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DECISION AND DISMISSAL OF COMPLAINT 

On September 21, 1998, the University of Connecticut Professional Employees 
Association, Local 3695, AFT, CFEPE, AFL-CIO (the Union) filed a complaint with the 
Connecticut State Board of Labor Relations (the Labor Board), alleging that the University of 
Connecticut (the University) had violated ' 5-272(a)(1) and (4) of the State Employee Relations 
Act (the Act). Specifically, the Union alleges that the University repudiated the collective 
bargaining agreement and retaliated against an employee for the exercise of protected rights. 

After the requisite preliminary steps had been taken, the parties came before the Labor 
Board for a hearing on February 8, April 23, June 25 and August 17, 1999. Both parties were 
represented, and were allowed to present evidence, examine and cross examine witnesses, and 
make argument. Both parties submitted post hearing briefs on or before October 8, 1999, and 
reply briefs, the last of which was received on October 20, 1999. 

On the basis of the entire record before us, we make the following findings of fact and 
conclusion of law, and we dismiss the complaint. 



FINDINGS OF FACT


1. The University 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 material 
times has represented a unit of non-faculty professional employees of the University. 

3. The Union and the University are parties to a collective bargaining agreement in effect 
from July 1, 1997 through June 30, 2001 (Ex. 2), which contains the following relevant 
provisions: 

23.6 

h.	 Non-renewal of an employee with an ending date, or non-renewal of an employee 
due to termination or non-renewal of the grant or contract funding his/her position 
is not subject to either the contractual or non-contractual grievance procedure. 

44.1 
For all employees hired on end-date employment authorizations which are not 

covering positions undergoing job searches, or those filing [sic] temporary leaves of 
absence, and who have been on the end-date appointment for a period of more than 3 
years, must have their re-appointment processed 3 months prior to the end of his/her 
appointment. 

All such end-date employee [sic] who have been on end-date appointment for a 
period of more than 5 consecutive years, shall be given a minimum of 3 months notice of 
non-renewal, in addition to the annual appointment letter. 

All such end-date employees who have been on end-date appointment for a period 
of more than 4 years, and are non-renewed shall be offered employment in the same or a 
similar position if such position becomes available during the sixteen months from the 
date of non-renewal. Employees on the recall list must notify the University of their 
desire to remain on the recall list every 6 months. Failure to notify the University of 
continued interest shall result in the removal of the individual from the recall list. These 
employees shall receive notice of all UCPEA vacancies, and shall be granted an 
interview for all positions for which they meet the minimum qualifications. Employees 
offered reemployment by the University must accept such an offer within 15 days. 

4. An Aend-date@ employee works pursuant to an annual term of employment, with a date 
certain by which the employment is due to end unless otherwise notified in writing. (See Exs. 
27-30). It is not unusual for end-date employees to be renewed for a number of consecutive 
years. In order to renew an end-date employee at the University=s Business School, a payroll 
authorization form is required, and will not be processed without signatures from both the 
Department Head and the Dean of the Business School. The non-renewal of an end-date 
employee is not subject to the grievance and arbitration procedures of the collective bargaining 
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agreement. (See Ex. 38). 

5. At all relevant times prior to November 24, 1998, Ilene Oppenheim (Oppenheim) was the 
Regional Director for the Waterbury region of the Connecticut Small Business Development 
Center (CSBDC), a division of the University of Connecticut School of Business funded through 
a grant from the federal Small Business Administration (SBA), and a member of the Union. 
The position of Regional Director, like all positions in the CSBDC, is an Aend-date@ position, and 
is responsible primarily for providing counseling services to small businesses and entrepreneurs 
in the area, developing and presenting workshops, and reporting statistics as required by the 
SBA. 

6. At all relevant times starting in August of 1997, Dennis Gruell (Gruell) was the State 
Director of the CSBDC and was Oppenheim=s direct supervisor. 

7. For approximately four years prior to the fall of 1997, Oppenheim had received a Asalary 
augmentation@ of approximately $10,000 annually, funded by the Naugatuck Valley 
Development Council (NVDC). The NVDC was the Ahost@ organization for the Waterbury 
region of the CSBDC, providing office space and secretarial support as part of the Amatching@ 
funds required by the SBA grant. Oppenheim occupied space in the NVDC=s offices in 
Waterbury. By memo dated October 14, 1997, Gruell asked Oppenheim to confirm in writing 
that she would no longer receive any compensation from the NVDC. (Ex. 21). 

8. By memo dated October 27, 1997, Gruell confirmed a conversation with Oppenheim that 
no one other than CSBDC staff were involved in processing client paperwork or loan 
information, and that any change in this procedure needed to be approved by Gruell in advance. 
(Ex. 21). 

9. On or about November 4, 1997, Gruell and Oppenheim were scheduled to meet with 
representatives of the NVDC. The purpose of the meeting was to discuss certain matching funds 
provided by the NVDC, which had been recently disallowed by a federal examiner as a result of 
improper documentation. 

10. When Gruell arrived at the NVDC=s office for the meeting, he was in a confrontational 
mood and was not cordial to either Oppenheim or to the NVDC=s representatives, Daniel Saul 
(Saul), then the NVDC=s Manager of Business Development, and John Lembo, the NVDC=s 
Finance Manager. Gruell largely ignored Oppenheim throughout most of the meeting. On a few 
occasions when Oppenheim was attempting to speak, Gruell told her to Ashut up@ and told her 
that she Adidn=t know shit@ about the issue. Gruell was also very confrontational and agitated 
with Saul during the meeting, which lasted approximately half an hour. 

11. After the meeting had concluded, Gruell asked Oppenheim to sign off on the October 14 
and October 27, 1997 memos referenced above in Findings 7 and 8, because he had not received 
any prior acknowledgment of them from her. Oppenheim was initially reluctant to sign the 
memos, but ultimately signed her name and AOK@ at the bottom of the October 14 memo, and 
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signed the October 27 memo with the following clarification: AI have been asked to sign this. 
After clarification it appears as if this will not affect my receiving in-kind assistance from 
>partners= as long as Dennis approves it.@  (Ex. 21). 

12. After Gruell left the office, Oppenheim took the rest of the day off, and all of the 
following day, because she was upset about the way Gruell had treated her. On November 6, 
1997, Oppenheim contacted her Union representative, Peggy Beckett-Rinker (Beckett-Rinker), 
to complain about Gruell=s behavior, which Oppenheim perceived as threatening. Beckett-
Rinker asked Oppenheim if she wanted to file a grievance, but Oppenheim declined out of 
concern for her job security. Beckett-Rinker said that there were other ways to handle the 
situation, and she would speak to the University about the issue. 

13. On or about November 17, 1997, at a regularly scheduled labor-management meeting, 
Beckett-Rinker spoke to Virginia Miller, the University=s Assistant Vice Chancellor for Human 
Resources (Miller) about the problem between Gruell and Oppenheim. Miller agreed that the 
behavior reported to her was inappropriate. The record is unclear what action, if any, Miller may 
have taken at that point. 

14. On or about December 17, 1997, during a break from a staff meeting, Gruell asked 
Oppenheim into his office and questioned her regarding the NVDC matching funds. Oppenheim 
perceived that Gruell was becoming angry about the subject again, and when Gruell shut his 
office door, Oppenheim asked if she could call her Union representative. Gruell permitted 
Oppenheim to use his phone. Oppenheim left a message for Beckett-Rinker, and then left 
Gruell=s office. On her way out of the office Oppenheim was very agitated and used profanity to 
refer to Gruell. 

15. By letter dated December 18, 1997, Gruell expressed his concern to Oppenheim about 
her conduct the previous day, and requested a response from her regarding specific issues. (Ex. 
3). 

16. On December 18, 1997, Beckett-Rinker returned Oppenheim=s phone call and decided 
that a meeting was necessary to address the situation between Oppenheim and Gruell. Beckett-
Rinker spoke with Gruell, who agreed to a meeting scheduled for January 9, 1998. 

17. On or about December 19, 1997, Oppenheim informed Beckett-Rinker that she had 
changed her mind about meeting with Gruell, because she did not want to be in the same room 
with him.  The January 9 meeting was cancelled. 

18. By letter dated December 31, 1997, Oppenheim responded to Gruell=s letter of December 
18. (Ex. 4). 

19. On January 6, 1998, Oppenheim put in a vacation request for January 26 through 
February 6, 1998. (Ex. 23). Her request was denied because of her required attendance at a 
previously scheduled training session. The minutes of a staff meeting held on December 17, 
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1997, which Oppenheim attended, indicated that Aall counselors and support staff should attend 
the first New England Professional Development module...[to] be held January 28th...@  (Ex. 22). 

20. On February 2, 1998, a meeting was held to discuss the issues surrounding Gruell and 
Oppenheim=s working relationship. In attendance at the meeting were Oppenheim, Beckett-
Rinker, the Union=s statewide affiliate representative Robert Cerritelli (Cerritelli), Miller and 
Thomas Gutteridge, Dean of the University=s Business School. Gruell was not initially included 
in the meeting so that Oppenheim would feel comfortable telling her side of the story. Because 
there was no final resolution of the issues at this meeting, a second meeting was scheduled for 
February 9, 1998. 

21. At the February 9, 1998 meeting, an agreement was reached between the parties 
regarding the working relationship between Gruell and Oppenheim. The agreement was reduced 
to writing by Miller in a memo dated March 17, 1998. (Ex. 5). The agreement provided as 
follows: 

1.	 Mr. Gruell will primarily communicate with Ms. Oppenheim via e-mail and the 
expectation is that she will respond within 48 hours. If it is an emergency, Mr. 
Gruell will use telephone and voice mail. 

2.	 Mr. Gruell will give Ms. Oppenheim notice of any meeting concerning workplace 
or performance issues so that she may have union representation at the meeting. 
Both Mr. Gruell and Ms. Oppenheim may have representation at any meeting 
between the two of them. 

3.	 Should an impromptu meeting occur, Mr. Gruell will have another person in the 
organization present who knows something about the issue. 

4.	 Any meeting over issues of concern or issues that could lead to discipline will be 
set up in advance and both parties will be entitled to have someone else present 
who has standing in either the University or the UCPEA. 

5.	 Ms. Oppenheim will address workplace concerns exclusively through the chain of 
command. 

22. By e-mail dated March 27, 1998, Gruell asked Oppenheim for an update on proposed 
plans to move her office to the new Rowland government building in Waterbury. (Ex. 24). 
Gruell further indicated that he was reviewing an alternative site at the University of Connecticut 
campus in Waterbury, and sought Oppenheim=s comments. 

23. Oppenheim responded to Gruell=s e-mail the following day, outlining what she perceived 
to be the advantages to the space in the Rowland government building, which outweighed, in her 
opinion, any benefits to the other potential site. (Ex. 25). Ultimately, the office was not moved 
to the Rowland government building. 
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24. By letter dated March 31, 1998, Gruell responded to Oppenheim regarding some 
outstanding questions about their working arrangement posed by Beckett-Rinker on or about 
March 3, 1998. (Ex. 7). In the letter, Gruell also responded to a recent incident where he had 
attended a meeting with Oppenheim without providing prior notice. His letter stated in pertinent 
part: 

Regarding notifying you of my attendance at meetings involving your office: I intend to 
keep to the terms of our agreement, but please understand that I do not feel compelled to 
notify you, or any counselor, of general issue meetings that I am invited to attend. 

The meeting in question was a special situation. It was a DPW meeting originally 
scheduled to be held in Hartford at the DPW offices, and, I was told, would be attended 
only by principals of DECD, NVDC and CSBDC. When Bob Zysk, of DPW, notified me 
of the changes, he also informed me that you would be attending. Since I was the last to 
be told of the changes, I saw no need to inform you of something you obviously already 
knew. 

If I feel the particular meeting or situation warrants, I will notify a counselor of my 
intentions. However, I wish to emphasize, as I have in staff meetings, that as the State 
Director, I may indeed, visit offices, attend meetings, or sit in on workshops with out 
advance notice. This is not intended to be threatening, but merely reflects the need of a 
manager to observe his staff in the field. 

25. On April 14, 1998, Beckett-Rinker wrote to Miller, stating that Gruell=s March 31 letter 
to Oppenheim appeared to violate the agreement between the parties. (Ex. 6). Specifically, 
Beckett-Rinker stated: 

...I have concerns about the last paragraph of the memo...As I have stated before, Dennis 
Gruell is not to drop in on Ilene Oppenheim unannounced. The intent of our agreement is 
that Dennis never be anywhere with Ilene alone. 

I want your immediate response to this memo, or we will be forced to follow the legal 
options at our disposal to be certain that the agreement we entered into in good faith is 
adhered to by Mr. Gruell. (emphasis in original). 

26. By letter dated April 22, 1998, Miller responded to Beckett-Rinker=s concerns in relevant 
part as follows: 

...After discussion with both Mr. Gruell and Dean Gutteridge, I am confident that this is a

misunderstanding both of the specific intent of the wording and also perhaps of his role

as the Director.

First, let me reemphasize Mr. Gruell=s absolute commitment to abide by the agreement. 

We trust this is reciprocal. The references in his March 31 letter to visiting offices,

attending meetings and sitting in on workshops are activities required of his position as
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Director. In none of these situations is it likely that the two individuals will meet alone, 
and in fact we have their mutual agreement that they will not meet alone. We cannot 
agree that his presence as he refers to it in general meetings in any way implies a lack of 
willingness to abide by the agreement.... 

Lastly, we cannot constrain Dennis, or indeed any manager or supervisor, in the 
appropriate oversight of activities within their purview. This essential management 
prerogative is basic to effective program and performance evaluation... (Ex. 14). 

27. On or about May 7, 1998, Gruell met with Oppenheim and gave her a satisfactory 
performance evaluation. Beckett-Rinker was present during the evaluation. 

28. In the summer of 1998, Gruell began to look into changing the focus of the CSBDC 
program in Waterbury to the manufacturing and technology sector which was heavily 
represented in the region. Gruell spoke to a number of people and organizations, and had 
numerous discussions with Dean Gutteridge of the Business School, who had been looking into 
making such a change since approximately 1996. A final decision to change the focus of the 
program to manufacturing was made some time in August, 1998, by Dean Gutteridge. Prior 
approval for the change in project focus was not obtained by the University from the SBA. 

29. Gruell also recommended that a new Regional Director with expertise in the 
manufacturing industry would be necessary to successfully implement the proposed changes. 
Upon review of Oppenheim=s resume (Ex. 20) and in discussing her background with people 
who were familiar with her work, Gruell decided that Oppenheim did not have the required 
manufacturing expertise, and recommended to the Dean that the CSBDC hire a new Regional 
Director. Gruell did not speak personally to Oppenheim to determine her level of experience, if 
any, in the manufacturing or technology sector. 

30. On or about August 15, 1998, University employee and bargaining unit member 
Maureen Gallo (Gallo) processed the paperwork to renew the CSBDC end-date employees under 
Gruell=s supervision. A payroll authorization form was processed for Oppenheim. However, 
when Gruell signed the form, he asked Gallo to hold Oppenheim=s form in a secure place until 
her employment status was determined. Gallo placed the form in Oppenheim=s personnel file. 
(Ex. 9). Oppenheim=s form was never forwarded to the Dean for the requisite second signature. 

31. By letter dated August 24, 1998, Oppenheim and her Union representative were notified 
of a meeting regarding her employment status to be held on August 27, 1998. (Ex. 8). 

32. After receiving notification of the August 27 meeting, Beckett-Rinker went to the 
personnel department to review Oppenheim=s personnel file. In the file was a payroll 
authorization form (Ex. 9), signed by Gruell and dated August 15, 1998, which appeared to 
extend Oppenheim=s employment beyond the current end date, from October 1, 1998 through 
September 30, 1999. (See Finding 30). As a result of this form, Beckett-Rinker did not believe 
that Oppenheim=s employment status was in jeopardy. 
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33. On August 27, 1998, Oppenheim attended the meeting, represented by Beckett-Rinker 
and Cerritelli. In attendance on behalf of the University were Miller, Gruell and Jay Hickey, the 
University=s Labor Relations representative. At the meeting, Oppenheim was handed a letter 
from Gruell, dated August 27, 1998, which stated: 

After considerable review of program goals and resources, we regretfully are not able to 
renew your annual contract with the CSBDC. We are changing the role and scope of the 
Waterbury office to focus on manufacturing technical assistance for existing 
manufacturers in the Waterbury/Danbury region. This change both in the scope and 
focus of the position as well as the change in geographical area makes the renewal of 
your position impossible given our revised programmatic needs. 

In order to accommodate an orderly transition and to meet the notice requirement in 
Article 44 of the UCPEA contract, your last day of employment will be November 24, 
1998. If you wish to pursue payment in lieu of notice, we would be willing to entertain 
that possibility. 

Please contact Mary Ann Lally (486-5734) in Human Resources to arrange for referral to 
the SEBAC program. This will afford the opportunity for placement and training in other 
State positions. (Ex. 10). 

34. The Union objected to the non-renewal of Oppenheim=s contract, relying on the payroll 
authorization form. (Ex. 9). Miller indicated that the form was filed in error and indicated her 
intention to remove the form from Oppenheim=s personnel file. The Union did not file any 
grievances regarding the non-renewal of Oppenheim=s contract. 

35. By letter dated August 28, 1998, the Union objected to the removal of the payroll 
authorization form from Oppenheim=s personnel file. (Ex. 11). 

36. By memo dated August 31, 1998, Miller certified that the payroll authorization form in 
question (Ex. 9) was not processed as an official document, because it lacked the requisite 
second signature from the Dean. However, the University agreed to maintain the form in 
Oppenheim=s personnel file with that caveat. (Ex. 15). 

37. By memo dated September 15, 1998, Jay Hickey notified Beckett-Rinker as follows: 

This is a follow-up to your question as to why Ms. Oppenheim did not receive a 
copy of the payroll authorization, referenced in your August 28, 1998 letter, when she 
requested a copy of her personal [sic] file. 

As outlined in Ms. Virginia Miller=s August 31, 1998 letter, the referenced payroll 
authorization was not an official document and was not processed. The authorization 
form was temporary [sic] placed in Ms. Oppenheim=s personal [sic] file for 

8




confidentiality purposes, as discussions about Ilene=s future were ongoing. In view of 
this and the fact that the form has no relevance to Ms. Oppenheim=s status, I have 
attached a copy of the payroll authorization that Ms. Oppenheim requested. If you have 
any questions please feel free to contact me. (Ex. 12). 

38. The payroll authorization form attached to Hickey=s memo was not identical to the one 
Beckett-Rinker had originally obtained from Oppenheim=s personnel file. Specifically, in the 
second document, Gruell=s signature appears slightly altered, there is no date next to his 
signature, and what appears to be initials under the ADept. No.@ on the first document are missing 
on the second document. The record does not contain an adequate explanation for the difference 
between the two forms. 

39. In approximately mid-September, 1998, the University began the process to hire for the 
new Regional Director position by submitting a revised job description which was finally 
approved in approximately January of 1999. The position remained unfilled as of the last date of 
the hearing in this matter, although an offer had been made to a candidate sometime in June of 
1999. (Ex. 36). During this time period, the University hired a part-time contractor to work 
three days a week in this capacity. 

40. Oppenheim was referred to an internal job referral program (SEBAC) to help her find 
another position within the State. SEBAC contacted Oppenheim about the new Regional 
Director position referenced in Finding 39 above, but Oppenheim did not apply for the position. 

41. On September 21, 1998, the Union filed the complaint in the instant case. (Ex. 1). 

42. On or about September 28, 1998, the SBA grant was renewed through September 30, 
1999. (Ex. 13). The Notice of Award provided in relevant part as follows: 

THE ASSOCIATE ADMINISTRATOR FOR SMALL BUSINESS DEVELOPMENT 
CENTERS MUST APPROVE OF THE SUBJECT AND GENERAL SCOPE OF ALL 
FEDERAL CONTRACTS (GRANTS, COOPERATIVE AGREEMENTS) TO BE 
ACCOMPLISHED THROUGH THE SBDC NETWORKS IN ACCORDANCE WITH 
15 U.S.C. 648 (A) (5). A KEY CONSIDERATION FOR APPROVAL WILL BE THE 
ABILITY OF THE SBDC TO DEMONSTRATE THAT THE SBA MISSION OF 
PROVIDING TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE TO THE SMALL BUSINESS 
COMMUNITY WILL BE ENHANCED. (capitals in original). 

43. In approximately April of 1999, Oppenheim was at a trade show in Waterbury, where she 
obtained a CSBDC brochure. (Ex. 18). The brochure did not reference any change in program 
focus to manufacturing. 

CONCLUSION OF LAW 

1. The University did not retaliate against Ilene Oppenheim for the exercise of her protected 
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rights. 

DISCUSSION 

The Union argues that the University harassed, discriminated against and subsequently 
terminated bargaining unit member Ilene Oppenheim in retaliation for the exercise of her 
protected rights to Union representation to resolve a workplace dispute with her supervisor, 
Dennis Gruell.1  The University contends that the non-renewal of Oppenheim=s contract was the 
result of a legitimate managerial decision to revise program needs, and that there is no evidence 
on this record to infer that the University harbored anti-union animus. We agree with the 
University in this regard and dismiss the Union=s complaint. 

Claims of discrimination are analyzed pursuant to a well-established standard arising out 
of Wright Line, 251 NLRB 1083, 105 LRRM 1169 (1980); enforced, 622 F. 2d 899 (1st Cir. 
1981); cert. denied, 455 U.S. 989 (1982): 

The elements of the complainant=s prima facie case include proof that: 

1) The employee engaged in protected, concerted activity; 
2) The employer had knowledge of those activities; and 
3) The employer harbored anti-union animus. 

Town of East Haddam, Decision No. 3619 (1998). 

In the present case, the Union has readily established the first two elements of its prima 
facie case. Thus, we must determine whether the University harbored anti-union animus with 
regard to its conduct towards Oppenheim. Because there is no direct evidence of anti-union 
animus evident on this record, the Union is entitled to the benefit of any reasonable inferences 
under the circumstances presented. Town of Trumbull, Decision No. 3056 (1992); Connecticut 
Yankee Catering Co., Inc., Decision No. 1601 (1977). We will consider such factors as 
statements by the employer or its agents, and the timing of any actions taken by the employer in 
relation to the protected activity. Town of East Haven, Decision No. 2830 (1990). 

We find that the University=s actions in this case do not support any reasonable inferences 
of anti-union animus. Each of the University=s agents appeared willing to work with the Union 
to resolve the situation between Gruell and Oppenheim. For example, Virginia Miller was 
concerned and willing to intervene when alerted to the situation by Oppenheim=s representative, 
Peggy Beckett-Rinker. Gruell himself readily agreed to meet with Beckett-Rinker and 

1 Although the Union=s complaint also alleged that the University=s actions 
repudiated the contract, the Union abandoned that claim before the Labor Board. 
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Oppenheim after the second incident in December of 1997. When the parties met on February 2 
and 9, 1998, it is clear that the University approached the matter very seriously and cooperated 
fully with the Union to resolve the problem, ultimately agreeing to a plan whereby direct contact 
between Gruell and Oppenheim was minimized. 

Thereafter, the only evidence of perceived Aviolations@ of the agreement was Gruell=s 
correspondence to Oppenheim on March 3, 1998 (Ex. 7). We do not agree that this letter 
exhibits any disregard by Gruell for the agreement regarding Oppenheim. To the contrary, 
regardless of the agreement Gruell still retained authority as a supervisor, and Miller promptly 
responded to the Union to clarify this point. We find no indication of hostility towards the 
Union or towards Oppenheim in this regard. Indeed, a few weeks after Miller=s correspondence, 
Oppenheim received a satisfactory performance evaluation from Gruell. 

The denial of Oppenheim=s vacation request and the decision to move her office likewise 
do not support any inference of improper motive. Oppenheim was previously aware (or should 
have been as a result of her attendance at the staff meeting where it was discussed) of the 
training session scheduled at the end of January which conflicted with her planned vacation. 
Gruell sought Oppenheim=s input as to the proposed locations for new office space. There is 
simply no evidence that any failure on his part to follow her recommendations was due to anti-
union sentiment. 

Finally, we find sufficient evidence on this record to support the University=s position 
that there were legitimate programmatic reasons for the shift in emphasis to manufacturing and 
technology support in the Waterbury region. Discussions regarding such a shift occurred as 
early as 1996, long before the events in question, and many people both within and without the 
University were involved. Although the process to hire a new Regional Director with the 
appropriate background and experience took almost a year, and arguably Oppenheim could have 
remained employed in the meantime, these factors do not convince us that the University=s 
decision was prompted solely by a desire to retaliate against Oppenheim for utilizing union 
representation. 

The Union urges us to consider what it refers to as Acircumstantial@ evidence of the 
University=s improper motives in not renewing Oppenheim=s contract. For example, the Union 
claims that the SBA grant required the University to receive approval prior to changing the 
Ascope@ of the CSBDC program in Waterbury, and the University=s failure to discuss the 
proposed changes with the SBA supports a finding that there was no change made. This 
argument does not dissuade us from our conclusion that the University was seeking to change 
the target of its small business development efforts from one segment of the business population 
to another. The possibility that the University may have failed to comply with all requirements 
of the SBA grant does not prove that it wasn=t seeking to change the focus of its program. The 
Union also points to the confusion regarding the payroll authorization forms for Oppenheim as 
evidence of the University=s alleged subterfuge. (Exs. 9 and 12). While the record does not offer 
an adequate explanation for why there appeared to be two separate forms, we credit the 
testimony offered by the University as to why a form was filled out for Oppenheim at the same 
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time that it was considering the non-renewal of her contract. Although the contract renewal 
process was initiated, it wasn=t completed by forwarding the paperwork to the Dean for signature 
as required. 

Because the Union failed to establish a prima facie case of discrimination, the complaint 
is dismissed. 

ORDER 

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

David C. Anderson 
David C. Anderson 
Acting Chair 

Thomas C. Watson 
Thomas C. Watson 
Alternate Board Member 
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CERTIFICATION 

I hereby certify that a copy of the foregoing was mailed postage prepaid this 27th day of 
January, 2000 to the following:


Attorney Brian A. Doyle

Ferguson & Doyle

35 Marshall Road

Rocky Hill, Connecticut 06067


Virginia Miller, Assistant Vice Chancellor

for Human Resources


University of Connecticut

9 Walters Avenue, Box U75

Storrs, Connecticut 06269


RRR 

RRR 

______________________________

Jaye, Bailey Zanta, General Counsel

CONNECTICUT STATE BOARD OF LABOR RELATIONS
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