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ORDER DENYING PETITION FOR INTERIM RELIEF 

On January 23, 1998, the City of Hartford (the City) filed with the Connecticut State 
Board of Labor Relations (the Labor Board) a complaint, amended on April 3, 1998, alleging 
that the Hartford Police Union (the Union) had engaged in practices prohibited by the Municipal 
Employee Relations Act (MERA or the Act). Specifically, the City alleged that the Union 
interfered with, restrained or coerced employees in the exercise of their collective bargaining 
rights and failed to bargain in good faith by refusing to submit a tentative agreement to the 
Union membership for consideration and by threatening to take a Ano confidence vote@ against 
the Chief of Police. 

On March 9, 1998 the City filed a ARequest for Interim Relief Pending Final Disposition@ 
pursuant to ' 7-471-36 of the Regulations of the Labor Board, citing the alleged prohibited 
practices of the Union and claiming that an Order of Interim Relief should issue because: (1) 
irreparable harm will result to the Complainant if an order is not issued; (2) the interest of the 
public will be satisfied through the maintenance of the public safety and other factors; (3) the 
Complainant will be successful on the merits of the complaint at regular hearing; and (4) 



bargaining unit members will benefit from the Tentative Agreement=s acceptance.1  An affidavit 
of Attorney Sigismund L. Sapinski, Jr., chief negotiating spokesperson for the City, was 
submitted to support the claims of the City. As interim relief, the City requests that the Labor 
Board order the Union to cease and desist from its repudiation of the signed tentative agreement, 

1' 7-471-36 of the Regulations states in relevant part: (a) Following the date on which a 
complaint has been made to the board concerning an ongoing violation of the act, the 
complainant may request the board to issue an interim order requiring the respondent to cease 
and desist from such act or practice until the board has made its final determination. Such 
request must clearly and specifically state with certainty and definiteness all the essential facts 
relied upon by complainant to show that he has met the standards contained in subsection (g), 
infra. The facts alleged in said request must be supported by affidavits which shall be made on 
personal knowledge and shall set forth such facts as would be admissible in evidence before the 
board at a formal hearing, and shall show affirmatively that the affiant is competent to testify to 
the matters stated therein. Sworn or certified copies of all papers or parts thereof referred to in 
an affidavit shall be attached thereto. 
*** 
(g) In determining whether to issue an interim order the board shall consider 
(1) the harm to the complainant if an interim order is not issued; including whether irreparable 
injury, loss, or damage will result, 
(2) the harm to the respondent if an interim order is issued, 
(3) the probability of success on the merits by the complainant, and 
(4) the interests of the public. 
*** 
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suspend any Ano confidence@ vote against the Chief of Police and cease the Aongoing illegal 
activity to undermine the operation of the Police Department and the authority of the Chief of 
Police@. 

On March 10, 1998, the Union filed an answer to the complaint. 

The Request for Interim Relief was brought before the Labor Board for hearing on April 
7, 1998 at which time both parties appeared and were represented by counsel. Attorney Sapinski 
and Attorney Frank Szilagyi, chief negotiating spokesman for the Union, were both present and 
allowed to present information regarding the events pertaining to this matter. Based on the 
representations of the parties, we deny the Request for Interim Relief. 

BRIEF SUMMARY OF FACTS AND PROCEEDINGS AT HEARING 

At the hearing on the City=s Petition for Interim Relief, the City was represented by 
Attorney Sigismund L. Sapinski, Jr. and Attorney Helen Apostolidis, Assistant Corporation 
Counsel. The Union was represented by Attorneys Scott Chadwick and Frank Szilagyi. 

Attorneys Sapinksi and Szilagyi had represented the City and the Union, respectively, 
during the most recent round of negotiations for a successor collective bargaining agreement. As 
such, they and their co-counsel were given the opportunity to represent to the Labor Board their 
positions concerning this matter and the evidence they would present to support their arguments. 

Based on the representations of the parties, it is clear that they had engaged in bargaining 
for over a year concerning a successor collective bargaining agreement. On December 18, 1997, 
the Union and the City entered into a Atentative agreement@, a copy of which was attached to the 
City=s Request for Interim Relief and which the parties stipulated had been signed. Included in 
that tentative agreement were thirteen provisions which described in general terms the parties= 
agreement in those areas. Among the terms of the tentative agreement were the following two 
provisions which later became the focus of dispute: 

(5) Detached Duty

Current language to expire 1/1/99; Police Union president to [sic] given operations 

support assignment.


***


(8) Sick Leave Accumulation 

For retirement buy-out purposes, existing employees sick bank to be capped at 200 days 

or existing level, whichever is greater, subject to sick leave usage. Unlimited 

accumulation for illness(es) utilizing current method for accumulating sick-leave. New-

hires effective July 1, 1997, 125 days maximum accumulation for buy-out; unlimited 

accumulation for illness(es). City agrees to establish sick day bank for bargaining unit
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members under language in City of Hartford Personnel rules/regulations. 

According to Attorney Sapinski, the parties agreed that they would take the tentative 
agreement back to their clients and support its passage, after which the parties would work out 
the exact contract language. Sapinski claims that, instead of acting in accordance with that 
agreed upon procedure, the Union proposed substantive changes in the tentative agreement and 
when the City would not agree to the changes, the Union refused to submit the tentative 
agreement to its membership for ratification. Specifically, Sapinski claims that, when the parties 
were trying to work out the exact contract language, the Union requested deletion of the words 
Asubject to sick leave usage@ as contained in the first sentence of paragraph 8 of the tentative 
agreement. Further, the Union would not agree to insert the word Areasonable@ in the clause 
regarding the Union president=s time off for Union business; a word that did not appear in the 
tentative agreement under paragraph 5 concerning the Union President=s assignment. According 
to Sapinski, the word Areasonable@ is a term of art in labor relations to which the Union should 
not have objected. Finally, Sapinski represented that the Union threatened a no-confidence vote 
in the Chief unless the City returned to the bargaining table. 

According to the Union, although the parties agreed to take a proposed collective 
bargaining agreement back to the membership for ratification, they did not 
agree to submit the Aframework@ of the tentative agreement to their clients. 
Rather, specific contract language would be submitted to them after it was 
agreed upon. Attorneys Chadwick and Szilagyi represented that this 
procedure was in accordance with the past practice of these parties and 
with the Union=s bylaws. According to the Union, the disputes 
concerning language arose because its understanding of the tentative 
agreement differed from that of the City and the Union refused to agree to 
contract language that did not comport with its understanding of the 
meaning of the tentative agreement. The City, through a series of 
correspondence after December 18, 1997, proposed contract language that 
was unacceptable to the Union based on its understanding of the tentative 
agreement. As such, the Union did not have an Aagreement@ to take to its 
membership for ratification. 

The City claims that if the Labor Board does not order the Union to cease and desist from 
its course of action, the City will suffer irreparable harm to its collective bargaining relationship 
and to the authority of the Police Chief.  Further, the City claims that it will suffer irreparable 
harm in that the safety of the people of Hartford will be adversely affected if it cannot institute 
the scheduling provisions of the tentative agreement. 

DISCUSSION 

In accordance with the standard set forth in the Board=s regulations, we deny the City=s 
Petition for Interim Relief.  First, based on the representations made by Attorney Sapinski at the 
hearing on April 7, we do not find that there is a substantial likelihood that the City will succeed 
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on the merits of this complaint. Specifically, there appears to be, at worst, a genuine dispute as 
to the meaning of some of the terms of the tentative agreement which could be resolved in favor 
of either party after a full hearing. When the parties began to work out specific contract 
language, there arose disagreement about the actual provisions of the sick leave clause and the 
Union President=s duties. Specifically, both parties wanted to either add or subtract words from 
the tentative agreement based on their understanding of the provisions of that agreement. For 
example, the Union refused to sign off on contract language that inserted the term Areasonable@ 
into the contract clause when such a word might have significant impact and was not previously 
agreed upon. Likewise, the City refused to omit certain words from the sick leave provision 
because it believed such an omission would have significant impact on the agreement. Thus, it 
appears that neither party was adhering strictly to the exact terms of the skeletal tentative 
agreement and therefore, it is not likely that the City will prevail on its claim that the Union was 
acting in bad faith when it refused to accept the City=s understanding of the agreement. At best, 
there is a credibility dispute between the parties that this Board may eventually have to resolve. 
Therefore, there is no probability that the City will prevail on the merits. 

We also do not believe the City will suffer irreparable harm if this Petition is not granted. 
The City will not risk otherwise avoidable harm to its citizenry because, even if the Union 

submitted the tentative agreement to its members, it might not be ratified. If that occurred the 
City would have no right to implement the scheduling provisions of the tentative agreement. 
Further, it was not established that either the bargaining process or the authority of the Chief is 
irreparably harmed by the instant dispute in the negotiation process. 

We also find that the Union would be harmed by being forced to accept the City=s 
interpretation of the tentative agreement, which it clearly disputes. Finally, the interests of the 
public are not sufficiently affected to warrant interim relief. 

ORDER 

Pursuant to the power vested in the Connecticut State Board of Labor Relations by the 
Municipal Employee Relations Act, it is hereby 

ORDERED that the Petition for Interim Relief filed by the City be, and the same hereby 
is, DENIED. 

CONNECTICUT STATE BOARD OF LABOR RELATIONS 

John H. Sauter 
John H. Sauter 
Chairman 

Wendella A. Battey 
Wendella A. Battey 
Board Member 
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David C. Anderson 
David C. Anderson 
Alternate Board Member 
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CERTIFICATION 

I hereby certify that a copy of the foregoing was mailed postage prepaid this 17th day of 
April, 1998 to the following:


Attorney Helen Apostolidis

City of Hartford

550 Main Street, Room 200

Hartford, Connecticut 06103


Attorney Sigismund L. Sapinski

Updike, Kelly, Spellacy, P.C.

One State Street

Hartford, Connectiuct 06123


Attorney Scott R. Chadwick

Chadwick, Libbey, Szilagyi & Stone

555 Franklin Avenue

Hartford, Connecticut 06114


Attorney Frank J. Szilagyi

Chadwick, Libbey, Szilagyi & Stone

555 Franklin Avenue

Hartford, Connecticut 06114


RRR 

RRR 

RRR 

RRR 
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Certification

Page 2

April 17, 1998


Kevin G. Dubay, Corporation Counsel

City of Hartford

555 Main Strteet

Hartford, Connecticut 06103


Patricia Washington, Personnel Director

City of Hartford

555 Main Street

Hartford, Connecticut 06103


Larry E. Reynolds, President

Hartford Police Union

40F Weston Street

Hartford, Connecticut 06120


______________________________________

Jaye Bailey Zanta, General Counsel

CONNECTICUT STATE BOARD OF LABOR RELATIONS
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