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DECISION AND DISMISSAL OF COMPLAINT 

On April 4, 1997 the Hartford Police Union (the Union) filed a complaint with the 
Connecticut State Board of Labor Relations (the Labor Board) alleging that the City of Hartford 
(the City) had engaged in practices prohibited by ' 7-470 of the Municipal Employee Relations 
Act (MERA or the Act) by making regressive bargaining proposals during interest arbitration. 

After the requisite preliminary administrative steps had been taken, the parties waived 
their right to a hearing and entered into a full stipulation of facts and exhibits for the Labor 
Board=s consideration. Both parties filed briefs which were received by the Labor Board on 
March 24, 1999. On March 30, 1999, the City filed a Motion to Strike the Union=s brief on the 
ground that it referred to facts not included in the stipulation of the parties. The Union filed an 
Objection to the City=s Motion to Strike on April 7, 1999. 

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 

The following findings of fact are based on the stipulation of the parties including the 
record exhibits. 

1. The City of Hartford (the Respondent) is a municipal employer within the meaning of the 
Municipal Employee Relations Act (the Act) as defined in CGS 7-467(1). 

2. The Hartford Police Union (the Complainant) is an employee organization within the 
meaning of the Act, as defined by CGS 7-467(6), and the duly certified, sole and exclusive 
bargaining agent, pursuant to certification by the Connecticut State Board of Labor Relations, of 
certain members of the Hartford Police Department, including but not limited to sworn police 
officers holding the rank of police officer, police officer on special assignment/detective, police 
sergeant, police lieutenant, and police captain. 

3. From July 1, 1994 to June 30, 1996, the Complainant and the Respondent were operating 
under a collective bargaining agreement (the Agreement). (Ex. D). 

4. On February 28, 1996, pursuant to the Act and in accordance with the ground rules 
attached herein, the Complainant and Respondent commenced negotiations for a successor 
Collective Bargaining Agreement. (Ex. A). 

5. On March 6, 1996 the City made its initial proposal regarding wages (reference exhibit 
B) with the reservations contained therein. (Ex. B, D). 

6. During the course of negotiations, the Respondent made proposals as to wage increases 
which ranged from zero percent (0%) to one and one quarter percent (1.25%). 

7. During the course of negotiations, the Complainant made proposals as to wage increases 
which ranged from five percent (5%) to three percent (3%). 

8. During the course of negotiations, the Respondent=s wage proposals consistently 
increased and moved closer to the Complainant=s proposals. 

9. During the course of negotiations the Complainant=s proposals consistently decreased and 
moved closer to the Respondent=s proposal. 

10. Thereafter, the parties reached negotiations impasse and mediation ensued. 

11. In accordance with CGS ' 7-473c, the matter was referred for interest arbitration. 

12. On October 16, 1996 as prescribed by the Act, the Parties exchanged proposed Collective 
Bargaining Agreements. 

2




13. Included within said proposed Collective Bargaining Agreements were proposals relative 
to the amount of wages. 

14. The Respondent=s proposal included a five percent (5%) decrease in wages in the first 
year. (Ex. E). 

15. On or about December 18, 1998 the arbitration panel issued an interest arbitration award. 

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 

1. The City did not commit a prohibited practice by submitting a wage proposal during 
interest arbitration proceedings which regressed from its previous wage proposals made during 
negotiations. 

DISCUSSION 

At the outset we must address the City=s Motion to Strike the Union=s brief and the 
Union=s Objection thereto. The City takes issue with the references in the Union=s brief to other 
pending or settled prohibited practice complaints filed by the Union against the City concerning 
the same contract negotiations involved in the instant matter. The Union claims that the Labor 
Board may take administrative notice of other pending cases and as such, is not precluded from 
considering such cases even though the stipulation of facts does not reference them. 

We do not believe it is appropriate to strike the Union=s entire brief. However, we will 
confine our analysis to the facts stipulated to by the parties in this case. Additionally, we will 
not consider the cases referred to by the Union because they are not relevant to this proceeding. 
Each case mentioned by the Union is either settled or waiting decision by the Labor Board. As 
such, the cases are of no probative value in this matter. The mere filing of a prohibited practice 
complaint, without more, does not establish any wrong doing by the respondent and we will infer 
none. Here, neither party requested consolidation of the cases and, in fact, agreed that this case 
should be decided based upon the limited facts presented. Therefore, we will not consider the 
Union= references to the other Labor Board cases. We will however, consider the Union=s other 
arguments in the brief. Based on the above, we also deny the City=s request, contained in its 
Motion to Strike, for a full hearing on this matter to present evidence concerning the Union=s 
alleged bad faith bargaining. 

Turning to the merits of the complaint, the Union first claims that the City committed a 
prohibited practice by making a wage proposal during interest arbitration which regressed from 
its previous wage proposals. Specifically, although the City had made wage increase proposals 
during negotiations between the parties, it initially offered a wage reduction when the parties 
entered interest arbitration after negotiations failed to produce a contract. The Union claims that 
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this action constituted bad faith bargaining and also violated ' 7-473c(g) of the Act.1 

The City argues that neither party was obligated to enter binding arbitration with 
proposals which picked up where the parties had left off in negotiations and that making a 
regressive bargaining proposal does not, by itself, indicate bad faith bargaining. The City also 
argues that the City=s wage proposal did not constitute a new proposal forbidden by the Act. In 
this case, we agree with the City. 

As the parties both state in their briefs, the withdrawal of previous proposals does not per 
se establish the absence of good faith in collective bargaining. Rather, the totality of the 
circumstances must be considered in order to discover if the respondent=s behavior is undertaken 
with a design to impede agreement. See Merrell M. Williams, 279 NLRB 82, 121 LRRM 1313 
(1986); White Cap , Inc., 325 NLRB No. 220, 158 LRRM 1241 (1998). In this case, there is no 
basis upon which to conclude that the City=s regressive wage proposal in interest arbitration was 
made in bad faith. The parties were entering a new phase of the collective bargaining process in 
which a third party would make the final determination of the contract terms if negotiations did 
not succeed. There is nothing in the parties= ground rules forbidding the City=s actions. The City 
foreshadowed its actions when it stated, in its initial contract proposals AIf the parties cannot 
arrive at agreement regarding these proposed [benefit] changes, the City reserves the right to 
propose a reduction in general wages.@  (Ex. B). The record contains no information indicating 
that the City=s motive, during negotiations, was to avoid reaching agreement. Indeed, the City 
could not avoid an agreement at the time of its regressive proposal due to the existence of the 
mandatory, binding interest arbitration statute. 

We also find that ' 7-473c(g) does not forbid the City=s actions. The parties had 
previously negotiated regarding wages and the City=s proposal, while regressive, was still a wage 
proposal. As such, it was not prohibited by the Act. There is no other section of the Act which 
would disallow the City=s proposal. In fact, the interest arbitration provisions contemplate 
revised proposals throughout the process. 

Based on the above, the complaint is dismissed. 

1Section 7-473c(g) provides in relevant part: ANo party may submit for binding 
arbitration...any issue or proposal which was not presented during the negotiation process, unless 
the submittal of such additional issue or proposal is agreed to by the parties.@ 
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ORDER 

By virtue of and pursuant to the power vested in Connecticut State Board of Labor 
Relations by the Municipal Employee Relations Act, it is hereby 

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

CONNECTICUT STATE BOARD OF LABOR RELATIONS 

John H. Sauter 
John H. Sauter 
Chairman 

C. Raymond Grebey 
C. Raymond Grebey 
Board Member 

Wendella A. Battey 
Wendella A. Battey 
Board Member 
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CERTIFICATION 

I hereby certify that a copy of the foregoing was mailed postage prepaid this 7th day of 
July, 1999 to the following:


Attorney Scott R. Chadwick

Chadwick, Libbey, Szilagyi & Stone

555 Franklin Avenue

Hartford, Connectiuct 06114


Attorney Frank Szilagyi

Chadwick, Libbey, Szilagyi & Stone

555 Franklin Avenue

Hartford, Connectiuct 06114


Attorney Helen Apostolidis, Assistant Corporation Counsel RRR

City of Hartford

550 Main Street

Hartford, Connectiuct 06103


Larry E. Reynolds, President

Hartford Police Union

40F Weston Street

Hartford, Connecticut 06120


Patricia Washington

Director of Personnel

City of Hartford

550 Main Street

Hartford, Connecticut 06103


______________________________ 
Jaye Bailey Zanta, General Counsel 

RRR 

RRR 

CONNECTICUT STATE BOARD OF LABOR RELATIONS
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