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DECISION AND DISMISSAL OF COMPLAINT 
 

 On January 10, 2008 the International Association of Firefighters, Local 992 (the 
Union) filed a complaint with the Connecticut State Board of Labor Relations (the Labor 
Board) alleging that the City of New Britain (the City) had violated § 7-470 of the 
Municipal Employee Relations Act (MERA or the Act) by discriminating against the 
Union vice president in failing to appoint him as a Driver of Ladder Company One.  
 

After the requisite preliminary steps had been taken, the parties entered into a 
partial stipulation of facts.  The matter came before the Labor Board for a formal hearing 
on July 8, 2009. Both parties appeared, were represented and allowed to present 
evidence, examine and cross-examine witnesses and make argument. On August 24, 2009 
the parties filed simultaneous briefs.  On September 4, 2009 the Union filed a brief in 
reply.  A reply briefing schedule having not been established, on September 9, 2009 the 
Board notified counsel for the City that reply briefs would be due on or before September 
24, 2009.  On September 10, 2009 the City filed an objection to the Union’s reply brief.  
The Union filed a response to the City’s Objection on September 15, 2009.  On 
September 17, 2009 the Board overruled the City’s objection and granted the City’s 
request to file a reply brief not later than October 1, 2009.  The City filed a brief in reply 



on September 30, 2009.  Based on the entire record before us, we make the following 
findings of fact and conclusions of law and dismiss the complaint.  

 
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 relevant times was the exclusive bargaining representative of uniformed and 
investigatory employees of the City Fire Department (Department) below the rank of 
Assistant Chief. 

 
3. The Union and the City are parties to a collective bargaining agreement in effect 
from July 1, 2004 – June 30, 2008 and thereafter by operation of law that contains the 
following relevant provisions: (Ex. 3) 

 
10.7(a) Whenever a private is assigned one full day or more, to drive any ladder  

 Truck, elevated platform, tactical/rescue unit or engine company vehicle, 
 that employee shall be paid a salary differential of nine percent (9%) applied 
 to the daily rate of a third step private.  
 

Section 10:7(b) Whenever a vacancy occurs in a driving assignment, such  
 Vacancy shall be filled by the Chief using the post and bid procedure.  The  
 Chief shall consider but not be limited to the recommendation of the Officer 
 on the company on the shift where the vacancy exists.  In no event shall an  
 employee with less than three (3) years of service within the New Britain 
 Fire Department be assigned a permanent driver. 
  
4. Mark Carr (Chief Carr) has been Chief of the Department since September 2004.   
 
5. Robert Scarlett (Scarlett) was hired by the Department in June 1984, has served as 
the Vice President of the Union for over fifteen (15) years and was actively involved in 
union activities.   
 
6. In 2004 Scarlett held the position of driver at Ladder One and was transferred in 
November 2004 to Engine Company Seven as a driver. 
 
7. The Chief, shortly after he took over the Department, requested that Assistant 
Chief Espinosa provide him with information regarding how long each firefighter had 
been assigned to their stations.  The Chief was not supportive of firefighters staying in 
their positions for 25 or 20 years because he felt they needed to rotate to increase their 
knowledge about the Department in a progressive manner.   
 
8. There are differences in the duties performed by firefighters assigned to Ladder 
companies and those assigned to Engine companies.  Ladder companies are responsible 
for ventilation of buildings and search and rescue.  Engine companies supply the hose 
lines and water for fire suppression. 
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9.   Chief Carr planned to make numerous transfers across the Department to rotate 
firefighters from their positions in late 2004 and early 2005.  Assistant Chief 
Paszczuk sent a memorandum regarding the transfers. 

 
10.   The mass transfers of firefighters were delayed initially in order not to disrupt 
the holiday schedule and then again until approximately January 2006 because other 
Department priorities took precedence.   The Chief lost a senior staff member when 
Assistant Chief Espinosa left the Department shortly after the Chief was hired in 
2004.  In addition, implementation of a new medical response program required 
training and creation of new policies for the Department.  Also, preparation was 
beginning for contract arbitration on a successor agreement with the Union and the 
Chief’s office was being moved to City Hall.   

 
11.   In July 2005 Anthony Perrotta (Perrotta) had been the acting driver at Ladder 
One, had been with the company for approximately 15 years.  At that time Scarlett 
was scheduled to be transferred back to Ladder One as a driver. Scarlett waived the 
assignment to the driver’s position so that Perrotta could have the opportunity to be 
driver. Scarlett felt Perrotta was next in line, had been training for the position and 
did not want to take the job from him. 

 
12.  On July 11, 2005 Scarlett took a transfer back to Ladder One as a regular 
firefighter resulting in a reduction in pay. 

 
13.  On July 17, 2005 Chief Carr sent a memorandum to Union President Don Martin,  
Union Vice President Scarlett and Assistant Chief Henry Paszczuk following up on a 
June 21, 2005 meeting regarding negotiations with the union over employee 
evaluations. (Ex. 18) The memorandum stated, in pertinent part: 

 
 Following our meeting and subsequent correspondence from my office 
 dated 6/21/2005, I have enclosed a copy of the draft performance  
 evaluation system for your review… 
 
 As stated this system incorporates checks to ensure that officers rate their  
 employees objectively and not their own personal likes or dislikes.   
 Evaluations will be required to show clear objective documentation on 
 not only how they arrived at their decisions, but more importantly, what  
 were their actions on discovering that an individual had specific training 
 or development needs. 
 
 I look forward to receiving your comments on this issue as soon as 
 possible. 
 

14.  Chief Carr sent a memorandum on July 17, 2005 to all Department personnel  
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updating them on his meeting with the Union, describing his concerns with the 
existing employee evaluation system and what the intent was for the new employee 
evaluation system being proposed.  (Ex. 19) 

 
15.     In August 2005 a vote of no confidence in Chief Carr was taken by the Union. 

 
16.    On October 3, 2005 Chief Carr sent a memorandum to all Department personnel 

      entitled, “Employee Evaluation Update,” which read in pertinent part (Ex. 20): 
 
 Following my last memo to you on this subject of July 17, 2005…I  
 have been informed by the IAFF 992 President that you the membership 
 overwhelmingly voted to keep in place the somewhat invalid 
 performance evaluation system. 
 
 It is clear that any situation where everyone can be given the same score 
 irrespective of their performance or behavior is unfair, irresponsible and  
 a mockery of any employee evaluation system.  For your information  
 the evaluation system proposed to the union has (sic)  in fact one which 
 was developed by firefighters here within Connecticut... 
 
 I am particular (sic) disappointed to receive this news particularly given 
 the views of a number of officers ranging from Deputy Fire Chiefs to  
 Fire lieutenants expressed (sic) the need to change the current system  
 in order to promote and ensure development within the Department at 
 the recent Corporate Planning meeting. 
 
 I will be reviewing the IAFF decision with the City and will give you an 
 update.  I am not prepared to condone any system of work which affects 
 the professionalism and development of officers within this Department… 
 

17.    A vacancy for the position of driver became available due to a retirement at 
Ladder One, Group One in August 2006.  The position was posted and three    
individuals bid for the vacant position, including Scarlett. 

 
18.   Chief Carr did not immediately fill the driver vacancy at Ladder One because he 
wanted the new company officer who had not yet been appointed to have input into 
the driver selection.   

 
19.  Chief Carr issued a memorandum dated August 15, 2007 to all Department 
personnel regarding performance evaluations and the 5 and 3 promotional rule.  The 
memorandum summarized the discussions that had taken place between the Chief and 
the Union, referenced the prior memos that had been issued, outlined the Chief’s 
effort to make sure that all personnel were informed and the Chief’s willingness to 
discuss the issue in the future. (Ex. 21) The memorandum noted, in pertinent part: 
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This subject [performance evaluation] was also discussed with the current 
union president who informed me that the department will not give me 
what I want.  

 
20. Chief Carr issued a memorandum dated September 12, 2007 to all Department 
personnel regarding “Development Opportunities Update.”  The Chief through the 
memorandum informed employees of the decision by the Union not granting a waiver of 
the provisions of the collective bargaining agreement on the number of employees 
permitted to be assigned non-firefighting duties. (Ex. 22)   The memorandum stated, in 
part: 
 
 Sadly, this position by your E-Board affects your personal development 
 opportunities… 
 

The union vice president has informed me that the unions (sic) E-Board 
has voted no to the request of the additional details which means that a 
maximum of 3 details should be maintained.  The fact that the intent of 
Section 5.4(a)(1) (c) of the contract. Was (sic) to restrict the number of 
persons being ordered into off line positions, to deliberately and 
arbitrarily apply this to voluntary requests by firefighters who would like 
to develop themselves is totally inappropriate and in no uncertain terms 
can be considered as bullying,….  

 
In essence if you are interested in any of these development 
opportunities, it appears that the E-Board has no interest in your 
personal development…which is extremely sad… 

 
I cannot comprehend why the leadership of a body would chose (sic) 
to hurt itself and general members in this way, I guess it maybe (sic) a 
matter of personal preferences within your leadership rather than the 
needs of individuals wanting to develop themselves. (Ex. 22) 

 
21.  The position of Driver at Ladder One was reposted in the fall of 2007. 

 
22.  Lieutenant Kevin Cloukey (Cloukey) was appointed the new company officer in 
September 2007.  Firefighter Randy Smith (Smith) was the temporary driver and had 
been for approximately eighteen months.  Chief Carr asked Cloukey about the 
qualifications of the candidates who bid for the position and his assessment of them.  
Cloukey spoke highly of the skills of both Scarlett and Smith.   

 
23.  Cloukey indicated to Chief Carr that Scarlett was his choice and that Scarlett had 
a lot of experience. 

 
24.  Cloukey described Smith, who had eight years experience, as a conscientious, 
objective driver who took care of everything necessary to be a driver, was 
conscientious about maintaining and driving the vehicle, and knew it inside and out, 
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knew the capabilities and limitations of the ladder, was adept at extrication laddering 
and the limits of laddering and was knowledgeable about the placement of the ladder 
apparatus which Cloukey described as critical at a structure fire.  He described him as 
a good fit. 

 
25.    Private Smith was appointed to the Ladder One Group One driver position on 
January 9, 2008. (Ex. 8) 

 
26.  Chief Carr had a policy of placing new recruits at the busiest firehouses in order 
for them to learn the job quicker.  Placing the new recruits at the busier fire stations 
necessitated transferring firefighters already assigned to those stations to other 
firehouses.   

 
27.  On December 29, 2007 Chief Carr transferred Scarlett, effective January 6, 2008, 
from Ladder One to Engine Eight where he then acted as the driver.  (Ex. 9) 

 
28.  In May 2008 a driver vacancy became available in Ladder One, Group Three. 
(Ex. 5) Scarlett was among the firefighters to bid for the vacancy.  By letter to Chief 
Carr dated May 21, 2008 Scarlett detailed his prior six years of experience driving a 
ladder truck and his current assignment as the acting driver at Engine Eight since 
January 2008 and indicating that he had more experience on the ladder than any other 
firefighter in the department. (Ex. 6) 

 
29.   Ladder One Company Officer Michael Sanzaro (Sanzaro) did not want to lose 
private Wallace Becker and sent two emails to Chief Carr recommending Becker be 
given the position of driver.  Chief Carr appointed Becker to the driver position 
effective May 30, 2008.  (Ex. 10) 

 
30.   In April 2009 two positions for drivers at Ladder One and Engine Eight were  
posted.  Scarlett bid for both driver positions. 

 
31.   Captain Morgan (Morgan) was the company officer for Ladder One, Group 
Two. Morgan recommended Private Mickens (Mickens), who had bid for the driver 
position, as an asset to the company that Morgan would like to keep.  On January 13, 
2009 Mickens was appointed to the driver position at Ladder One by Chief Carr.  The 
appointment was effective May 13, 2009.  (Ex. 11) 

 
32.   Captain Ken Keough (Keough), the company officer at Engine Eight requested 
Scarlett.  Scarlett was offered the position of Driver at Engine Company Eight, Group 
Two. The appointment was effective on May 15, 2009.  (Ex. 14) 

 
CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 

 
1.  The Union has met its burden of establishing a prima facie case of  
discrimination. 
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2. The City rebutted the Union’s prima facie case and had a legitimate business 
      reason for its actions. 
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DISCUSSION

 
The Union alleges that the City violated § 7-470(a)(1)(2)(3) and (4) of the Act 

when it failed to appoint Union Vice President Scarlett, to the position of Driver in 
August 2006 because of his union activities, including a vote of no confidence in Chief 
Carr in August 2005.   

 
The City argues that it did not violate the Act based upon the fact that Robert 

Scarlett turned down the Ladder One driver position offered to him in July 2005.  In 
addition, the City argues that the Union has failed to prove that anti-union animus was the 
reason Chief Carr did not appoint Scarlett to the position of driver in August 2006.  The 
City claims that it has a valid affirmative defense that rebuts the Union’s claim of anti-
union animus.   

 
It is well-established that it is a prohibited practice within the meaning of the Act

 

for an employer to harass or retaliate against an employee because the employee has 
engaged in union or other protected activity. The Board has on numerous occasions 
summarized the proper method of analysis applied to such cases:   

 
Where a complainant alleges that employees were discriminated against in 
their employment because of activity on behalf of a Union, the 
complainant has the initial burden of proving that the discriminatory 
action was taken because of these protected activities, or at least that the 
protected activities were a substantial factor in bringing about the adverse 
actions. Connecticut Yankee Catering Co., Inc., Decision No.1601 
(1977). Using an analytical framework such as is found in Wright Line, 
251 NLRB 1083, 105 LRRM 1169 (1980); enforced, 622 F. 2d 899 (1st 
Cir. 1981); cert. denied, 455 U.S. 989, 102 S. Ct. 1612, we determine first 
whether a complainant has established a prima facie case of 
discrimination. Once the prima facie case is established, we then 
determine whether the employer has established an affirmative defense 
thereto. Town of Greenwich, Decision No. 2257 (1983), aff’d O’Brien v. 
State Board of Labor Relations, 8 Conn. App. 57 (1986); and Town of 
Windsor Locks, Decision No. 2836 (1990), appealed on other grounds, 
aff’d Police Department of the Town of Windsor Locks v. Connecticut 
State Board of Labor Relations, et al., 225 Conn. 297 (1993); Sheriff’s 
Department Fairfield County, Decision No. 3106-B (1993).  
 
A prima facie case includes proof that 1) the employee engaged in 
protected, concerted activities, 2) the employer had knowledge of those 
activities, and 3) the employer harbored anti-union animus. See Sheriff’s 
Department Fairfield County, Decision No. 3106-B (1993), citing 
Hardin, Developing Labor Law, Third Ed. (1992) at p.194. 
 

 Torrington Board of Education, Decision No. 3204 (1994). 

 8



 
If the Union has established its prima facie case, the burden then shifts to the employer to 
establish an affirmative defense.  The employer may do so by proving that the same 
actions would have been taken even in the absence of an improper motive.  The 
presumption of discrimination may be rebutted by showing that the employer would have 
taken the same action with respect to the affected employee for a legitimate reason.  City 
of Hartford, Decision No. 3785 (2000); Town of Old Saybrook, Decision No. 4089 
(2005).   
 

The Board has adopted in its definition of “protected, concerted activity” both the 
definition set forth in Meyers Industries, 296 NLRB 493, 115 LRRM 1035 (1984) 
(Meyers I) (“engaged with or on the authority of other employees, and not solely by or on 
behalf of the employee himself”) and that in NLRB v. City Disposal Systems, 465 U.S. 
822, 115 LRRM 3193 (1984)(“invocation of a right derived from a collective bargaining 
agreement”). Board of Trustees for State Technical Colleges, Decision No. 2725 (1990); 
Town of Old Saybrook, supra. Thus, participation in the grievance process and support 
of union sponsored initiatives are protected concerted activity. Town of Old Saybrook, 
supra; Town of Wallingford, Decision No. 3999 (2004); City of Waterbury, Decision 
No. 3884 (2002). 

 
As noted above, in order to establish a prima facie case of discrimination the 

Union must demonstrate first that the employee has engaged in protected, concerted 
activities.  Torrington Board of Education, supra.   The Union has met the first prong of 
the test.  Scarlett was the Union’s Vice President throughout the period of time relevant 
to this complaint.  He was involved in the negotiations for a new employee evaluation 
system proposed by management, served on the Union executive board that authorized a 
vote of no confidence in the Chief and on the negotiations committee in interest 
arbitration with the City.   

 
To satisfy the second prong of a prima facie case, the union must prove that the 

City had knowledge of the protected, concerted activity.  The evidence demonstrates that 
Chief Carr met with the Scarlett and the Union president in negotiations over revising the 
performance evaluation system.  In addition, Chief Carr was informed by Scarlett of the 
Union’s position with respect to not allowing additional firefighters to be detailed to non-
firefighting positions. Chief Carr was also aware of the no confidence vote organized by 
the Union held in the summer of 2005.   Chief Carr was certainly aware that Scarlett was 
involved in concerted protected activity on behalf of the Union and therefore the second 
prong has been satisfied.     

 
Finally, to establish a prima facie case of discrimination the Union must prove 

that the employer harbored anti-union animus.  The Union argues that it has established 
the City harbored anti-union animus and urges the Board to simply look to its decisions 
in City of New Britain, Decision No. 4358 (2008) and City of New Britain, Decision No. 
4357 (2008) for proof.  While the Board is certainly aware of the facts and circumstances 
that gave rise to each of the aforementioned decisions, each case presented to the Board is 
decided on its own merits.  Even where, as in this instance, the parties are the identical 
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parties and the claims alleged are of a similar nature, we cannot simply look to the record 
in another case before the board, but rather are confined to the record before us.   

 
Additionally, the Union also requests that the Board draw an inference that 

Scarlett was discriminated against when he was not appointed the driver at Ladder One in 
August 2006 because he was the most qualified individual to serve as a ladder driver and 
he was involved in union activity.  Drawing reasonable inferences in the favor of the 
Union, the question of whether it has met its burden of establishing that Chief Carr’s 
failure to appoint Scarlett was due to his union activity or at a minimum that Scarlett’s 
union activity was a substantial factor in Chief Carr’s decision is a close one based upon 
the evidence in this record.  We find that the City, acting through its agent Chief Carr 
harbored anti-union animus and therefore the Union has met the third prong of 
establishing a prima facie case of discrimination.   

 
The evidence indicates that in August 2005, the Union held a vote of no 

confidence with respect to Chief Carr; on or about October 3, 2005 the Union rejected the 
Chief’s proposal to modify the performance evaluation system for the fire department; 
and, in September 2007 the Union would not grant the Chief a waiver of the contractual 
provision that limits non-firefighting details to three (3) in accordance with the collective 
bargaining agreement.  In response to these actions, the Chief made his displeasure 
known in memorandums issued to the entire Department.  In the memo of October 3, 
2005 Chief Carr indicated that the system the firefighters voted to keep in place was, 
“unfair, irresponsible and a mockery of any employee evaluation system” and that he was 
“not prepared to condone [it]”.  In August 2007, in a second memo regarding the 
evaluation system the Chief noted that the current union president had informed him that 
“the department will not give me what I want.”  In September 2007, the Chief issued 
another memo in which he referred to the Union’s leadership as “bullies” and told the 
membership that its Executive Board had, “no interest in your personal development … 
which is extremely sad.”  He further stated in the memo that the leadership of the Union 
was hurting itself and its membership.    

 
In the normal course of labor-management relations it is expected that the parties 

will disagree, but the language and tenor employed by Chief Carr evinces a negative view 
of the Union and its leadership that goes beyond mere disagreement and demonstrates 
anti-union animus.   In this case we find that the Union has sufficiently shown animus to 
meet the third prong of the analysis.   

 
However, our inquiry does not end here.  Once the union has established a prima 

facie case of discrimination the burden shifts to the employer to prove that the same 
actions would have been taken in the absence of an improper motive.  Town of Old 
Saybrook, supra.  Based upon the record in this case, we conclude Chief Carr’s actions 
with respect to the appointment of drivers in the Department were for legitimate reasons 
and that his animus toward the Union was not a substantial motivating factor in the 
decision with respect to Scarlett.   
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Chief Carr authorized the transfer of Scarlett in July 2005 to the position of driver 
at Ladder One.  Scarlett declined the transfer to the driver position in favor of another, 
less experienced firefighter whom he believed should have the opportunity for the 
driver’s job.1   Scarlett transferred to Ladder One as a private with a resulting loss of pay 
as a result of voluntarily giving up the driver position.   

 
The next driver position at Ladder One became available in August 2006.  Scarlett 

posted for the position.  Chief Carr made the decision to leave the position open until the 
appointment of a new company officer.  Section 10.7(b) of the contract provides for input 
by the “Officer on the company shift where the vacancy occurs.”  Cloukey became the 
company officer at Ladder One, Group One in September 2007. In addition, Cloukey 
spoke favorably of both Scarlett and Smith one of the other candidates.  In his response to 
questions by the Chief, Cloukey indicated that Scarlett had a lot of experience as a ladder 
driver.  However, with respect to Smith, he gave the Chief a detailed and favorable 
account of his skills as they related to the requirements of the job.   After receiving 
Cloukey’s input the Chief appointed Smith to the driver position effective January 2008. 

 
The Union argues that Scarlett was the most experienced and that he was 

recommended by Cloukey and therefore an inference should be drawn that the failure to 
appoint him was due to his union activity.  We are not persuaded.  It should be noted that 
the record showed that Scarlett was the Union’s vice president throughout this period of 
time,  he was involved in the interest arbitration with respect to the contract and also had 
begun negotiations with the Chief over the performance evaluation system.  These 
activities were going on at the same time that the Chief transferred Scarlett to the driver 
position at Ladder One in July 2005.  The evidence, based upon this record, does not 
support the conclusion that Scarlett was not appointed because of his Union activity.  

 
Further, the record indicates that each time a vacancy occurred in the driver 

position at Ladder One Carr received input from the Company Officer and then made his 
decision.  In May 2008 there was a driver vacancy at Ladder One, Group Three. The 
company officer Sanzaro sent Chief Carr two emails recommending Private Wallace 
Becker for the driver position explaining his reasons for the recommendation.    

 
A third driver vacancy became available at Ladder One, Group Two.  Morgan, the 

company officer for the shift, speaking with Chief Carr regarding the vacancy 
recommended Private Mickens explaining his reasons for the recommendation.  Chief 
Carr accepted Morgan’s recommendation.   

 
At this same time, Scarlett was recommended by Captain Keough for the position 

of driver at Engine Eight, Group Two where he had been the acting driver.  Chief Carr 

                                                 
1 Scarlett testified that he gave up the position because he had been assured by Assistant Chief Paszczuk 
that he would be given the next driver position at Ladder One.  There is not sufficient evidence in the 
record to find that such a commitment was made to Scarlett.  The contract provides for a post and bid 
process for the position of driver with the Chief making the final decision.  There is no evidence in the 
record of an agreement between the Union and Management to waive this provision in the contract for 
Scarlett.   
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accepted Captain Keough’s recommendation and appointed Scarlett as the permanent 
driver at Engine Eight.   

 
The Union argues that Scarlett was the most qualified individual to be assigned to 

the ladder position.  There is nothing in the record regarding the qualifications of the 
candidates that were selected to fill the vacancies for driver at Ladder One.  There is 
nothing in the collective bargaining agreement or the job specification which indicates 
what the minimum qualifications are for the driver position beyond that a firefighter is 
required to have three years with the Department.  It is worth noting that Scarlett was, 
based upon his testimony, the most qualified individual to be the driver for Ladder One in 
July 2005, but that he requested a less senior, less experienced firefighter be given the 
opportunity.   Given those circumstances, we cannot substitute our judgment for that of 
Chief Carr as to the appointments to the other vacant driver positions. 

 
Chief Carr, in accordance with the collective bargaining agreement has the final 

decision with respect to assigning drivers through the post and bid process.  While it is 
true that Cloukey recommended Scarlett for the Ladder One position, he gave equal if not 
greater praise to Smith who had been acting in the position for the previous eighteen (18) 
months and had been with the Ladder Company for eight years prior to his permanent 
appointment to the driver position.   In addition, while it is clear from the memorandum 
issued by Chief Carr that he had animus toward the Union, the record is devoid of any 
evidence that that animus was directed at Scarlett in particular and they were issued in 
2007 well beyond August 2006 the date Scarlett claims that he should have been 
appointed. 

 
The City has offered a legitimate reason for its actions in failing to appoint 

Scarlett to the Driver position.  Therefore we dismiss the complaint. 
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ORDER  
 

Pursuant to the power vested in the Connecticut State Board of Labor Relations 
by the Municipal Employee Relations Act, it is hereby 

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

DISMISSED.    
 
 CONNECTICUT STATE BOARD OF LABOR RELATIONS 
 
    John W. Moore, Jr. 
    John W. Moore, Jr. 
    Chairman 
 
    Wendella A. Battey 
    Wendella A. Battey 
    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 5th 
day of March, 2010 to the following: 
 
Attorney Eric W. Chester 
Ferguson & Doyle     RRR 
35 Marshall Road 
Rocky Hill, CT  06067 
 
Attorney Mary C. Pokorski 
City of New Britain     RRR 
City Hall, 27 West Main Street 
New Britain, CT  06051 
 
 
  ______________________________ 
  Karen K. Buffkin, General Counsel 
  CONNECTICUT STATE BOARD OF LABOR RELATIONS 
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