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DECISION
and

DISMISSAL OF COMPLAINTS

On April 14, 1981, the Independent Teachers Association of Stamford (ITS)
and Charles A. Mazur filed complaints with the Connecticut State Board of Labor
Relations (Labor Board) alleging that the Stamford Education Association (SEA)
had engaged in prohibited practices within the meaning of the Act Concerning
School Board-Teacher Negotiations (the Act).

On January 18, 1982, the SEA moved to dismiss the complaints for want of
jurisdiction, citing Section lo-153e(e)  of the Act and our decisions in Waterbury
Board of Education, Decision No. 1713 (1979) and Ronald J. O'Brien (Former
~,Statem

The motion is clearly well grounded. We held in Waterbury that only the
exclusive statutory bargaining representative or the board of education (employer)
has standing to file a prohibited practice complaint with the Labor Board. The
Independent Teachers Association of Stamford may be an employee organization, but
it is not an exclusive statutory bargaining representative within the meaning of
the Act. Charles A. Mazur is not an exclusive bargaining representative within
the meaning of the Act. _

The Labor Board, therefore, has been granted no jurisdiction to hear these
cases and the complaints must be dismissed.
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O R D E R

By virtue of and pursuant to the power vested in the Connecticut State Board
of Labor Relations by the Act Concerning School Board-Teacher Negotiations, it is
hereby

ORDERED, that the complaints filed herein be, and the same hereby are,
dismissed.

CONNECTICUT STATE BOARD OF LABOR RELATIONS

BY s/ Kenneth A. Stroble
Kenneth A. Stroble

s/ Patricia V. Low
Patricia V. Low

.

TO:

William J. Dolan, Esq.
21 Oak Street
Hartford, Connecticut 06106

6
CERTIFIED (RRR)

Robert Davies, President
Stamford Education Association
471 Glenbrook Road
Stamford, Connecticut 06906

Charles A. Mazur
98 Hoyt Street, 4-E
Stamford, Connecticut 06905

CERTIFIED (RRR)
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C'SCLR  Decision No.+2113 (Cases No. TUPP-6454 and TWP-6455:)
l
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?O.'CV  82 0058037 S (SUPERIOR  COURT
(

XARLES A. MAZUR (STAMFORD-NORWALK JUDICIAL DISTRICT
(

vs.
tAT STAMFoRD

STAMFORD EDUCATION ASSOCIATION (DECEMBER 13, 1982
CT AL

MEMORANDUM OF DECISION

I

The appellant, Mazur, seeks review of a final order and

decision of the Connecticut Boa d of Labor Relations ,Labor  Board)

pursuant  to Conn. Gen. Stat. Sec. lo-153e(g)  (4). Additionally,

:he appellant states that he reserves the right to appeal the

decision  of the Labor Board under Conn. Gen. Stat. Sets.  4-183

xnd 4-184.

This appeal arises from the'Labor  Board's decision to

dismiss the prohibited practice complaint filed by the appellant.

The basis of that decision rests-on the ground that pursuant to

Corm. Gen. Stat. Sec. lo-153e(e), the Labor Board lacked juris-

diction to entertain an action brought'by anyone other than an

exclusive statutory bargaining representative or a board of

education. The Labor Board reasoned that the appellant lacked. .

standing under that section since in the complaint he alleged
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and admitted that he was neither the board of education nor the

exclusive statutory bargaining representative..

Ti support its decision in this case the Labor Board relied

on its .decFsions  in prior cases in which it held that only a

board of education or an exclusive statutory bargaining repre-

sentative has standing to bring a prohibited practice complaint.

11

The issue is,does a teacher have a right to file a pro-

hibited practice complaint with the Connecticut Board of Labor

Relations in an individual capacity pursuant to. Conn. Gen. Stat.

Sec. lo-153e(e)?  .

111

The appellant, Mazur, in his individual capacity, filed a

complaint with the Labor Board, The allegations were that the

defendants,Stamford  Education Association (SEA), which was the

exclusive statutory bargaining representative at that time,

certain of its officers and the Assistant Superintendent of

Schools, had engaged.in  prohibited practices in violation of

Conn. Gen. Stat. Sec. IO-153a  through lo-153e.

The defendant SEA moved to dismiss the complaint for lack
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If subject matter jurisdication, citing as authority Section

.O-153e(e)  and Decisions by the Board $11713  (1979) Waterbury

,dard of Education and 111763  (1979) Ronald J. O'Brien. An agree-

lent was stipulated to withdraw the complaint as to the defendant.

Est.  supt. of schools.

On February 3, 1982, prior to a scheduled hearing of

yebruary  25, 1982, the Labor Board filed its written decision

:o dismiss the complaint. Following that decision, the plain-

:iff, on February 16, 1982, filed an appeal petition in this

:ourt.

An amended petition was filed on June 2, 1982, EolI.owc(l  by

:he defendants' answers to the petition. Responsive briefs were

Tiled and a hearing on the administrative appeal was held on

October  19, 1982;

The final decision of the Labor Board is predicated upon

zhe provisions of Conn. Gen. Stat. Sec. lo-153e(e)  which the

.abor Board interprets as giving "school boards and those teacher

Irganizations which are exclusive bargaining representatives

standing to file complaints with the Connecticut State Board of

Labor  Relations alleging,violations  of the Act."

In dismissing the complaint, the-Labor Board was cognizant

If the fact that the plaintiff-appellant alleged and admitted



.
that the SEA was and is the exclusive bargaining representative

for Stamford teachers and that "nowhere in any ensuing documents

did they seek to retract (in fact they continually reaffirmed)

their allegation that the SEA is the exclusive bargaining repre-

sentative."

The petition stiltes  thnt the appeal is brought pursuant to

Conn. Gen. Stat. Sec. 10-153e(g) (4) and (5) which provides:

"Any party aggrieved by a final order of the
board of labor relations granting or denying
in whole or in part the relief sought may
obtain a review of such order in the Superior
Court.. .by filing within two weeks from the
date of such order a written petition in dupli-
cate praying that the order of the board be
modified or set aside."

Conn. Gen. Stat. Sec. lo-153e(e) provides an administrative

remedy for violations of prohibited practices as described in

subsections (b) or (c). According to subsection (e),

"Whenever a board of education or employees'
representative organization has reason to
believe that a prohibited  practice has been
or is being committed, such board of educa-
tion or representative shall file a written
complaint with the state board of labor rela-
tions and shall mail a copy of such complaint
to the party that is the subject of the com-
plaint."

From this language alone, which makes no mention o.f teachers

as individuals, it does not appear that a teacher, in an indi-

vidual capacity, has standing to bring a prohibited practice

.
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complaint to the La )or board.

Instead, the language suggests that a teacher, who in his

individual capacity wants to seek redress before the Labor l3oard

of an alleged violation of prohibited practices, must bring such

violation to the attention of the board of education (local or

regional) or the employees' representative. organizstion Ei. thcr

one of these parties in turn will file a written complaint with

the State Labor Board if they have reason to believe such viola-

tion exists. If the language of the statute is clear, it i.s

assumed that the words themselves express the intent o? tl--..

legislature and tllcre  is 110 ncetl to construe the st;itutc.

Anderson v. Ludgin-’ 1.75 Conn. 545,. 552  (1978).

The legislature's intent'was to confer standing before the

Labor Board only upon a board of education or employees' repre-

sentative organization complaint. Since appellant admits that

he was neither of these parties, he lacked standing. It there-

fore seems proper that the appeal should be dismissed on that

ground.

Assuming arguendo, for the appellant's sake, that the statut

is ambiguous, the statute must then be construed. Cohnecticut  iii.

provides ,that "in the construction of statutes, great deference

is to be accorded to the construction given the statute by the
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agency charged with its enforcement." Connecticut State Donrti

of Labor Relations v,Board  of Education, 177 Conn. 68, 74 (1979)

Anderson v. Ludgin, 175 Conn. 545, 555 (1378); poy v. Centennial.-
Insurance Co., 171 Conn.  463 (1976).

In the absence of any reported cases in which our courts

specifically interpret-ed the lan:;~~:l~~  of: Section IO-153ti(c),  the

Labor Board’s decisiort  to dismiss the appcll~~nt's  complaint:  for

lack of standing may be instructive.

In view of all the above, it is the decision of this couirt

that the appellant lacks standing under iicction IO-153e(e)  to

bring a prohibited practice complaint to the Labor Board.

Accordingly the appeal is dismissed.
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LEVISTER, J.
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