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DECISION AND ORDER AND PARTIAL DISMISSAL OF COMPLAINTS  
 
 On December 19, 2005 the International Association of Firefighters, Local 834 
(the Union) filed a complaint (MPP-25,800) with the Connecticut State Board of Labor 
Relations (the Labor Board) alleging that the City of Bridgeport (the City) had violated 
the Municipal Employee Relations Act (MERA or the Act) by unilaterally changing the 
on-call/standby procedures without negotiating with the Union. On August 9, 2006 the 
Union filed a second complaint (MPP-26,200) alleging the City violated the Act by 
unilaterally changing the uniform policy without negotiating with the Union. On October 
26, 2006 the Union filed a third complaint (MPP-26,319) alleging the City violated the 
Act by unilaterally changing the Rules and Regulations of the Bridgeport Fire 
Department (the Department) without negotiating with the Union. 
 

On or about March 8, 2007 the complaints were consolidated. After the requisite 
preliminary steps had been taken, the matter came before the Labor Board for a hearing 



on July 12, 2007 and September 14, 2007.  Both parties appeared, were represented and 
allowed to present evidence, examine and cross-examine witnesses, and make argument.  
Both parties filed post-hearing briefs, the last of which was received on September 5, 
2008.  Based on the entire record before us, we make the following findings of fact and 
conclusions of law and we issue the following order and partial dismissal of the 
complaints. 
 

FINDINGS OF FACT 
 
1. The City is a municipal 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 been the exclusive bargaining representative of all uniformed and 
investigatory positions within the Department, excluding the Fire Chief. 
 
3. Effective July 1, 1978, the Department issued “Rules and Regulations Governing 
the Personnel of the Bridgeport Fire Department,” (1978 Rules and Regulations) covering 
such issues as appointment, organization, and dress for the Department. (Ex. 4).  
 
4. At all relevant times the City and the Union were parties to a collective bargaining 
agreement with effective dates of July 1, 2001 through June 30, 2004, extended to June 
30, 2005, that contained a provision, Article 8, which set forth manpower requirements 
for the Department. (Ex. 3). It contained the following additional relevant provisions: 
 
 

ARTICLE 5 – DISCIPLINARY ACTION 
 
No permanent employee shall be removed, dismissed, discharged, suspended, 
fined, reduced in rank, or warned, either in writing or orally, except for just cause. 
Investigations into allegations of matters which may result in disciplinary action 
will be initiated within ninety days (90) of when the Chief becomes specifically 
aware of the exact nature of the alleged violation in written format.  

 
 ***  

 
ARTICLE 16 – UNIFORM ALLOWANCE 

 
Section 1 
 
a) Upon appointment each new employee who is appointed to the Fire 

Department shall receive an initial uniform allotment of Five-Hundred ($500) 
dollars to be paid at the time of appointment… 

 
Effective October 1, 2003, each employee of the Fire Department shall 
receive a uniform allowance of eight-hundred and fifty ($850.00) dollars.  
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b) In addition, each employee who is assigned to a position, the regular duties of 
which require that the employee wear a dress uniform instead of a work uniform, 
shall receive a uniform allowance of eight-hundred and twenty-five ($825) dollars 
to be paid in each Contract year on the first pay day in October. Effective October 
1, 2003 the amount shall be increased to nine-hundred and twenty-five ($925.00) 
dollars.  
 
Section 2 – The City shall provide each employee with his own protective 
clothing of good quality and condition. Such clothing shall consist of helmet, 
bunker pants with leather boots, Nomex hood, safety eye protection, hearing 
protection, turnout coat, and two (2) pair of gloves. Upon initial appointment, the 
City shall provide each employee with two (2) department approved patches. The 
City shall also provide at its expense work clothes for the members of the 
maintenance division who are members of the bargaining unit. 
 
Section 3 – Upon the effective date of this agreement, employees of the 
Bridgeport Fire Department shall not be required to wear the employee’s uniform 
to or from work. However, once each year, the Department shall conduct a Class 
“A” uniform inspection. 
 

ARTICLE 21 – CLASSIFICATION 
Section 2 - …the City and the Union agree to consolidated the following 
positions: 
 
CURRENT CLASS             CONSOLIDATED CLASS 
*** 
Captain      Captain 
Fire Special Program Coordinator 
Administrative Aide II 
Fire Alarm Assistant Superintendent 
*** 

 
ARTICLE 37 – MANAGEMENT RIGHTS 

 
Except as expressly modified or restricted by a specific provision of this 
Agreement, all statutory and inherent managerial rights, prerogatives, and 
functions are retained and vested exclusively in the City, including, but not 
limited to, the rights, in accordance with its sole and exclusive judgment and 
discretion, to recruit, select, train, promote, discipline, transfer, layoff, and 
discharge personnel; determine the number and type of positions and 
organizational structure required to provide Fire services; define the duties and 
responsibilities of each position and of the department; acquire and maintain 
essential equipment and facilities required to conduct the business of providing 
Fire services; contract for non-fire services with other units of government and/or 
private contractors for the provisions of non-fire services to or by the City; 
establish and amend policy, procedures, rules and regulations regarding 
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employees standards of conduct and the manner in which work is performed; 
perform the tasks and exercise the authorities granted by statute, charter and 
ordinance to municipal corporations. The City’s failure to exercise any right, 
prerogative or function hereby reserved to it, or the City’s exercise of any such 
right, prerogative, or function in a particular way, shall not be considered a waiver 
of the City’s right to exercise such rights, prerogative or function or preclude it 
from exercising the same in some other way not in conflict with the express 
provisions of this Agreement. The City shall not exercise its management rights in 
violation of its obligations under MERA (the Connecticut Municipal Employee 
Relations Act. Connecticut General Statute § 7-467, et seq). 

 
5. In February 2005, Brian Rooney (Rooney) became Provisional Fire Chief. As 
Rooney familiarized himself with how the Department operated, he concluded that there 
were some problems, including abuses of the on-call/standby process and a wide 
variation in the uniforms worn by Department members. 
 
6. All Department members have always been subject to recall in case of an 
emergency. 
 
7. For approximately ten years, the Department has had a formal policy on the 
incident command system in place. As part of this plan, the first officer to arrive on the 
scene is the incident commander until and unless he or she is relieved by a higher-ranking 
officer.  
 
8. The Maintenance Division of the Department has a twenty-four hour emergency 
service. The 1978 Rules and Regulations Section 11.5(i) indicates that Mechanics are to 
be rotated to this duty equitably. 
 
9. The 1978 Rules and Regulations Section 12.5 states that the Fire Marshal 
Division “shall be subject to recall to duty at any time in case of emergency.” 
 
10. The 1978 Rules and Regulations Section 17.2 states that the “basic organization is 
the Company, composed of the number of Officers and men as shall be determined by the 
Chief Engineer and approved by the Board of Fire Commissioners.” 
 
11. “Directive 22” originated in or about February 24, 1997 (Ex. 18) and governed on 
–call/standby for the Department. “On-call” and “standby” refer to individuals within the 
Department who may be required to perform duties outside their normal work hours for 
which they receive compensation; on-call/standby is a form of overtime.  
 
12. Directive 22 was revised by Chief Rooney on June 6, June 16, July 18, and 
December 7, 2005. (Exs. 19, 20). Chief Rooney made the revisions in order to increase 
member accountability by putting a formal procedure in place. Relevant to this complaint 
are three changes:  
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a. On-call/standby was made mandatory for all eligible members (employees 
assigned full-time to a division who have either completed training to verify 
their ability to serve in the on-call position or have demonstrated to the 
division head that the member has the ability to adequately perform the 
required duties, or both). Prior to the revision, there were members of the 
Department that were not required to take call. 

b. A formal procedure, including paperwork, for putting oneself on the on-
call/standby list and for removing oneself from the list was created. Prior to 
the revisions, a member simply informed his or her supervisor of his or her 
wishes.  

c. A formal procedure, including permission from the division head, for 
“swapping of turns” was created. Prior to the revisions, members would make 
their own informal agreements to swap on-call/standby assignments. 
 

13. Since Directive 22 was revised, no member’s request to be removed from the on-
call/standby list has been denied and no one who wanted to work an on-call opportunity 
has been denied that opportunity. Chief Rooney testified that if a person wanted to get 
off-call, and he had enough people to cover the call, the individual would be permitted to 
get off-call; however, if there were not enough people on-call, the individual’s request 
would be denied.  
 
14. Directive #6 is the Department’s Uniform Policy. (Ex. 12). Dated May 12, 1993, 
it was revised June 19, 1995; December 27, 1995; and November 25, 1996. Directive #6 
states that it is “the intent of this Department to comply with the requirements of Conn. 
[OSHA] and NFPA. All members required to wear a uniform shall be responsible for 
wearing and maintenance of the proper uniform as prescribed” by the Department. It 
includes uniform standards for Fire Officers’ dress uniforms, summer dress uniforms, and  
work uniforms and for Pumper Engineers/Fire Fighters’ dress uniforms, summer 
uniforms and work uniforms. The work uniforms for Fire Officers and Pumper 
Engineers/Fire Fighters include as an option both long and short sleeve polo shirts “made 
of FireWear FFR/cotton” and indicate that only one brand of shirt will be acceptable. 
Standard round bell caps are the only headgear, other than the helmet, permitted for 
Department members.  
 
15. On or about December 19, 1994, then Chief Gerald Grover (Grover) issued C.O. 
#97/94 to all Department members with the subject line “Uniforms.” (Ex. 15). The C.O. 
stated: 
 
 

Directive #6 – Uniforms – will be effective 0800 on January 1, 1995. The work 
uniform section will be excepted.  
 
At the request of Local #834 and the Bridgeport Fire Department Safety 
Committee golf shirts will become part of the work uniform. 
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Local #834 and the department recommend that no member purchase work 
uniforms until a decision is made on the style and design of the golf shirt.  
 
Firefighter and Pumper Engineer work uniform will be golf shirts. Company 
Officer will remain as stated in Directive #6.  
 
The following is a letter to me from Peter J. Oliva, President of Local #834, dated 
December 19, 1994: 
 
In consideration of the safety committee’s recommendation of a flame resistant 
golf style shirt and your agreement to allow such a shirt to be worn with the 
Bridgeport Fire Department work uniform, Local 834 requests that you extend the 
date for mandatory compliance with the work uniform section of Directive 6. 
 

16. On or about December 20, 1994, Safety and Productivity Committee Chairperson 
Thomas Bucci wrote a letter to then Chief Grover (Ex. 17) that stated: 
 

This letter is to present you in writing, the Safety and Productivity Committee’s 
recommendation concerning work uniforms to be worn by line personnel. 
 
At the committee meeting held on Monday, December 19, 1994, the committee 
voted 3 to 1 to reaffirm the recommendation previously voted upon in 1993. At 
the meeting, you were given a copy of the original recommendation dated August 
16, 1993, submitted by Firefighter Kevin Higgins.  
 
The committee recommends the following: 
 
A golf style shirt with a maltese emblem over the left breast, and matching pants, 
made of a material to confirm with OSHA standards and/or NFPA 1500. Any 
attachments should be embroidered, as metal attachments present a stick hazard 
and conduct heat. 
 
Attached to the letter was a copy of the original 1993 recommendation that 

firefighters wear golf style shirts in an attempt to distinguish them from police officers 
and the dangers associated with that position. 
 
17. On or about September 26, 1996, then President of the Local Union, Ronald 
Morales, wrote a letter to then Acting Fire Chief David Schiller (Ex. 9) that stated: 
 

International Association of Fire Fighters Local 834, the Health and Safety 
Committee and the Office of the Fire Chief have come to an agreement regarding 
the wearing of navy/white colored fire rated golf style shirts. The navy/white fire 
rated golf shirts can be worn by officers. The navy fire rated golf shirts can be 
worn by firefighters and pumper engineers.  
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This will currently allow for members of IAFF Local 834 to wear as their station 
work uniform either the navy/white epaulet shirts, the navy/white fire rated golf 
shirts or chambray shirts. It is also understood that either of the white shirts are 
for officers use only. 
 
The chambray shirts currently being worn will be gradually phased out by 
November 1, 1998.  
 
This agreement between the City and IAFF Local 834 does not effect the current 
uniform allowance. 
 

18. The Department issued the following C.O. (Ex. 16):  

C.O. #49/96 WORK UNIFORM 
Effective 0800 hours, Monday, September 30, 1996, the following 
uniform shirts may be worn as a work uniform option: 
 For Officers: 
 
White, polo type, short sleeve shirt made of FireWear FFR/cotton. 
The only acceptable brand is Lion, Style #548 (white). 
 
 For all firefighting personnel including Officers: 
 
Navy blue, polo type, short sleeve shirt made of FireWear 
FFR/cotton. The only acceptable brand: Lion, Style #587 (navy) 
Navy blue, polo type, long sleeve shirt made of FireWear 
FFR/cotton. The only acceptable brand, Lion, Style #635. 
This shirt may be worn as a sweatshirt. Metal collar brass will not 
be worn on these shirts. Sewn on insignia patches will be available 
from Fairfield Uniform and New England Uniform.  
 
Effective 0800 hours, Saturday, November 1, 1998, chambray 
shirts will no longer be part of the Bridgeport Fire Department’s 
work uniform and will not be worn.  

 
19. Sometime in or about 1999, then Chief Michael Maglione (Maglione) issued a 
“Read and Post” (Ex. 7) that read: 
 

Department Polo Shirt and Baseball Cap 
 
The Department has recently approved a Fire Department polo shirt and baseball 
cap which may be worn as part of the work uniform. 
 
Firefighter Ceferino Rivera will be handling both items. He has samples that may 
be seen by Department members. Please contact him after Friday, July 9, 1999. 
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Purchase of the polo shirt and cap is strictly voluntary. 
 
Shift Assistant Chiefs will inspect the items to verify that they are department 
approved. 
 

20. On or about June 29, 2001, then Deputy Chief of Operations Rooney issued a 
“Read and Post” to “All Companies, Battalions, and Divisions.” (Ex. 11). It stated: 
 

To be read at roll call: 
 
Tee Shirts and Sweat Shirts are not to be worn in public, or while on watch, 
according to Directive #6. Uniform Policy. Officers are responsible to see that this 
is strictly enforced. 
 

21. Order forms were made available at “Order Centers” in all the divisions and 
firehouses to Department members for “Official Bridgeport Fire Department Polo Shirt & 
Baseball Cap.” (Exs. 8, 8A). Ceth Rivera, a bargaining unit member, was designated by 
Maglione to be the official liaison officer for employees who wanted to purchase 
Department-sanctioned polo shirts and caps.  
 
22. On or about September 23, 2005, Deputy Chief Robert Petrucelli (Petrucelli) 
issued a “Read and Post” to “All Companies, Battalions and Divisions” with the subject 
line “Tee Shirts, Shorts, Baseball Caps.” (Ex. 6). It stated: 
 

It has come to the attention of the Fire Department that the proper work uniforms 
are not being worn by all personnel while on duty. 
 
Effective immediately: 
 
1. The proper uniform to be worn while on watch is a clean work uniform with 

shirt tucked in. 
2. When wearing the work uniform, the shirt will be tucked in at all times. 
3. Tee shirts, shorts, and baseball caps, are not to be worn outside the firehouse. 
4. Shorts will not be allowed after October 1, unless underneath turnout pants. 

 
They may be worn again beginning May 1, in accordance with guidelines 
listed above. 
 

Officers are to strictly enforce this and Directive #6 and will be held accountable 
for actions of subordinates under their command. 
 

23. Per the collective bargaining agreement, members were subject to inspections of 
uniforms and equipment. “Work Uniform Polo Shirt” is included on the check-off 
inspection sheet used for 2006. (Ex. 10). 
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24. Directive #6 was updated by Chief Rooney on or about April 1, 2005 and July 17, 
2006. (Ex. 13). The Union was not consulted on the changes. Among the changes 
instituted by Chief Rooney was the elimination of the polo shirt option for all Department 
members, and a statement that “Fire Department bell caps and fire helmets are the only 
headdress allowed, NO EXECEPTIONS.” (emphasis in original) 
 
25. On or about March 1, 2006, updated “Rules and Regulations Governing the 
Personnel of the Bridgeport Fire Department,” issued by Chief Rooney, took effect. (Ex. 
5). The relevant changed sections are: 
 
 

1. Ch. 1, Sec. 1.2: Oath of Office, Promotions: Persons promoted within the 
Department shall renew the Oath of Office in Section 1.1. above in every 
detail within the first four (4) months of the promotion. 

 
2. Ch. 3, Sec. 3.1: The powers and duties of the Fire Chief shall be subject to the 

operational control of the Mayor. The Fire Chief shall be responsible for the 
administration, supervision and discipline of the Fire Department. This shall 
include suspension, loss of pay, and discharge of members of the Department. 
The Chief may delegate the authority to issue verbal and/or written warnings 
to his/her designee. The Chief will be in command of the Department and 
shall be responsible to the Board of Fire Commissioners in the exercise of the 
Board’s responsibilities under the City Charter.  

  
3. Ch. 3, Sec. 3.7: The Chief shall have power and authority to suspend from 

duty any member of the Department who violates any Rule, Policy, 
Regulation or Order of the Department/City or any Law or Ordinance. 

 
4. Ch. 8: [Assistant Superintendent of Fire Alarms is no longer included as a 

listed position.] 
 

5. Ch. 10, Sec. 10.5: Member shall be subject to recall to duty in case of 
emergency. 

 
6. Ch. 11. Secs. 11.6(h), 11.7(j), 11.8(d), 11.10(h): [When assigned, the 

following individuals in the Training Division will respond to incidents as the 
Incident Safety Officer: Assistant Chief of Training, Training Captain, Safety 
Officer, and Training Lieutenant.] 

 
7. Ch. 11. Sec. 11.11(e): Any member assigned to the Training Division will be 

required to do on-call Safety when their name comes up in the rotation. 
 

8. Ch. 12, Sec. 12.3(d): [The Administrative duties of the Maintenance Division 
Superintendent shall include] effective discipline and compliance with 
Policies, Rules, Regulations and Orders of the Fire Department/City.  
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9. Ch. 12, Sec. 12.11: [Maintenance Division employees] will be required to be 
on-call with a rotating list. 

 
10. Ch. 13, Sec. 13.23: The Deputy Fire Marshal is required to be on-call and will 

perform other duties that the Fire Chief may assign. 
 

11. Ch. 15, Sec. 15.3: When responding to fires and other emergencies [Fire 
Lieutenants] shall assume command of the incident until command is properly 
transferred in accordance with OPG #5. 

 
12. Ch. 17, Sec. 17.2: [Drivers] shall not be assigned by their respective Officers 

unless and until they have received practical instruction in driving from an 
Officer and then approved by the Training Division.  

 
13. Ch. 18, Sec. 18.2: The basic organization is the Company, composed of the 

number of Officers and men/women as shall be determined by the Fire Chief. 
 

14. Ch. 18, Sec. 18.9: Members shall wear personal protective gear whenever 
riding on Fire Apparatus and operating at all fires or other emergencies. 
Drivers and Assistant Chiefs will wear full personal protective gear when 
operating at any emergency scene. 

 
15. [Former Chapter 19, Uniforms, was deleted.] 

 
16. Ch. 20, Sec. 20.1: the Captain shall be responsible for the general supervision 

and overall Administration Office personnel management, policy, and 
procedures, including record keeping of attendance, vacations, sick or injury 
leave, compensatory days, etc., for the Division. The Captain shall be 
proficient in all the duties of all the personnel of the Administration Division. 
The Captain shall perform any other duty as directed by the Deputy Chief – 
Administration. In addition, the Captain shall be primarily responsible for the 
following:  

 
17. Ch. 20, Sec. 20.2: The Lieutenant shall be proficient in all duties of the 

personnel of the Administration Division, and shall assume the responsibilities 
and duties of the Captain in his/her absence. The Lieutenant shall perform any 
other duty as directed by the Deputy Chief – Administration or Captain. In 
addition, the Lieutenant shall be primarily responsible for the following: 
 

18. Ch. 21, Sec. 21.19: No member shall resort to unlawful violence of any kind 
upon any other member or person, including physical and verbal. 

 
19.  Ch. 21, Sec. 21.46: All members of the Department shall adhere to Policies, 

Rules and Regulations, Chief’s Orders, Directives, Operational Procedure 
Guidelines, and Form Directives of the Department/City. 
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CONCLUSIONS OF LAW  

1. An employer’s unilateral change in an existing condition of employment that 
involves a mandatory subject of bargaining constitutes a refusal to bargain in good faith 
and a prohibited practice under § 7-470(a)(4) of the Act unless the employer proves an 
adequate defense.  
 
2. An employer can provide an adequate defense by showing that the change is de 
minimis or the change is permitted by the collective bargaining agreement.  
  
3. The City did not commit a prohibited practice by unilaterally revising Directive 
#22 to include a formal process; by unilaterally revising the Rules and Regulations; or by 
revoking the option to wear baseball hats. 
 
4. The City did commit a prohibited practice by unilaterally revising the uniform 
policy to remove the option to wear Department-sanctioned polo shirts and by 
unilaterally revising Directive #22 to make on-call mandatory and prohibit swapping 
without permission.   

DISCUSSION

 In the instant matter, the Union’s complaint alleges that the City violated the Act 
when it unlawfully unilaterally changed the on-call/standby procedures, the uniform 
policy, and certain of the Department’s Rules and Regulations without negotiating with 
the Union.  
 

The City first asserts that on-call/standby procedures have not been changed, 
merely formalized in writing, and that this action did not adversely impact the bargaining 
unit. The City further argues that it revoked the option to wear polo shirts and baseball 
hats because the employees were not complying with the agreement between the parties 
regarding those options. Lastly, the City argues that it was not obligated to bargain over 
any changes it made to the Rules and Regulations because they were de minimis and did 
not have a substantial impact on the employees that would require bargaining. The City 
also defends some of these changes with the language of the collective bargaining 
agreement, arguing that several of its provisions permit it to establish the challenged 
rules.   
 
 It is well settled that it is a violation of the Act for an employer to unilaterally 
change an existing condition of employment that is a mandatory subject of bargaining, 
unless the employer provides an adequate defense.  Norwalk Third Taxing District, 
Decision No. 3695 (1999); Bloomfield Board of Education, Decision No. 3150 (1993); 
City of Stamford, Decision No. 2680 (1988).  However, the burden is on the union to 
prove that a change has occurred. City of Middletown, Decision No. 3271 (1995). Once a 
prima facie case has been established, the employer may defend its actions. City of 
Bridgeport, Decision No. 4149 (2006). Specifically, if the change is not substantial and 
does not impinge with sufficient seriousness on working conditions, the changes may be 
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found to be de minimis and the employer will not be obligated to bargain that change. 
Borough of Naugatuck, Decision No. 2874 (1990); City of Stamford, Decision No. 2677 
(1988). Also, if the contract between the parties permitted such action, the employer will 
not be found to have violated the Act by unilaterally implementing the change. Town of 
Ridgefield, Decision No. 2891 (1991); City of Stamford, supra.    
  

We begin with the Union’s claim that the City violated its obligation to bargain by 
unilaterally modifying the on-call/standby policy, Directive #22. The Union alleges three 
unilateral changes in its complaint: on-call/standby was made mandatory for all 
Department members; a formal procedure for getting on/off the on-call list was created; 
and a formal shift swapping procedure was created. The City admitted to making these 
changes without negotiating with the Union, but argues that the changes were simply 
administrative in nature and have created no adverse impact on the bargaining unit. 

  
We agree with the City regarding the creation of a formal procedure for putting 

oneself on and removing oneself from the on-call list. The City’s action in this regard was 
simply an administrative formalization of the policy already in place and did not require 
bargaining. Therefore we dismiss this portion of the allegation. However, we believe the 
City was obligated to bargain regarding the remaining two allegations related to Directive 
#22. Making on-call/standby mandatory for all eligible Department members affects a 
major condition of employment and significantly impacts the bargaining unit. As such we 
find the City must bargain regarding this change. Likewise, the City must bargain the 
change to the “swapping of turns” process. Making it a requirement that members seek 
permission from the chain of command before swapping goes beyond a mere 
formalization of the process and effects a substantial change that cannot be made 
unilaterally by the City. 

 
Next the Union alleges that the City unilaterally changed the uniform policy by 

revoking the members’ option to wear polo shirts and baseball hats as part of the work 
uniform. The City submits that the wearing of polo shirts and baseball hats – provided 
they met fire and flame retardant (FFR) requirements – was merely an option that could 
be revoked by the City. Further, the City argues that it revoked the option to wear these 
items because the members were not complying with the policy, wearing non-FFR polo 
shirts and baseball hats with other fire departments’ logos.  

 
We agree with the Union regarding the revocation of the option to wear polo 

shirts. We have consistently held that dress codes are a mandatory subject of bargaining. 
State of Connecticut (DMV), Decision No. 3806 (2001); Enfield Board of Education, 
Decision No. 1609 (1978); City of West Haven, Decision No. 2863 (1990). The Union 
presented a great deal of uncontroverted evidence that the members have been permitted 
to wear polo shirts as part of the work uniform since at least 1994, when polo shirts were 
added to Directive #6, the Uniform Policy. Polo shirts remained an accepted part of the 
Department’s official uniform until Chief Rooney unilaterally issued an updated 
Directive #6 in 2005 or 2006 that removed the polo shirt from the uniform. As such the 
revocation represented a substantial change to the Department’s Uniform Policy and the 
City must negotiate regarding this change. 
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However, we find the change regarding the wearing of baseball hats leads us to a 

different conclusion. Unlike the polo shirts, baseball hats were never made a part of the 
Uniform Policy. Although a 1999 “Read and Post” stated that baseball hats were a 
permitted part of the work uniform, the actual Uniform Policy never included baseball 
hats as an option: the only permissible work caps were the standard round bell caps. In 
fact, no evidence was presented that members were ever permitted to wear baseball caps 
outside of the station. As the Union has proven no change to the Uniform Policy in this 
regard we dismiss this portion of the allegation. 

 
We turn now to the Department’s Rules and Regulations and review each of the 

sections the Union alleges were unlawfully unilaterally changed.  
 
Chapter 1, Section 1.2 – The Union argues that requiring the Oath of Office to 

be renewed within the first four months of promotion puts the members in jeopardy of 
discipline for violating the time limit. The City argues that this change is de minimis and 
therefore does not require bargaining. We agree with the City that requiring the Oath of 
Office to be taken within four months of promotion does not represent a substantial 
change requiring bargaining and we dismiss this allegation. 

 
Chapter 3, Section 3.1 – The Union objects to the Chief’s ability to designate 

disciplinary authority to a designee, because there is no limitation on who the Chief can 
designate for this purpose. The City argues that the disciplinary provision of the contract 
does not prohibit the Chief from delegating this authority and therefore this change does 
not require bargaining. We agree with the City. The relevant contract language provides 
for a disciplinary process that must be followed, and mandates that all discipline meet a 
just cause standard. It does not limit the Chief’s ability to delegating disciplinary 
authority to a designee. We dismiss this allegation. 

 
Chapter 3, Section 3.7; Chapter 12, Section 12.3(d); Chapter 21, Section 

21.46 – The Union objects to the inclusion of City regulations and orders in the list of 
items to which members must adhere. The City argues that Department members have 
always been bound by City rules and regulations, whether included in the Department’s 
manual or not. As the Union has failed to present any evidence that Department members 
were not already subject to the City’s rules and regulations, we dismiss these allegations.    

 
Chapter 8 – The Union argues that by no longer listing the position of Assistant 

Superintendent of Fire Alarms in the Rules and Regulations, the City has eliminated the 
position. The City counters that the position has not been funded for at least eight years, 
and that further, the collective bargaining agreement between the parties acknowledges 
that the position has been consolidated into the position of Fire Captain. We agree with 
the City. Article 21 of the contact clearly states that the parties agreed to consolidate the 
position into the position of Captain. There has been no change and we thus dismiss this 
allegation. 
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Chapter 10, Section 10.5 – The Union’s concern regarding this section is that it 
recalls Fire Lieutenants assigned to the Communication Division in case of emergency 
without defining what constitutes an “emergency.” The City argues no change has 
occurred because this position has been subject to emergency recall for over thirty-five 
years. The uncontradicted evidence presented on this matter indicates that all members 
have always been subject to recall in case of emergency. It is clear the parties understand 
by now what constitutes an emergency worthy of recall. We dismiss this allegation. 

 
Chapter 11, Sections 11.6(h), 11.7(j), 11.8(d), 11.10(h), 11.11(e) – The Union 

objects to certain individuals being assigned to respond to incidents as the Incident Safety 
Officer or being required to do on-call safety when their names come up in the rotation. 
The uncontroverted evidence presented by the City indicates that the assignment of these 
positions have always been made from a rotating list from the Training Division, that the 
individuals are all trained to respond as such, and that it follows the Department’s 
longstanding formal policy regarding incident command, and thus represents no change. 
We dismiss this allegation. 

 
Chapter 12, Section 12.11 – The Union objects to requiring the Maintenance 

Division to be on-call. The City submits that the Maintenance Division has always been 
subject to on-call status; thus no change has occurred. We agree. Nothing in this section 
constitutes a change from the requirements of the former Rules and Regulations and the 
Union presented no evidence that members of the Maintenance Division have not always 
rotated through on-call status. This allegation is dismissed. 

 
Chapter 13, 13.23 – The Union objects to requiring the Deputy Fire Marshal to 

be on-call. The City argues that this is not a change because all members of the Fire 
Marshal Division are required to be on-call. We agree. Section 12.5 of the 1978 Rules 
and Regulations indicates that the Fire Marshal Division in its entirety is subject to recall 
at any time in case of emergency. Explicitly stating that the Deputy Fire Marshal, the 
second in command in the Division, is required to be on-call does not represent a change 
in the Rules and Regulations. This allegation is dismissed. 

 
Chapter 15, Section 15.3 – The Union objects to Lieutenants being required to 

serve as Incident Commanders. The City counters that this requirement comports with its 
longstanding formal policy regarding incident command. We agree. The evidence is clear 
that Lieutenants are trained to serve as Incident Commanders and that they have been 
required for at least ten years to assume command of an incident until command is 
properly transferred. As there is no change, this allegation is dismissed. 

 
Chapter 17, Section 17.2 – The Union objects to drivers having to be cleared to 

drive by the Training Division instead of the Maintenance Division. The City argues that 
as the Training Division is responsible for all formal training, it is the appropriate 
Division for this task. The Union has shown no substantial impacts on the bargaining unit 
resulting from this change and, as such, we dismiss this allegation. 
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Chapter 18, Section 18.2 – The Union objects to the Chief, rather than the Fire 
Commission, having the authority to determine companies. The City argues that the Chief 
has always assigned employees, and that Article 8 of the collective bargaining agreement 
acknowledges this authority. Further, the City asserts that the management rights 
provision of the contract grants the City this right. We agree with the City. This section is 
not contrary to the existing language concerning assignment of employees; further, 
determining organizational structure is an inherent management right. This allegation is 
dismissed. 

 
Chapter 18, Section 18.9 – The Union objects to members having to wear 

protective equipment whenever riding on the apparatus rather than just when responding 
to emergencies, which is what the old regulation required. The Union has provided no 
evidence that this change has substantially impacted the bargaining unit; the allegation is 
dismissed. 

 
Chapter 19 – The Union objects to the deletion of former Chapter 19, Uniforms. 

As Directive #6 has been the Uniform Policy since at least 1993, we find the Union has 
not proven any change has been made by the deletion of this chapter. This allegation is 
dismissed.   

 
Chapter 20, Sections 20.1, 20.2 – The Union objects to the requirement that the 

Captain be proficient in all administrative duties. The City argues that the Captain must 
be proficient in the requirements of the Division he runs in order to do his job. The Union 
has provided no evidence that this represents a change and we therefore dismiss the 
allegation. 

 
Chapter 21, Section 21.19 – The Union objects to the prohibition of verbal 

violence, because that term is not defined. The Union has failed to prove that the section 
is contrary to any existing rule or regulation or constitutes a change. Accordingly, we 
dismiss this allegation. 

 
ORDER 

 By virtue of and pursuant to the power vested in the Connecticut State Board of 
Labor Relations by the Municipal Employees Relations Act, it is hereby 
 
 ORDERED that the City of Bridgeport: 

I.  Cease and desist from failing to bargain in good faith with the Union regarding 
making on-call/standby mandatory and swapping of turns under Directive #22 and 
the elimination of polo shirts as an option under Directive #6. 

 
II. Take the following affirmative action which the Labor Board finds will 
effectuate the policies of the Act: 
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1.  Immediately rescind the changes making on-call/standby mandatory 
and concerning the swapping of turns under Directive #22 and the 
elimination of polo shirts as an option under Directive #6. 

 
2.  Bargain immediately upon demand with the Union regarding making 
on-call/standby mandatory and swapping of turns under Directive #22 and 
the elimination of polo shirts as an option under Directive #6. 

 
3.   Post immediately and leave posted for a period of sixty (60) 
consecutive days from the date of posting, in a conspicuous place where 
the employees of the bargaining unit customarily assemble, a copy of this 
Decision and Order in its entirety. 

 
4.  Notify the Connecticut State Board of Labor Relations at its office in 
the Labor Department, 38 Wolcott Hill Road, Wethersfield, Connecticut, 
within thirty (30) days of the receipt of this Decision and Order of the 
steps taken by the City of Bridgeport to comply herewith. 

 
 

 CONNECTICUT STATE BOARD OF LABOR RELATIONS 
 
    John W. Moore, Jr. 
    John W. Moore, Jr. 
    Chairman 
     
    Patricia V. Low 
    Patricia V. Low 
    Board Member 
 
    Kenneth Leech 
    Kenneth Leech 
    Alternate Board Member 
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CERTIFICATION
 
 I hereby certify that a copy of the foregoing was mailed postage prepaid 
this 19th day of March, 2009 to the following: 
 
 
Attorney Daniel P. Hunsberger 
Maurer & Associates     RRR 
871 Ethan Allen Highway 
Ridgefield, CT  06877 
 
David J. Dunn 
Management Consultant    RRR  
3380 Main Street 
Stratford, CT  06467 
 
 
   

______________________________________ 
  Alexandra M. Gross, Assistant General Counsel 
  CONNECTICUT STATE BOARD OF LABOR RELATIONS 
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