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DECISION
and

DISMISSAL OF COMPLdINTS

The Berlin Education Association (BEA) filed with the Connecticut
State Board of Labor Relations (Labor Board) three complaints alleging that
the Berlin Board of Education (School Board) had engaged and was engaging in
prohibited practices within the meaning of Section lo-?53e(b)  of the School

'. Board-Teacher Negotiations Act (the Act). The complaint in Case No. TPP-
7011 was filed on or about February 10, 1982 and alleged as follows:

1. The complainant, Berlin Education Association, is the exclusive
bargaining representative of certified teachers employed by the
respondent, Berlin Board of Education.

2 . The respondent Board has contracted out work belonging,to  the
teachers' bargaining unit by assigning one English teaching class
to Jeff Wayne, a member of the administrators' bargaining unit.,



3. Respondeht Board failed to negotiate with  th6 complainant
Association over such contracting.out.

4. Respondent Board’s failure’to negotiate was in violation of
its duty to bargain in good faith, as imposed by Connecticut
General Statutes, Section lo-153e(b).

WHEREFORE, complainant Association seeks a cease and desist order
from the State Board of Labor Relations.

(Exhibit 1)

The complaint in’Case No. TPP-7453 was filed on or about September 17;1982,
and alleged as follows:

1 . The complainant, Berlin Education Association, is the exclusive
bargaining representative of certified teachers employed by the
respondent, Berlin Board of Education.

2. The respondent Board has contracted out work belonging to the
teachers’ bargaining unit by appointing two members. of the

administrators’ unit , David Matthews and Jack Dennehy, to the
posit ion of Athletic Director.

3. The respondent Board failed to negotiate with the complainant
Association over such contracting out.

4. Respondent Board’s failure to negotiate was in violation of
its duty to bargain in good faith, as imposed by Conn. Gen. Stat.
Sect ion lo-153e(b).

WHEREFORE, the complainant Association seeks a cease and desist
order and an order directing*the respondent Board to compensate
any unit members damaged by the respondent’s contracting out.

(Exhibit 2)

The complaint in Case No. TPP-7526 was filed on or about October 27, 1982,
and alleged as follows:

1. The complainant, Berlin Education- Association, is the exclusive
bargaining representative of certified teachers employed by the
respondent, Berlin Board of Education.

2. The respondent Board of Education has contracted out work
belonging to the teachers’ bargaining unit by assigning an
assistant principal, which position is within the administrators’
bargaining unit, to teach French at Berlin High School.

3. The respondent Board of Education failed to negotiate with the
complainant Association over such contracting out,, in violation of
the respondent’s duty to bargain in good faith under Connecticut
General Statute, Section lo-153e(b).
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WHEREFORE, the complainant Association seeks a Cease and Desist
Order and an order directing the,respondent  Board to com.pensate
any unit members damaged by the Respondent’s contracting ,out.

(Exhibit 3)

On or about November 23, 1982, the Association of Berlin Administrators
(Administrators’ Association) filed a Motion to Intervene in Case No. TPP-
7526. This motion was granted by the Labor Board.

The complaints were consolidated for purposes of hearing and on
December 7, 1982, the parties and the intervenor appeared before the Labor
Board for a hearing. Full opportunity was provided at the hearing to adduce
evidence, examine and cross-examine witnesses and make argument. Written
post hearing briefs were filed by the parties in February and March, 1983.

In response to a request from the parties, the Labor Board agreed to
provide oral notification of the result in this case through the Labor
Board’s Agent. Accordingly, in July, 1983, the Board Agent’informed the
parties and the intervenor by telephone that the complaints would be
dismissed. After having been so informed, the BEA filed a Motion for Re-
Bearing and Re-Consideration. That motion, having been considered by the
Labor Board, is hereby denied.

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

.

Findings of Fact

1. The School Board is ,a  ‘local board of education within the meaning
of the Act.

2. Prior to the 1979-80 school.year,  Berlin teachers and
administrators were in a combined unit represented by the BEA as exclusive
bargaining representative.

3. During the 1979-80 or the 1980-81 school year, the administrators
split off from the combined unit and formed a separate administrators unit
represented by-the Administrators Association as exclusive bargaining

representative.

4. The separate teachers unit has continued to be represented by the
BEA  as exclusive bargaining representative.

5 . The Administrators Association had a collective bargaining
agreement in effect covering the administrators unit for the period July 1,
1982 through June 30, 1985 (Administrators’ Contract) (Ex. 7).

6. The BEA  had a collective bargaining agreement in effect covering
the teachers unit for the period July 1, ,198l through June 30, 1984 (BEA
Contract (Ex. 5) and (Ex. 6).
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7. .The BEA  Contract lists the position of Athletic Director as a
position or'assignment qualifying for an extra duty stipend and sets the
amount of the stipend to be paid in each year of the Contract.

8. The Administrators Contract contains no mention'of the position
or assignment of Athletic Director.

9. Neither contract makes any mention of administrators unit
personnel performing work for which only a teaching certificate, as opposed
to an administrator's certificate, is required.

10. No evidence was introduced into the record showing that before
the 1981-82 school year, administrators in Berlin had ever been assigned
duties for which only a teaching certificate is required.

11. Beginning in the first semester of the 1981-82 school year (i.e.
beginning in September 1981), Jeff Wayne was assigned to teach an English
course entitled Media English at the High School. At the time of this
assignment and at the time of the hearing, Wayne was emplayed  in the
administrators bargaining unit position of Director of Media Services.

12. Wayne was the only applicant for the Media English teaching
assignment.

. 13. In addition to holding administrator certification, Wayne is
certified as an English teacher and had previously taught English before
becoming an administrator.

14. During the ‘second semester of the 1981-82 school year (i.e.
beginning in January or February, 19811,  Wayne was assigned, to teach a
course entitled English Composition. (The Media- English coucrse  had
concluded after the first semester.)

.' _.

15..  At the time, there was no English teacher then employed in the
system who was interested in teaching the second semester English
Composition course taught by Wayne.

16. Wayne was assigned to teach the second semester English
Composition course so that a teacher unit English teacher could instead
teach a course in poetry.

17. The School Board made no request to bargain with the BEA  over the
assignment of Wayne to either the Media English or the English Composition
course.

18. On or about February 10, 1982, the BEA filed its complaint in
Case No. TPP-7011 alleging that the School Board violated its duty to
bargain under the Act when it assigned Wayne to teach English without first
negotiating the question with the BEA.

19. By practice, the extra-duty position of Director of Athletics is
filled on an annual basis and is therefore reposted each year. An incumbent
in the position is eligible to reapply for the position.

,
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20. Since September 19’75  and during the 1981-82 school year, the.job
description created by School Board policy 82127  for the Athletic Director
position stated as follows: .

Administration

Director of Athletics ~

Qualifications:
1. Shall possess a Connecticut teaching certificate.
2. Shall have a minimum of three (3) years teaching experience.
3. Shall have a minimum of two (2)  years coaching experience-

Appointment
Shall be appointed by the Superintendent of Schools. Appointment
shall be for one year.

D u t i e s  *
1.

2.

3.

Shall be responsible for the total operation of the district
intrascholastic athletic program.
Shall schedule all contests between schools and act as the
schools’ representative, signing all contracts between schools,
conferences and/or leagues.
Shall have the responsibility of game management, crowd control;
officials and other school representatives in the supervision of
a l l  .athletic  contests .
Shall arrange team transportation to all athletic events through
the business- office.
Shall be responsible for overall supervision and development of
the athletic budget.

4.

5.

6.

7.

8.

9.

10.

11.

12.

13.

Shall be responsible for the reconditioning, inventory and
distribution of all athletic equipment.
.Shall  be responsible for all ticket sales, receipts for same and
file a report with the business office manager following each
athletic contest on the official form provided.
Be responsible for all athletic publicity including supervision of
all post-game information to appropriate media following all
contests.
Hire and contract all game officials .and  carry out the states’
association rating of such officials through dooperation of
coaches involved in the particular ‘sport.
Notify coaches of the visiting team.s  and officials of all contests
including their dates, time and location.
Make necessary arrangements and supervise all physical examina-
tions, medical care and other measures to insure physical safety
of participants.
Assume responsibility for scheduling the coordinated use of
gymnasiums, fields, and courts following the close of the school
day.
Responsibility for scheduling of all school athletic activities in
the’ gyms at the close of the instructional day. Such scheduling
to be forwarded to the building principals.

,
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- 14. Make recommendation for coaching assignments for the coming year
prior to the end of the school year.

15. Post all coaching vacancies according to master contract.
16. Assume responsibility for development and implementation of an

athletic handbook.
17. Evaluate each coach following the end of his individual sports

season and forward same to principals and superintendent.
18. Each coach to receive a copy of the written evaluation.
19. Organize and direct all pre-game planning necessary to conduct the

scheduled activity.
20. Assume all other duties which may be assigned by the

Superintendent of Schools.

Policy adopted: g/8/75
RESCINDED 6/14/82

(Exhibit 8)

21. For the 1981-82 school year, there were three applicants for the
position of Athletic Director. None of the applicants was the incumbent in
the position.

22. .One of the applicants was Ernest Rennie, a member of the teachers
unit whose regular position is elementary physical education teacher.
Rennie had no experience working at the middle or. high school levels.

23. Another of the applicants was Jack Dennehy, a member of the
administrators unit whose regular position is Director of Reading.

.’

24. Another of the applicants was David Matthews, a member of the
administrators unit whose regular position is Assistant High School
Principal.

25. .Matthews  was originally selected but about a month and a half
after his selection-apparently decided to decline the position, whereupon
Dennehy was selected to fill the position.

26. High School Principal Thomas Galvin testified that the Director of
Athletics position primarily involves working with staff members and
organizations outside the school.

27. Dennehy’s  selection for the position was based upon recommenda-
tions made by Galvin and the coaches who are part of the athletic program. ’

28. Dennehy served in the position of Athletic Director for the 1981-
82 school year.

29. Dennehy reapplied for the Athletic Director position for the 1982-
83' school year.

30. Rennie also applied for the position for the 1982-83 school year.

.31. In September 1982, Dennehy was again selected for the position.
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32. Subsequently, on or about September 17, 1982, the Association
filed its complaint in Case No. TPP-7453 alleging that the School Board
violated its duty to bargain under the Act when it appointed Dennehy to the
position of Athletic Director.

33. In approximately May 1982, after filling all high school foreign
language teaching assignments, there remained one class in high school
French for the 1982183  school year (i.e. beginning in September 1982) which
none of the foreign language teachers wanted to teach (apparently all of the
foreign language teachers already had a full teaching schedule for the 1!382-
83 school year).

34. As a result, the assignment to teach this course was offered to
Donald Delisle, a member of the administrators unit whose regular position
is Assistant Principal of the High School. Delisle agreed to teach the
class.

35. On or about October 17, 1982, the BEA  filed its complaint in Case
No. TPP-7526 alleging that the School Board had violated its duty to bargain
under the Act when it assigned Delisle to teach the French course in
question.

36,  At all times relevant to this case Section lo-145a-92  of the
Regulations of Connecticut State Agencies provides:

Intermediate Administrator or Supervisor - Provisional

Sec. lo-145a-92.  When required
This certificate, or the certificate as superintendent of
schools, shall be required for all administrative and
supervisory positions in Connecticut public schools (except
state vocational-technical schools, technical institutes,
state colleges and public community colleges) including
principal, supervisor of instruction , curriculum coordinator,
assistant superintendent of schools, administrative or other
special assistant to the superintendent of schools, supervisor
or consultant in special subjects or fields, supervisor of
academic subjects, full-time director of adulteducation, or
similar positions. It shall be required for the assistant to
a person serving in any such position, if more than twenty
percent of the assigned duties of such assistant involves
administrative or supervisory requirements.

.
37. At all times relevant to this case Section lo-145a-93  of’the ..:’ .I’

Regulations of Connecticut State Agencies has provided in pertinent part:

Sec. lO-145a-93.  Requirements
To receive a provisional certificate as an intermediate

administrator or supervisor, an applicant shall establish, by
.procedures  described in section lo-145a-3 of the regulations of

,
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Connecticut &ate agencies,' that he or she meets the following
requirements:

(a) Holds a permanent or a standard Connecticut teaching.
certificate; or holds or is eligible for a provision21 Connecticut
teaching certificate, and meets all course requirements for a
standard Connecticut teaching certificate... .

(b) Has completed five years of successful teaching
experience... .

38. At all times relevant to this case, Sec t i on  lo-153b(a)(l)(A)  o f
the Act has provided:

S e c .  lo-153b. Selection of teachers* representatives. (a)
Whenever used in this section or in sections 10-153~  to IO-153n,
inclusive: (l)(A) The lladministratorsl unit” means those certi.fied
professional employees in a school district who are not excluded
from the purview of sections lo-153a  to lo-153n,  inclusive, and
who are employed in positions requiring an intermediate adminis-.
trator or supervisor certificate , or the equivalent thereof.

39. At ali  times relevant to this case Section lo-153b(a)(2)  of the
Act has provided:

See,  lo-153b. Selection of teachers’ representatives. (a)
Whenever used in this sec t i on  or  in  sec t i ons  lo-153c  to  lo-153n,
i n c l u s i v e : . . . (2)‘The l’teacherst unitn  means the group of certified
professional employees who are employed by a local or regional
board of education in positions requiring a teaching or other
certificate and are not inciuded  in the administrators’ unit or
excl’uded from the purview of sections lo-153a  to lo-153n
inclusive.

40. Since enactment of P.A. 83-359, Section IO-153b(a)(l
Act has provided in pertinent part:

)(B)  o f  t h e

S e c .  lO-153b. Selection of te.achers*  representatives. (a)
Whenever used in this section or in sections 10-153~  to lo-153n,
inclusive: (l)(B) On and after October 1, 1983, the “administra- :
tars’ unit” shall mean those certified professional employees in
a school district who are not excluded from the purview of
sections lo-153a  to lo-15jn,  inclusive, who are employed in
positions requiring an intermediate administrator or supervisor
cer t i f i ca te , or the equivalent thereof, and whose administrative
or supervisory duties, for purposes of determining membership in
the administrators’ unit, shali equal at least fifty per cent of
the assigned time of such employee.
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Conclusions of Law

. 1 . The complaints filed herein must be dismissed because when the
assignments .to administrator unit personnel here in question were made,

there no longer was a fixed past practice of the work being exclusively work
of the teacher unit,

2. The complaints filed herein also must .be  dismissed because the
assignments to administrator unit personnel here in question were not shown
to violate the-principles set forth on page 12  of the Discussion in this
Decision. *

Discussion

The BEA’s  claim is that the School Board has made an illegal unilateral
change in violation of its duty to bargain. To establish a prima facie case
when making such a claim, a complainant has the burden of proving the
existence of a fixed practice from which the employer has now unilaterally
depar’ted. City of New Haven, Decision No. 2361 (1985);  City. of Torrington,
Decision No. 2122 (1983);  Town of Clinton, Decision. No. 2168 (1982);  Town of
East Haven, Decision No. 2020 (1981);  City of Norwich (Police), Decision No.
1968  ( 1981)  ; Town of East Haven, Decision No..1937 (1980);  Redding Board of

Xducation,  Decision No. 1922 (1980); State of Connecticut (Comptroller),
Decision No. 1871  (1980); Trumbull Board of Education, Decision No. 1690
(1978). The specific claim made by the BEA in this case is that work which
has histcrically  been performed exclusively by teacher unit members in
Berlin has been unilaterally assigned to non-bargaining unit personnel (i.e.
members of the administrators unit). We have held in contexts other than
the certified .teacher/certified  administrator context that an employer may
not take work which by fixed past practice has been performed exclusively by
members of one bargaining unit and unilaterally assign such work to
strangers to that unit whether those strangers are outside contractors or
members of another bargaining unit. City of Torrington, supra; East Haven
Board of Education, Decision No. 2066 (1981);Town  of East Haven, Decisioll- - -
No. 2020 (1981);  City of Bridgeport, Decision No. 1994 (1981);  Board of
Education of the City of Hartford Decision No. 1938 (1980);  City of New--’
Haven, Decision No.--. 1879  (1980);  City of Milford, Decision No.1849 (1980);
City of Waterbury, Decision No. 1834-A (1979); Town of Manchester, Decision
No. 1804 (1979);  Town of Hamden-,  Decision No. 1441 (1976);-  City of
Waterbury, Decision No. 1436 (1976); Southington Board of Education,
Decision No. 1221 (1974); Plainville Board of EducatG,  Decision No. 1192
(1974). On the other hand, where the record establishes that the work in

3. question by practice has been shared between members of the complainant’s
bargaining unit and strangers to that unit, then we have found that the
complainant has not established a prima facie case on the facts and that the
complaint must be dismissed. Where work has by practice been shared between
two bargaining units, a continuation of that practice will constitute no
violation of the Act. City of Stamford-, Decision No. 2194 (1.983); City of
Torrington, supra;__I---. Town of East Haven, (Dec. 2020)  supra; City of- -
Bridgeport,,- supra; Board of Education of the City of Hartford, supra.

,,
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In the present case, the BEA  recognizes that it has a problem with
showing that the work in question has been by practice performed exclusively
by teachers, In this regard, the record forces the BEA to acknowledge that
for the 1981-82 school year, the -work of,  Athletic Director. was performed by
an administrators unit member (i.e. Dennehy) and that no demand to bargain
or other objecticn  had been nade.by  the BEA  to challenge that action. The
BEA  confronts this difficulty with the argument that a single deviation from
what is otherwise a fixed practice cannot reasonably be considered to void
such practice or create a new practice. The BEA’s  argument might be
persuasive in circumstances other than those presented by the present case.
However, for two reasons the BEA’s  argument fails in this ~2%.  The first
reason concerns the frequency with which changes in incumbents holding the
position of Athletic Director take place in this school system. The
previous incumbent (i.e. prior to school year 1981-82)  had held the position
for many years. Apparently, because he was doing a good job, he was
reappointed year after year. Given the nature of the position, it also
appears that experience,is  a valuable commodity in the position and an

incumbent would not be lightly replaced. In circumstances where the event
which.constitutes  the practice ordinarily occurs only infrequently, a single
instance can reasonably be considered to’break a past practice. The second _
reason why the BEA’s  argument on this score is unsuccessful is that the

record shows that there were in fact two, not just one, instances of an
administrator being selected for the position of Athletic Director. The
record plainly shows that for the 1981-82 school year Assistant Principal
Matthews was originally selected for the position over teacher Rennie. A
month and a half after Matthews’ selection (after Matthews apparently
decided not to go through with the position) a second selection was made for
the position. .On  that second occasion the selection was ,administrator
Dennehy . Dennehy then held the position for the entire ‘1981-82  school
year. The BEA’s  complaint in Case No. TPP-7453 was not filed until on or
about September 17, 1982, and is directed toward Rennie’s  rejection and
Dennehy’s reappointment for the 1982-83 school year. By then, the practice
between the parties was that the work of Athletic Directcr  was shared work.
Thus, the PEA’s complaint in Case No. TPP-7453 must be dismissed.

With respect to the School Board’s assignment of administrator Wayne to
teach‘an English course (Case No. TPP-70.11)-  and administrator Delisle to
teach a French course (Case No. TPP-7526).  the BEA’s  complaints also must be
dismissed. The complaint concerning Wayne was filed in February 1982
shortly after Wayne had been assigned to teach English composition at the
high school, However, Wayne had by that time ‘previously taught Media
English in an open and notorious manner for the entire first semester. By
‘February, it could hardly be said that teaching a course at the high school
was by practice the exclusive work of the teacher unit. Similarly, the
cdmplaint  concerning Delisle teaching a French course at the high school was
filed in October 1982. By that time, there had already been established a
practice in the bargaining unit as a result of the Wayne English assignment
the previous year and the Dennehy case whereby administrators could be
assigned limited amounts of work which required only teacher certification.

-lO- ,. ,



Apart from the specific practice between-these parties, there is an
alternative basis for ruling that work requiring only teacher certification
may be assigned to administrator unit members. Section lo-145a-92  of the
Regulations of the Connecticut State Department of Education concerns
administrator certification and provides in effect that administrative
certification is required where more than twenty percent of a teacher’s
duties are administrative or supervisory in nature. Also, Section lo-153b
(a)(l)(A)  of the Act provided that an employee who was required to hold
administrative certification for his position must be in the administrators’
unit rather than the teachers’ unit. Thus, under the scheme of the teacher

.certification  regulations and the Act, a person performing teaching duties
less than eighty percent of the time and administrator duties over twenty
percent of the time was required to be placed in the administrators’ unit.
Moreover, the Department of Education’s certification regulations require
that persons who are administrators also be qualified as teachers. In this
regard, the regulations require that to receive administrative certifica-
tion, one must be certified as a teacher and have completed’five years of
successful’teaching. See Sections lo-145a-93(a)  and (b) of the regulations
of Connecticut State Agencies. Taken as a whole, this regulatory and
statutory scheme evidences a clear intent and public policy that teaching
duties cannot be considered exclusively teacher bargaining unit work and
that greater latitude to assign teaching work to administrators is
contemplated in the education workplace than would ordinarily be the case
between’separate bargaining units outside the field of education.*

.

The scope of this policy of greater latitude must have clearly defined
limits, so that it not undermine important purposes served by the Act,
including the right of teachers in a separate bargaining unitto  bargain
over subjects which substantially affect their conditions of employment.
Weighing these compzting  public policies and striking -what  we believe a
reasonable balance based upon existing regulations and statutory provisions

* This intent was continued with the subsequent enactment of Public Act 83-
359 which states in relevant part that “Eoln  and after October 1, 1983, the
lladministratorst  un i t ” shall mean those certified professional employees...
. ..in positions requiring an intermediate administrator or supervisory

. certificate . ..and whose administrative or supervisory duties, for purposes
of determining membership in the administrators unit, shall equal at least
fifty percent of the assigned time of such employee.” See Section lo-153b
(a)(l)(B)  of the Connecticut General Statutes revised to .1985.  Last year,
in a case where a teachers’ unit bargaining representative argued that its ’
members should be permitted to perform limited amounts of work which
required administrative certification, we observed: “...we  believe that P.A.
83-359’s recognition that a person in one professional education bargaining
unit may (if appropriately certified) perform work done by the other
educational bargaining unit demonstrates a clear intent on the part of the
General Assembly that strict rules regarding jurisdiction of work is not the
public policy of this State for the education workplace.11 Waterbury
Teachers Association-, Decision Ho.  2337  (1984) at p. 12.
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c . .
3 .

yields the following principles which apply to the assignment of administra-
tor unit members to assignments requiring only teaching certification:

(1)  A school board may unilaterally assign a member of the adminis-
trators’ unit to an assignment requiring only teaching certification, if

(a) no eligible teacher currently employed by the school system or
on a recall list seeks the assignment, or

(b) an eligible teacher currently employed by the school system or on
a recall list is interested in the position, but a member of the administra-
tors’ unit who seeks the position has a superior right to the position under
controlling criteria listed in the teachers’ unit collective bargaining
.agreement,  provided no such criteria may discriminate against administrators
based solely on their status as administrators,* and

No teacher would be reduced in the percentage  of his.employment in
his regular position as a result of an administrator being given the assign-
ment . If such a reduction would result, the reduction must be considered a
substantial impact on teacher unit conditions of employment and be bargained
with the teachers’ unit bargaining representative before an administrator
.can  be assigned,%*  unless such bargaining is/has been expressly waived by

the teachers’ unit through its collective bargaining agreement or otherwise.
.

Applying these principles to the present cases, we find that the
unilateral ssignment of Wayne to teach English and Delisle  to teach French
was permitted by principle (l!(a).,  %a. And, so far as the record shows,
the assignment of Dennehy to the Athletic Director position for the 1982-83
school year was permitted by principle (l)(b).

* of. Connecticut State Council of AFSA Locals, Decision No.  2225  (Au.gust
15, 1983).

** State of Connecticut (Corrections), Decision No.- - 2013 (1981); City of New
Haven, Decision NO. 1996 (1981); City of Hartford, Decision No.  1850 (1980);
City of Bridgeport, Decision No. 1485 (1977); City of Bridgeport, Decision
No.1191-A  (1974).
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Order of Dismissal

By virtue of and pursuant to the power vested in the Connecticut
State Board of Labor Relations by An 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

s/ Patricia V. Low
Patricia V. Low

sl Susan R. Meredith
Susan R. Meredith

.

T O :

Dr. Lawrence L. Giandomenico
Superintendent of Schools
Berlin Board of Education
240 Kensington Road
Berlin, Connecticut 06037

CERTIFIED (RRR)-.  -

Loren Lettick,  Esq.
Sullivan, Lettick  & Schoen
646 Prospect Avenue
Hartford, Connecticut 06105 -

William J. Dolan, Esq.
Connecticut Education Association CERTIFIED (RRR)
21 Oak Street
Hartford, Connecticut 06106

William S. Zeman, Esq.
18' North Main Street CERTIFIED (RRR)
West Hartford, Connecticut 06107
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