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DECISION AND DISMISSAL OF COMPLAINT
 
 On August 7, 2006, the State of Connecticut, Judicial Branch (the State or Judicial 
Branch) filed a complaint with the Connecticut State Board of Labor Relations (the Labor 
Board) alleging that the International Brotherhood of Police Officers, Local 731 (the 
Union) violated § 5-272 of the State Employee Relations Act (SERA or the Act) by failing 
to bargain in good faith.  
 

After the requisite preliminary steps had been taken, the matter came before the 
Labor Board for a hearing on May 9, 2007. Both parties appeared, were represented, and 
were allowed to introduce evidence, examine and cross-examine witnesses, and make 
argument. Both parties filed briefs, the last of which was received on July 13, 2007. Based 
on 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 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 
relevant times has represented a bargaining unit consisting of all Judicial Marshals 
employed by the Judicial Branch. 
 
3. Judicial Marshals were formerly classified as Special Deputy Sheriffs until the 
County Sheriff system was abolished; the Judicial Branch assumed responsibility for court 
security on December 1, 2000. 
 
4. The Union and the State have been parties to two collective bargaining agreements, 
the most recent of which had effective dates of July 1, 2004 through June 30, 2007 (Ex. 9) 
and contained articles relating to the grievance procedure and the disciplinary procedure. 
The discipline article contained a clause that permitted Union members to request Union 
representation at certain investigatory interviews that the member believed might result in 
discipline. 
 
5. At the time of the hearing, the parties were currently negotiating for a successor 
collective bargaining agreement. 
 
6. Anthony Pizighelli (Pizighelli) is the President of the Union. He previously served 
as Executive Secretary of the Union for 6 years. Pizighelli has been working full-time for 
the Union for approximately 3 ½ years. He participated in both sets of contract 
negotiations and has been involved in numerous grievance, arbitration, and prohibited 
practice proceedings between the parties. 
 
7. During 2006, relations between the parties were poor. Pizighelli felt the concerns 
and issues he raised on behalf of the Union were being ignored by the State. Robert Coffey 
(Coffey), Director of Human Resource Management, who dealt with the Union, felt that 
Pizighelli was difficult to deal with and less willing to compromise than representatives of 
other unions of State employees.  
 
8. Pizighelli, Union Regional Staff Representative Paul Birks (Birks), and Coffey met 
on July 31, 2006 to discuss a number of issues that were of continuing concern to the 
Union.  Pizighelli had put together a list of these issues, which he felt the State had not 
properly addressed or resolved. (Ex. 5). The list began with several explanatory 
paragraphs:  
 

This is a list of issues which Local 731 has unsuccessfully attempted to resolve.  
Most were first attempted informally, then either forwarded through the grievance 
process, arbitration or SBLR. 

 2



 
We receive either no response, a vague acknowledgement, or a series of delays 
until the problem either resolves itself, or is forgotten about. 
 
The list is not all inclusive of every issue before the union, but shall serve as an  
example of the variety of issues we have tried in good faith to resolve. The 
Branches persistent position of “we will work with you” and then never following 
through on their word has left the bargaining unit with the total and complete belief 
that the union is ineffective and can not protect their rights. 
 

The list was four pages long and included items grouped under the headers “Statewide 
issues” and “District issues,” the latter of which was broken down further into individual 
judicial districts. The parties went through the list but were unable to agree on resolutions 
to any of the items satisfactory to both the Union and the State. 
 
9. At that meeting, Pizighelli gave Coffey a copy of a letter he had written to 
Governor M. Jodi Rell and Attorney General Richard Blumenthal that he planned to send 
if progress was not made soon on at least a few of the Union’s concerns. (Ex. 6). The 
letter, dated August 1, 2006, indicated that it would be sent via fax and certified mail to the 
Governor and Attorney General, and was copied to “IBPO Local 731 Membership.” It 
addressed three main concerns on which Pizighelli had received numerous complaints 
from bargaining unit members: the actions of court planners in conducting investigations; 
mechanical problems with transport vehicles; and hiring and promotion. The body of the 
letter read in full: 
 

I am writing to you today on behalf of the Executive Board and the 750 Judicial 
Marshal of International Brotherhood of Police Officers (IBPO) Local 731, that 
we represent within the State of Connecticut Judicial Branch. We are asking for 
your intervention regarding the Judicial Branch’s appalling and unethical treatment 
of the workforce.  More specifically, investigations conducted by the Court Oper- 
ations division, not only violate the Judicial Branch’s own code of ethics and con- 
duct but we feel they are unduly influenced by Judicial Branch managers. 
 
Judicial Branch “Court Planners” have routinely exceeded the scope of their 
authority while conducting administrative investigations both within the Judicial 
Branch and out in the community. Our Local has received numerous calls and 
complaints by our membership voicing their concerns, they are fearful and angry at 
the manner in which they are treated by the Judicial Branch. They believe some 
members have been targeted (or not) based on who they are or who they know, this 
raises concerns for the manner in which the Judicial Branch conducts itself in 
carrying out its mission to ensure courthouse security. 
 
Our members are specifically concerned that during these investigative activities, 
exculpatory facts are, omitted, distorted and in some cases destroyed. 
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It is the opinion of this Local, with the support of our parent union, that an 
independent source must examine the evidence we have gathered to substantiate 
our claims of unethical and possibly criminal acts. 
 
These difficulties seem to be similar in nature to the concerns brought forth by the 
Connecticut Department of Corrections and the Connecticut Department of Public 
Safety. 
 
Additionally, we feel that possible risks to public safety should be brought to your 
attention such as many Transport Vehicles are being pushed beyond their 
mechanical limits. When prisoner seats collapse and inmates are passing out in the 
backs of prisoner transport vehicles, from faulty or non-functioning air 
conditioners, this would seem to indicate that there has been a serious break down 
in the system. Despite a large budget for equipment, Judicial Marshals routinely 
work with substandard (old or worn) equipment. We have recently sent notice of 
these problems to the Judicial Branch’s upper management staff and are very 
disappointed in the Judicial Branch’s failure to respond in a meaningful fashion. 
 
Lastly, we are compelled to bring to light that the members we represent have 
successfully strived to overcome the veil of unprofessionalism which brought about 
the reform of the Sheriff’s System. This has been not been easy, especially given  
that many of the Supervisors under the Sheriff’s system are still to this day 
supervisors of Judicial Marshals or Court Planners; we believed the reason for 
Sheriff’s reform was the professionalism of Special Deputy Sheriff’s/Judicial 
Marshals and the removal of the “Patronage Jobs”. We regret to say that to this day 
our hopes seem to have been in vain.  
 
Promises of independent testing for both employment and promotions were never 
fulfilled. In lieu of independent testing and merit based promotions we interview 
with a panel of Judges and court planners. This practice at the very least provides 
for the appearance of impropriety where none should exist. 
 
Judicial Marshals are State of Connecticut “Peace Officers”. As such we are a 
viable resource in the law enforcement community and serve a very necessary 
purpose. We are charged with courthouse security and prisoner transportation. We 
enforce the laws.  In contrast, the Judicial Branch being an independent Branch of 
Government is charged with interpreting the law, not enforcing it. 
 
We therefore respectfully request that you take the bold step of launching an 
independent outside investigation that will put a stop to the omnipotent and 
unethical behavior of the Judicial Branch’s Court Operations division and hold its 
administration to the highest standards of the State of Connecticut. 
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It is also our sincerest desire that you would support legislation which would 
remove the administration of Judicial Marshals Services from the Judicial Branch 
and place administrative control under the Executive Branch where we strongly 
believe it belongs.  
 
(emphasis in original) 
 

10. Coffey believed that the State had done its best to address and resolve the Union’s 
concerns but that the Union remained unsatisfied. As Coffey felt there was nothing more 
he could do to address the Union’s concerns, the parties tried to set up a meeting between 
Pizighelli and Coffey’s superiors. However, these individuals refused to meet with 
Pizighelli because they felt he was untrustworthy based on a previous meeting in which he 
had agreed to something and then publicly reversed his position the next day.  
 
11. Although the letter was dated August 1, 2006, Pizighelli actually sent it to the 
Governor and Attorney General a few days later. 
 
12. When officials at the Judicial Branch saw the letter, they filed the instant complaint 
with the Labor Board on August 7, 2006. (Ex. 2). 
 
13. In response to the August 1, 2006 letter, Union officials met with an aide to the 
Governor. 
 
14. The Attorney General responded via letter dated August 9, 2006. (Ex. 12, p.8). The 
body of the letter read in full: 
 

Thank you for your letter dated August 1, 2006 alerting me to allegations of 
unethical and possibly illegal conduct by the Judicial Branch with respect to the 
treatment of Judicial Marshals. 
 
I consider the allegations contained in your letter to be significant and serious and I 
have already asked my staff to discuss them with the Auditors to begin the 
“Whistle-blower” process pursuant to §4-61dd of the Connecticut General Statutes. 
I am deeply troubled by any possible misconduct.  
 
As you know, six years ago the Auditors of Public Accounts and I issued a major 
report concerning the abuses of the Sheriff system. The report played an important 
role in the historic change from the Sheriff system to the current Marshal system. 
Our hope and expectation was that placing specific duties of state Marshals under 
the supervision of the Judicial Branch would improve the delivery of services and 
restore public trust and confidence in the system. Your letter raises concerns that 
potentially involve these important policy goals. 
 
Thank you for bringing these important concerns to my attention. 
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15. As stated in the letter, the Attorney General forwarded the matter to the Auditors 
for investigation and Pizighelli was interviewed as part of the audit process. No conclusion 
has yet been reached and no action has been taken to date. 
 
16. In response to the State’s filing of the present complaint, Pizighelli wrote a second 
letter to the Attorney General informing him that the Union believed the State filed its 
complaint in retaliation for the Union’s letter to the Governor and the Attorney General. 

 
17. The Attorney General responded via letter dated August 12, 2006. (Ex. 8). The 
body of the letter stated in full: 
 

We are in receipt of your letter in which you allege that the Judicial Department has 
engaged in retaliation in violation of §4-61dd of the Connecticut General Statutes 
by filing a prohibited practice complaint against your Local with the State Board of 
Labor Relations. 
 
We are conferring with the Auditors of Public Accounts about this latest 
development, in addition to your original complaint. We have begun and will 
continue the whistle-blower process. 
 

18. Coffey believes the Union’s letter damaged his relationship with Linda Yelmini 
(Yelmini), who at the time was the Commissioner of the Department of Administrative 
Services, and that the Union’s claims could undermine the Judicial Branch’s credibility 
with the Executive Branch.  
 
19. The Judicial Branch was concerned over the allegations in the Union’s letter 
regarding possible criminal activity. In response, Judge William Lavery (Lavery), Chief 
Court Administrator, wrote a letter to the Attorney General and copied it to the Governor 
and two State Auditors. (Ex. 12). The letter read in full: 
 

Although no one in the Judicial Branch was on copy, I am in receipt of your letter 
dated August 9, 2006, to Anthony Pizighelli, President of IBPO Local 731, 
concerning his complaint about the Judicial Branch. 
 
The Judicial Branch categorically denies these allegations, as filed in the enclosed 
prohibited practices complaint to the State Labor Department. As you represent the  
Branch on many matters, I am sure you will agree that we should allow this proper 
statutory procedure to run its course before passing judgment on the allegations. 
 
The motive behind the allegations is the union’s desire not to be under the 
supervision of the Judicial Branch, as the enclosed e-mail from the complainant 
shows. In addition, the Legislature had the opportunity to place the court’s security 
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personnel in the Executive Branch when it abolished the County Sheriffs system. It 
chose not to. 
 
We will be glad to sit down with you, the Governor’s office and the State Auditors 
of Public Accounts to answer any questions you have. I await your response. 
 
Lavery enclosed copies of Pizighelli’s letter, the present complaint, and two e-mails 

with his letter. Both e-mails were from Pizighelli to union members and officials. The first 
e-mail, dated August 14, 2006, discussed the Attorney General’s August 9, 2006 response 
letter, which was attached. The e-mail closed with a note that members should expect the 
Judicial Branch to react and to report any changes in the treatment of the membership to 
Pizighelli. The second e-mail, dated August 15, 2006, stated that the Union had received a 
call from the Governor’s office requesting a meeting to discuss the Union’s concerns. It 
requested that the members provide Pizighelli with specific and documented evidence of 
the Judicial Branch’s mismanagement of the Judicial Marshals to “justify the move to the 
Executive Branch.” 
 
20. Lavery also wrote a letter, dated August 17, 2006, to then Commissioner of Public 
Safety Leonard Boyle (Boyle) that he copied to the Governor, the Attorney General, and 
the two State Auditors. (Ex. 10). The letter read in full: 
 

Please find enclosed the letter that was sent to Governor M. Jodi Rell and Attorney 
General Richard Blumenthal by Mr. Anthony Pizighelli, President of the 
International Brotherhood of Police Officers (IBPO) Local 731. The IBPO is the 
collective bargaining representative of the Judicial Marshals. 
 
The letter outlines a number of complaints that the IBPO has with the 
administration of Judicial Marshal Services under the Judicial Branch. Mr. 
Pizighelli’s complaints concern matters that are subject to collective bargaining, 
and with that in mind, the Branch has filed a prohibited practice complaint against 
the IBPO with the State Board of Labor Relations asking that the Board direct the 
IBPO to use contractually established mechanisms to address their concerns. (I 
have enclosed a copy of the complaint.) 
 
However, Mr. Pizighelli’s letter also makes reference to “…unethical and possibly 
criminal acts” on the part of the Branch or its employees. I have no knowledge as to 
the specifics of such a claim, but I nevertheless believe that a thorough 
investigation should be undertaken to determine if such allegations can be 
substantiated. 
 
I respectfully request that your office conduct whatever investigation you deem 
appropriate at your earliest convenience. Please be assured that my staff and I will 
cooperate with your inquiry in any way possible. Thank you for your assistance. 
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21. Boyle ordered the Connecticut State Police to conduct an investigation. Pizighelli 
and IBPO Attorney Michael Brady (Brady) participated in the investigation, which 
produced no evidence of criminal activity. Boyle indicated as such in a January 30, 2007 
letter to Lavery (Ex. 11) which read in relevant part:  

 
This is in reply to your letter dated January 8, 2007, concerning a complaint letter 
from the International Brotherhood of Police Officers, Local 731, in August of 
2006. 
 
Having read this letter and upon your written request to have my office look into 
this matter, Sergeant William Kelly of the Central District Major Crime Squad was 
assigned to investigate. An interview was conducted with the IBPO, Local 731 
President Anthony Pizighelli. Michael Brady, a Union staff attorney also 
participated. After discussing the contents of his letter, Mr. Pizighelli and Attorney 
Brady both stated that they had no specific information or details of any crime 
whereby the state police could direct a criminal investigation. Pizighelli stated that 
he was looking for the Attorney General’s office to initiate an investigation and if a 
crime were uncovered, based on their findings, a criminal investigation would be 
conducted by the appropriate agency.  During the interview, Mr. Pizighelli 
discussed situations where the actions or lack of actions by Judicial Administrators 
concerned Union membership. Some of what was discussed dealt with policy, 
procedure, and contractual issues within the Judicial Branch. Again, Mr. Pizighelli 
and Attorney Brady provided no specific information or evidence relating to a 
crime that would warrant the state police to conduct a criminal investigation at that 
time.  
 
I have enclosed a copy of Sergeant Kelly’s report that was closed on September 12, 
2006, with a finding of no criminal aspect. Mr. Pizighelli and Attorney Brady were 
notified of this closing.  
 
*** 
 

22. On or about February 28, 2007 Pizighelli testified at a public hearing before the 
Connecticut General Assembly Judiciary Committee in support of House Bill 6674, a bill 
to move the Judicial Marshals from the Judicial Branch to the Executive Branch, 
specifically the Department of Public Safety. (Ex. 7). A Union member had a primary role 
in initiating that legislation. 
 
 
23. Although the State strongly disagreed with the allegations Pizighelli made in his 
testimony, the State took no action challenging the Union’s public support of this 
legislation.  
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CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 

1. The Union did not bargain in bad faith when it sent a letter to the Governor and 
Attorney General, Executive Branch officials, seeking their intervention on issues relating 
to the collective bargaining relationship with the Judicial Branch. 
 
2. The Union’s actions did not amount to an attempt to coerce the Judicial Branch in 
its selection of representatives for collective bargaining and did not violate the Act. 
 
3. The Union’s actions did not amount to an attempt to bargain with representatives of 
the Executive Branch on behalf of Judicial Branch employees and did not violate the Act. 
 
 

DISCUSSION 

 The State argues in this case that by sending its letter of complaint regarding the 
actions/inactions of the Judicial Branch to the Governor and the Attorney General, both 
members of the Executive Branch, the Union has bargained in bad faith in several respects. 
The State charges that in taking such action the Union has improperly bypassed the 
contractual grievance procedure and the procedures required by SERA regarding issues it 
was unhappy about. Further, the State alleges the Union’s actions amount to an attempt to 
coerce the Judicial Branch in its selection of representatives for collective bargaining. The 
State also argues that the Union has violated its duty by attempting to bargain with 
members of the Executive Branch on behalf of Judicial Branch employees over mandatory 
subjects of bargaining. Finally, the State argues that the Union has failed to bargain in 
good faith by attempting to exert secondary pressure on the Judicial Branch.   
 
 The Union counters that its actions are protected by the First Amendment; that the 
Union was exercising its Constitutional right to petition the Government for redress of its 
grievances. The Union further argues that regardless of whether the collective bargaining 
process provides adequate remedies to its contracting parties, neither the contract nor 
interpretations of SERA can strip the parties of their rights under the First Amendment. 
Alternatively, the Union argues that the three issues complained of by the Union in its 
letter are beyond the scope of the collective bargaining agreement between the parties and 
were either non-mandatory subjects of bargaining or did not rise to the level of a prohibited 
practice under SERA. In this case we agree with the Union for the following reasons. 
  
 The separation of powers doctrine is the tentpole of the State’s argument in the 
present matter. Like its federal counterpart, the Connecticut Constitution includes the 
separation of powers doctrine. Article Second, as amended by Article Eighteen of the 
Amendments, of the Connecticut Constitution provides that “[t]he powers of government 
shall be divided into three distinct departments, and each of them confided to a separate 
magistracy, to wit, those which are legislative, to one; those which are executive, to 
another; and those which are judicial, to another.”  

 9



 
Central to this doctrine is the principle that the three branches cannot and should 

not intrude upon the prerogatives of another. O’Donoghue v. U.S., 289 U.S. 516 (1933). 
As Supreme Court Chief Justice Warren Burger stated in his concurring opinion in Nixon 
v. Fitzgerald, 457 U.S. 731 (1982), “[t]he essential purpose of the separation of powers is 
to allow for independent functioning of each coequal branch of government within its 
assigned sphere of responsibility, free from risk of control, interference, or intimidation by 
other branches.” Id. at 760-61. This principle “operates in a broad manner to confine the 
legislative, executive and judicial powers to each department within the limits set forth by 
the constitution.” Stolberg v. Caldwell, 175 Conn. 586, 598 (1978), appeal dismissed sub 
nom. Stolberg v. Davidson, 454 U.S. 958 (1981); Norwalk Street Railway Co. Appeal, 69 
Conn. 576 (1897).  

 
In this regard, the Board has long recognized that the Judicial Branch is a separate 

employer from the Executive Branch for purposes of collective bargaining. Section 5-
278(a) of the Act states that the State will be represented in collective bargaining in the 
following manner:  

 
(1) In the case of an executive branch employer, including the Division of  
Criminal Justice, by the chief executive officer whether elected or appointed, or  
his designated representative; who shall maintain a close liaison with the legis- 
lature relative to the negotiations and the potential fiscal ramifications of any  
proposed settlement; (2) in the case of a judicial branch employer, by the Chief  
Court Administrator or his designated representative; and (3) in the case of each  
segment of the system of higher education, the faculty and professional employees  
shall negotiate with their own board of trustees or its designated representative.    
 
The State argues that the Union’s letter constituted a flagrant attempt to take its 

dispute with the Judicial Branch – the employer of its members and thus the bargaining 
representative – over the head of the Judicial Branch to the Executive Branch in an effort 
to bargain with the Executive Branch in violation of the Act. The Union refutes this 
allegation, arguing that it was not attempting to bargain with the Executive Branch, but 
rather was exercising its First Amendment right to petition its government for redress. 
While we agree with the State that the Union is prohibited from bargaining with the 
Executive Branch regarding Judicial Branch employees, we do not find that to be the 
situation here.  

 
We find that the Union’s actions amount to political pressure, not bargaining. In 

our previous cases, we have recognized that political activity is an integral part of the 
bargaining process, and that there is a political aspect of collective bargaining in the public 
sector that has no counterpart in private sector bargaining. City of Hartford, Dec. No. 1353 
(1975). As the U.S. Supreme Court has recognized time and time again, the right to 
petition the government for a redress of grievances is among the most precious liberties 
safeguarded by the U.S. Constitution. United Mine Workers of America, District 12 v. 
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Illinois State Bar Association, 389 U.S. 217 (1967). This right, which the Board has also 
recognized, is “intimately connected both in origin and in purpose, with the other First 
Amendment rights of free speech and free press.” Id. at 222. Further, this Board has 
consistently held that where the policies of the Act conflict with the First Amendment, 
there is little doubt that the former must yield to the latter. City of Shelton, Dec. No. 1538 
(1977); City of Hartford, Dec. No. 1353 (1975). Therefore, as we noted in City of Shelton, 
supra, we have reliably interpreted labor statutes so as to accommodate paramount First 
Amendment rights. City of New London, Dec. No. 1924 (1970); City of Shelton, Dec. No. 
1344 (1975); City of Stamford, Dec. No. 1421 (1976); Town of Stonington, Dec. No. 
1551 (1977).  

 
Our holding in this case is consistent with our prior rulings in this area. In City of 

New London, supra, we held that accurate press releases by the parties concerning filing 
and processing grievances under a collective bargaining agreement were appropriate means 
to pursue objectives protected by the Act. In City of Hartford supra, and City of Shelton, 
supra, we applied parallel reasoning to protect the employers’ activity in making 
statements designed to affect public opinion about matters related to collective bargaining. 
In City of Stamford, supra, we found no violation of the Act where the union directed its 
political activity toward the election of a mayoral candidate believed to be favorable 
toward the union. In Town of Stonington, supra, we upheld the union’s right to make 
public statements to achieve a legitimate union objective. 

     
We find an examination of State of Connecticut, Dec. No. 2456 (1986), to be 

particularly instructive in this matter. In that case, we upheld the State’s right to attempt to 
have the Connecticut General Assembly impose its position in pension negotiations upon 
several bargaining units.  We noted that “attempts to have a legislative body legislate 
conditions of employment to in effect perform an ‘end run’ around one’s bargaining 
opponent when that opponent will not agree to one’s position is a well-known phenomenon 
in public sector labor relations.” We note the State’s argument that the present case is 
distinguishable from our previous rulings because here there was no attempt by the Union 
at public or legislative influence of the Judicial Branch; thus the Union’s actions here are 
not protected. We do not agree. While it is true that here, the Union’s end run attempt was 
made on members of the Executive Branch, the Union has every right to petition its 
government for redress. As we noted in State of Connecticut, supra, we believe that grave 
constitutional difficulties would result from any state law that purported to prohibit the 
exercise of this right.     

 
We also strongly note that a practice of “end-running” one’s bargaining opponent 

has been frequently criticized, because if successful, it tends to encourage parties to look 
toward the political process rather than the bargaining process as a means of accomplishing 
changes in conditions of employment. In State of Connecticut, supra, we reiterated that 
criticism and we do so again here. This Board still believes that criticism of such action is 
well founded, and that changes should be effected through the bargaining process and not 
the political process as a matter of public policy. That is why we have public employee 
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bargaining statutes. Moreover, if these sorts of end runs become de rigueur, the bargaining 
process will be so severely undermined as to cause irreparable damage to relations between 
labor and management.  As such, we wish to clearly state that this type of activity is not 
the preferred method of resolving disputes in this jurisdiction even if protected against 
sanctions from this Board. 

 
Whether the issues presented in the Union’s letter are mandatory subjects of 

bargaining, as the State urges, is immaterial. Although it is inarguable that the Union is 
required to bargain over mandatory subjects of bargaining with the Judicial Branch, it has a 
protected First Amendment right to lobby, support, petition or otherwise engage its elected 
officials on a broad range of issues it feels will benefit its membership.  Here, we find the 
evidence to be clear that the Union was not attempting to bargain with the Executive 
Branch regarding its concerns.  Rather, the Union sought redress through the political 
process to Connecticut’s duly elected Chief Executive and Chief Legal Officer to  
influence matters it was unable to directly achieve through the preferable means of 
collective bargaining. A plain reading of the letter itself evidences that the Union’s purpose 
in so writing was not to request bargaining but to ask the Governor and Attorney General 
to conduct an independent investigation of the Judicial Branch’s Court Operations, 
something the Judicial Branch obviously could not do, and to support legislation to place 
the Judicial Marshals under the administrative control of the Executive Branch.  

 
Further, the evidence is clear that the Union did first attempt to address the issues 

presented in the letter with the Judicial Branch, and also gave it advance notice that the 
letter would be sent unless some movement was made toward resolution of the issues 
presented. By sending the letter after first giving the Judicial Branch an opportunity to 
respond, the Union sought to put additional pressure on the Judicial Branch to resolve 
those matters. The Judicial Branch was not blindsided by the Union’s petition to the 
Governor and Attorney General.  

 
Based on the above, in light of the broad protections discussed in our previous 

rulings in this area, we find that no violation of the Act occurred in this matter. As the 
Chief Executive and Chief Legal Officer of Connecticut, the Governor and Attorney 
General are available to hear the petition of any individual or entity in the State, including 
one from the Union and its members. Simply because the petitioning individuals are 
employees of another branch of government does not disqualify them from any 
Constitutional protection to which they may be entitled. While we do not necessarily agree 
with the means the Union chose to achieve its objectives, convinced as we are that these 
sorts of end runs threaten the collective bargaining process, we must uphold the Union’s 
right to do so. Accordingly, the State’s complaint is dismissed.   
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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 are, 
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 21st  
day of August, 2008 to the following: 
 
 
Robert Coffey 
Human Resources Development Manager   RRR 
State of Connecticut Judicial Department 
90 Washington Street 
Hartford, CT  06106 
 
Attorney Brian Clemow 
Shipman & Goodwin      RRR 
One Constitution Plaza 
Hartford, CT  06103 
 
Attorney Michael J. Brady 
IBPO        RRR 
346 Main Street 
Cromwell, CT  06416 
 
  

________________________ 
 Jaye Bailey, General Counsel 
 CONNECTICUT STATE BOARD OF LABOR RELATIONS 
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