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DISMISSAL OF PETITION FOR INTERIM RELIEF 

On October 15, 1999, Local 1016, Council 15, AFSCME, AFL-CIO (the Union), 
filed a complaint with the Connecticut State Board of Labor Relations (the Labor Board) 
alleging that the City of Meriden (the City) had violated the Municipal Employee 
Relations Act (MERA or the Act) by failing to comply with a settlement agreement 
concerning the duties of Community Police Officers. 

On February 9, 2001 the Union filed an amended complaint additionally alleging 
that the City’s actions concerning Community Police constituted unlawful unilateral 
changes and repudiated the collective bargaining agreement between the parties. 

On February 13, 2001, the Union filed a Petition for Interim Relief claiming that 
it will suffer irreparable harm if the City is not enjoined from assigning Community 
Police officers to replace absent patrol post officers. On March 7, 2001 the City filed a 
response to the Union’s Petition requesting that the Petition be dismissed because the 
Union has not met the standards for issuance of an interim relief order as set forth in 
Regulations of Connecticut State Agencies § 7-471-36. 



DISCUSSION 

We have considered the Petition for Interim Relief, including the supporting 
documents and affidavit of the Union President, as well as the City’s response and 
supporting documents. In this case, we find interim relief is not warranted and we 
dismiss the Petition without a hearing.1 

Section 7-471-36(g) of the Labor Board’s regulations states: 

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 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. 

The Union argues that the City’s action will result in irreparable harm because: (1) the 
Union will not be able to obtain relief through the arbitration process for several years 
and (2) the Union’s credibility will suffer in the eyes of the City’s residents as well as the 
Union’s membership. (Affidavit of Robert Hettrick). As we have stated before, a 
general assertion by a Union that its credibility will suffer in the eyes of the membership 
is insufficient to support the use of extraordinary relief. See City of Bridgeport, Decision 
No. 3797 (2000). Further, the fact that the Union is frustrated by the length of the 
arbitration process, standing alone, does not establish harm adequate to support the 
requested order. Not having alleged any harm to employees that cannot be remedied 
through traditional means, any harm to the Union’s effectiveness does not appear so 
serious as to warrant interim relief. Finally, we can see no manner in which the public 
will be harmed by the alleged action of the City. 

It is also not clear from the documents submitted that there is a probability of 
success on the merits of the Union’s claim.  In this regard, the affidavits submitted by the 
parties contain directly contradictory statements regarding the “occasional” use of 
Community Police officers on patrol duties.  The Union did not provide any written 
evidence of an agreement concerning this aspect of the complaint. Further, the affidavit 
submitted by the City indicates that a successor collective bargaining agreement has been 
signed by the parties which incorporates the former settlement agreement and specifically 
allows the assignment of Community Police officers outside their geographical location. 
Finally, the City’s affidavit contains evidence that the parties have bargained about 
proposed changes in the Community Policing program and that no unlawful changes have 
been implemented. Based on all the evidence presented, there is a substantial question, at 
this time, of whether the Union will succeed on the merits of its claim. 

1 Section 7-471-36(d) of the Regulations provides: “After having considered the facts contained in 
complainant’s request and affidavits, the board may, in its discretion dismiss the request without a 
hearing.” 
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Based on the above, we find that the public interest is best served by allowing this 
matter to take a traditional course. We dismiss the Petition. 

ORDER 

By virtue of and pursuant to the powers vested in the Connecticut State Board of 
Labor Relations by the Municipal Employees Relations Act, it is hereby ORDERED that 
the Petition filed herein be, and the same hereby is, DISMISSED. 

CONNECTICUT STATE BOARD OF LABOR RELATIONS 

John W. Moore, Jr. 
John W. Moore, Jr. 
Chairman 

Patricia V. Low 
Patricia V. Low 
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 12th 
day of April, 2001 to the following:


Attorney Harry B. Elliott, Jr. 

Council 15, AFSCME, AFL-CIO

290 Pratt Street

Meriden, Connecticut 06450


Attorney Kenneth Weinstock

Pepe & Hazard

Goodwin Square

Hartford, Connecticut 06103


Roger L. Kemp, City Manager

City of Meriden

City Hall, 142 East Main Street

Meriden, Connecticut 06450


Caroline Beitman, Personnel Director

City of Meriden

City Hall, 142 East Main Street

Meriden, Connecticut 06450
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_____________________________

Jaye Bailey Zanta, General Counsel

CONNECTICUT STATE BOARD OF LABOR RELATIONS
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