
STATE OF CONNECTICUT 
DEPARTMENT OF LABOR 

 
CONNECTICUT STATE BOARD OF LABOR RELATIONS 

 
 

In the matter of 
 

TOWN OF SOUTH WINDSOR 
  

- and - 
 

LOCAL 1303, COUNCIL #4, AMERICAN 
FEDERATION OF STATE, COUNTY & MUNICIPAL 

EMPLOYEES, AFL-CIO 
 

 

Case No.  MPP-1869 
 
Decision No. 901 
 
December 22, 1969 
 
 

 
A  P  P  E  A  R  A  N  C  E  S: 
 
Daniel P. Cavanaugh, Esq.,  
for the Town 
 
Lawrence J. Cacciola, Staff Representative,  
for the Union 

 
DECISION AND ORDER 

 
Upon the evidence and the entire record in this proceeding, the Board makes the following findings of 
fact and conclusions of law: 
 

FINDINGS OF FACT 
Statement of the Proceedings and Stipulated Facts 

 
On December 12, 1968, Local 1303 Council #4, American Federation of State, County & Municipal 
Employees, 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 the representation of the employees of the Town of South Windsor, hereinafter called the 
Town in a bargaining unit described as “all employees of the Town of South Windsor excluding town hall 
employees", and requesting that the Board "investigate such controversy and certify to the parties the 
name of the representative that has been designated or selected by said employees." 
 
Hearings were held on this petition at the Labor Department Building in Wethersfield on February 14 
and March 12, 1969, at which the parties appeared and were represented. They were given full 
opportunity to adduce evidence, make argument, and examine and cross-examine witnesses. At these 
hearings the Town contended that the Board lacked power under the Municipal Employee Relations Act, 
hereinafter called the Act, to designate the unit sought in the petition and that, even if the Board had that 
power, it should not designate the unit sought but rather a broader unit which would include clerical and 
town hall employees as well as the blue collar workers in the unit sought. The Town filed a brief setting 
forth its contentions. These contentions raise the principal, meritorious issues in these proceedings. 
Another procedural issue was later injected into the proceedings as a result of the Board’s inadvertent 
clerical error in describing the appropriate unit. 



 
On April 28, 1969, the Board issued its decision and direction of election finding that the unit claimed in 
the petition was appropriate. In describing the unit, however, the Board through inadvertent clerical 
error omitted the words "town hall employees" from the list of exclusions. A secret ballot election was 
conducted by the Agent of the Board on May 16, 1969. Four town ball employees presented themselves at 
the election and cast ballots which were challenged by the Union. A hearing was held on these challenges 
and other matters on June 11, 1969. The Board upheld the challenges and found that of the 16 valid 
ballots cast, 9 votes were in favor of representation by the Union and 7 votes not in favor thereof. The 
Board certified the Union on August 25, 1969, as the exclusive bargaining representative of a unit 
described as follows: 
 
"all non-clerical employees in the classified service, except part-time employees who work less than 
twenty hours per week, plumbing and heating inspector, electrical inspector, engineering aide and 
engineering assistant, and excluding supervisors and employees of the Board of Education and Library 
Board." 
 
Thereafter, on September 9, 1969, the Town filed with the Superior Court, Hartford County, a petition to 
modify or set aside order of the Connecticut State Board of Labor Relations. 
 
Thereafter the Board, by its attorney, filed with said Court a motion to erase the appeal taken by the 
Town, for want of jurisdiction, on the ground that the certification by the Board "is not a final order from 
which an appeal may be taken." 
 
Thereafter the Town, by its attorney, filed with the Superior Court its consent to the granting of the 
motion to erase for want of jurisdiction. 
 
On or about September 20, 1969, the Union made written request for collective bargaining. On or about 
October 2, 1969, the Town advised the Union that it did not recognize said Union as the bargaining agent 
for the employees involved. 
 
Thereafter, on November 5, 1969, the Union filed with the Board its complaint alleging that the Town was 
engaging in prohibited practices within the meaning of Section 7-470 of the Act in the respects described 
in the paragraph immediately preceeding this one. 
 
A hearing was held on this complaint at the Labor Department Building in Wethersfield on December 2, 
1969. 
 

FINDINGS OF FACT 
Upon the evidence adduced at the hearings 

I 
 

Upon the meritorious issues in the proceedings. 
 

1. The Union is an employee organization within the meaning of Section 7-467, subsection (3) of the 
Act. 
 

2. The Town of South Windsor is a municipal employer within the meaning of Section 7-467, 
subsection (3) of the Act. 
 

3. The bargaining unit which the Union claims in its petition to be appropriate consists in 18 non-
supervisory employees of the Town, employed as manual or blue collar workers in the highway 



and/or public works department. These employees are all paid on an hourly basis. 
 

4. These workers are under the Town's merit system and classified service set up by Sections 901-
907 of the Town charter. This contains typical provisions for appointment and promotion on merit 
after examination; for job classification with descriptions of the content and qualifications for 
classified jobs and the pay range for each position; and for personnel rules which provide, inter 
alia, for "hours of work, vacations, sick leaves and other leaves of absence, … etc." These sections 
also provide for tenure and for a retirement plan under alternative methods one of which is by 
contract with any insurance company authorized to do business in this state. 
 

5. There are altogether some 36 Town employees in the classified service including those in the 
claimed unit. The employees in the classified service who are not in said unit are not manual or 
blue collar workers; they include supervisors and clerical employees and the positions of the four 
challenged voters, viz., electrical inspector, plumbing inspector, engineering aide and assistant 
engineer. They are paid on a salary rather than an hourly basis. 
 

6. The classified service does not include employees under the board of education or the library 
board. 
 

7. The Board Agent found a substantial showing of interest in representation by the Union among 
the employees in the claimed unit. There was no evidence of such interest among employees not 
within said unit. 
 

8. The Town Manager who testified that he had had no prior experience with collective bargaining 
also testified that in his opinion a bargaining unit which included only a part of the employees in 
the classified service would pose "certain administrative problems," and would generate 
"disfusion and disintegration into splinter groups.” 
 

9. The "administrative problems" specifically cited by the Town Manager were the additional time 
which the bargaining process would take; the possible disruption of uniformity in the operation of 
personnel rules under the merit system; and the difficulty (or impossibility) of obtaining group 
insurance for groups of less than 50 employees. 
 

10. It was the Town’s position at the hearing that all the employees in the classified service, excluding 
supervisors, should constitute a single unit. The Town Manager believes that under such a unit, 
the difficulties specified in the preceeding paragraphs would be minimized. 
 

11. The Town introduced at the hearing a prior petition filed on behalf of the Union with the Board on 
August 28, 1968, claiming that the appropriate unit would be “All employees of the Town of South 
Windsor," together with an agreement for consent election between the parties dated September 
26, 1968, which defined the proper unit as "All full time employees in the classified service of the 
Town of South Windsor, excluding employees of the Police Department, the Town Manager's 
Secretary and supervisors as defined in the Act." 
 

12. An election pursuant to this agreement was scheduled to be conducted by the Agent on October 4, 
1968. 
 

13. By a letter delivered by hand to the Board office on October 3, 1968, the Union requested leave to 
withdraw the petition of August 28 and cancel the election. The Agent thereupon notified the 
Town of this action and cancelled the election. Under the Board's rules the Union has the privilege 
of withdrawing its petition before the first ballot is cast in an election, upon such conditions as the 



board may deem proper and just. (Section 7-471-6). 
 

14. At the hearing of March 12 1969, William Czuckrey testified that he was a staff representative of 
the Union; that he signed the agreement for election in ignorance of the desires of the employees 
because the regular staff man who had organized the South Windsor employees was on vacation 
and "as an interim measure [Czuckrey] stepped into the picture to cover for that particular 
meeting, and made an erroneous assumption about the unit which was desired. 
 

15. When the Union staff representative who regularly handled the South Windsor matter returned 
from vacation he discovered the error and took the step described in paragraph 13, supra. 
 

16. It appeared in evidence that in other municipalities which have a merit system there were more 
bargaining units than one among the employees in the classified service. It also appeared that in 
many towns these units were smaller than the one claimed in the present petition. 

 
II 

 
Upon the procedural issue. 
 

17. On December 13, after receiving the Union's petition, the Board Agent wrote the Town Manager 
requesting, inter alia, three copies of a typewritten list “of the employees in the unit claimed on the 
petition" a copy of which was enclosed with the letter. 
 

18. Immediately after receiving this letter the Town Manager complied with the request and 
furnished a typewritten list of 18 names which list has been used ever since that time by the Board 
and the Union (to which a copy was furnished) as the basis for conducting these proceedings, 
except that it was stipulated at a hearing before the Board: 
 

(a) that one name on the list (Frank Dzen) was that of a supervisor who should be excluded 
from the unit; 
 

(b) that the name of John Shamal was erroneously omitted from the list and should be included 
in the unit described in the petition. 
 

19. At the beginning of the first hearing before the Board the Town’s attorney took issue with the 
description of the claimed unit in the petition on the ground that the words "town hall employees" 
were imprecise and inaccurate. 
 

20. A discussion followed in which the parties and the Board participated in the course of which it 
appeared that the Union was not claiming the employees of the board of education, or the library 
board, or the civilian employees (dispatchers) of the police department or the engineers who 
worked out of the town hall. 
 

21. In the course of this discussion the chairman summarized the Union’s position as follows: "So that 
now the claimed unit excludes, in addition to Town Hall employees, supervisory, board of 
education employees, library employees and police and fire department employees." To this the 
Union representative assented. (Tr.P.9). 
 

22. The Town’s attorney renewed his objection to the use of the words "town hall employees,” but 
added "that doesn’t go to the crux of our objection and the hearing is over a more basic issue.” 
 



 
23. From this point the hearings of February 14 and March 12 proceeded on the assumption by all 

concerned that the unit sought by the Union was the one described in paragraph 21, supra, and 
represented by the list furnished by the Town Manager as set forth in paragraph 18, supra. 
 

24. In its decision and direction of election the Board made it abundantly clear that it was accepting 
the Union's contentions, in large part, because "the apparent desire of the blue collar employees to 
constitute a separate unit and be represented by the Union is a consideration of sufficient weight 
to overbalance the legitimate interests of the Town in dealing with a single bargaining agent and 
in facilitating uniformity of treatment for employees in the classified service." 
 

25. In defining the unit found to be appropriate, the author of the Board's decision inadvertently and 
by clerical error omitted to include the words ''Town Hall employees” among the exclusions from 
the unit. As it read in the opinion therefore the description (if taken out of context) was 
susceptible of an interpretation which would include the four challenged positions. 
 

26. The Union at no time requested the inclusion of these positions in the unit and they were 
mentioned only once at the hearings when the Union representative stated that they were meant 
to be included in the term town hall employees (and therefore excluded from the unit sought). 
 

27. The Town at no time singled out these positions for inclusion in the claimed unit. 
 

28. There would be no rational basis for singling out these positions for inclusion in the unit. There 
were valid considerations in favor of the unit claimed by the Union and also for the unit claimed by 
the Town, and the only issues made before the Board revolved about the choice between these 
claims. The Board at no time intended to include within the unit the four challenged positions. 
 

29. The Board’s decision and direction of election were served on the Town Manager on May 1, 1969. 
This was accompanied by a letter to the Town Manager which reads as follows: 
 
"Enclosed is Decision and Direction of Election by the Connecticut State Board of Labor Relations 
in respect to the petition filed in the above-named case. 
 
We respectfully draw your attention to the direction of election on Page 6 of the decision which 
provides that this office shall conduct the election by secret ballot within twenty (20) days of the 
date thereof. This indicates that Sunday, May 18, is the outside date we can take into account for 
such a purpose. Our schedule of commitments permits consideration, at this time, of May 14, 15 or 
16 whichever meets the convenience of the parties. All dates will be kept open until Monday next, 
May 5, on which day we shall telephone your office and that of Council #4 to ascertain your 
respective preferences. 
 
Both parties will also be asked to suggest the place and time of day for the election. Establishing 
the date, place and time on May 5 will allow us the time required to prepare the necessary papers; 
such as, notice of election, ballots and list of eligible employees. As to the latter, we would 
appreciate your undertaking the preparation of such a list and mailing it to this office as soon as 
possible. 
 
If there are any questions in regard to the above, please contact this offi.ce." 
 
There is no evidence that the Town responded to this letter by furnishing any list of employees 
until May 14th when the events described in paragraphs 32 and 33 took place. 



 
30. On May 13 1969, the Board Agent delivered by hand to the Town Manager a list prepared by the 

Agent which was identical to the list prepared by the Town Manager in December as set forth in 
paragraph 18, supra. 
 

31. At no time did the Town, formally or informally, seek clarification of the description of the unit set 
forth in the Board’s decision and direction of election. 
 

32. On May 14 the Town Manager did, however, by telephone advise the Board Agent that under the 
Board's description of the unit the Town had some additional people he felt were qualified. The 
Agent requested the Manager to write a letter to that effect with a copy to the Union. 
 

33. The Town Manager did write such a letter dated May 14, setting forth the names of John Shamal 
and of the Incumbents of the four challenged positions. This letter was not received by the Union 
before the election on May 16. It was received by the Board on the 16th. A copy of this letter was 
handed to the Union representative at the election. 
 

34. The incumbents of the four challenged positions voted at the election but their ballots were 
challenged by the Union and were sealed by the Agent. They are still sealed and in the Board’s 
custody. 
 

35. Except for the steps outlined in paragraphs 32 and 33, supra, and whatever steps it took to 
encourage voting by the incumbents of the challenged positions, the Town has done nothing in 
reliance on its interpretation of the Board's description of the unit in its decision and direction of 
election. It has in no way been prejudiced by whatever inaccuracies may have appeared in that 
description or by the fact that this description was worded differently from the more accurate 
description in the certification of August 25, 1969. 
 

36. Until the election was in the process of being conducted, the Union did not know and did not have 
reason to know that the Town construed the Board's decision and direction of election as defining 
a unit different from that sought in the petition and reflected in the December list furnished by the 
Town (as set forth in paragraph 18, supra). 
 

37. At all material times before the election the Union relied on said December list as representing the 
Town’s interpretation of the Board's decision and direction of election and therefore had no 
occasion to seek clarification of the Board's language. 
 

38. If clarification of the decision and direction of election had been sought by either party, the Board 
would have made clear its intent to adopt the unit sought in the petition. 

 
CONCLUSION OF LAW 

I 
 

On the merits. 
 

1. A principal purpose of the Municipal Employee Relations Act is to afford municipal employees the 
free choice of whether to have a bargaining representative and, if they so choose, the free choice of 
who that representative shall be. 
 

2. In order to implement that purpose the Act gives the Board the power and duty to decide in each 
case whether in order to insure to employees the fullest freedom in exercising the rights 



guaranteed by the Act and in order to insure a clear and identifiable community of interest among 
employees concerned, the unit appropriate for collective bargaining purposes shall be a municipal 
employer unit or any other unit thereof with certain provisos not here material. S 7-471(3). 
 

3. This gives the Board power to decide that the unit sought in the present petition is an appropriate 
one under the Act. 
 

4. The purposes of the Act are best served in this case by a decision that the unit sought in the 
present petition is appropriate. 
 

5. Under the Act the Board may, in determining the extent of a bargaining unit, properly consider the 
wishes of the employees in a claimed unit as well as objective factors which contribute to an 
identifiable community of interest. 
 

6. The Act gives the Board discretion to weight the wishes of the employees together with the 
objective factors contributing to an identifiable community of interest against the employer's 
interest in having a broader unit. 

 
II 

 
On the procedural issue. 
 

7. The description of the unit in the Board's decision and direction of election when taken in context 
with the course of the hearings and reasoning of the board (in its decision and direction of 
election) was not reasonably susceptible of an interpretation that would include the four 
challenged positions. 
 

8. The Union's reliance on the Town's December list (see paragraph 18 Findings of Fact) as 
representing the Town's interpretation of the Board's decision and direction of election was a 
reasonable reliance under the facts in this case, until the Union was apprised during the course of 
the election itself that the Town urged a different interpretation. 
 

9. This reliance deprived the Union of the opportunity to seek and secure clarification in its favor of 
the Board's decision and direction of election. 
 

10. The Board had the legal power to correct the clerical error in its interlocutory ruling (decision and 
direction of election) in making its certification of bargaining representative more accurately 
conform to its intention. 
 

11. The Town took no step in detrimental reliance upon the original wording of the Board's 
description of the unit which would make it inequitable to correct that wording in the 
certification. 
 

12. The construction of that description urged by the Town, if implemented, would be inconsistent 
with the purposes of the Act and the intent of the Board. 
 

13. The Town has, upon proper demand, refused to bargain with the duly certified representative of 
the employees in the unit in violation of Section 7-470(8)(4) of the Act. 
 

14. There is no legal justification for such refusal. 
 



MEMORANDUM OF DECISION 
 
In the present case the Town of South Windsor seeks to lay a basis for judicial review of rulings of the 
Board in a representation proceeding. These rulings fall into two groups. The first concerns the Board 
decision upon the meritorious contested issues in the proceedings, namely whether the board has power 
under the Municipal Employee' Relations Act to create the bargaining unit sought in the petition and 
whether if it has, that power, it should so exercise it in this case. The Town contended that the unit should 
include all non-supervisory employees in the classified service, which includes both blue collar and white 
collar workers. The Union seeks a unit of blue collar workers only. The reasons which led the Board to 
accept the Union’s contention are set out at some length in the decision and direction of election of April 
28, 1969, and need not be repeated here. We should, however, like to add the passages in the Board's 
annual report which explain the South Windsor decision and put it in context. They follow: 
 

ELECTION PROCEEDINGS 
 

The Appropriate Unit 
 
The principle of self-determination. 
 
The most significant Board rulings in defining the appropriate unit involved a reaffirmation and 
elaboration of the principle of self-determination. The very essence of both State labor Acts is the right of 
employees to decide for themselves whether they want to be represented in bargaining by a labor or 
employee organization and, if they do, to choose their representative. Since these decisions are to be 
made in the typically democratic way by majority vote it is often of the greatest importance to determine 
the limits of the group or unit within which the vote is to be taken. It frequently happens that one group 
of employees has a strong union tradition and history of collective bargaining while another group does 
not. Among municipal employees, for example, we have found that blue collar workers by and large are 
more likely to prefer representation by labor organizations affiliated with AFL-CIO international unions 
than are clerical or other white collar workers. The latter groups often prefer representation by 
municipal employee associations or, as in the case of nurses, by professional groups. 
 
It is obvious that in the kind of situation described, if either group is combined with the other, in an 
overall unit, one of them will be deprived of its free choice. The majority of one group will be 
overwhelmed by a majority of the larger group. To a certain extent, of course, this is inevitable in a 
democracy; but it is clear that neither Act contemplates an overall employer unit in all cases but rather 
gives discretion to the Board to create smaller units when it finds that such action will "insure to 
employees the fullest freedom in exercising the rights guaranteed [by the Act] and in order to insure a 
clear and identifiable community of interest among employees concerned." Section 7-471(B). Cf. Section 
31-106 (a). Each Act contains specific provisions protecting the members of some groups from being 
outvoted by a majority outside the group. There is nothing in either Act which forbids the Board to 
consider the desirability of such protection in determining the appropriateness of other units. 
 
The "clear and identifiable community of interest" which the Act bids the Board to "insure” no doubt 
depends in part upon objective factors like similarity of working conditions, common supervision, 
common place of work, and the like. But from the very beginning we have felt that the wishes of the 
workers themselves are material considerations in determining the dimensions of the requisite 
community of interest. In part, at least, community of interest depends on how people feel about being 
associated together and whether they have common feelings in wanting to be represented by a union, or 
in not wanting to be. 
 
Whenever a petitioning group is an appropriate unit in terms of the objective, factors which go into 



making up a community of interest, we have ruled that the wishes of the group to be a separate unit 
should prevail over considerations which favor an overall unit even though such a unit would also be an 
appropriate one in terms of the objective factors. This we believe not only tends to insure the most 
meaningful community of interest, but it is necessary "to insure to employees the fullest freedom in  
exercising the rights guaranteed” by the Act, chief among which is the right of free choice in matters of 
representation. 
 
In conformity with the principles enunciated above, we held in Town of South Windsor (Case No. E-1761; 
Decision No. 866) that a Union petition for election in a unit of blue collar workers only should be granted 
over the Town’s objection that an overall unit would best serve its convenience. The other side of the coin 
was Town of Manchester (Case No. ME-1744; Decidsion No. 873) in which the Municipal Employees' 
Group, Inc., petitioned for an election in a separate unit of clerical white collar workers. The petition was 
granted over objection by Local 991 of Council #4, American Federation of State, County & Municipal 
Employees, AFL-CIO, which had theretofore represented the petitioning group as part of a larger group. 
 
 ***************************************  
The other Board rulings which the Town will seek to have reviewed in this case arise out of an obvious 
clerical error made by the Board in defining the unit it found appropriate in its interlocutory decision end 
direction of election, and the Town's attempts to exploit this error. 
 
From the very beginning of these proceedings the Town has understood perfectly well what unit the 
Union was claiming. In December, 1968, the Town furnished the Board Agent with three copies of a list of 
employees which embodied that understanding. The Agent gave the Union one copy of this list. At a later 
hearing the parties agreed that one name should be stricken from the list (that of a supervisor), and 
another name added (that of an employee at the Town dump). With these exceptions, this list has been 
accepted by the parties and the Board as accurately representing the unit sought by the Union 
throughout these proceedings. The list (thus amended) contained the names of all the non-supervisory 
blue collar, hourly-rated employees in the Town’s classified service. 
 
While the Town never had any serious doubts about the identity of the employees in the unit claimed by 
the Union, it expressed dissatisfaction at the first hearing before the Board (February 14, 1969) with the 
Union's choice of language in seeking exclusion of "town hall employees." This led to a discussion of the 
problem in the course of which the Union clarified its position and the chairman attempted to summarize 
it as excluding "in addition to Town Hall employees, supervisory, board of education employees, library 
employees and police and fire department employees." The Union assented to this description which also 
corresponded to the December list (as amended). The Town's attorney reiterated his dissatisfaction with 
the "town hall employee," language but agreed that this objection did not "go to the crux of the matter 
and the hearing is over a more basic issue." 
 
Throughout the rest of the proceedings the parties addressed themselves to the issue whether the unit 
claimed by the Union was appropriate or whether the broader unit claimed by the Town should be taken. 
No middle position was put forward or discussed. Nothing was said to suggest that the four challenged 
positions should be singled out for inclusion in the Union's unit if the Union's contentions should 
otherwise prevail. 
 
On April 28 the Board issued its decision and direction of election which contains the description on 
which the Town bases its present contention. The Board did not mean to include the challenged positions 
in the unit. The members were unanimous in accepting the propriety of the unit sought in the petition. 
The ambiguity and difficulty stem from the chairman’s omission, in writing the decision, to include the 
words "town hall employees" among the exclusions from the unit. This was a cleri.cal error -- a mere 
oversight. 



This decision and direction of election was received by the Town Manager May 1, 1969, together with a 
covering letter requesting that the Town undertake to prepare a "list of eligible employees" and to mail it 
to the Board office "as soon as possible." Apparently no such list was mailed although there is a 
suggestion in the Town Manager's testimony that he may have sent a replica of the December list on May 
9, 1969 (Tr. 6/11/69 p. 17). In either event the Board and the Union relied either on this list or on the 
original December list as representing the Town's understanding of the unit called for by the Board's 
decision and direction of election until May 14 (in the Board's case), or the day of the election itself, May 
16 (in the Union's case). By the time the Union learned of the Town's contention in this regard, it was too 
late for it to seek clarification from the Board before the election. 
 
If the only proper way for the Board's clerical error to be corrected was by an amendment or other 
clarification before the election was held, then we believe that the Town is estopped from taking 
advantage of this point by its failure to supply a list embodying its construction of the Board's description 
until it was too late for the Union to seek the clarification which the Board would have made. Up until the 
time the Union was handed the new list (on May 16) the Union quite naturally assumed that the 
December list (or its replica of May 9, if one was furnished) represented the Town's interpretation of the 
Board's ruling. This assumption was an altogether reasonable one in the light of the course of the 
proceedings and the reasoning contained in the Board's decision and direction of election. The Town 
materially contributed to the continuation of this assumption by its failure to furnish a new list in 
response to the Board's letter of April 30 covering the enclosure of the Board's decision and direction of 
election. 
 
We do not believe, however, that the Board lacked power to correct its error in the way that it did -- by 
embodying a more accurate description of the unit in its certification after a hearing on the challenged 
ballots which raised the issue of the proper interpretation of the Board's language. A court has inherent 
power to correct a clerical error even in a final judgment at any time -- even after the lapse of the term at 
which the judgment was rendered. Brown v. Clark 81 Conn. 562 (1909). Surely an administrative board 
has a similar power to correct an inadvertent error in an interlocutory order by embodying the 
correction in a later implementing order after hearing in a case where no one will be prejudiced by 
detrimental reliance on the earlier order. Here the Town suffered nothing from the correction but the 
disappointment of a belated and unreasonable hope that it might reap an advantage which it had no 
reason to expect before discovering the Board's error. Surely the law does not protect this windfall at the 
cost of frustrating the legislative purpose and the Board's intent. 
 

O R D E R 
 
Upon the basis of the foregoing Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law, and pursuant to the power 
vested in the Connecticut State Board of Labor Relations under the authority of Section 7-471 (4) (B), of 
the Municipal Employee Relations Act, it is 
 
ORDERED, that the Town of South Windsor shall: 
 

I. Cease and desist from refusing to bargain collectively in good faith with the Local 1303, Council 
#4, American Federation of State, County & Municipal Employees, AFL-CIO, as the exclusive 
representative of all non-clerical employees in the classified service, except part-time employees 
who work less than twenty hours per week, plumbing and heating inspector, electrical inspector, 
engineering aide and engineering assistant, and excluding supervisors and employees of the Board 
of Education and Library Board. 
 

II. Take the following action, which the Board finds will effectuate the policies of the Act: 
 



(a) Upon request, bargain in good faith with the Union, and in no event later than fifteen days 
from the issuance of this order; 
 

(b) Post immediately, in a conspicuous place where the employees in the bargaining unit 
customarily assemble, and leave posted for a period of thirty consecutive days from the 
date of posting, a copy of this Order in its entirety, together with a statement attached 
thereto that: 
 

1. The Municipal Employer will not engage in the conduct from which it is ordered to 
cease and desist in Paragraph 1 of this Order; and 
 

2. The Municipal Employer upon request, shall bargain in good faith with the Union, 
and in no event later than fifteen days from the issuance of this Order; 
 

III. Notify the Connecticut State Board of Labor Relations, at its office in the Labor Department, 200 
Folly Brook Boulevard, Wethersfield, Connecticut within twenty days of the receipt of this 
Decision and Order of the steps the Municipal Employer has taken to comply with this Order. 
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