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On June 23, 1981, Local 818 of Council #4, American Federation of State,
County and Municipal Employees, AFL-CIO (Union) filed with the Connecticut State
Board of Labor Relations (Board) a complaint alleging that the Housing Authority
of the City of Bristol (Authority) had engaged and was engaging in practices
prohibited by the Municipal Employee Relations Act (Act) in that:

While negotiations for an initial contract were still on-going
and before any impasse had been reached, the Housing Authority of
the City of Bristol at a meeting of its conmission held May 13, 1981,
unilaterally and without consent of the Union, voted to eliminate,
effective ;1~1y  1, 1981, a substantial portion of the bargaining unit
by elimination of two (2) supervisory positions, i.e., Administrative
Assistant and Comptroller out of a total of three (3) such supervisory
positions thereby effectively destroying the Union.

In its complaint, the Union requested as a remedy that the Board: order can-
cellation of the decision to eliminate the two bargaining unit positions; prohibit
the Authority from assigning bargaining unit work to non-bargaining unit employees;
order restoration of the two positions to the bargaining unit; order that the two
employees terminated be returned to employment; order re'b*oactive  pay adjustments
making the employees whole as to lost wages ; order that ille Authority cease and
desist from such violations until the Board has made its determination.

After the requisite preliminary steps had been taken, the matter was brought
before the Board for hearings on October 13, November 13, and December 21, 1981.
Both parties appeared and were represented by counsel. Each party was provided
a full opportunity to adduce evidence , examine and cross-examine witnesses and
make argument. Written post-hearing briefs were filed by both parties which were
received by the Board in April, 1982.

Upon the whole record before us, we make the following findings of fact,
conclusions of law, and dismissal of the complaint.



Findings of Fact

1. The Housing Authority of the City of Bristol is an employer within the
meaning of the Act.

: 2. Local 818 of Council #4, AFSCME, AFL-CIO, is an employee organization
within the meaning of the Act and on September 25, 1980 was certified as the
exclusive statutory bargaining representative for a bargaining unit consisting
of the three supervisory employees of the Authority.

3. The employees and positions in the bargaining un'it  were Daniel Melnick,
Maintenance Foreman; Everett Devoe, Administrative Assistant; and Nathan Orefice,
Accountant/Comptroller.

4. In 1980, prior to a representation petition being filed by the Union,
there were discussions between members of the Authority's Board of Commissioners
and employees concerning whether they should obtain personal contracts as an
alternative to unionizing. Mr. Devoe testified that there were no adverse con-
sequences implied by the Authority in these discussions if the employees were to
unionize.

5. After a representation election on July 15, 1980, the Union was certified
on September 25, 1980. Negotiations with the Authority to reach a contract began
in January, 1981 and continued through at least five negotiation sessions. The
Union makes no claim of bad faith bargaining concerning these negotiations.

6. In January of 1981, Ms. Hamilton, a commissioner on the Authority's
Board, said to Parsons and a tenant in a conversation in her home that Messrs.
Catucci, Orefice, Melnick and Devoe should be fired. She was a fairly new com-
missioner at the time and was expressing a private opinion of changes that she
thought were needed in the Authority's operations.

7. Ms. Hamilton is the chief steward for Local 233, Council #4, AFSCME.

8. In April, 1981, the Authority submitted its annual budget proposal to
the United States Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD). The budget
was in deficit for $93,000. HUD officials met with representatives of the Author-
ity and informed them that HUD could not approve a budget that was not in balance.
The Authority was told that it would have to bring the budget into balance before
HUD could make payments on it. HUD officials specifically recommended that the
Authority go back and take a look at their administrative expenses for potential
budget reductions.

9. The only areas of the budget that do not involve fixed costs and that
the Authority could reduce were administrative and maintenance. The maintenance
area was already understaffed and short of funds. The only realistic area to
make the necessary cuts was in administrative expenses. The Authority reduced
other administrative costs including telephone, printing and contract expenses
as much as it considered'prudent.

10. All of the Authority's employees are unionized except Mr. Catucci, the
Executive Director, and his secretary.

11. At a meeting of the Authority's Board of Commissioners on May 13, 1981,
a decision was made to terminate Mr. Orefice and Mr. Devoe from their respective
positions of Accountant/Controller and Administrative Assistant. The termina-
tions were to be effective July 1, 1981 as part of a budget cutting process to
eliminate the deficit.

12. The Authority followed its established personnel policy of laying off
those with the least seniority first. Mr. Orefice's and Mr. Devoe's positions
were the most recently created.

13. Mr. Orefice and Mr. Devoe were present at the May 13, 1981 meeting of
the Authority where the decision to eliminate their positions was made. In early
June, 1981, they received an official letter informing them of their termination.

14. There are two main sources of revenue available to the Authority. The
operating subsidy received from HUD and rents from tenants. Both sources are
independent of the Authority's control. HUD determines the amount of its subsidy
and the rents are set by statute at 30 percent of the tenants' family income.
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15. An energy rebate from HUD is not a source of income. It is a reim-
bursement of funds already paid out in the preceding year that are above the
amount budgeted for energy related expenses in that year's budget.

16. There were relatively small sums available from the Authority's Sec-_ tion VIII housing money and from interest earned on funds from the Authority's
modernization program.

17. In late April or May, 1981, James Parsons was transferred from the
position of tool crib attendant to tenant relations officer at the same salary.
No new employee was hired to perform tool crib attendant duties.

18. At the same time, Catucci's secretary received a $5,000 raise. NO

specific justification was given for this action by the Authority, but the
record did indicate that Catucci's secretary had been given an additional
workload.

19. Mr. Orefice was involved in the budget process to the same degree as
he had been in previous years up until it was determined that his position had
to be eliminated for budgetary reasons.

20. The Union advised the Authority on June 10, 1981, that it wanted to
negotiate the impact of the terminations, The Authority agreed to do SO.

21. On June 24, 1981, the Union presented its impact proposals. The
Authority rejected some of the Union's proposals outright for budgetary reasons,
but responded with oral counterproposals to most of the Union's demands.

22. The Union failed in an effort to get an injunction in Superior Court
to enjoin the Authority from making the terminations as scheduled on July 1, 1981.

23. The Union's impact proposals were discussed further on July 2, 1981.

24. At the July 2, 1981 meeting, Mr. Casale, the Council #4 Staff Repre-
sentative, informed the Authority's negotiator that he was going on vacation for
several weeks beginning the following week. The next meeting was scheduled for
August 13, 1981.

25. The Authority subsequently requested cancellation of the August 13,
1981 meeting because its negotiator was in Chicago. The Union agreed. The
Authority subsequently requested cancellation of a September 23, 1981 meeting
because its chief negotiator had to appear at a hearing before another adminis-
trative agency on that date. This postponement was agreed to.

26. The next negotiating session was scheduled for and held on October 1,
1981. At this meeting, the Authority presented its written counterproposals and
when agreement could not be reached it proposed mediation to help resolve the
outstanding issues.

27. On July 26, 1981, the Authority had sent Mr. Orefice a letter offering
him a seven hour per week position as a supervisory accountant. The letter
explained that the Authority's attorney was attempting to contact Mr. Casale to
tell him that the offer was being made without prejudice.

28. This position was a temporary one to help the Authority over this
transition period until it could accurately determine its needs and create a
permanent part-time position.

29. Mr. Orefice accepted the position and worked for several weeks.

30. The Authority' then offered Mr. Orefice a 19 hour per week position on
the understanding that to avoid having to pay the expense of a fringe benefit
package the number of hours must be kept under 20 hours per week. Shortly
thereafter, the Authority realized it was mistaken on the 20 hour fringe bene-
fit cut-off. At that point, the Authority also had a better idea of what the
position would entail and at the October 1, 1981 negotiating session it offered
Mr. Orefice a two day 14 hour per week position. The Union proposed that the
Authority include a complete benefits package. After a short caucus, the
Authority agreed to pay forty percent of the cost of the benefits package to
match the percentage of the work week involved. Mr. Orefice refused the offer.
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31. Mr. D'Amato was subsequently employed as a seven to ten hour per week
consultant and supervisory accountant. D'Amato did not perform the same hands-
on functions formerly performed by Orefice.

Conclusions of Law

1. The unilateral decision by an employer to eliminate a position for
budgetary or other legitimate business reasons does not constitute a violation
of the Act at least if the decision does not constitute a bad faith violation
of an existing contract or an intent to discriminate against a union.

2. The Authority did not violate the Act when it unilaterally decided to
lay off the three employees in question for budgetary reasons.

3. The Authority did not refuse to bargain in good faith concerning the
impacts of the layoff decisions.

Discussion

The Union makes two basic claims. The first is that the Authority terminated
two union members (Orefice and Devoe) to discourage membership in and activity
on behalf of Local 818. The second claim is that the Authority failed in its
statutory duty to bargain over the impacts of their action.

With regard to the first claim, the law is clear. The Union has the burden
of proving that the employees were terminated because of their activity on behalf
of the Union, or at least that their union activity was a substantial factor in
their terminations. State of Connecticut, Decision No. 1988 (1981); Beebe School
Transportation, Inc., Decision No. 1731 (1979);
Inc., Decision No. 1649 (1978); New Hope Manor,
must be shown by substantial evidence, but it need not be direct evidence since
such evidence is rarely available. The Union is, therefore, entitled to the
benefit of any inferences that are reasonable and that are in fact drawn by the
Board. Connecticut Yankee Catering Co., Inc., Decision No. 1601 (1977).

The Union argues that the record demonstrates the following in support of
its contention that the terminations of Orefice and Devoe were intended to dis-
courage and eliminate union activity:

(1) Anti-union animus by the Authority is evidenced by:

(a) Members of the Authority's Board of Commissioners having discussed
the option of personal contracts with employees as an alternate to unioni-
zation at the time the employees were considering unionizing;

(b) Hamilton's telling Devoe in a telephone conversation after the
bargaining unit was formed that if unit members gave up the Union, the
Authority would give them individual contracts; and

(c) Hamilton's remark at her home that the three bargaining unit
members should be fired.

(2) The financial problems asserted by the Authority a5 '-he basis for the
terminations were not as serious as the Authority claimed.

(3) To the extent that a financial problem did exist, ways other than
termination of the employees in question existed to deal with the problem.

(4) The termination of two of the three members of the supervisory unit
resulted in elimination of the unit because there cannot be a one person unit,

(5) The timing of the decisions to terminate came in the middle of the
negotiations for an initial contract for the bargaining unit.

(6) The Authority excluded Orefice from the budget-making process, even
though in past years he was included in that process.
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For its part, the Authority denies that it made the decision to terminate
Orefice and Devoe in order to discourage or eliminate union activity. The
Authority argues that the terminations were made in good faith for the sole
purpose of coping with a very serious financial deficit problem.

An employer's unilateral decision to eliminate positions for budgetary or
other leqitimate business reasons does not constitute a violation of the Act.
Town of Stratford, Decision No. 999 (1971); Town of Newington Board of Education,
Decision No. 1116 (1973),  aff'd in Town of Newington Board of Education vs.
Connecticut State Board of Labor Relations et al, Dk 109307, Court of Common
Pleas, Hartford County (December 11, 1973T;--jisys stated above. the emolover's
decision must in factbe motivated by legitimate business considerations and
not by an intent to discriminate for union activities or to discourage union
activities. West Haven Board of Education, supra. Thus, the Union's claim in
the present case turns on the factual question of what the Authority's actual
purpose was in deciding to terminate Orefice and Devoe.

Revenues for the Authority come primarily from appropriations given by the
Assisted Housing Management Branch of the United States Department of Housing
and Urban Development (HUD) and from rents paid by tenants living in housing
managed by the Authority. Some revenue is also generated from interest received
from the bank accounts in which the Authority's funds are kept and from certain
administrative fees received by the Authority. With the funds it receives, the
Authority must maintain and operate subsidized housing projects. The Authority
is also required by HUD to maintain a reserve fund each year as part of its
financial structure. The Authority's budget for each fiscal year is submitted
to and reviewed by HUD which approves or disapproves the proposed budget.

The financial condition of the Authority for fiscal year July 1981 to June
1982 was shown to be very serious. In April, 1981, the Authority submitted to
HUD its proposed budget for the fiscal year. The budget contained a deficit of
$93,000. HUD informed the Authority that it could not approve a budget which
was not in balance. To deal with the deficit, the Authority did not have avail-
able to it the option of raising revenues through increased rents because rental
amounts are set,by a statutory formula. Therefore, the extent that the Authority
itself had control to deal with the deficit was limited to reductions in expenses.
Outside of fixed costs which could not be cut, the Authority had only the alter-
native of reductions in maintenance and/or administrative expenses. The mainte-
nance function was already understaffed and short on funds and HUD specifically
recommended that expenses in the administrative area be reduced to bring the
budget into balance. Reductions were made to the extent feasible by the Authority
in the administrative expense areas of telephone, printing and contract expenses,
but this saved an insignificant amount in comparison to the $93,000 needed. The
major ar+;l  of administrative expense was personnel and the Authority believed it
necessar; io make reductions in that area to deal with the budget shortfall.

Agai:lst  this conclusion, the Union argues that the financial situation of
the Authority cou Id not really have been as serious as the above facts would
seem to indicate. The Union argues that a tenant relations officer would not
have been hired at a cost of $14,000 and Catucci's secretary would not have been
given a $5,000 raise if the Authority truly had and were concerned about a serious
financial problem.

With regard to the tenant relations officer, the record shows that there in
fact was no new expenditure by the Authority on that score. The Authority simply
transferred the tool crib attendant to the tenant relations officer position at
his old salary and then did not fill the tool crib attendant position. The
granting of the seemingly generous $5,000 raise, to Catucci's secretary does
appear inconsistent with the financial probleri,;, tjeing experienced by the Authority.
HoGver,  it also appears that an increase in her  duties may have occurred which
could have justified the increase. It may be that the $5,000 raise was question-
able in light of the financial problems being experienced by the Authority. How-
ever, we do not decide that question here because even if it was a single ques-
tionable judgment, it would not negate the fact that a serious financial problem
existed and that the Authority was deeply concerned about it.

Similarly, the Union's argument that other funds were available to bridge
the deficit do not withstand close analysis. First, the Union argues that the
Authority was to receive $70,000 in energy rebate funds from HUD and that this
money could have been used toward the deficit. .Linda  Cavanaugh, Chief of the
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Housing Management Branch of HUD testified that this money was reimbursement for
unanticipated energy related expenses in the previous year and that it was sup-
posed to go into the reserve fund required by HUD to cover unanticipated expenses
which might arise in the coming fiscal year. If the money were used for antici-
pated expenses (i.e., to fund Orefice and Devoe's salaries) as urged by the Union,
the Authority would not have the money available for unanticipated expenses which
might arise during the fiscal year. Therefore we believe that the Authority
believed this money was not a viable option for covering the deficit. Second,
the Union argued that the Authority would be receiving $20,000 in administrative
fees which could be used toward offsetting the deficit. Although it was not
denied by the Authority that any such administrative fees earned could be used
toward the deficit, the amount of such fees which could be expected was unreliable
and speculative. Even the Union's estimate of $20,000 was not firm. The uncer-
tainty of receiving this revenue demonstrates at the least that the Authority's
reluctance to rely on it for covering the deficit was a reasonable decision.
Third, the Union estimated that $25,000 interest would be earned on the Authority's
"modernization program" account and that this could have been used toward off-
setting the deficit. The Authority did not contest the Union's assertion that
any such interest earned could properly be used to fund salaries. However, the
$2525",~~  figure was again an estimate and was far from sufficient to cover the

. We do not see and we do not belleve that the Authority believed lt had
viable options for dealing with the budget other than the layoffs of Orefice and
Devoe.

We turn next to the Union's evfdence of anti-union animus. When the employees
were first considering unionization, members of the Authority's Board of Commis-
sioners attempted to persuade them to accept personal contracts rather than
unionize. Although this demonstrates a preference on the Authority's part that
the employees not unionize, it is not unusual or illegal for an employer to com-
municate in a non-coercive manner with employees during an organizational drive
concerning alternatives to unionizing. More troublesome is Commissioner Hamilton's
suggestion to Devoe after the bargaining unit had been formed that the employees
give up the Union and enter into personal contracts instead. To us this demon-
strates a definite unwillingness on the part of at least Hamilton to accept the
results of the Union election. We do not think that Hamilton's membership and
position as chief steward in another local of the same Union necessarily militates
against the conclusion that her statement indicated opposition to the Authority
employees organizing. The intent of her statement is clear and people are not
always consistent in applying the same principles to others that they apply to
themselves. There is also to be considered Hamilton's statement in an informal
conversation with a tenant that Catucci, Orefice, Melnick and Devoe should be
fired. We do not consider this statement as demonstrating anti-union animus at
any level. Hamilton was not saying that they should be fired for unionizing, but
because she thought changes were needed in the Authority's operation. Signifi-
cantly, she included Catucci among those she wished to see fired, and as Executive
Director he had nothing to do with the Union. We believe that Hamilton's state-
ment was directed toward the way the Authority was being administered, not the
fact that there had been unionization.

The timing of the decisions was not caused by the fact that the parties were
in the middle of negotiations for an initial contract. The timing of the deci-
sions was obviously determined by the rejection of the Authority's proposed budget
by HUD and the normal budget schedule of the Authority. Moreover, the record
shows nothing to indicate that the Authority was failing to bargain in good faith
up to that point.

The exclusion of Orefice from budget-cutting sessions does not indicate anti-
union animus. Orefice did participate in the early budget meetings as he had
done in the past in his capacity as Accountant/Comptroller. However, when the
decisions had to be made to cut the budget, basic policy decisions were at issue
which only the Authority's commissioners could make. Indeed, it strikes us that
the subjects discussed could very well have constituted legitimate confidential
matters concerning collective bargaining which the Authority would have a right
to exclude the Union from while the decision-making process was ongoing. The
record does not support an inference that the commissioners excluded Orefice so
that they could secretly plot the destruction of the Union.

Finally, it is true that the layoffs of Orefice and Devoe left only one bar-
gaining unit member and that there cannot be a one-person collective bargaining
unit. See Town of Winchester v. Connecticut State Board of Labor Relations,
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175 Conn. 349 (1976). This does not necessarily require the conclusion that the
layoffs were motivated by a desire to eliminate the Union even though that was
an unavoidable result of the layoffs. In the present case, we believe that the
evidence shows the true purpose of the Authority to have been a legitimate one.
It was trying to deal with a serious budget deficit and made the only viable
decision available -- to lay off employees without whom the Authority could still '
survive and continue to operate. The Authority, particularly Commissioner Hamil-
ton, may have preferred that the employees in question not have unionized, but
the record does not show destruction of the Union as the purpose of layoffs.
The purpose was instead to deal with the serious financial difficulties faced
by the Authority.

II.

The Union's second major argument is that the Authority did not fulfill its
statutory duty to bargain in good faith over the impact of the terminations.
The Union contends that the Authority merely engaged in s!irface  bargaining with
no intent of resolving any outstanding issues, As an initial matter, the Union
points to the fact that the terminations were effective on July lst, but that
the Authority did not notify the Union until the middle of June. According to
the Union, this was insufficient time to arrive at any settlement of the matter.
Testimony revealed, however, that the two men terminated were at the Authority's
May 13th meeting when the decision to lay off the employees was made. There was
no possible way that the Union could have received earlier notification. We Iidve
consistently held that an employer's decision to eliminate positions is not a
subject of manda:;,,-,il  bargaining because it involves the exercise of a manager,l+i
function. West if 'sn Board of Education, Dec. No. 1363 (1976); Town of Stratrd,
Dec. No. 99mi,). The Act does not interfere with the normal exercise of an
employer's right to discharge his employees so long as it is not a subterfuge
to circumvent the provisions of the Act with regard to prohibited practices.
Imperial Laundry, Inc. v. State Board of Labor Relations, 142 Conn. 457 (1955).
Since we have found that the terminations were made for legitimate reasons, the
Authority was under no duty to bargain over the decision itself and the Union
does not seriously dispute this point.

Although the making of decisions which fall into the area of managerial dis-
cretion are not subject to bargaininq, the secondary impact of such decisions on
conditions of employment are subject-to bargaining.- City of Bridgeport (Fire),
Dec. No. 1485 (1977); City of Hartford (Fire), Dec. No. 1850  (1980). The Union
insists, however, that the Authority must conclude bargaining over the impact of
this type of managerial decision before the decision can be implemented. We have
held that a decision to lay off employees for budgetary reasons is within the
area of managerial prerogative. city of Waterbury, Dec. No. 1436 (1976). To
require implementation of such a decision in the present case to be delayed until
impact bargaining is completed would impose a severe if not insurmountable barrier
to the Authority's ability to function consistent with the federal law as defined
by HUD.

With regard to the Union's charge that the Authority only engaged in surface
bargaining over the impact of the terminations, the Union alleges that the fact
that the Authority did not respond to the Union's June 24th impact proposals
until October 1st shows a lack of serious intent to bargain. At the hearing,
the Union's chief negotiator testified that on June 10th when the Union advised
the Authority that it wanted to negotiate over the impact of the termination
decision, the Authority responded by saying that it would be waiting for the
Union's proposals. At the June 24th meeting, the Union presented its impact
proposals which it claims the Authority rejected without discussion. However,
the testimony shows that most, if not all, of the Union's proposals were discussed
to some degree. On the proposals concerning recall rights, collection of accrued
benefits, continuation of a fringe benefit package, pension plan and early retire-
ment, and reemployment in other City jobs, the Authority responded by making
counterproposals to most of them and by rejecting others as proposed for budget-
ary reasons. Thus the Authority gave reasons for its position and there is no
showing that the Authority refused to explain, justify, or discuss these reasons.
Although the Union found the counterproposals insufficient and rejected them as
"phony bargaining," nonetheless, they were counterproposals and showed a willing-
ness to bargain.

The Union appears to be equating a refusal to accept its proposals, as
offered, with surface bargaining. The statute imposes a mutual obligation on
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the parties to bargain in good faith; however, it does not compel either party
to agree to a proposal or to make a concession. City of Willimantic, Dec. NO.
1455 (1976). The Union's proposals on impact were discussed further at a meeting
on July 2nd and again on October 1st when the Authority formally presented its
counterproposals; When agreement was not reached at the October 1st meeting,
the Authority suggested mediation to help resolve the outstanding issues. This
is further evidence of the Authority's willingness to attempt resolution of the
outstanding issues.

The Union further alleges that the Authority arbitrarily cancelled scheduled
negotiating sessions. At the July 2nd meeting the Union 'negotiator announced
that he was going on vacation for several weeks. The next negotiating session
was, therefore, scheduled for August 13th. The August 13th meeting and another
one scheduled for September 23rd were subsequently cancelled by the Authority
with the Union's knowledge and acquiescence. The next negotiating session was
scheduled for and held on October 1st. The sessions that were cancelled were
done so by mutual agreement of the parties and for legitimate reasons. On no
occasions did the Union propose a meeting and the Authority ref,:se to meet.

The Union also points to the Authority's dealings with Mr. Orefice after his
termination regarding offers of a part-time position and the fact that these offers
were made without going through the Union as further evidence of the Authority's
unwillingness to bargain. The facts show that between the July 2nd and October
1st negotiating sessions Mr. Orefice was offered a 7 hour per week position as a
supervisory accountant to oversee the bookkeeper's work and to complete certain
mandatory reports. It is alleged that the offer was :.,ade without going through
the Union. However, this first offer came in a lettc j from Mr. Catucci dated
July 16th and explained that the Authority's attorney .<?s attempting to contact
the Union's chief negotiator to tell him that the offtJl-  was being made without
prejudice to the ongoing impact negotiations. Mr. Catucci testified that he felt
that the Authority was in an emergency situation and that this offer was for a
temporary position to help keep the accounting work in order until the Connnis-
sioners created a permanent part-time supervisory accountant position. Mr. Orefit
accepted the position and worked for several weeks. The Authority then offered
Mr. Orefice a 19 hour per week position on their understanding that in order to
save the expenselof paying fringe benefits the position must not involve more than
20 hours per week. Mr. Orefice again accepted. The Authority, shortly thereafter,
realized it was mistaken on the 20 hour fringe benefit cut-off. The Authority
then assessed the requirements of the position in light of a more realistic view
of the time required and at the October 1st impact negotiating session offered
Mr. Orefice a two day, 14 hour per week position. When the Union proposed that
the Authority pay Mr. Orefice's benefits package as well, the Authority responded
that it would pay 40 percent of it to match the percentage of the work week that
he would be employed. Mr. Orefice refused the offer and Mr. D'Amato was subse-
quently employed as a one day per week consultant and supervisory accountant.
The record showed that D'Amato was not performing the same duties that Orefice
had been doing.

On the record before'us, we conclude that the Authority has not at this point
been shown to have violated its duty to bargain under the Act.

Dismissal of Complaint

By virtue of and pursuant to the powers vested in the Connecticut State
Board of Labor Relations by the Municipal Employee Relations Act, it is

ORDERED, that the complaint filed herein be, and the same hereby is,
dismissed.

CONNECTICUT STATE BOARD OF LABOR RELATIONS

BY
s/ Kenneth A. Stroble
Kenneth A. Stroble

s/ Patricia V. Low
Patricia V. Low
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