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DECISION AND ORDERThis case was initiated by a complaint filed with the Connecticut State Board of Labor Relations(hereinafter the Board) by East Haven School Food Service Association (hereinafter the Complainant)alleging in substance that the Town of East Haven, (hereinafter the Respondent) had committed and wascommitting practices prohibited by S 4-470(4) of the Municipal Employee Relations Act (hereinafter theAct) by its refusal to bargain in good faith with the Complainant concerning a re-opener clause in anexisting contract, which contract took effect September 1, 1968 and terminating June 30, 1973. TheComplainant sets forth additional facts setting forth the position of the Complainant all of which areincluded in the findings of fact hereinafter made by the Board. The remedy hereinafter sought by theComplainant is "that the Board order respondent to bargain with complainant on the items contained inthe March 16, 1972 proposal."After the requisite administrative steps had been duly taken, the case was heard before the Board at theEast Haven High School on May 9, 1972 .At the hearing both parties appeared and were represented bycounsel. Full opportunity was given to adduce evidence, examine and cross-examine witnesses, and makeargument. Both parties waived the filing of briefs.On the whole record before us, we make the following findings of fact and conclusions of law:



Findings of Fact1. The East Haven Board of Education is a municipal employer within the meaning of the Act.2. The Association is the statutory exclusive bargaining agent for Food Service Employees employedby the East Haven Board of Education.3. There is in force a collective bargaining agreement between the parties effective September 1,1968 and terminating June 30, 1973. (Exhibit 3)4. This current agreement between the parties contains a re-opener clause which has been describedas Article XII of said agreement.5. On June 23, 1971, the association served notice of its intention to re-open negotiations accordingto Article XII and set forth the areas to be discussed in a letter signed by Dorothy C. Tarbell,Chairwoman of the Association. (Exhibit 2)6. On or about November 1971, the parties met and discussed these proposals and other matters.Counter-proposals were made by the municipal employer at this meeting.7. The municipal employer claims that all of the areas discussed were completed at the meeting ofNovember 1971 and that these proposals were to be submitted to the membership of theassociation. (Tr. pages 18-19)8. Subsequently, on December 27, 1971 the association filed a prohibited practice complaint whichwas resolved satisfactorily by the assistant agent of the Board when both parties agreed to resumenegotiations.9. There was thereafter a negotiating meeting conducted on March 2, 1972 when both parties wererepresented for the first time by present counsel.10. On March 16, 1972, counsel for the association presented detailed proposals which encompassedadditional demands not discussed in the meeting of November 1971.11. There appears to be no disagreement that the municipal employer is willing to bargain with theassociation but only as to the original proposals discussed in the November 1971 meeting.12. The association insists that the re-opener clause in the contract pertains to all items whetherdiscussed at the November, 1971 meeting or those proposals submitted at the meeting of March16, 1972.
Conclusions of Law1. There is in effect an existing collective baRgaining agreement which terminates June 30, 1973.2. The meeting of November1971 between the parties discussed proper areas under considerationand in which counter-proposals were made.3. It was understood that these proposals were to be brought back to membership for their approvalor rejection.



4. The proposal submitted on March 16, 1972 by counsel for the association sought to bring into thebargaining process a new agreement when there already existed a valid contract.5. Up to this time, both parties had bargained in good faith and proceeded in the manner prescribedby statute.6. The only items properly subject to negotiations between the parties are those discussed at themeeting of November 1971 and not the new agreement submitted on March 16, 1972.7. The municipal employer' s refusal to bargain on the terms proposed by the association on March16, 1972, did not constitute a prohibited practice under Sec. 7-470(4) of the General Statutes.
O R D E RBy virtue of and pursuant to the power vested in the Connecticut State Board of Labor Relations by theConnecticut State Labor Relations Act, it is herebyORDERED, that the complaint alleging prohibitive practices against the Respondent be, and the samehereby is, dismissed.
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