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STATE OF CONNECTICUT
LABOR DEPARTNEST

CONNECTICUT STATE BOARD OF LABOR RELATIONS

In the matter of :
:

STAMFORD BOARD OF EDUCATION :
:

- and - : Decision No. 2304
:

STAMFORD EDUCATION ASSOCIATION :
: April 18, 1984

Case No. TPP-7407 :

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

Koskoff,'Koskoff & Bieder, P.C.
By: Beverly J. Hodgson, Attorney
for Stamford Board of Education

William J. Dolan, Esq.
for Stamford Education Association

DECISION and ORDER

On August 12, 1982, the Stamford Education Association
(Association) filed a complaint with the Connecticut State Board
of Labor Relations (Labor Board) alleging that the Stamford Board
of Education (School Board) had engaged in prohibited practices
within the meaning of C.G.S. Section lo-153e(b) of the Act Con-
cerning School Board-Teacher Negotiations (the Negotiations Act)
in that the School Board neglected and/or refused to provide
pertinent information, requested by the Association, which would
enable it, as the exclusive bargaining representative, to perform
its duties of policing the Contract in connection with layoffs
of teachers in the bargaining unit represented by the Association.

After the requisite preliminary steps had been duly taken,
the matter was presented before the Labor Board at a hearing on
January 13, 1983. Both parties appeared and were given full

opportunity to present evidence, examine and cross-examine wit-
nesses and make argument. Post hearing briefs were subsequently
filed by the parties in April, 1983.

On the record before us, we make the following findings of
fact, conclusions of law, and order.

Findings of Fact

1. The School Board is a lccal board of education subject
to the provisions of the Kegotiations  act.

2 . The Association is an organization of certified profes-
sional employees within the meaning of the Negotiations Act and
has at all material times been the exclusive bargaining repre-
sentative of the teachers' unit in the Stamford school system.

3 . The parties had a collective bargaining agreement (Con-
tract) in effect from July 1, 1980 to June 30, 1984, which pro-
vided a procedure for determining the order of lay-off in a
reduction in force (RIF). Article 15, Section A, provides in
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relevant part:

.A. In the event of unforeseen change in student population  or
other conditions necessitating areductionof the number
of unitdrs  employedby  the Board of Education, the
following procedure shall be followed:
1.) A district-wide seniority list based on length of

service in this District shall be established. This
listshallbe  corqiledwl-enreductionof  staff is
neCeSSary.
Length of sewice shall be from the date the contract
was signedby the unitmertber. The contract date
whichaxkrols  length of service shallbe the earliest
axkract~cir~aperiodofcontinuous  employment
including those leaves which allow unit members to
accxnmrlate  seniority, to the date of such reduction.
When two or n-ore unit rrenbers  have the sane length of
service, the unit member with earliest birthdate shall
be considered senior.

2.) Such reduction of staff may be considered an urgency,
and involuntarytransfersmaybemade. Aunitmeaber
maybe granted avoluntaryleave of absence under the
provisions of Article 13 to reduce the number of lay-
offs.

3.) (a) If it beoxes necessary to reduce the staff of
professional employees all those employees who
are uncertified non-tenured teachers shall be laid
off before any other professional qloyees become
eligible for lay-off; and

(b) If it beccmss necessary to further reduce the staff
of professional enployees all those employees who
arenon-tenured teachers  shallbelaidoff before
any other professional employees beecane  eligible
for lay-off; and

id If it becanes necessary to further reduce the staff
of professional employees all those employees who
are non-certified tenured teachers shall be laid
off before any other professional employees becare
eligible for lay-off; and

(d) If it becomes necessary to further reduce the staff
of professional employees certified tenured teach-
ers shall be laid off.

(e) Within each of the above steps a, b, c, and d, those
with the least district-wide seniority as defined
above shall be laid off first,

(f) Exceptions within the order of lay-off asspecified
above when required in individual cases can be made
by the Board of Education for just cause.

4.) Eachunitmembertobelaidoff  pursuant to the above
shall receive at least thirty (30) days written notice
prior to the effective date of lay-off.

5.) Officers of the bargaining unit will serve as observers
in both the lay-off and the rehiring process and will
serve as observers in the determination of transfers and
a.ssimts  that may result fran such lay-offs or rehires.
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4. The above provisions were negotiated in accordance with the
Negotiations Act and the Act Concerning Employment of Teachers
Notice and Hearing on Termination of or Failure to Renew ContrAct
Section lo-151 of the Connecticut General Statutes (the Tenure Act),
which provides, in pertinent part:

"metermination of the individual contract or contracts of
employment to be terminated shall be made in accordance with...
a provision for a layoff procedure agreed upon by the local or
regional board of education. ..a& the exclusive employees'
representative organization..."

Section 10-151(b) of the Tenure Act.



5 . During early June of 1982, due to a budg'et  cut of 3.8
million dollars, the School Board determined that up to seventy-
nine (79) teaching positions would be eliminated for the 1982-83
school year.

6. In anticipation of the layoffs, the Association formed
a RIF committee to monitor the resultant layoffs and involuntary
transfers.

7 . On June 14, 1982, the Association's RIF committee met
with representatives of the School Board and its administration.
At that meeting,
cussed.

the procedure for the coming lay-offs was dis-
James Morris,

for Personnel,
the Assistant Superintendent of Schools

indicated that the basis for the RIF's would be
by certification and system-wide seniority only (i.e., service
in the system from date of hire) and that Section 3(f) of Article
15 of the Contract, which allowed for just cause exceptions with-

. in the order of lay-off, would not be invoked.

8. At the same meeting, an assistant to Morris explained
that the personnel department would be using worksheets to map
out the lay-offs and transfers. A blank copy of a worksheet was
shown to members of the RIF committee. Exhibit 5 is such a blank
copy:
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9.
seniority

The Association received a copy of the district-wide
list prepared by the personnel office dated Play 27, 1982

(Ex. 81, and a copy of the reallocated budget, dated June 8, 1982
(Ex. 10). The hssociation  also received copies of all RIF notices
that were sent out to teachers targeted for lay-off.

10. Throughout the summer, changes in staffing patterns
occurred as requests for leaves of absence or resignations were
obtained by the personnel department. This information was com-
municated verbally to members of the Association's RIF committee,
and was contained in the minutes of the School Board meetings
which were sent to the Association regularly.
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11. In order to apply certification and system-wide senior-
ity as the criteria for determining who would be laid off, the
following information was needed: (al The area(s) in which
teachers held certification - this information was provided in
the district-wide seniority list; (b) The date on which teachers
were hired into the school system - this information was also
provided in the district-wide seniority list; (c) Which teachers
were given notice of non-renewal of contracts as a result of the
RIF - the Association received copies of all RIF notices; and
(d) The positions which became vacant in each certification area,
during the period in question, as a result of resignations, re-
tirements, leaves of absence, etc. - this information was provided
to the administration by the teachers involved, and was then shared
with members of the Association's RIF committee by Morris or his
assistants.

12. On June 24, 1982, the President of the Association
requested, on behalf of the RIF committee, copies of the worksheets'
containing information concerning the number of positions to be
eliminated within each deqartient,  school and/or program, in order
"to adequately monitor the RIF procedure." (EX. 4). A similar
request was made by the Association's Vice President on July 7,
1982. (Ex. 7).

I
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13. 'On July 6, Morris responded with "the most up-to-date
/

list of individuals to be RIF'ed, including identification per
department." He indicated that this list and the district-wide
seniority list containing information regarding

I
cross certification1

(which had been provided at an earlier date) were
information you need to monitor the lay-off." Mor~~%~fs%ed  '
that he "would be happy to ceet...on  individual cases" upon which
the Association might need further clarification. The worksheets
tracking the changes cor,cerr.ed in the process were not presented
to the Association.

14. Whenever inquiries were made by members of the Associa-
tion's RIF committee regarding particular individuals to be RIFed,
Morris or one of his assistants responded verbally, "on the spot."
(Tr. p. 45).

15. During the summer, up until about August 1, individual
RIF hearings took place kefore the School Board and/or statutory
hearing panels, pursuant to the Tenure Act, at which the Associa-
tion's attorney represented teachers requesting such hearings.

16. On or about August 27, 1982, the Association was given a
list of within-system transfers and teacher recalls from lay-off,
effective September 1, 1982. This list constituted the first such
comprehensive, written document prepared by the personnel depart-
ment in connection with the lay-offs and transfers.

I
17. Approximately two-thirds of the individuals who had

received lay-off notices had been recalled by the first day of '
school, due to the changes which occurred in staffing over the
summer.

Conclusions of Law

1. Information requested by an exclusive bargaining repre-
sentative for the purpose of policing the terms of a lay-off
procedure contained in a collective bargaining agreement must be
provided SO long as the information is arguably relevant to
potential claims of contract violation which may be raised by
teachers in termination proceedings resulting from such intended
layoffs.

2. The personnel department worksheets here in question con-
tained information which is covered by the rule set forth above.

-4-



3. No recognized exception to the duty to provide informa-
tion was shown to exist in this case, except that the release of
the worksheet information may be conditioned upon its non-
disclosure to persons other than officials of the exclusive
bargaining representative who have responsibility for policing
the terms of the Contract governing layoff procedures.

'4. The refusal to provide current worksheets on the two'
occasions on which they were requested constituted a violation
of the Act's duty to provide information.

Discussion

The basic law which governs this case is set forth in West
Hartford Board of Education v. Connecticut State Board of Labor
Relations, 190 Conn. 235 (1983):

Theschcolbcard-employerhas the statutoxydutytobargain
in gccd faith with the certified representative of the teachers.
General Statutes @ lo-153a,  lo-153e(d). This duty requires an
employer to provide relevant information that is needed by the
representative for the prcper performance of his duties. Detroit
Ffiison  Co. v. g, 440 U.S. 301, 303, 99 S. Ct. 1123, 59 L. Ed.
2d 333 (1979); NLRB v. Acne Industrial Co., 385 U.S. 432, 435-36,
87 S. Ct. 565, 17. Ed. 2d 495 (1967). That obligation extends
beyond the period of contractual negotiations to the union's need
forinformationwhile  administeringandpolicingthe contract.
NIXI3 v. Ac3te Industrial Co., supra, 436; Western Massachusetts
Eledric Co. v. NLRB, 589 F.2d 42, 46 (1st Cir. 1978). Whether
'tiormation is relevant to the representative's duties during
thistimewricd  denends upon the factual circumstances of each
case. NLFi v. fIiYu&t Kanufacturing  Co., 351 U.S. 149, 153-54,
76 S. Ct. 753, 100 L. Ed. 1027 (1956).

x x x

Ths determination of whether infornation  is relevant  is not
a decision on the marits of the contractual claim stated in the
grievance. NLRB v. Acme Industrial Co., supra, 437. It is analc-
goustoadGGVery examination where the matters in dispute between
the parties are not as well determined as at trial andwhere courts
therefore follcw a me liberal relevancy standard. Id., 437 n. 6.
Anqloyer, then,mustfurnish information to the union evenwhen
it appears that the grievance filed is without merit provided it
is probably relevant to the grievance and would be of use to the
union in fulfilling its statutory duties. Id., 437-38. Deciding
whether there is a probability that the desired information is
relevant is a function best performed by the labor board.

190 tiM.  241, 242.

Also, as we stated in City of Milford, Decision MO. 1803 (1979),
this duty to provide information exists "even w&en no grievance
Lzg7 presently pending and no negotiations /are/ presently in
progress," because the bargaining representative has "a continuing
duty to administer and police the Contract.*

In the present case, the Contract contains provisions at
Article 15 governing lay-off procedures to be used in the event
a reduction in force (RIF) becomes necessary. The basic standard
contemplated by Article 15 for determining layoffs is district-
wide seniority. Under the procedure contemplated by Article 15,
more senior teachers holding positions to be eliminated have a
right to bump less senior teachers holding positions not to be
eliminated provided the more senior teacher is certified and
qualified for the position held by the less senior teacher.* In
addition, however, when vacancies open due to resignations, retire-
ments, leaves of absence, etc., more senior teachers whose positions

& There is a "just cause" exception provided b;7 the Contract, but it is not
relevant to the present case.
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are to be eliminated can be transferred to such vacant positions
if certified and qualified and the need for some bumps and indeed
layoffs could thereby be avoided.

In its brief, the School Board described the layoff process
and the extent to which requested information was provided to the
Association:

The personnel office formulated a seniority list which it
irmxliately  provided to the SEA. (IT. 51, Rx.  8) This list,

organized by assignments (elementary,  English, Social Studies,
etc.) identified each teacher's service date, current assignment,
schcol,  andallhis/her  areas of certification. The taskof  the
personnel office thus was to identify the persons at the bottom

of each listinwhich  reductionsweremandated.  Iftheleast
seniorpersonwas in fact tenured andmore senior than amn-
tenured teacher ina  position forwhichhe/shewas  certifiedand
qualified, the layoff target was, pursuant to Sec. 10-151(b)  C.G.S.
b@ into the position of the less senior nontenured teacher,
who was then laid off. The end result of this process was that
the least senior teachers at the bottom  of each list were the
teachers actually selected for layoff.

originally,  79 positions ware mandated for elimination, and
the least senior employees  were notified of their impending lay-
off. As the sumrer  progressed, the personnel office was able to
transfer soma  incumbents to vacancies which resulted from day-to-
day receipts of resignations, requests for leaves of absence, and
notifications of retirerent. (Rx. 9, pp. 5-6) As this happened,
teachers previously identified for layoff were reassigned as their
certifications all&,  and the number of teachers who were actu-
allylaidoffas  of the start of schoolwasmuchreduced.  Last
minute resignations, leaves, etc.,
actual layoffs to 23.

finally brought the number of
(Ex. 9, pp. 5-6).

As to scm srrall departfients  inwhich cuts weremade,  the
three personnel administrators were able to keep track mentally
of the changes to bemade. As  to sare  larger departrxnts  or areas
of certification, they extracted from the seniority list (Rx. 8)
a worksheet containing notes as aids to rrercory,  which they revised
on a daily basis and on which they made new notations as resigna-
tions, leave requests, etc. cams in. As the s-r  progressed
and the situation becam  less fluid, the three personnel adminis-
trators ceased using the worksheets. (Tr. 47, 57)

When the teachers to be laid off and transferred were identi-
fied, the personnel office gave the SEA copies of the layoff
notices and  the transfer list. C3.s. 6, 9, Tr. 49, 50) When
the SEA raised any question as to the moves  which had resulted
in the layoff or transfer of any particular teacher from the
bottan  of the seniority list, the personnel officers provided
the requested explanation. (Tr. 45, 46, 54)

School  Board's  brief, pp. 4, 5, 6.

In its brief, the Association argues that "the & information
available to the Association during the entire RIF process was
that contained in the district-wide seniority list" (emphasis in
original). This document listed all teachers employed in the sys-
tem, by school and/or department, in chronological order according
to the date of employment and also shows the tenure status, certi-
fication, and other endorsements for each teacher. We agree with
the Association that this information alone would not have been
enough to enable the Association to police the School Board's
application of Article 15. It was also necessary for the Associa-
tion to know how many positions were to be eliminated in each
school and/or department. Also, as resignations or leaves of
absence occurred, positions might open up for which a teacher
identified for layoff was certified and qualified and could therc-
fore fill; or, another certified and qualified teacher might be
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transferred to that newly-available position, thereby leaving his
or her position open. By keeping up to date with these changes
and using the district-wide seniority lists in conjunction with
the reallocated budget, the Association could determine who was
the least senior teacher in each subject matter area where posi-
tions were to be eliminated. Unless all of this information was
made available to the Association, it could not properly have
performed its duty to assure comoliance  with the Contract. How-
ever, the record shows that in addition to the information pro-
vided in the comprehensive seniority lists, the other information
was provided by the personnel department. When Morris was asked
for such information, the record shows that he provided it.

The only requested items which were not provided to the Asso-
ciation were the worksheets formulated by the personnel department
to keep track of changes in the above described information through-
out the layoff process. These worksheets were essentially a tally
of how the factual variables relevant to the layoff process existed
at any given time and how they changed as new information became
available. There is no doubt that the infornation contained within
the worksheets was relevant to the application of Article 15 to the
layoff process. It is true that it would have been possible,
although.difficult, for the Association to have created its own
worksheets parallel to those formulated by the personnel department
by using the raw unassembled information  described above which the
personnel department itself was using to create its own worksheets.
The real question is whether in light of the fact that the Associa-
tion could have created documents of its own similar to the work-
sheets in question, the School Board should nevertheless be requi ed
to provide the Association access to its own worksheets. This is
a question which concerns the form in which information must be
provided. %The basic limitation as to the form in which an em.ploy r
must provide requested relevant information is that the employer
need not furnish information in a more orsanized  form, than that in
which it keeps its own records. ELRB v. Tex-Tan, Inc., 318 F.2d
472, 53 LRRM 2295 (5th Cir. ,1963);  Fafnir Bearing Co. v. MLRB, 362
F.2d 716, 62 LRRM 2415 (2nd Cir. 1966). In the present case, the
Association is not askina that the School Board create the work-
sheets: rather it is saying that the School Board should have pro-
vided the worksheets which were already being created. We believe
this request to be within the limits of the Association's rights
to information. At the hearing and in its brief, the School Board
emphasized the time constraints on and the complexities of the
layoff decision making process as making that process extremely
difficult (see Tr. pp. 46, 51-53). It seems to us that those same
constraints and complexities were equally a burden to the ASSOCia-
tion in policing the layoff process. In light of that, it strongly
appears to us that daily access to the current status of the work-
sheets would have greatly aided the Association in the effective
fulfillment of its own responsibility.*

We are mindful that even though information is relevant and
would aid the exclusive bargaining representative in the perform-
ance of its responsibilities, there are some limited instances in
which such information may be withheld from the union by the
employer. In Detroit Edison v. ALPS, 440 U.S. 301, 99 S.Ct.  1123
(1979),  the United States Supreme Court held that validated psycho-
logical aptitude tests and scores of named individuals could be

* Article 15, Section (A)(5) provides that the kAsscciation  is entitled to
observers "in the lay-off...process  ard...in the determination of transfers
and assignments that nay result fran such layoffs...". This strongly implies
a separate contractual right o-f access to data such as the wvrksheets  here
in quEstion. Rmever,  we do not rest our decision on this provision of the
Contract. Our decision is based solely on the S&co1 Board's statutory
obligation to provide inform&ion.
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withheld for compelling reasons of privacy." Also, the names and
addresses of potential strike-breakers have been held not subject
to the duty to provide information. San Diego Newspaper Guild v.
NLRB, 548 F.2d 863 (9th Cir. 1977), 94 LRRM 2923; Webster Outdoor
Advertising Co., 160 NLRB 1781, 67 LRRM 1589 (1968).

In West Hartford Board of Education, Decision No. 1826 (1979),
we held that there is no work-product type privilege making school
administrators' work product subject to a confidential exclusion
from the duty to provide information. In addition, the Connecticut
Supreme Court held in West Bartford Board of Education v. Connec-
ticut State Board of Labor Relations, supra, that the Connecticut
Freedom of Information Act's exclusions provide no basis to with-
hold information otherwise subject to the duty to provide informa-
tion under our state labor relations statutes. The court reasoned
as follows:

The school board's claim that the performance evaluations
are protected from disclosure by the state Freedcan  of Information
Act; General Statutes 6 1-19(b); is without merit. It urges that
the evaluations are either a public agency's preliminary drafts
or notes or part of a public employee's personnel file and there-
for
(2) 8

are not subject to inspection pursuant to 5 1-19(b)  (1) and
of that statute. Section l-19b(b), hover, rebuts the

plaintiff's argument: "mothing  in Sections l-15, l-18a,  l-19
to 1-19b,  inclusive and l-21 to l-2lk, inclusive, shall be
deemzd... to affect the rights of litigants, including parties
to administrative proceedings, under laws of discovery of this
state. "

8 Section 1-19(b)(l)  and (2) states: "Nothing in sections l-15,
l-18a,  l-19 to l-19b,  inclusive, and l-21 to l-2lk, inclusive,
shall-be construed to require disclosure of (1) prelirtiary  drafts
or notes,provided the public agency has determined that the public
interest in withholding such documents clearly outweighs the public
interest in disclosure; (2) personnel or medical  files and similar
files the disclosure of which would constitute an invasion of per-
sonal privacy. . . .II

(190 Conn. 235 at

In the present case, the School Board has argued that because
the information in the worksheets changed frequently as new infor-
mation was obtained by the personnel department, the worksheets
were exempt from the definition of public documents under the Free-
dom of Information Act. We believe that the Court's reasoning in
West Hartford Board of Educat&, supra, wholly undermines the
force of the School Board's argument regarding the Freedom of
Information Act.

The School Board also argues that it would have been unduly
burdensome to have been required to provide the worksheets. T h e
School Board's argument in this regard is that:

. ..had  the worksheets been used by the SEA as the basis of early
alerts to unit marbers as lo the identities of those to be laid
off or transferred, needless worry and inquiries would certainly
have resulted. In sm cases, a teacher who appeared to be a
likely candidate for transfer on one day was saved by a resignation
or retirement which changed options by the next day. The personnel
office was in the position of having to ccnplete cc@icated  and
numerous staffing changes in a very few weeks in order to have a
staff in place for the beginning of the school year. only three
persons were at work on the process of reduction in force, and

* The Connecticut Supren-eCourtreccgnized  that psychological data bearing on
the basic competence of employees could be withheld under the Detroit  l%?ison
exception. In the sane decision, the Court held that lzerformance  evaluations
do not fall within the Detroit Edison exception and are therefore subject to
the duty to provide infm West fkartford  Board of Education V.
Connecticut State Board of Labor Relat‘ions,  supra.
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,the.s.e same individualswere  also neededto complete ongoing addi-
tional functions of thepersonneloffice,  such as issuing salary
agreements ardassignrrentinformation  andprocessing requests for
leaves, etc. for a work force of ll50.  The additiOM1 MluI7E of
inquiries from SEA officials and other  persons ho might wrongly
interpret the personal shorthand on the worksheets of the admin-
istrators would have needlessly interfered with the ability of
thepersonnel  office to complete its work.

The substantialriskxofm&ti~stand.ings, undue alarm, and
resulting disruption of the Board's ability to complete  staffing
changes intime fcnr  the opening of schools al.50 diStingviSkS
this case from those in which an erqloyer  sixply refuses to supply
ampleted documents. in this case,rmreover,  the documan ts sought
ware never xtx2ar.t to be and never were a complete tracking of a
process of identifying candidates for layoff. Use of these notes
was in fact discontinued at the Point at which the last details
could be worked  out by msztvry,  and the latest worksheet used thus
would not even reflect the end Point in any process but only the
point at which an administrator stopped needing notes."

(School Board's brief, pp. lo-121

We agree that release of the worksheet information to bargain-
ing unit members would create potential for the type of heightened
anxiety and consequent contacts with and disruption of the decision
making process. We also agree that under the pressurized circum-
stances, this disruption would constitute an undue burden. However,
we see no problem with releasing the worksheets to the appropriate'
members of the Association's RIF committee so long as appropriate
restrictions are placed on dissemination to other bargaining unit
members. As the record made clear, the personnel department mem-
bers were willing to meet with and provide information to RIF
committee members. We do not see that sharing of the worksheets I
should necessarily occasion substantially greater contacts or time
spent with members of that committee.

We should emphasize that,we are not requiring the School Board
to preserve the worksheets in any more organized fashion than it
already does. Morris testified that the worksheets would become
marked with changes virtually on a daily basis. At certain points,
worksheets become marked up with cross-outs and fill-ins to the
extent that a clean worksheet form would be filled out replacing
the excessively marked sheet. The old sheet then would be thrown
out and the personnel department would work from the new worksheet.
h%at  we are requiring in this decision is simply that an appropriate
RIF committee member be permitted on request to view and receive a
copy of the worksheet which is current at the time the request is
made. So far as the record shows, such requests were made by a
RIF committee member on two occasions and those requests were
denied. It is only in those denials that we find the School Board
to have been remiss in its obligation to provide information under
the Act.

One final point must be addressed. Teachers who have been
given notice of non-renewal of contract and believe that the School
Board's intent to terminate their employment is improper under the
Contract and/or the Tenure Act have recourse to a due process hear-
ing procedure before the School Board and/or an impartial hearing
panel provided for in the Tenure Act. A refusal to provide to the
exclusive bargaining representative information subject to the
Negotiation Act's duty to provide information which results in
prejudice to a teacher's ability to be effectively represented
at such termination hearings could conceivably present a situation
justifying a remedy of back pay and a new termination hearing for
a teacher who has been so prejudiced. Although the Association
had many months between the termination hearings held pursuant to
the RIF situation which is the subject of this case and the hearings
held before the Labor Board, the Association produced no evidence
showing that any specific teacher was prejudiced in termination
hearings as a result of the failure to provide worksheets. We
therefore believe that such an extraordinary remedy is unjustified,
in the present case.
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O R D E R

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

ORDERED, that the Stamford Board of Education

I. Cease and desist from failing to provide to an appro-
priate Association official(s) upon request of said official,
current copies of worksheets such as Exhibit #5 during the
decision making process in a RIF situation to which Article 15
Of the Contract is applicable, provided that said official(s)
agrees not to disclose the contents of such worksheets to anyone
other than other appropriate Association officials having respon-
sibility for monitoring the RIF decision making process provided

. for in the then current collective bargaining agreement.

II. Take the following affirmative action which the Labor
Board finds will effectuate the purposes of the Act:

(a) In the future, provide to the Association the
information described in Part I of this Order in accord-
ance with the terms and conditions therein set forth;

(b) Post immediately and leave posted for a period
of sixty (60) consecutive days from the date of posting,
in a conspicuous place where the employees customarily
assemble, a copy of this Decision and Order in its
entirety; and

(c) Notify the Connecticut State Board of Labor
Relations at its office in the Labor Department, 200
Folly Brook Boulevard, Wethersfield, Connecticut, within
thirty (30) days of the receipt of this Decision and
Order, of the steps taken by the Stamford Board of Edu-
cation to comply therewith.

CONNECTICUT STATE BOARD OF LABOR RELATIONS

BY
s/ Victor PI. Ferrante
Victor M. Ferrante, Chairman

s/ Patricia V. Low
Patricia V. Low
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