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DECISION, ORDER AND PARTIAL DISMISSAL

On May 11, 1994, the State of Connecticut (the State) filed with the Connecticut State
Board of Labor Relations (the Labor Board) a complaint alleging that the Connecticut Employees
Union Independent (CEUI or Union) had engaged in practices prohibited by the Act Concerning
Collective Bargaining for State Employees (the Act) in that CEUI had bargained in bad faith by
pursuing the dismissal of Stanley Funk to arbitration in violation of a last chance agreement. Onz.-
July 26, 1995, the State filed an amended complaint, which is set out below in its entirety:

1. On May 9, 1994, the State filed the present complaint (SEPP-16,367) regarding
the Union’s filing and pursuing a grievance on behalf of Stanley Funk in violation
of a written “last change [sic] agreement” between the Union and the UCONN
Health Center. The statements and exhibits contained in the original complaint
form are incorporated by reference into this amended complaint.

2 . The Union appealed the grievance to arbitration and an arbitration hearing was
held on July 27, 1994. The Arbitrator issued an award dated September 6, 1994
ruling that “the instant matter is not arbitrable” and indicating, among other



reasons, that the grievant had waived his right to arbitral review of his dismissal
due to the language of the stipulated agreement.

3. On April 15, 1994, Bradley Barron  was dismissed from the UCONN Health Center
for actions which violated the terms of a stipulated agreement reached between
Mr. Barron,  his CEUI representative and Health Center management. That
agreement, dated August 24, 1989, provided that “Mr. Barron understand that
[certain actions are] . expressly prohibited and will lead to immediate dismissal”
and that “the Union and Mr. Barron  waive his right to appeal any such dismissal . .
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4. On April 19, 1994, the CEUI filed a grievance challenging Mr. Barron’s dismissal.
Despite the terms of the Barron agreement and the ruling of the Funk Arbitration,
the Union pursued the Barron grievance to arbitration and a hearing was held on
January 30, 1995. The Arbitrator issued an award dated April 8, 1995, ruling that
the Barron grievance “is not arbitrable”. The Arbitrator also indicated that the
“Grievant and the Union waived any future rights to appeal his dismissal” and “by
doing so, Grievant and the Union have rendered Grievant’s dismissal of 4/29/94
non-arbitrable under the clear and express terms of the Stipulated Agreement”.

5. The Union’s filing and pursuit to arbitration of the Funk grievance constitutes bad
faith bargaining and failure to comply with a settlement agreement.

6. The Union’s filing and pursuit to arbitration of the Barron grievance constitutes
bad faith bargaining and failure to comply with a settlement agreement. The
Union’s actions with regard to the Barron  case, particularly after the issuance of
the Funk Arbitration award, constitute an intentional violation of the duty to
bargain in good faith and to comply with settlement agreements and complete
repudiation of the Union’s statutory and contractual obligations.

After the requisite preliminary steps were taken, the case came before the Board for a
hearing on January 11,  1996, at which time the parties appeared, were represented by counsel and
were allowed to present evidence, examine and cross examine witnesses and make argument. At
the hearing, CEUI filed an answer. Post-hearing briefs and reply briefs were submitted b-y  the
parties, last of which was reviewed by the Labor Board on April 3, 1996. Based upon the entire
record before us, we make the following findings of fact, conclusions of law, and we dismiss the
complaint with regard to Funk and issue an order with regard to Barron.

FINDINGS OF FACT

1. The State is an Employer pursuant to the Act.

2. The Union is an employee organization within the meaning of the Act.
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3 . The State and Union were parties to a collective bargaining agreement, effective July 1,
1991 through June 30, 1994.

4 . Stanley Funk was employed at the University of Connecticut Health Center (Health
Center) as a Qualified Craft Worker (electrician), in the NP-2 collective bargaining unit.

5. On or about February 6, 1993, a last chance agreement was executed by representatives of
the State and Union and by Stanley Funk, after an alleged violation by Funk of the Drug-Free
workplace and Alcohol Abuse Policy. This agreement states in relevant part:

10. The Union and Mr. Funk waive his right to appeal any such dismissal for chemical,
drug or alcohol use, or for any failure to meet treatment program requirements, for
failure to meet attendance standards or performance standards.

11. The parties accept this settlement in lieu of termination. This agreement is entered
into freely by the parties and is without precedent for other employees.

6. By letter dated January 11, 1994, after a pre-termination hearing held on January 6, 1994,
Stanley Funk was terminated. That dismissal letter detailed the Health Center’s reasons for
termination, viz., the events leading up to and including the last chance agreement, two
suspensions, including retising a direct order to work overtime, reprimands regarding work
assignments, an unsatisfactory annual appraisal for the year ending September, 1993, and an
alleged violation of the Health Center’s rules of conduct and UCHC Prohibition of Sexual
Harassment on November 10,  1993. The letter concluded, as follows:

Your continued and repeated refusal to follow directions despite notice to you and
progressive discipline, combined with your intoxication when reporting to duty and your
failure to perform your duties in a satisfactory manner in accordance with your last chance
agreement are just cause for your dismissal from Health Center employment. Therefore,
you are being separated from University of Connecticut Health Center employment as a
Qualified Craft Worker, effective Wednesday, January 26, 1994. You are being placed on
Administrative Leave without pay effective Wednesday, January 12, 1994 through your
last day of employment, January 26, 1994.

During these two weeks you are not to report to work, except to complete your exit
interview, which will be scheduled with Ms. Cianciolo in Human Resources.

In accordance with the agreement between the State of Connecticut and CEUI, you have
the right to grieve this action; however, under the terms of the last chance agreement of
February, 1993, you have waived the right to appeal.

7 . On January 18, 1994, Stanley Funk filed a grievance at Step III of the grievance over his

3



termination.

8. The Step III answer by the State, dated April 22, 1994, states as follows:

By letter, dated January 11, 1994, grievant was dismissed
from state service for his continued failure to meet performance
standards in a minimally satisfactory manner.

Grievant in February, 1993 freely signed a “Last Chance Agreement”
in lieu of termination.

The Union, subsequent to grievant’s dismissal filed a grievance
on behalf of the grievant appealing his dismissal. Such filing resulted in the
scheduling of the matter before this Respondent.

At the onset of the scheduled conference concerning the grievant’s dismissal the
agency raised an issue of grievability and requested a bifurcated structure and
answer prior to consideration of the case on the merits.

Item 10  of the aforementioned Agreement is as follows:

“The Union and Mr. Funk waive his right to appeal any such
dismissal for chemical, drug or alcohol use, or for failure to meet
treatment program requirements, for failure to meet attendance
standards or performance standards”

Item 10 is clear and without ambiguity. Neither grievant nor the
Union may appeal (grieve) his dismissal since such right has been
specifically waived freely by each.

Grievance denied.

9 . By letter dated April 26, 1994, the Union requested arbitration of the Funk grievance.
The issue to be presented to the arbitrator was whether the dismissal of Funk was arbitratable.

10. By award dated September 6, 1994, the arbitrator, Jeffrey M. Selcheck, Esq., ruled that
the grievance was not arbitratable.

11. By Stipulated Agreement dated February 7, 1995, the Union and State entered into a “full
and final” resolution of all outstanding grievances filed by Mr. Funk during his employment at the
Health Center.

12. Bradley Barron was employed as a Qualified Craft Worker (HVAC) at the Health Center,
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in the NP-2 bargaining unit.

13. On August 24, 1989, representatives of the State, the Union and Bradley Barron executed
an agreement which provided, in pertinent part, as follows:

10. Mr. Barron understands that the unauthorized use of chemicals, drugs or alcohol on
the University of Connecticut Health Center property is expressly forbidden and will lead
to immediate dismissal.

11. The Union and Mr. Barron waive his right to appeal any such dismissal for chemical,
drug or alcohol use, or for failure to meet treatment program requirements.

12. The parties accept this settlement in lieu of termination. This agreement is entered
into freely by the parties, and is without precedent and with prejudice.

14. By letter dated April 15, 1994, after a pre-termination hearing was held on April 15, 1994,
Bradley Barron was terminated. This letter stated in pertinent part:

“This action is taken as a result of an incident on March 24, 1994, at which
time you were observed by a co-worker inside the nitrous oxide storage
area on the West Loading Dock, a secured and restricted area. You were
observed breathing from a clear plastic bag held over your nose and mouth
When you realized your co-worker was there, you reached over and turned off
the nitrous oxide tank valve.

Your unauthorized and unsafe use of nitrous oxide while on duty and
presence in an unauthorized and restricted area is a violation of the Health
Center’s Drug Free/Alcohol Free Workplace Policy and Rules of Conduct and
State Personnel Regulations 5-240.  In addition, your actions violate a “Last
Chance” agreement you entered into on August 24, 1989. That agreement resulted
from a similar incident on August 23, 1989, when you were observed sniffing
nitrous oxide in the same area. You admitted to this incident and received
treatment for a chemical dependency in lieu of termination at that time. Also,
as part of that agreement, you indicated that you understood that any

z-ef%rther use of chemicals, drugs, or alcohol on UCHC property would lead
to immediate dismissal.

The agreement between the State of Connecticut and CEUI gives you the
right to grieve this action; however, under the terms of the last chance
agreement of August, 1989, you have waived the right to appeal.”

15. On April 19, 1994, Barron filed a grievance at Step III over his termination.
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16. The Step III answer by the State dated July 29, 1994, states as follows:

“At the Step 3 conference, the Agency indicated that a threshold issue
existed in this case which needed to be addressed. Specifically, they
presented a copy of an agreement which had been entered into between
the grievant and the University of Connecticut Health Center in 1989.
In that agreement, Mr. Barron acknowledged that he “understands that the
unauthorized use of chemical, drugs or alcohol on the University of
Connecticut Health Center property is expressly forbidden and will lead to
immediate dismissal”. Furthermore, the Union and the Gtievant “waive his
right to appeal any such dismissal for chemical, drug or alcohol use, or for failure
to meet treatment program requirements.

Thus, the Agency is correct in asserting that the Grievant has no right to contest
or appeal his dismissal for illegal use of nitrous oxide at the Health Center
on May 24, 1994.

Therefore, his grievance is denied.”

17. By letter dated April 12, 1995, the Union requested arbitration for the Barron
grievance.

18. By award dated April 8, 1995, the arbitrator Attorney Jeffrey Selchick ruled that the
Barron grievance was not arbitratable.

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

1. The Union did not violate the Act when it appealed the State’s decision to terminate
Stanley Funk to arbitration.

2. The Union did violate the Act when it appealed the State’s decision to terminate Bradley
Barron to arbitration.

DISCUSSION

The issue before us is whether CEUI violated the Barron’s and Funk’s last chance
agreements (settlement agreements) when it appealed Banon’s  and Funk’s terminations to
arbitration in violation of the Act.

It is well established in our case law that a refusal to comply with a settlement agreement
constitutes a failure to bargain in good faith and thus a prohibited practice in violation of Section
5-272(a)(4) of the Act. State of Connecticut (Gary Thomas), Decision No. 1766 (1979); State
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of Connecticut, Department of Mental Retardation, Decision No. 2947 (1991). Our role
includes determining a) the meaning of the grievance settlement and b) whether a party has
complied with those terms. State of Connecticut, Department of Human Resources, supra,
State of Connecticut, Department of Public Safety, Decision No. 2664 (1988). If a party has
not complied we will find a violation of the Act. This is an objective standard, and we will find no
defense in the assertion that the respondent’s action is based on a good faith or plausible
interpretation of the settlement (or arbitration award). Town  of Newington,  Decision No. 2957
(199 1); Weston Board of Education, Decision No. 2678 (1988); Hartford Board of Education,
Decision No. 2683 (1988).

The State argues that the waiver of appeal rights in both “last chance arguments” were
clear, unambiguous and not capable of any other interpretation. In its view, the agreements did
not contain any provision that would support the Unions’ claim. Moreover, the Union’s
insistence upon pursuing the Barron grievance to arbitration after receiving the Funk arbitration
decision is only further evidence of their unwillingness to be bound by the terms of the negotiated
settlements.

The majority of us find that the Union did not violate the Funk last chance agreement by
pursuing the grievance to arbitration. With regard to the Barron’s last chance agreement, the
majority of us find that Union did violate that agreement by pursuing the grievance to arbitration.
Our reasoning is set out separately below.

Concurring Opinion of Board Nlember  Crebey

The Funk Grievance

I find that the Funk “last chance agreement” is not clear and unambiguous as the State
contends and, thus, find no violation of the last chance agreement by CEUI when it pursued
Funk’s grievance to arbitration.

The disputed language is found in paragraph 10  of the last chance agreement, which states
that “the Union and Mr. Funk waive his right to appeal any such dismissal for chemical, drug or
alcohol use, or for failure to meet treatment program requirements, for failure to meet attendance
standards or performance standards”. The State contends that the phrase “failure to meet
attendance standards or performance standards” refers to Funk’s attendance standards and
performance standards at work and point to a long list of work related violations that occurred
subsequent to Funk‘s completion of his inpatient treatment program. On the other hand, the
Union argues that this phrase refers only to performance standards and attendance standards of
the alcohol treatment program and produced two Union witnesses who testified to that fact.
These Union witnesses had signed the last chance agreement. The State did not produce any
witnesses to rebut this testimony. Moreover, a reading of the entire last chance agreement
supports the Union’s position. The agreement arose from an incident on February 4, 1993 where
Funk had arrived at work intoxicated and the entire agreement details the events of that day. In
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addition, the agreement sets forth numerous requirements for Funk to enter an alcohol and drug
treatment program. There is no mention in the agreement of any other work performance or
attendance problems. If the State was making Funk’s failure to meet work performance standards
and work attendance standards a part of the agreement, they could have so stated expressly. Since
I believe that the last chance agreement only allows the State to discharge Funk without just
cause for his failure to adhere to the conditions of his alcohol and drug treatment program and not
to his work performance and attendance problems, the Union did not violate the settlement
agreement. Thus, I would dismiss this aspect of the complaint.

Barron Grievance

This brings me to the Barron grievance. The Barron  last chance agreement is similar to
the Funk agreement in that it arose out of violation of the Health Center’s Alcohol and Drug
Policy. Specifically, the agreement in Paragraph 11 states that “[tlhe  Union and Mr. Barron
waive his right to appeal any such dismissal for chemical, drug or alcohol use, or for failure to
meet treatment program requirements”. I think this language is clear and unambiguous and is
limited to abuses of the Health Center’s Drug and Alcohol Policy. And unlike the discharge in
Funk, Barron was actually discharged for violating that policy. Therefore, I would find that the
Union violated the settlement agreement by filing Barron’s grievance to arbitration.

Concurring and Dissenting Opinion of Chairman Sauter

Pursuant to 3 7-470(a)(6), of the Connecticut General Statutes, we have held that a
rei%sal to comply with a valid arbitrator’s award, or grievance settlement, constitutes a retisal  to
bargain and is a prohibited practice City of  WWmnntic,  Decision No. 1795 (1979). Although the
Act involved here, unlike MERA, does not expressly make it a prohibited practice to fail to
comply with a grievance settlement, we have held that such conduct amounts to a refusal to
bargain in good faith and is, therefore, a violation of Conn. Gen. Stat. 5 5-272(l)(4).  State of
Connecticut, Decision No. 2947 (199 l), State of Connecticut Judicial Department, Decision
No. 2428 (1985),  State  of Connecticut, DCYS, Decision No. 1870 (1980),  State  of Connecticut
(Gary Thomas),  Decision No. 1766 (1979). Our role is to interpret the meaning of the settlement
agreement and then determine if there has been compliance with that agreement. State of
Connecticut (OLR), Decision No. 3072 (1993),  State  of Connecticut (Southbury  Training
School), Decision 3 197 ( 1994).

In order to find that the Union violated the Act by pursuing the grievances of Funk and
Baron to arbitration, we must find that the waivers contained in the last chance agreements are
clear and unmistakable, Metropolitm  Edison v NLRB,  460 US 698 (1983) for waivers are not
lightly inferred.

It is not our function to relitigate or second guess the merits of grievance decisions and
our role is limited. Our statutory responsibility is to insure that grievance procedures and
settlements are respected. State  of Connecticut Jutlicid  Department, Decision No. 2428
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(1985). We have previously recognized that the pursuit of a grievance may constitute a
prohibited practice either because it constitutes repudiation of an agreement or because it amounts
to a refusal to abide by a valid arbitration award. See  Ansonicl  Federation of Teachers, Decision
No. 2570 (1987)  IAFF, Local 1944,,  Decision No. 3 128 (1993). The test for repudiation is
described in Norwich Board of Educntion,  Decision No. 2508 (1986),  and cases cited therein.
The State argues that the instant matter is not a “repudiation” case; simply a refusal by the Union
to abide by a clear and unambiguous last chance agreement. The undersigned agrees that the
“refusal to abide” test is the appropriate one to be applied herein. Despite the Union’s well-
intentioned arguments why it was appropriate to pursue the Funk and Baron discharge grievances
through arbitration, the undersigned will not find a valid defense in the fact that the Union’s action
resulted from a good faith or plausible interpretation of the last chance agreement. Town of
Wdlingfbrd, Decision No. 2998 (1992),  Weston Bond  of Education, Decision No. 2078
(1988),  Hartford Board of Educntion,  Decision No. 2683 (1988).

Federal Courts have used two basic tests when considering claims of waiver. Some courts
follow the rule that a waiver must be made in “clear and unmistakable language”, Office and
Professional Employees Internationnl  Union, Local 425 v. NLRB, 4 19 F.2d  32 1, Internntionnl
Union, UAW V. NLRB, 38 1 F.2d  267, while other courts look at both the language and the
totality of circumstances; applying the rationale of Radioear,  2 14 NLRB 362, 363 ( 1974). Under
both tests, the undersigned concludes that the Union, Mr. Funk, and Mr. Baron waived their right
to take turther  action in these matters, and, therefore, that the Union has violated the Act in
pursuing the Funk and Barron termination grievances on the face of clear and unmistakable
waivers contained in both last chance agreements. Such a conclusion is not repugnant to the Act.
Accordingly, I find that the Union violated the last chance agreements of both Funk and Barron
by pursuing their grievances to arbitration.

Having so concluded, the undersigned is troubled by a decision that penalizes parties for
utilizing the grievance and arbitration procedure for the grievance and arbitration procedure forms
an integral part of the collective bargaining process, Cloyton  17.  Automobile Workers, 451 U.S.
679, 686-687, (1981),  Steelworkers v. Warrior & GulfNnsigntion  Co., 363 U.S. 574, 578.
Although, the testing of one’s rights before a tribunal is not absolute, Danbury Police Union
Load  892, et.al., Decision 2935 (1991) pages 14-15, this Board has expressed concern about
precluding parties from pursuing a debated legal claim, Ansonia  Federation of Teachers,
Decision 2570 (1987). Only the state legislature can resolve the incongruity of 0 7-470(a)(6) of
the Connecticut General Statutes with the legal right of parties to pursue grievances through
arbitration and court enforcement.

Dissenting and Concurring Opinion of Board Member Gutteridge

I agree with fellow Board member Grebey only to the extent that I find no violation of the
Funk last chance agreement and dissent from the Board’s conclusion that the Union violated the
settlement agreement by pursuing the Barron grievance to arbitration. My reasoning is set out
below.
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I have some difficulty with the concept of last chance agreements. They are contrary to
some fundamental holdings of this Board and the federal courts. We have long held the view that
the grievance arbitration procedures constitute the cornerstones of the collective bargaining
process. State  of Connecticut (Gary Thonzns),  Decision No. 1766 (1979) . Many, if not all,
public sector collective bargaining agreements contain just cause provisions requiring an employer
to prove that a particular employee was discharged for cause. Implicit in this just cause standard
is the concept that an employer cannot discharge an individual arbitrarily of discriminatorily.
Moreover, it is well-settled that where a contract contains an arbitration clause there is a
presumption of arbitrability. A T&  T Technologies Inc. V:  Conmrunicntions  Workers America,
475 U.S. 643. See also Steelworkers V.  Wwrior Mwignting  Co., 360 U.S. 574, 46 LRRM 2416.

Last chance agreements run counter to these principles because they deny an employee
who has signed such an agreement just cause protections. In dealing with this fact, many
arbitrators have held that last chance agreements are, in fact, arbitrable since neither the union nor
an employee can relinquish basic contractual rights, particularly the right to hear and challenge
evidence to present a defense. Hendrickson Turner Co., 101 LA 919 (1993); Dworkin; Knydon
Corpomtion,  89 LA 337 (1993), Daniel. Moreover, in reviewing last chance agreements, some
decisions of the federal courts have held that when a settlement agreement bars arbitration of the
penalty for violating it, yet fails to specify who is to determine whether a violation has occurred, it
will not find that the parties intended to exclude the threshold issue of whether there has been a
violation of the last chance agreement from arbitration. Steelworkers V.  Lukens Steel Co., 140
LRRM 2764 (1992).

Applying these principles to the facts of this case, I find that the Union has not violated the
last chance agreement with regard to Funk or Barron.’ Paragraph 10 of the Funk agreement
states that “the union and Mr. Funk waive his right to appeal any such dismissal for chemical,
drug or alcohol use or for failure to meet treatment program requirements, for failure to meet
attendance standards or performance standards”. Importantly, however, there is no mention in
this agreement specifying who determines whether or not that agreement was, in fact, violated or
whether the union has a right to contest the facts which resulted in the Health Center’s
determination. The agreement becomes more ambiguous when one reviews the Health Center’s
subsequent communications to Funk. For example, the Health Center’s termination letter to
Funk, dated January 11, 1994, states that “ . you have the right to grieve this action;,however
under the terms of the last chance agreement of February, 1993, you have waived the right to
appeal”. Notwithstanding, this right to grieve the Step 3 response, states in pertinent part:

At the onset of the Scheduled conference concerning the grievant’s dismissal the agency
raised are [sic] issue of grievability and requested a bifurcated structure and answer prior

‘The following discussion highlights the terms of the Funk last chance agreement  and his termination letter.
However, the analysis is equally applicable to Mr. Barron  as his termination is couched in identical terns  as is the third
Step answer responding to his grievance.

1 0



to consideration the Case on the merits.

Item 10 of the aforementioned Agreement is as follows:

“the Union and Mr. Funk waive his right to appeal any such dismissal for chemical, drug
or alcohol use, of failure to meet treatment program requirements, for failure to meet
attendance standards;”

Item 10 is clear and without ambiguity. Neither Grievant nor the Union mav anoeal
[grieve)  his dismissal since such rieht  has been soecificallv waived freelv bv each.
(emphasis added)

Grievance denied.

Unlike the hearing officer at Step 3, I do not find the last chance agreement to be clear and
without ambiguity. First, the last chance agreement only prohibits the filing of an appeal, it does
not specifically preclude the grievant from initially challenging the dismissal through the grievance
procedure. Second, the termination letter expressly grants Funk the right to grieve the dismissal.
This letter is signed by Nancy Neumann, the Director of Labor Relations. Neumann is the same
individual who signed Funk’s last chance agreement on behalf of the State. Clearly, she intended
that Funk be allowed to grieve his dismissal if and when it happened. Thus, it seems clear under
these facts that the right to file a grievance implies the right to challenge the facts that led the
Health Center to its decision to terminate, in other words a right to a hearing on the merits.

In the Lukens case, supra the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Third Circuit refused to find
that a last chance agreement barred the arbitration of the grievance where the agreement failed to
specify who is to determine whether the violation occurred. We should reach the same conclusion
here. Although, the facts in this case are somewhat different than Lukens in that Funk’s last
chance agreement does infer that the third step hearing officer is to make a determination on the
merits the union did not receive such a determination. Rather, the Health Center argued before
the hearing officer, contrary to Funk’s termination letter, that the last chance agreement precluded
even the mere filing of a grievance, Clearly, the Union did not get the benefit of its bargain with
the Health Center and it should not be barred from challenging the decision of the hearing officer
in arbitration. For these reasons, I would find that the Union did not violate the Funk and Barron
settlement agreements by appealing them to arbitration. Accordingly, I would dismiss the State’s
complaint in its entirety.

***

In summary of the entire case: The majority of the Board concludes that the Union did
not commit a prohibited practice when it appealed the decision to terminate Stanley Funk to
arbitration. The majority of the Board concludes that the Union did commit a prohibited practice
when it appealed the termination of Bradley Barron  to arbitration.

11



ORDER

By virtue of and pursuant to the powers vested in the Connecticut State Board of Labor
Relations by the Act concerning Collective Bargaining for State Employees, it is hereby

ORDERED that the Connecticut Employees Union Independent shall

I. Cease and desist from failing to fully comply in the li.nure  with settlement agreements which
preclude a bargaining unit member from appealing his termination to arbitration pursuant to a last
chance agreement.

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

a) Post immediately and leave posted for a period of sixty (60) days fi-om the date of
posting, in a conspicuous place where the employees involved customarily assemble, a copy of the
Decision and Order and Dismissal in its entirety; and

b) Report to the Connecticut State Board of Labor Relations at its offices in the Labor
Department, 38 Wolcott Hill Road, Wethersfield, Connecticut within thirty (30) days of the
receipt of this Decision, Order and Partial Dismissal of the steps taken by the CEUI to comply
therewith.

CONNECTICUT STATE BOARD OF LABOR RELATIONS

s/John H. Sauter
John H. Sauter
Chairman

s/C. Ravmond Grebev
C. Raymond Grebey
Board Member

s/Thomas G. Gutteridrze
Thomas G. Gutteridge
Board Member

1 2



CERTIFICATION

I hereby certiQ  that a copy of the foregoing was mailed postage prepaid this 17th day of
October, 1996 to the following:

Ellen M. Carter
Principal Labor Relations Specialist
Office of Labor Relations
One Hartford Square West
Hartford, Connecticut 06 106

Attorney Edward T. Lynch, Jr.
Eisenberg, Anderson, Michalik & Lynch
136 Main Street
P. 0. Box 2950
New Britain, Connecticut 06050

Peter W. Allen
Labor Relations Operation Manager
Office of Labor Relations
One Hartford Square West
Hartford, Connecticut 06 106

John Nord
Labor Relations Specialist
Office of Labor Relations
One Hartford Square West
Hartford, Connecticut 06 106

Steven Perruccio, President
CEWSEWMEUI  AFL-CIO
P. 0. Box 1268
110 Randolph Road
Middletown, Connecticut 06457

Jennifer Shaw, Staff Representative
CEUI
P.O. Box 1268
110 Randolph Road
Middletown, Connecticut 06457

‘John W. Kingston /

Agent
Connecticut State Board of Labor Relations
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