close cooperation among all of the various classifications of employees. The work and effort of 

all employees are so organized and integrated for the purpose of granting services to the guests that all of 

the employees therein, except those in supervisory capacities, may properly be included in an overall 

unit. 

 

We find, therefore, that all employees, including front office workers, but excluding executives, 

supervisory employees, office, clerical employees, bartenders, barbers, house officers and musicians 

employed by the Hotel Taft, Inc. constitute a unit appropriate for the purposes of collective bargaining. 

 

We find, therefore, that all employees, excluding executives and supervisory employees employed by The 

Taft Realty Corporation constitute a unit appropriate for the purposes of collective bargaining. 

 

THE EVIDENCE CONCERNING REPRESENTATION: The evidence showed that 55 employees of the Hotel 

Taft signed applications for Union membership and that 5 of the 8 employees of the Hotel Taft Annex had 

signed applications. Subsequently, 28 employees of the Hotel Taft who had signed applications for Union 

membership signed a statement which, in effect, indicated they were not any longer interested in the 

Union. 4 employees of the Hotel Taft Annex also signed such statements. Both employers contended at 

the hearing that the Union did not establish a sufficient interest in the proceedings for the Board to 

entertain the petitions. There is no validity to their contention. As an administrative proceeding, the 

Agent of the Board in processing petitions for certifications requires a showing by the Union of at least 

30% of the employees affected by the proceeding before setting down the petition for a hearing before 

the Board. This administrative requirement by the Agent has the approval of the Board and its purpose is 

to ascertain whether or not it is worth while to incur the expenses of a formal hearing. Experience has 

shown that if the Union is not able to demonstrate such an interest by the employees the probability of its 

election as their bargaining representative is slim. However, the Board has full authority to entertain and 

pass upon any petition filed without requiring preliminary proof concerning the Union's interest. In 

support of their contention both employers laid great stress upon the number of employees who signed a 

statement declaring lack of interest in Union membership. The Board as a matter of fact does not give 

much weight to either the signing of the Union application cards or withdrawal statements or petitions 

such as were signed by the employees affected herein. The conditions and circumstances under which the 

Union applications and the signatures to the withdrawal statements were obtained are unknown and, of 

course, may easily vary as to the various employees. Evidence of such circumstances might consume 

several days of hearings before the Board on a preliminary procedural question. Signatures on Union 

applications or withdrawal statements frequently do not show the true desire and wish of the employees 

with respect to representation. The better way and accepted and approved by this Board is to ascertain 



the wishes of employees in an election by secret ballot. There they may express their true wish without 

fear of intimidation, or retaliation or coercion. 

 

Both employers contended that the Union is not an appropriate one to represent the employees, except 

food and beverage service employees. This contention is without merit. The testimony showed that its 

custom and procedure is to admit all employees in hotel service to membership. A more definite answer 

to such contention is that it is not within the province of the Board to determine what union the 

employees will choose to represent their interest in collective bargaining proceedings. The choice of a 

bargaining representative is the affair of employees and they may choose any representative that they 

desire. 

 

We therefore find that the question and controversies found herein may best be resolved by secret 

election conducted under the supervision of the Agent of the Board. 

 

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. Hotel Taft, Inc. is an Employer within the meaning of Section 7388-subsection 6-of the Act. 

 

2. The Taft Realty Corporation is an Employer within the meaning of Section 7388-subsection 6-of 

the Act. 

 

3. Hotel & Restaurant Employees & Bartenders International Union, Local 404, AFL, is a labor 

organization within the meaning of Section 7388-subsection 9-of the Act. 

 

4. All employees, including front office workers, but excluding executives, supervisory employees, 

office clerical employees, bartenders, barbers, house officers and musicians employed by the Hotel 

Taft, Inc. constitute a unit appropriate for the purposes of collective bargaining within the 

meaning of Section 7393-subsection 2-of the Act. 

 

5. All employees, excluding executives and supervisory employees employed by the Taft Realty 

Corporation constitute a unit appropriate for the purposes of collective bargaining within the 

meaning of Section 7393-subsection 2-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 7393 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 Hotel Taft, Inc., an election by secret ballot shall be conducted under the 

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



among all employees, including front office workers, but excluding executives, supervisory employees, 

office clerical employees, bartenders, barbers, house officers and musicians employed by the Hotel Taft, 

Inc., who were on its payroll on the 30th day of March, 1953, and who are on the payroll on the date of 

the election to determine whether they desire to be represented by Hotel & Restaurant Employees & 

Bartenders International Union, Local 404, AFL; and it is further, 

 

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

collective bargaining with The Taft Realty Corporation, an election by secret ballot be conducted under 

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

among all employees, excluding executives and supervisory employees employed by The Taft Realty 

Corporation who were on its payroll on the 12th day of May, 1953, and who are on the payroll on the date 

of the election to determine whether they desire to be represented by Hotel & Restaurant Employees & 

Bartenders International Union, Local 404, AFL. 
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