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DECISION AND CERTIFICATION OF REPRESENTATIVE 

Statement of the Case 

 

On February 8,1956, Cleaners, Dyers, and Laundry Workers Union, Local 364 A.C.W.A., AFL-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 certain employees 

employed by The Metropolitan Cleaners & Dyers, Incorporated of Waterbury, Connecticut, hereinafter 

called the Employer and requesting the Board to conduct an investigation and certify the representatives 

of such employees for collective bargaining purposes pursuant to Section 7393, as amended, of the 

Connecticut State Labor Relations Act, hereinafter called the Act. 

 

On February 14, 1956, the parties attended a conference at Waterbury, Connecticut, which was arranged 

by the Agent of the Board, and entered into an agreement, which, in part, provided that: 

 

1. A question or controversy had arisen concerning representation of the employees of the Employer 

within the meaning of Section 7393, as amended, of the Act; 

 

2. A hearing on the issues raised by the petition be dispensed with; 

 

3. All employees employed by the Employer as pressers, silk spotters, seamstress, dry cleaners and 

drivers, excluding executives, supervisory employees and office clerical employees, constitute a 



unit appropriate for the purposes of collective bargaining with respect to rates of pay, wages, 

hours and other conditions of employment within the meaning of Section 7393, as amended, of the 

Act, and that the Board may so find; 

 

4. The employees within said appropriate unit who were in the employ of the Employer on January 

8, 1956, and who were employees at the time of, the election, shall be eligible to vote in the 

election agreed upon; 

 

5. That an election by secret ballot be conducted under the supervision of the Board at a time and 

place to be fixed by it, among the eligible employees within the said appropriate unit; 

 

6. If a majority of the eligible persons voting in said election indicated their desire to be represented 

by the Union for the purpose of collective bargaining the Board may certify that the Union had 

been duly designated by the majority of employees within said appropriate unit as their 

representative for the purpose of collective bargaining, and is the exclusive representative of all of  

said employees within said appropriate unit for the purpose of collective bargaining within the 

meaning of Section 7393, as amended, of the Act. 

 

Pursuant to the agreement of the parties an election by secret ballot was conducted under the 

supervision of the Board on March 9, 1956, at Waterbury, Connecticut. The result of the election was as 

follows: 

 

Total Number of votes Cast …………………………………………………… 9 
Total Number of votes IN FAVOR of the Union ………………………….. 4 
Total Number of votes NOT IN FAVOR of the Union ………………….. 3 
Total Number of challenged votes …………………………………………… 2 

 

The Union challenged the right of Herbert Greenblatt to vote for the reason he was a nephew of Wilfred 

Greenblatt the principal stockholder of the Employer, and also challenged the right of RoccoMasi to vote 

on the ground he was a supervisory employee. Each of these employees was permitted to vote a 

challenged ballot which ballot was deposited in a separate sealed envelope provided for such purpose 

and upon which was marked the reason for the challenge. The envelopes containing the challenged 

ballots were delivered to the Board unopened by the Agent. The challenged ballots being sufficient in 

number to affect the results of the election, the Board held a hearing on April 6, 1956, at Waterbury, 

Connecticut, to determine the validity of the challenges. The parties appeared and were given full 

opportunity to be beard, to examine and cross-examine witnesses and to introduce evidence bearing 

upon the issue raised by the challenges. 

 

Upon the entire record of the proceedings the Board makes the following findings of fact: 

 

FINDINGS OF FACT 

 

THE EMPLOYER: The Metropolitan Cleaners & Dyers, Incorporated, is a corporation organized under the 

laws of the State of Connecticut. It is engaged in a general dry cleaning business with its office and place 

of business located at 16 Edwin Avenue, Waterbury, Connecticut. Wilfred Greenblatt is the owner of all of 



the shares of corporate stock of the corporation, except two shares which are owned by two other 

members of his family. He is the person who is in active management of the business. 

 

THE UNION: Cleaners, Dyers and Laundry Workers Union, Local 364, A.C.W.A., AFL-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. 

 

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

controversy has arisen concerning certain employees employed by the Employer in that the parties 

disagree as to the eligibility of Rocco Masi and Herbert Greenblatt to be included in the appropriate unit 

hereinafter designated. 

 

THE APPROPRIATE UNIT: All employees employed by the Employer as pressers, silk spotters, 

seamstress, dry cleaners and drivers, excluding executives, supervisory employees and office clerical 

employees, constitute a unit appropriate for the purposes of collective bargaining with respect to rates of 

pay, wages, hours and other conditions of employment within the meaning of Section 7393, as amended, 

of the Act. 

 

THE CHALLENGED BALLOTS: The Union challenged the eligibility of Herbert Greenblatt for inclusion in 

the appropriate unit because of his close relationship to the principal stockholder of the Employer’s 

corporate stock. The evidence showed that he is the son of Israel Greenblatt, a brother of Wilfred 

Greenblatt. By an agreement dated August 1, 1951, by and between Israel Greenblatt and his wife Minnie 

Greenblatt, parties of the one part, and the Employer, party of the other part, the Greenblatts sold and 

transferred a certain number of shares of the corporate stock of the Employer to it for the consideration 

of a sum of $10,000 and the further sum of $5,000 to be paid in five annual installments of $1,000 each 

commencing at such time as Israel Greenblatt resigned from the employment of the Employer. The 

contract further made provision for the payment of said sum of $5,000 to his wife in the event of his 

death prior to the full payment thereof to him. 

 

Another provision in the contract required the employer to continue his employment as long as he was 

willing and able to work during his lifetime at a weekly wage of $90 with a provision for reduced 

payments of $40 per week for the remainder of his lifetime in the event of his total disability, and the 

payment of the aforementioned $5,000 in five annual installments of $1,000 each commencing with the 

date of his total disability. It is clear that the economic benefits in favor of Herbert's father and mother 

under this contract are of a very substantial value. This, coupled with his relationship as a nephew of 

Wilfred Greenblatt who practically is sole owner of the Employer, inevitably makes his interests in wages 

and other conditions of employment substantially different from those of other employees within the 

appropriate unit, we believe that he would, understandably, align himself with management concerning 

questions of collective bargaining rather than with the other employees regardless of the merits of the 

questions involved. We, therefore, find that Herbert Greenblatt should be excluded from the bargaining 

unit, and the challenge to his right to vote is sustained. 

 



The Union challenged the right of Rocco Masi to vote because he is employed in a supervisory capacity. It 

is necessary, therefore, to consider the nature of his work and duties. He has been employed by the 

Employer for a period exceeding twenty-eight years. He performs various duties in the laundry including 

that of pressing, sorting of work, marking work, inspecting and driving route truck. Wilfred Greenblatt 

referred to him as a general all around man or utility man. He has been introduced by Wilfred Greenblatt 

as a plant manager. The employees treat and respect him as a plant manager and generally accept his 

orders and. directions. On occasions when employees desire to leave their places of employment before 

regular quitting time they requested his permission. On other occasions, when work was slow, he told 

employees working on an hourly basis to report to work at a later hour than the usual hour of 

commencement. When the employees do not follow his directions he reports their failure to Wilfred 

Greenblatt. He testified it was part of his job to see that the work in the plant was done on schedule and 

that it was his concern to get the work "out ". On occasions he told other employees to finish the work 

and he left the plant to play golf. He has no power to hire or discharge employees. He is paid on a salary 

basis. When Wilfred Greenblatt acquired substantially all of the stock on January 10, 1956, Masi was 

receiving $80 per week. Beginning with the week ending January 14, 1956, he was paid $90 per week 

which is his present salary. The evidence showed that the highest paid classification in the type of 

business carried on by the Employer is that of the silk spotter. The silk spotter working for the Employer 

has been employed there over nine years and receives a salary of $75 per week. 

 

On the basis of these facts we believe that Masi exercises sufficient supervisory functions to require his 

exclusion from the unit herein designated even though he does not have power to hire or discharge. He is 

accepted by the other employees as the plant manager and they feel obligated to accept and follow his 

directions. In addition to this he is paid a substantially higher salary than other employees, and enjoys 

other privileges not accorded the other employees within the unit. We, therefore, find that Rocco Masi 

should be excluded from the bargaining unit, and the challenge to his right to vote is sustained. 

 

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 

 

Upon the basis of the foregoing Findings of Fact the Board finds and concludes as a matter of law: 

 

1. The Metropolitan Cleaners & Dyers, Incorporated is an employer within the meaning of Section 

7388-subsection 6-of the Act. 

 

2. Cleaners, Dyers and Laundry Workers Union, Local 364, A.C.W.A., AFL-CIO is a labor organization 

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

 

3. All employees employed by the Employer as pressers, silk spotters, seamstress, dry cleaners and 

drivers, excluding executives, supervisory employees and office clerical employees, Herbert  

Greenblatt and Rocco Masi constitute a unit appropriate for the purposes of collective bargaining 

within the meaning of Section 7392-subsection 2-of the Act. 

  



CERTIFICATION OF REPRESENTATIVES 

 

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

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

 

C E R T I F I E D that Cleaners , Dyers and Laundry Workers Union, Local 364, A.C.W.A., AFL-CIO, has been 

designated as the representative for the purpose of collective bargaining by the majority all employees 

employed by the Employer as pressers, silk spotters, seamstress, dry cleaners and drivers, excluding 

executives, supervisory employees and office clerical employees, Herbert Greenblatt and Rocco Masi, and 

that Cleaners, Dyers and Laundry Workers Union, Local 364, A.C.W.A., AFL-CIO is the exclusive 

representative of all such employees for the purpose of collective bargaining with respect to rates of pay, 

wages, hours of employment or other conditions of employment. 
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