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DECISION AND DISMISSAL OF THE COMPLAINT 

Statement of the Case 
 
On March 26, 1965, a charge was filed with the Connecticut State Board of Labor Relations, hereinafter 
called the Board, by the Teamsters Local Union 145, hereinafter called the Union, alleging that Morris, 
Herman and William Richelsoph, doing business as Richelsoph Bakery of 42 Gilmore Street, Bridgeport, 
Connecticut, hereinafter referred to as the Respondents, have engaged in and are now engaging in unfair 
labor practices as set forth and defined in the Connecticut State Labor Relations Act, Section 31-105, 
(subsection 6), hereinafter referred to as the Act. 
 
On June 11, 1965, after his investigation, the Agent of the Board issued a complaint against the 
Respondents. 
 
On June 18, 1965, at the County Court House, Golden Hill Street, Bridgeport, Connecticut, the Board held a 
hearing upon the complaint. 
  
The Respondents appeared and participated therein by Herman Richelsoph, their representative. The 
Union appeared and participated therein and was represented by John J. Heanue, its Business 
Representative. 
 
At the commencement of the hearing the Respondents by their representative admitted orally each and 
every allegation contained in the complaint of the unfair labor practices charge and both the Respondents 
and the Union stipulated to have the matter heard by two members of the Board in view of the absence of 
the Chairman of the Board. 
 

 
 



THE UNFAIR LABOR PRACTICES 
 
Since December 3, 1964, the Respondents have failed and refused to fulfill their obligation with that 
portion of the supplemental agreement dated December 3, 1964, dealing with the subject matter of 
check- off of union dues and/or initiation fees. 
 
Herman Richelsoph testified at the hearing that he misunderstood the term "check-off" and did not 
realize the nature of his obligation under the terms of the supplemental agreement. In addition, Herman 
Richelsoph alleged that the bookkeeper was so preoccupied with other business matters that she did not 
find time to deduct any union dues as required by the terms of the supplemental agreement. 
 
John J. Heanue, who testified on behalf of the Union, offered to supply the Respondent’s bookkeeper with 
sufficient typewritten forms to cover a period of one year in order to facilitate the deductions of union 
dues and above all to have additional work for her. This offer was not accepted by the Respondent nor 
the bookkeeper. 
 
We find the Union’s claim in the instant case just and meritorious and the claim of the Respondents 
insubstantial and without merit. However, the Board lacks jurisdiction over the enforcement of the terms 
of the aforesaid supplemental agreement. Therefore, the Board must and does dismiss the complaint for 
lack of jurisdiction. This ruling by the Board does not preclude the Union from seeking enforcement of 
the supplemental agreement by way of another tribunal, i.e. the Courts or another administrative agency 
having jurisdiction over the subject matter. 
 

FINDINGS OF FACT 
 

1. THE RESPONDENTS: Morris, Herman and William Richelsoph, are brothers, doing business as 
Richelsoph Bakery, which is located at 42 Gilmore Street, Bridgeport, Connecticut. Herman 
Richelsoph is actively engaged in the management of the Business. 
 

2. THE UNION: Teamsters Local 145 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 and protection. 
 

3. Respondents have not committed the unfair labor practices alleged in the complaint. 
 

 
CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 

 
Upon the findings of fact and upon the entire record of the proceedings the Board finds and concludes as 
a matter of law: 
 

1. Respondents are an employer within the meaning of Section 31-101, subsection 7, of the Act. 
 

2. Respondents have not committed the unfair labor practices alleged in the complaint. 
 
 

ORDER 
 
Upon the basis of the foregoing findings of fact and conclusions of law, and pursuant to Section 31-107, 
subsection 4, of the Act, it is 
 



O R D E R E D that the complaint alleging the commission of unfair labor practices in this case be, and the 
same hereby is, dismissed. 
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