
STATE OF CONNECTICUT 

DEPARTMENT OF LABOR 

 

CONNECTICUT STATE BOARD OF LABOR RELATIONS 

 

 

 
In the Matter of 

 
METROPOLITAN CLEANERS & DYERS, INCORPORATED 

 
- and - 

 
CLEANERS, DYERS & LAUNDRY WORKERS UNION,  

LOCAL 364, ACWA, AFL-CIO 
 

 

Case No. U-1068 
 
Decision No. 536 
 
Decided May 25, 1960 

 

 A  P  P  E  A  R  A  N  C  E  S: 

 

 William J. Larkin, 2nd, Esq., for the Employer 

 

Louis Feinmark, Esq., for the Union 

 

 

DECISION AND ORDER 

Statement of the Case 

 

On February 17, 1960, the Cleaners, Dyers & Laundry Workers Union, Local 364, ACWA, AFL-CIO, 

hereinafter called the Union, filed a charge with the Connecticut state Board of Labor Relations, 

hereinafter called the Board, alleging that the Metropolitan Cleaners & Dyers, Incorporated of 16 Edwin 

Avenue, Waterbury, Connecticut, hereinafter called the Respondent, had engaged in and was engaging in 

unfair labor practices within the meaning of Section 31-101 et seq. 1958 Revision of the General Statutes 

of Connecticut, hereinafter called the Act. 

 

On March 11, 1960, the Agent of the Board issued a complaint against the Respondent alleging in 

substance that the Respondent was organized under the laws of the State of Connecticut, and engaged in 

the business of general dry cleaning, with offices and place of business at 16 Edwin Avenue, Waterbury, 

Connecticut; that the Union was a labor organization which exists and is constituted for the purpose of 

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

employment and other mutual aid and protection; that on or about June 6, 1956, this Board certified the 

Union as the exclusive representative for collective bargaining purposes of all pressers, silk spotters, 

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

employees; that subsequent to such certification the Respondent and the Union entered into a collective 

bargaining contract which was to expire on or about March 31, 1960; that on or about February 5, 1960, 

the Union requested the Respondent to negotiate a new collective bargaining contract; that since 

February 5, 1960, and continuing to the date of the complaint, the Respondent had failed and refused to 



negotiate with the Union concerning a new collective bargaining agreement and that the Respondent had 

thereby engaged in and was engaging in unfair labor practices within the meaning of section 31-105, 

subsection 6, of the Act. The complaint, together with the notice of hearing, was duly served upon the 

Respondent and Union.  

 

A hearing was held on the complaint by the Board on March 21, 1960, in the Aldermanic Chamber, 

Municipal Building, 235 Grant Street, Waterbury, Connecticut. 

 

William J. Larkin, 2nd, appeared for and represented the Respondent; Louis Feinmark appeared for and 

represented the Union. The parties were given full opportunity to be heard, to examine and cross-

examine witnesses and to introduce evidence bearing upon the issues. 

 

At the commencement of the hearing the Respondent's representative admitted paragraphs 1, 2, 3, 5, 6, 

and 7 of the complaint, and denied paragraphs 4 and 8 thereof. 

 

The basic issue is whether or not the Union represented a majority of the employees within the 

appropriate bargaining unit at the time it requested the Respondent to negotiate a new collective 

bargaining agreement and when the Respondent refused to bargain. The Respondent contended that the 

Union no longer represented a majority of its employees. The Union claimed it was the accredited 

representative of the employees. 

 

THE EVIDENCE 

 

The evidence showed that on June 6, 1956, this Board certified the Union, as the exclusive bargaining 

representative of all of the Respondent's employees, excluding executives, supervisory employees, office 

and clerical employees. Subsequent to its certification, the Union and the Respondent entered into a 

collective bargaining contract effective as of March 31, 1958, with an expiration date of March 31, 1960. 

In the contract the Respondent recognized the Union as the exclusive bargaining agent certified by the 

Board. 

 

On January 25, 1960, the Respondent notified the Union of its intention to terminate the collective 

bargaining agreement between the Respondent and the Union which was to expire on March 31, 1960. 

On February 5, 1960, the Union, by letter requested the Respondent to negotiate and discuss terms and 

conditions for a contract to become effective March 31, 1960. The Respondent by letter dated February 9, 

1960, refused to negotiate and bargain with the Union, stating that the Union no longer represented a 

majority of its employees. 

 

The testimony of Ruth Mason showed she did not favor the Union representing her. She advised the 

Respondent sometime during the month of December, 1959, that she no longer wished the Respondent to 

deduct union dues from her weekly salary. The evidence further showed that three of the other 

employees, according to her testimony, never desired the Union to represent them. The Respondent was 

so informed and advised by said employees, and in particular by Joseph Mango, of his desire to be out of 

the Union. All four employees signed a statement which was forwarded to the Union to the effect that 

they all resigned from the Union. 



 

The evidence further showed, on the Respondent‘s own admission, that in the early part of 1960, the 

Respondent desired to end his relationship with the Union. The Respondent was looking for a reason and 

went to its attorney for advice on the matter. The Respondent wanted "out" as far as the Union was 

concerned. 

 

The matter of representation is one exclusively between the employees and the Union, with the Board 

given the power and duty to determine the employees' wishes and supervise the details and conditions of 

elections. The Respondent may feel himself very much concerned with the question whether he must 

deal with a Union, but the Act represents a studied intent to prevent him from controlling the employees' 

free choice of their own representative except as he may make his views known and resort to persuasion 

subject to limitation. With this limited exception the Act regards the matter as the employees’, not the 

Employer's "business" in a legal sense. The Employer does, of course, have a right to know with whom he 

is to deal and to be protected in dealing with a representative. This may be a matter of difficulty under 

some circumstances, but it need not be in cases like the present for an employer acting in good faith. 

Where there has been the certification of a representative by the Board, the Employer may and must 

bargain with that representative. Whether this duty may in some circumstances be terminated otherwise 

than by a new election held by the Board we need not now determine. We do decide that during the 

period of a reasonable time after certification (usually one year) and during the life of any agreement 

made between the Employer and the certified representative, the Employer has neither the need nor the 

right to inquire into the relationship between the representative and his constituents. That is, legally 

speaking, none of his business. He may and must rely on the certification (unless faced with competing 

claims of representation). The Act gives to the employee alone the right to call that representation in 

question (though the Board has held that this right may not be exercised during periods of time when it 

will unduly disrupt the stability of labor relations which the Act seeks to promote). Moreover, the Board 

will inquire into the question whether a petition ostensibly filed by an employee is in fact employer-

inspired, where there is a claim to this effect. 

 

It follows that the Employer was guilty of an unfair labor practice in refusing to bargain with the Union. 

 

We therefore find that there was no reasonable basis for the Respondent to question the majority on the 

status of the Union. Its refusal to bargain collectively with the Union is a violation of the Act. 

 

We further find that, since the Respondent's wrongful refusal interrupted the bargaining process during 

the life of a valid contract, Respondent's duty to bargain will continue for a reasonable time after March 

31, 1960. 

 

Upon the evidence and entire record the Board makes the following Findings of Fact and conclusions of 

law: 

 

 

 

 

 



FINDINGS OF FACT 

 

1. Metropolitan Cleaners & Dyers, Inc. is a corporation organized under the laws of the state of 

Connecticut and is engaged in the general dry cleaning business with its office and place of 

business located at 16 Edwin Avenue, Waterbury, Connecticut. 

 

2. Cleaners, Dyers & Laundry Workers Union, Local 364, ACWA, 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 or protection. 

 

3. All employees, excluding supervisory and office and clerical help employed by the Respondent 

constitute a unit appropriate for purposes of collective bargaining within the meaning of Section 

31-106, subsection (a), of the Act. 

 

4. At all times since June 6, 1956, the Union has been and continues to be the exclusive bargaining 

representative of the employees within said above designated appropriate unit for purposes of 

collective bargaining with respect to rates of pay, wages, hours and other conditions of 

employment. 

 

5. On or about February 5, 1960, and continuing to the date hereof, the Respondent refused to 

bargain collectively with the representative of its employees within said appropriate unit although 

requested by it to do so. 

 

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. Respondent is an employer within the meaning of Section 31-101, subsection 7, of the Act. 

 

2. The Union is a labor organization within the meaning of section 31-101, subsection 9, of the Act 

and is the exclusive representative of all the employees within the appropriate unit herein found. 

 

3. All employees, excluding supervisory and office and clerical help employed by the Respondent 

constitute a unit appropriate for purposes of collective bargaining within the meaning of Section 

31-106, subsection (a) of the Act. 

 

4. Respondent has refused to bargain collectively with the duly certified representative of the 

employees within the unit herein found within the meaning of section 31-105, subsection 6, of the 

Act. 

 

  



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 Respondent, its agents, successors and assigns shall: 

 

1. Cease and desist from: 

 

(a) Refusing to bargain collectively with the Cleaners, Dyers & Laundry Workers Union, Local 

364, ACWA, AFL-CIO, as exclusive representative of all employees excluding supervisory 

employees and clerical and office help employed by the Respondent with respect to rates of 

pay, wages, hours of employment or other conditions of employment. 

 

2. Take the following affirmative action which the Connecticut State Board of Labor Relations finds 

will effectuate the policies of the Act concerning labor relations: 

 

(a) Upon request to bargain collectively with Cleaners, Dyers & Laundry Workers Union, Local 

364, ACWA, AFL-CIO, as exclusive representative of all employees excluding supervisory 

employees and clerical and office help employed by the Respondent with respect to rates of 

pay, wages, hours of employment or other conditions of employment. 

 

(b) Immediately post in a conspicuous place, in its place of business, where its employees 

within the appropriate unit herein found assemble, and leave posted for a period of 15 days 

from the date of posting a copy of this Order in its entirety, together with a statement that: 

 

1. Respondent will not engage in the conduct from which it is ordered to cease and 

desist in Paragraph 1 of this Order. 

 

2. Respondent, upon request, will bargain collectively with the Cleaners, Dyers & 

Laundry Workers Union, Local 364, ACWA, AFL-CIO, as the exclusive bargaining 

representative of all employees, excluding supervisory employees and clerical and 

office help employed by the Respondent, with respect to rates of pay, wages, hours 

of employment or other conditions of employment. 

 

(c) Notify the Connecticut State Board of Labor Relations at its office in the Labor Department, 

92 Farmington Avenue, Hartford, Connecticut, within 15 days of receipt of this Decision 

and Order of the steps the Respondent has taken to comply herewith. 
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