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DECISION AND DISMISSAL OF COMPLAINT 

On August 9, 1996, Local 269, Council 4, AFSCME, AFL-CIO (the Union) filed a 
complaint with the Connecticut State Board of Labor Relations (the Labor Board) alleging that 
the State of Connecticut, Department of Labor (the State or the Labor Department) had engaged 
in practices prohibited by ' 5-272 of the Act Concerning Collective Bargaining for State 
Employees (SERA or the Act). Specifically, the Union alleged that the State failed to bargain in 
good faith when it prohibited smoking in the Central Office building in violation of a 1994 
stipulated agreement. 

After the requisite preliminary steps had been taken, the matter came before the Labor 
Board for a hearing on October 15, 1997 at which both parties appeared, were represented by 
counsel, and were provided full opportunity to present evidence, examine and cross examine 
witnesses and to make argument. Both parties filed post-hearing briefs, the last of which was 
received on January 5, 1998. Based upon the entire record before us, we make the following 
findings of fact and conclusions of law and we dismiss the complaint. 



FINDINGS OF FACT


1. The State Labor Department is an employer within the meaning of the Act. 

2. The Union is an employee organization within the meaning of the Act and at all times 
material hereto has been the exclusive bargaining representative for a statewide unit of 
professional employees (P-2) employed by the State. Local 269 represents all of the P-2 
employees in the Labor Department and the Rocky Hill Veterans= Home/Hospital and some of 
the P-2 employees in the Workers= Rehabilitation Division of the Workers= Compensation 
Commission. 

3. The Labor Department has approximately eighteen offices located throughout the State. 
The main office of the department, referred to as the Central Office, is located at 200 Folly 
Brook Boulevard in Wethersfield, Connecticut. 

4. The Union and the State are parties to a collective bargaining agreement, effective from 
July 1, 1994 through June 30, 1999, which provides in relevant part: 

This Agreement, upon legislative approval and ratification, (where applicable), 
supersedes and cancels all prior practices and agreements, whether written or oral, 
unless expressly stated to the contrary herein, and constitutes the complete and 
entire agreement between the parties and concludes collective bargaining for its 
term. (Ex. 2). 

5. Prior to August of 1993, smoking was permitted in the Central Office cafeteria, as well as 
in certain lavatories and private offices. 

6. On July 29 and 30, 1993, respectively, the Union and the State entered into an agreement 
which provided as follows: 

The Parties agree to the following smoking policy for the Wethersfield offices of 
the Department of Labor. 

1. All entrances to the building shall be posted indicating that smoking is 
prohibited. 

2. The Labor Department shall provide for staff a smoking lounge measuring 
approximately 400 square feet. This area will be furnished with tables and chairs 
comparable to those used in the cafeteria. 

3. The smoking lounge will be the only area in the Folly Brook Boulevard 
building in which smoking will be allowed. 
4. Initially (during first phase of renovations) the smoking lounge will be 
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located in the area currently known as the alternate break area. This area will be 
properly ventilated. The temporary smoking lounge may be relocated as the 
staging area for the renovations moves to a different location in the Central 
Office. 

5. The Parties will continue to meet to identify a permanent site for a 
smoking lounge in the main building which is acceptable to the Unions. 

6. By February 1, 1994, a new site for the permanent smoking lounge which 
is acceptable to the Unions will be identified. This area must be adequately 
ventilated. If not, the Unions will be allowed to again use a portion of the 
cafeteria for smoking. (Ex. 4). 

7. On the same dates, four other state bargaining units which included employees at the 
Central Office (NP-3, NP-2, P-4, P-5) also entered into identical agreements with the State 
regarding the smoking lounge at the Central Office. (Ex. 4). 

8. On or about August 4, 1993, Joseph Wankerl (Wankerl), Personnel Administrator for the 
State, sent a memo to all Central Office employees which stated in relevant part: 

In the past, smoking was allowed in certain lavatories, private offices, and the 
cafeteria. Effective August 5, 1993, smoking will not be permitted in any of these 
areas. The only location where smoking will be allowed in a temporary smoking 
lounge which will be located on the second floor in the space currently used for 
the alternate cafeteria. 

We are currently working with Business Management and the unions to locate 
permanent space for a smokers= lounge. Our agreement requires that permanent 
space acceptable to the unions be identified by February 1, 1994. If this does not 
happen, the unions have the option of seeing that smoking is returned to a portion 
of the cafeteria. (Ex. 5). 

9. On October 1, 1993, Public Act 93-304, An Act Prohibiting Smoking in Public 
Buildings, went into effect, thereby amending ' 1-21b of the general statutes to read in relevant 
part as follows: 

(a) As used in this section . . . Asmoking area@ means a separately designated 
room which (1) need not be entered in order to conduct business; (2) is designated 
as a smoking area; and (3) when designated as a smoking area does not deprive 
employees or the public of an existing non-smoking lounge or waiting area. The 
primary purpose of a smoking area is to provide a place for persons to smoke, 
while minimizing smoke in all other areas of the building. Persons in charge of 
public or other buildings shall not be required to make any expenditures or 
structural changes to create a smoking area. 
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 (b) No person shall smoke: (1) in any building or portion of a building owned or 
leased and operated by the state or any political subdivision thereof except in a 
smoking area; . . . 

* * * 
(f) Nothing in this section shall be construed to require any smoking area in any 

building . . . (Ex. 9). 

10. Central Office employees still smoked in the temporary lounge after P.A. 93-304 became 
effective and continued to do so until July of 1996 when it was no longer permitted. (See Ex. 8). 

11. During the period of time in which employees smoked in the temporary lounge, both the 
Union and the administration of the Labor Department were aware of complaints by non-
smoking employees regarding the emission of smoke from the lounge into the adjoining office 
space. It is not clear whether the complaints continued after ceiling fans and air filters were 
installed in the temporary smoking lounge. 

12. On or about January 26, 1994, Wankerl sent a memo to Chuck Masud (Masud), president 
of Local 269, identifying a space for a permanent smoking lounge in accordance with the 
agreement referenced in Finding of Fact 6, as follows: 

. . . I am now able to commit the Labor Department to construct a permanent 
smoking lounge in the area currently occupied by the Credit Union. As we 
discussed previously the current temporary smoking lounge will be available for 
central office staff until the new lounge is constructed. I expect the new lounge 
will be constructed by fiscal year 1995-96. (Ex. 6). 

13. On or about January 28, 1994, the parties signed an addendum to the original agreement 
referenced in Finding of Fact 6 which stated as follows: 

The Connecticut Labor Department agrees to constructing [sic] a permanent 
smoking lounge approximately 400 square feet in the part of the building 
occupied by the Credit Union (second floor hallway adjacent to the cafeteria.) 
The condition outlined in our original agreement regarding the furnishing and 
ventilation will apply to the permanent facility. 

The Labor Department also agrees to maintain a temporary smoking lounge until 
a permanent facility is erected. (Ex. 7a). 

14. The other unions referenced in Finding of Fact 7 signed off on identical addenda to the 
original agreements. (Exs. 7b-7d). 
15. The collective bargaining agreement referenced in Finding of Fact 4 was submitted for 
legislative approval on or about March 22, 1996 (Ex. 3), and went into effect approximately 
thirty days later by operation of Conn. Gen. Stat. ' 5-278(b). Neither party raised the issue of 
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smoking or the July 1993 agreement, as amended, during the negotiations which resulted in the 
collective bargaining agreement, and the contract did not incorporate the agreement referenced 
in Finding of Fact 6. 

16. At some time after March 1, 1996 but prior to June 26, 1996, a monthly labor-
management meeting was held at which James Butler (Butler), the Commissioner of the Labor 
Department, informed those present of his concerns regarding the construction of a smoking 
lounge in the Central Office building. In particular, Butler indicated that due to health and safety 
concerns and his belief that the July 1993 agreement was no longer binding, the State would not 
construct a smoking area within the Central Office building in accordance with the July 1993 
agreements and January 1994 addenda. However, Butler indicated that he would be willing to 
discuss the matter further with the unions. 

17. On or about June 26, 1996, Butler notified all Central Office employees by memo of the 
following: 

This is to confirm that due to the upcoming renovation, effective July 22, 1996, 
the smoking lounge will no longer be available. Therefore, those employees 
wishing to smoke must do so in the portico area outside of the cafeteria. (Ex. 8). 

18. The Union did not request bargaining or an opportunity to discuss the State=s refusal to 
construct a permanent smoking lounge in the Central Office building. 

19. On or about August 9, 1996, the Union filed the instant complaint. (Ex. 1). 

20. Throughout the relevant time period, smoking areas in other Labor Department buildings 
were unilaterally eliminated, and the Union did not request bargaining or file grievances or 
prohibited practice complaints regarding those actions. 

21. Since July 22, 1996, employees in the Central Office have been required to smoke in an 
area outside of the cafeteria known as the portico area. The portico area is covered, but is 
otherwise exposed to the weather, and contains only a bench. 

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 

1. Smoking inside public buildings is not a mandatory subject of bargaining. 

2. The State Labor Department did not violate the Act when it unilaterally disallowed 
smoking within its Central Office building. 
3. The 1993 smoking agreement was extinguished by operation of the AEntire Agreement@ 
clause of the successor collective bargaining agreement which went into effect in April 1996. 
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4. The Union did not request impact bargaining or establish that any substantial secondary 
impacts existed which would have required bargaining. 

DISCUSSION 

The Union alleges in this case that the State, by prohibiting smoking within the entire 
Central Office building, unilaterally changed an existing condition of employment involving a 
mandatory subject of bargaining. The Union argues that the existing condition of employment 
arose from the parties= July 1993 agreement, as amended in 1994, to permit smoking in a 
temporary indoor lounge until such time as a permanent smoking area was constructed, or, in the 
alternative, by the established past practice of allowing employees to smoke in the temporary 
indoor lounge. The Union further asserts that even if the State=s unilateral smoking ban was 
permissible, there were demonstrated substantial secondary effects of the decision on members 
of the bargaining unit which should have been negotiated. Finally, the Union claims that the 
State=s failure to comply with the July 1993 agreement, as amended, violated its statutory duty to 
bargain in good faith. 

The State defends on numerous grounds. First, the State argues that because the smoking 
agreement did not arise from the settlement of an actual or anticipated grievance or prohibited 
practice complaint, the alleged breach of the agreement does not present a dispute over which the 
Labor Board has jurisdiction. Second, the State claims that the passage of legislation in October 
of 1993, which severely restricted smoking in public buildings, rendered the July 1993 
agreement unenforceable. The State also disagrees that smoking constitutes a mandatory 
subject of bargaining under these circumstances and, therefore, claims that a unilateral change 
regarding smoking is not illegal. Finally, the State asserts that the July 1993 agreement, as 
amended, was rendered unenforceable by operation of the Azipper clause@ of the contract. 

We first consider the Union=s allegation of illegal unilateral change. It is a well settled 
principle of labor law that an employer is prohibited from implementing unilateral changes to 
major terms and conditions of employment involving mandatory subjects, regardless of whether 
the terms and conditions arise from the contract or from past practice, unless the employer 
proves an adequate defense. NLRB v. Katz, 369 U.S. 736 (1962); Newington Board of 
Education, Decision No. 1116 (1970); State of Connecticut, Dept. Of Correction, Decision No. 
2729 (1989); City of Bridgeport/W.P.C.A., Decision No. 2940 (1991). Because the State is only 
required to bargain over mandatory subjects, we must first determine whether smoking under the 
circumstances presented in this case constitutes a mandatory subject of bargaining. 

In making its argument that smoking is a mandatory subject, the Union relies on the 
Labor Board=s decision in City of Middletown, Decision No. 2581 (1987). In that case, the 
employer unilaterally banned on-duty smoking for all Fire Department employees. In assessing 
whether the ban involved a mandatory subject of bargaining, the Labor Board applied the 
balancing test first outlined in West Hartford Education Association v. DeCourcy, 162 Conn. 
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566, 295 A. 2d 526 (1972), and later described as involving the need to strike a balance between 
Athe directness and depth of the item=s impingement on conditions of employment, on the one 
hand, and, on the other hand, the extent of the employer=s need for unilateral action without 
negotiation in order to serve or preserve an important policy decision committed by law to the 
employer=s discretion.@ Town of East Haven, Decision No. 1279 (1975) at p. 6. 

The employer in Middletown argued that the balance should be struck in favor of 
unilateral action because of the importance of overall physical fitness to the operation of the Fire 
Department and the public policy consideration of increased financial expense to the City for 
heart and hypertension claims filed by firefighters.  The Labor Board disagreed, concluding that 
there was insufficient factual support for the City=s concerns and therefore they did not override 
the substantial impact of the ban on the employees= conditions of employment. The Labor Board 
went on to state: 

We do not in this decision wish to appear as advocates for smoking. There are 
serious issues raised for employees, employers and the public in general by the 
whole question of smoking. However, conditioning continued employment on 
not smoking, especially in high stress jobs such as firefighting, is a matter which 
strikes clearly and deeply on employee conditions of employment. All we say in 
this decision is that broad no-smoking bans such as that proposed by the City in 
this case are not a subject for unilateral employer action. Rather, it is a 
mandatory subject for bargaining. Whether the results of bargaining over no 
smoking bans will result in limits on such activity to one degree or another is up 
to the parties in such negotiations. No doubt, if public attitudes against smoking 
continue to grow and more employees become opposed to smoking, negotiated 
agreements to prohibit or limit workplace smoking will become increasingly 
common place. But that is a decision committed to the collective bargaining 
process, except in compelling circumstances such as Portland [Decision No. 
2001] or where the state legislature has acted specifically to limit employee 
smoking rights. 

We find that the instant case presents circumstances quite different than those presented 
to the Labor Board in 1987. As the Board suspected then, public sentiment against smoking 
increased, largely as a result of the overwhelming evidence regarding the dangers of tobacco 
exposure to nonsmokers, which evidence is sufficiently well-established that we take 
administrative notice of it. The Connecticut State Legislature responded in 1993 with the 
passage of Public Act 93-304. The Public Act resulted in two significant changes to the existing 
statute, Conn. Gen. Stat. ' 1-21b, regarding smoking in public buildings: (1) smoking is only 
permitted in duly designated smoking areas; and (2) persons in charge of public buildings shall 
not be required to make any expenditures or structural changes to create a smoking area. In 
addition, under state law no employer is required to permit smoking inside their facilities. See 
Conn. Gen. Stat. ' 1-21b, ' 31-40q.1  These statutory changes reflect the existence of a strong 

1 Conn. Gen. Stat. ' 31-40q(b) provides: Each employer shall establish one or more work 
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public policy against exposing nonsmokers to smoke in the workplace and in public buildings. 

In addition, the record does reflect some evidence of complaints being made about 
cigarette smoke escaping from the temporary lounge, although it is unclear whether the 
complaints ceased after the installation of fans and vents. Even so, the Labor Department=s 
concern about exposing nonsmoking employees and visitors to tobacco smoke inside a public 
building is a factor to be given some weight when assessing whether the smoking policy in this 
case could be viewed as falling within the area of management control properly outside the realm 
of mandatory bargaining. 

Finally, the smoking ban at issue here is unlike the broader ban implemented in the 
Middletown case. In Middletown, employees could not smoke at all while they were on-duty. 
In contrast, employees in the Labor Department are not prohibited from smoking entirely, they 
are only prohibited from smoking inside a public building. The Board in Middletown 
recognized this distinction when it distinguished its holding in Portland Board of Education, 
Decision No. 2001 (1981) by noting that Athe board of education=s smoking prohibition in 
Portland still allowed teachers to go outside the building and off school property if they wished 
to smoke.@  Although we have little doubt that the comfort of an indoor lounge is preferable to a 
space outdoors that is exposed to temperature extremes, we cannot say that the impact of the 
present rule is as substantial as the impact in Middletown, where employees were completely 
prevented from smoking while at work.2 

Thus, applying the DeCourcy balancing test, we conclude that due to the incontrovertible 
evidence that cigarette smoke is dangerous, and the public policy against smoking in public 

areas, sufficient to accommodate nonsmokers who request to use such an area, within each business 
facility under his control, where smoking is prohibited. The employer shall clearly designate the 
existence and boundaries of each nonsmoking area by posting signs which can readily be seen by 
employees and visitors. In the areas within the business facility where smoking is permitted, existing 
physical barriers and ventilation systems shall be used to the extent practicable to minimize the effect of 
smoking in adjacent nonsmoking areas. Nothing in this section may be construed to prohibit an employer 
from designating an entire business facility as a nonsmoking area. 

2 We expressly need not decide here whether a total on-duty smoking ban for state 
employees would tilt the balance in the other direction as in Middletown. 
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buildings as expressed in the General Statutes, the need of the Labor Department to take 
unilateral action in order to preserve an important public policy entrusted to its discretion 
outweighs the relatively minimal intrusion on the working conditions of the employees. 
Accordingly, we conclude that smoking in public buildings, including the Labor Department=s 
Central Office building, is a permissive subject of bargaining. 

Our decision in this regard defeats the Union=s claim that the State bargained in bad faith 
by waiting until a new contract was in place before unilaterally changing the smoking policy. As 
long as the policy involved a permissive subject of bargaining, which we find indoor smoking to 
be in this case, the State did not violate the Act by unilaterally changing such a policy. Nor do 
we find persuasive the Union's argument that an independent past practice of smoking in the 
temporary lounge was reinstituted during the term of the successor contract because the State 
continued to permit smoking in the temporary lounge until July 22, 1996. This argument is 
unavailing as a result of our conclusion that smoking inside public buildings is a permissive 
subject of bargaining. There can be no illegal unilateral change to an established past practice of 
smoking indoors in this case, even if such a practice were shown to exist, 3  because our doctrine 
prohibiting unilateral changes, as discussed supra, applies only to mandatory subjects of 
bargaining. 

Although an employer is permitted to make unilateral changes to permissive subjects of 
bargaining, there remains an obligation to negotiate with the Union, upon request, regarding any 
substantial secondary impacts of such changes on terms or conditions of employment. State of 
Connecticut, Dept. Of Correction, Decision No. 3554 (1997). In this case, there is insufficient 
evidence to establish that any impacts of the change to the indoor smoking policy were 
substantial enough to require bargaining. In its brief, the Union argues only that A[w]here 
employees could previously go to a heated and air conditioned lounge with tables and chairs, 
they must now smoke outside with no tables and chairs.@  Thus, the only impact identified by the 
Union goes to the relative comfort of employees while smoking, not to their ability to smoke 
during the work day. There was no evidence that employees have been somehow precluded by 
the employer from continuing to smoke in the same manner and amount (but for the location) as 
they did before. We find that the impacts asserted by the Union are not substantial enough to 
require bargaining. 

In addition, there is no evidence that the Union requested bargaining over the impacts, if 
any, of the new smoking policy. Specifically, during the meeting in which Commissioner Butler 
informed the unions that he intended to eliminate indoor smoking, he indicated his willingness to 
discuss the matter with the unions, yet there was no evidence that the Union approached the 
Commissioner or any other agent of the employer to discuss the impact of the proposed indoor 

3 We are not sure if the practice can be said to have continued past the time the new 
contract went into effect. Although the record is somewhat unclear on when exactly Commissioner 
Butler notified the unions of his intention to cease permitting indoor smoking, we find that the 
notification occurred around the same time that the successor collective bargaining agreement was 
approved by the legislature in April of 1996. The Union and the employees were, at a minimum, on 
notice at that point that smoking indoors was a short-lived prospect. 
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smoking ban. 

In addition to its unilateral change claim, the Union also alleges that the State violated its 
duty to bargain in good faith when it failed to abide by the smoking agreement. One of the ways 
in which this Board can assert jurisdiction over an alleged breach of an agreement is when there 
is a claim of breach of a grievance settlement agreement or prohibited practice settlement 
agreement or an agreement reached in lieu of a grievance or prohibited practice, all of which 
would constitute a violation of the State's duty to bargain in good faith pursuant to ' 5-272(a)(4) 
of the Act. See, e.g., State of Connecticut, Dept. Of Social Services, Decision No. 3573 (1998); 
State of Connecticut, Dept. Of Administrative Services, Decision No. 3514 (1997); State of 
Connecticut, Dept. Of Mental Retardation (Southbury), Decision No. 3197 (1994); State of 
Connecticut, Dept. Of Mental Retardation, Decision No. 2942 (1991). The Union did not 
present any evidence regarding the circumstances which gave rise to the July 1993 smoking 
agreement and its subsequent addendum, such that we could determine whether the smoking 
agreement resulted from the settlement of a grievance or prohibited practice complaint or an 
agreement reached in lieu of a formal complaint. Nor did the Union address this allegation in its 
brief. As a result, we consider this allegation abandoned by the Union. 

The Union's claim of violation of the Agreement also fails because the smoking 
agreement was unenforceable once the successor collective bargaining agreement went into 
effect. The AEntire Agreement@ clause of the 1994-99 contract provides in relevant part: AThis 
Agreement . . . supersedes and cancels all prior practices and agreements, whether written or 
oral, unless expressly stated to the contrary herein . . .@  (Ex.2). In State of Connecticut ex rel. 
Dept. Of Mental Retardation, Decision No. 3107 (1993), we had the opportunity to review the 
effect of a virtually identical AEntire Agreement@ clause. In that case, the Labor Board 
concluded that the clause was sufficiently clear to extinguish any past practices not expressly 
incorporated into the successor collective bargaining agreement, but that, if the practice 
continued after the effective date of the contract, it would not relieve the State from its duty to 
bargain. Here, we find that this clause operates in the same manner to extinguish oral or written 
side agreements which are not expressly incorporated into the contract. Thus, in this case, as of 
the date the contract went into effect in April of 1996, the smoking agreement no longer had any 
force or effect by operation of the AEntire Agreement@ clause of the contract. The Union had the 
obligation, if it wished to ensure the continued viability of the agreement, to raise the issue 
during successor contract negotiations.4  Its failure to do so rendered the smoking agreement 
unenforceable as of the effective date of the new contract, assuming arguendo that it was 

4 The Union argues that the State had the obligation to notify the Union of its desire to 
terminate the smoking agreement. The Union restates the rule regarding the duration of settlement 
agreements first set forth in City of New Haven, Decision No. 3060 (1992), which provides that if a 
settlement agreement concerns a permissive subject of bargaining, then the party wishing to terminate the 
agreement must notify the other party of its intent to withdraw from the agreement during successor 
contract negotiations. The New Haven rule is inapplicable in the present case, however, because the 
Union did not establish that the smoking agreement arose as a result of any sort of complaint and 
settlement. 
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otherwise enforceable prior to that date as an agreement involving a permissive subject of 
bargaining. Accordingly, we also conclude that the State did not repudiate the smoking 
agreement. 

Although we rely on Conn. Gen. Stat. ' 1-21b and ' 31-40q in reaching our conclusion 
that smoking in public buildings is a permissive subject of bargaining, we expressly reject the 
State=s argument that P.A. 93-304 rendered the smoking agreement unenforceable and therefore 
void because, if the State performed its obligations pursuant to the agreement, the State would 
violate Conn. Gen. Stat. ' 1-21b. While it is true that Conn. Gen. Stat. ' 1-21b does not mandate 
an employer to expend funds or make structural changes to create a smoking area, there is 
nothing in the statute prohibiting an employer from agreeing to do so, as the State did in the 
present case. Indeed, the only provision of the smoking agreement rendered potentially 
unenforceable by the legislative changes is the Adefault@ provision allowing the Union to opt to 
continue smoking in the cafeteria. However, we note that the Adefault@ provision was never 
triggered, because Aa new site for the permanent smoking lounge which is acceptable to the 
Unions@ was identified prior to February 1, 1994. Finally, although Public Act 93-304 went into 
effect on October 1, 1993, the State continued to honor the July 1993 agreement after that date 
by allowing employees to smoke in the temporary lounge and by agreeing to an addendum in 
January of 1994 which reestablished its original commitment to build a new smoking area. 
Thus, we disagree with the State=s position that the passage of the Public Act rendered the 
smoking agreement per se invalid. 

For these reasons, we dismiss the Union=s complaint. 

ORDER 

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

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

CONNECTICUT STATE BOARD OF LABOR RELATIONS 

C. Raymond Grebey 
C. Raymond Grebey 
Chairman 

Wendella A. Battey 
Wendella A. Battey 
Board Member 

Patricia V. Low 
Patricia V. Low 
Board Member 
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I hereby certify that a copy of the foregoing was mailed postage prepaid this 16th day of 
February, 1999 to the following:


Attorney Jason Cohen

Gagne & Associates

1260 Silas Deane Highway

Wethersfield, Connecticut 06109


Attorney Ellen Carter

OPM-OLR

450 Capitol Avenue, M553OLR

Hartford, Connecticut 06134


Tristram Carpenter, Service Representative

Council 4, AFSCME

444 East Main Street 

New Britain, Connecticut 06051


Attorney Susan Creamer

Council 4, AFSCME

444 East Main Street 

New Britain, Connecticut 06051


RRR 

RRR 

________________________________

Jaye Bailey Zanta, General Counsel

CONNECTICUT STATE BOARD OF LABOR RELATIONS


12




13



