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DECISION AND ORDER 
 
 On March 30, 2010 United Public Service Employees Union, Local 424 – Unit 36 
Hamden Parks and Rec. (the Union) filed a complaint, amended on July 1, 2010, with the 
Connecticut State Board of Labor Relations (the Labor Board) alleging that the Town of 
Hamden (the Town) had committed practices prohibited by the Municipal Employee 
Relations Act (MERA or the Act) when it subcontracted Town bargaining unit work 
related to the Town’s ice skating rink.   
 
 After the requisite preliminary administrative steps had been taken, the parties 
entered into a partial stipulation of facts and exhibits and the matter came before the 
Labor Board for a hearing on October 27, 2010.  Both parties were represented by 
counsel, allowed to present evidence, examine and cross-examine witnesses, and make 
argument.  Both parties submitted post-hearing briefs on December 17, 2010. 
 
 On the basis of the entire record before us, we make the following findings of fact 
and conclusions of law, and we issue the following order. 



 
 

FINDINGS OF FACT 
 
1. The Town 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 represented a bargaining unit of Town employees including employees 
having duties related to the operation of the Louis Astorino Ice Arena.  (Ex. 3). 
 
3. The Town and the Union were parties to a collective bargaining agreement with 
effective dates of July 1, 2003 through June 30, 2007 which states, in relevant part: . . .  
 

15.7 In the event of a reduction of the workforce for any reason, the following   
procedures shall be followed by classification of occupational groups. 

   . . .  
 
15.7    B.  Any employee being laid off shall receive one month’s notice. 
   There will be no layoff or reduction of force within the bargaining 
   unit for the term of this contract. 
  
15.13 B.  Non-bargaining unit people shall not do bargaining unit work. 
 
 . . .  

(Ex. 4a). 
 
4. The Town and the Union are parties to a collective bargaining agreement1 with 
effective dates of July 1, 2007 through June 30, 2011 which states, in relevant part: 
  

12. Town #5, #6 – Section 15.7B delete (housekeeping) 
 
(Ex. 4b). 
 
5. The Town and the Union are parties to a collective bargaining agreement2 which 
was executed on March 31, 2009 with effective dates of July 1, 2011 through June 30, 
2013 and which states, in relevant part: 
. . .  
  

5. The Town agrees there will not be any bargaining unit members laid off 
  during the fiscal year commencing July 1, 2009. 
 
(Ex. 4c). 
 

                                                 
1 Although Exhibit 4b is entitled “Tentative Agreement”, the parties’ Partial Stipulation characterizes it as a 
“collective bargaining agreement[ ] in effect between the parties.” (Ex. 3).  As such, the Labor Board 
assumes Exhibit 4b survived the ratification process. 
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2 Exhibit 4c is also entitled “Tentative Agreement” which the parties agree was fully ratified. (Ex. 4c). 



6. Since 1968 the Town has owned and operated a public skating rink at 595 Mix 
Avenue known as the Louis Astorino Ice Arena (the “Arena”) and since 1996 Union 
members have performed duties related to the maintenance and operation of the Arena.  
 
(Ex. 3). 
 
7. In April 2002 the Town applied for and received State grant funds to renovate the 
Arena at which time the Town agreed to the following relevant conditions: 
 
 1. The Municipality agrees to utilize the funds available under this 
  agreement to . . . renovate . . . the public ice rink located on Mix Avenue. 
 
 8. The Municipality agrees to maintain the building after development/ 
  improvement properly and efficiently and to provide assurance of 
  such operation and maintenance . . . for a period not to exceed . . . 
  ten years . . .  
 
 9. The Municipality agrees and understands that the ice rink will be 
  open to the public, . . .  
 
(Ex. 13). 
 
8. In November, 2005 the Town again applied for and received State funds to 
renovate the Arena subject to the following conditions: 
 
  Purpose: . . .the Town . . . agrees to utilize the grant funding to 
  complete various improvements to a municipally owned and 
  maintained recreation resource.  This resource is the Ice Rink . . . 
 
  Ownership: . . . the Municipality agrees to maintain the project 
  area . . . and to provide assurance of such operation and maintenance 
  . . .  for a period not to exceed . . .  ten years . . .  
 
  Accessibility to the Public: . . . Said property/project is a public  
  area and as such, it shall be open to the public. . . .  
 
(Ex. 13). 
 
9. Immediately prior to July, 2010, three Maintainer II positions and one Department 
Secretary position were assigned to the Arena. (Ex. 3).  Persons holding the  position of 
Maintainer II would maintain and clean the Arena grounds, building, and equipment.  
The Recreation Secretary would devote approximately forty percent of her time to Arena 
matters, including coordination of services, purchasing, and ice rink management. 
 
 
10. In March 2010 the Mayor informed the Union that due to the Town’s financial 
condition, the Mayor would be recommending eliminating positions (e.g. layoffs) in 
several bargaining units. (Ex. 3).   
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11. On April 15, 23, and 27, 2010 Union and Town representatives met and discussed 
the Mayor’s recommendation to the Town’s Legislative Council that the Town cease 
operating the Arena and enter into a lease with a private entity to operate the facility.  
(Ex. 5).   
 
12. By letter dated April 27, 2010 Town counsel Christopher Hodgson (Hodgson) 
wrote Union Regional Director Wayne Gilbert (Gilbert) and stated in relevant part: 
 
  “As we discussed at our meetings with you . . . the Mayor has 
  recommended . . . that the Town go out of the business of 
  operating the Louis Astornio Arena . . .  
 
  . . . The Town is prepared to bargain the effects of the proposed 
  decision to lease the properties with your locals.  The Town is  
  further prepared to negotiate the impact of the proposed job 
  eliminations, to the extent you can identify any substantial 
  impact beyond the already negotiated layoff procedure . . . ” 
  (Ex. 5). 
 
13. Gilbert responded to Hodgson by letter dated May 5, 2010 and stated in relevant 
part: 
 
  “The Union is in receipt of your letter . . . regarding impact 
  bargaining . . .  
   
  For the record, the Union disputes your characterization that 

the Town of Hamden is proposing to go out of the business 
of operating the Louis Astorino Arena . . . the Town is not 
going out of these operations, the Town is just transferring 
work to non-bargaining unit employees. . . . our collective 
bargaining agreements bar the town [sic] from sub-contracting 
out this work and as such the Town is repudiating our 
contracts and has bargained in bad faith with the Unions. 
 
Without prejudice to the Union’s position . . . the Union will 
meet with the Town to negotiate these issues. . . .” 

  (Ex. 6). 
 
14. Union and Town representatives met on May 19, 2010 and again one week later 
to discuss impacts of the Town’s decision.  The Union proposed continued medical 
insurance coverage for laid off employees which the Town rejected on the basis that there 
was a layoff provision in the collective bargaining agreement which did not provide for 
such coverage. 
 
15. On July 1, 2010 the Town laid off the three employees assigned to the Arena and 
the one Recreation Secretary assigned to Arena matters.  (Ex. 3,8, 9). 
 
16. After four to six weeks of negotiations, the Legislative Council approved a Lease 
Agreement (the Lease Agreement) with an entity called MAB Rink Management 
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Company LLC (MAB).  The Lease Agreement was executed on August 25, 2010.  Under 
the terms of the Lease Agreement, MAB leased from the Town the Arena skating rink 
building together with the right in common with others to use the outside parking lot and 
walkways.  The term of the Lease Agreement was through July 31, 2015 with an option 
to renew for two additional terms of five years each.  (Ex. 11). 
 
17. The Lease Agreement includes the following relevant provisions: 
 
  1. SCOPE OF AGREEMENT . . . The LESSOR grants to the 
  LESSEE the right to have, use, manage, operate and control, as the 
  LESSEE in its sole discretion should determine as appropriate, the 
  Louis Astorino Ice Arena, including but not limited to the operation 
  of a concession stand and pro shop, and to receive all of the profits, 
  and proceeds from any and all uses of the “Leased Premises,” subject 
  to the terms of this Lease. . . .  
  2. LEASE CANCELLATION.  The Lessor during the term of 
  this Lease shall have the exclusive right to cancel this Lease if and 
  only if (A)  the Connecticut State Board of Labor Relations (“CSBLR”), 
  an arbiter, or a court of competent jurisdiction holds that the Lessor 
  violated state labor law or violated the terms of a Collective 
  Bargaining Agreement in going out of the business of operating the 
  Louis Astorino Ice Arena; (B) Lessor provides LESSEE with at least 
  ten (10) days written notice (or such longer or shorter period as may 
  be permitted or required by law) of the decision; and C) Lessor pays  
  LESSEE the liquidated damages within thirty (30) days of such notice 
  as provided herein as per the schedule attached hereto as Exhibit 1 . . . 
 
  8. PERCENTAGE RENT.  In addition to the monthly rental 
  stated herein, the LESSEE shall pay quarterly to the LESSOR as 
  additional rental an amount equal to five (5%) per cent of the Profits 
  (as hereinafter defined) in excess of $50,000 per quarter from all 
  business activities conducted at the Leased Premises by the LESSEE 
  on a quarterly basis Percentage Rent”.   
 
  10. RIGHTS AND RESPONSIBILITIES OR LESSEE.  In 
  addition to other rights and responsibilities as set forth herein, the 
  LESSEE shall have the following rights and responsibilities: 
 
  (a)  The LESSEE shall have the complete control, supervision and 
  authority to operate and manage the Leased Premises and all  
  activities related to the Leased Premises, including the right to  
  hire, terminate and otherwise supervise all employees employed 
  by the LESSEE in any capacity at the Lease [sic] 
 
  . . .  
  (e)  LESSEE shall have the right to utilize the name of the Leased 
  Premises as the LOUIS ASTORINO ICE ARENA.  No additional 
  compensation shall be paid to the LESSOR for use of same.  The 
  name remains the property of the LESSOR.  Any new sign installed 
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  by the LESSEE must comply in all respects to the Town’s zoning 
  regulations. 
 
  (f)  The trophy case and the trophies contained therein, shall remain 
  the property the Hamden Board of Education, provided however, that 
  the LESSEE may move it within the lobby of the building as the LESSEE 
  shall determine. 
 
  . . .  
  (h)  Upon the expiration or earlier termination of this Lease, LESSEE shall 
  surrender the Leased Premises in substantially the same condition as 
  when entered, except for loss or damage resulting from casualty, 

condemnation, acts of God, ordinary wear and tear and any improvements,  
  alterations or additions made to the Leased Premises. . . .  
 
  13. REPAIR, MAINTENANCE AND GROUNDS. . . .  
 
  (a) The LESSEE shall keep and maintain in good repair, and replace, 
  if necessary, except as provided for in this Lease, all of the inside of 
  the Leased Premises, including, . . . seats, benches, boards and 
  windows of the rink, . . . ticketing, timing, scoring and broadcast, . . . 
  including the grease trap, associated with the concession stand and 
  the ice making equipment. . . . At the termination of this Lease the 
  LESSEE shall leave intact all fixtures, including, but not limited to, 
  all seats, benches, boards and glass for the hockey rink, scoreboards,  
  timing, scoring and broadcast systems. 
 
  15. INSURANCE.  Throughout the term of this Lease, the LESSEE, 
  at its sole cost and expense, shall provide and keep in force with 
  insurance companies acceptable to the LESSOR, the following insurance: 
  . . .  
  The Town of Hamden and Hamden Board of Education are to be names 
  as an additional insured on all policies except Worker’s Compensation. 
  The LESSEE shall hold harmless, including but not limited to attorney 
  fees and costs, the Town of Hamden and the Hamden Board of  
  Education from any and all injuries to person and property resulting 
  from the performance of this Lease and the activities of the LESSEE, 
  its agents, servants, employees, guests, invitees and the like. 
 

29. DAMAGE TO LEASED PREMISES.  In the event that the 
Leased Premises shall be partially damaged by any casualty insurable 
under an insurance policy, the LESSOR shall, upon receipt of the 
insurance proceeds, repair the same . . . If the Leased Premises (a) by 
reason of such occurrence is rendered unusable as a full service 
skating rink or (b) should be damaged as a result of a risk which is 
not covered by insurance or c) should be damaged in whole or in 
part during the last year of this Lease or d) the Leased Premises has 
been damaged to such an extent that the building cannot be operated as an 
ice skating  
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rink, then or in any of such events. the LESSEE may either elect to 
have the LESSOR repair the damage or the LESSEE may cancel this 
Lease . . . 
 
37. END OF TERM.  At the expiration or sooner termination of 
this Lease, the LESSEE shall surrender the Leased Premises in the same 
condition as it was in upon delivery of possession thereto under this 
Lease, reasonable wear and tear excepted, . . .  
(Ex. 11). 

 
18. On August 25, 2010 MAB also executed an Ice Arena License Agreement (the 
License Agreement) with the Hamden Board of Education (BOE).  Under the terms of 
the License Agreement the BOE has exclusive use of the Arena, ice surfaces, nets, 
Boards, benches, penalty box areas and locker rooms during Hamden High School’s 
men’s and women’s hockey team games and practices and for physical education 
curriculum skating. The term of the License Agreement was through August 31, 2015 
and the License Agreement specifies specific fees hourly payable by the BOE to MAB 
for Arena usage. 

 
CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 

 
1. Absent an adequate defense, an employer commits an unlawful refusal to bargain 
and a prohibited practice when it unilaterally subcontracts or transfers bargaining unit 
work to non-bargaining unit personnel. 
 
2. The Town has bargained in bad faith and repudiated the collective bargaining 
agreement by contracting out bargaining unit work in violation of the Act. 
 

DISCUSSION 
 
 In this case, the Union argues that by entering into the Lease Agreement with 
MAB under these facts, the Town unlawfully transferred bargaining unit work to MAB 
employees.  The Union also claims that the Town repudiated the prohibition against 
subcontracting in the collective bargaining agreement.  The Town responds that it has 
gotten “out of the business” of operating the Arena.  As such, the Town argues that the 
work at issue is no longer bargaining unit work and is not subject to the contractual 
prohibition against subcontracting.  For reasons set forth below we find in favor of the 
Union. 
 
The Labor Board established the test for determining whether there has been 
subcontracting of bargaining unit work in violation of the Act in City of New Britain, 
Decision No. 3290 (1995).  In order to prevail on a sub-contracting claim after City of 
New Britain the Union has the initial burden to establish a prima facie case by 
demonstrating that (1) the work in question is bargaining unit work; (2) the 
subcontracting or transferring of work varied in kind or degree from what is customary 
under established past practice; and (3) the subcontracting or transfer of  
work has had a demonstrable adverse impact on the bargaining unit.  In reaching a 
determination as to whether the subcontracting or transfer of work has had a 
demonstrable adverse impact on the bargaining unit  the Labor Board will look at whether 
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the actions have impaired reasonably anticipated work opportunities and whether such 
actions create the fear of further encroachment upon the bargaining unit.  NewBritain, 
supra.  Once the Union has established its prima facie case the burden shifts to the 
employer to provide an adequate defense.  Such defenses may include that a contractual 
provision permits the subcontracting or transfer of the work; that the work removed from 
the bargaining unit is de minimus, or it was in keeping with established past practice.  In  
addition, either party may argue that public policy may have an impact on the situation. 
City of Bridgeport, Decision No. 4478, p. 14 (2010). 
 
Prior to application of the City of New Britain test, however, we must address the 
threshold issue of whether the Town had “the unilateral right to ‘give away’ the work of 
the bargaining unit.  In a case such as this that analysis must examine whether the 
employer has legitimately gone out of the business of providing a service or product or 
whether it has merely engaged another separate entity to perform the service or provide 
the product on its behalf.”  City of Norwalk, Decision No. 3798 p. 10 (2000) (emphasis 
added). 
 
 We expressly declined in City of New Britain to “comment on the form of our 
analysis should we be faced with a situation in which the public employer truly ‘shut 
down’ a service as such a situation has been described in First National Maintenance 
Corp., 452 U.S. 660, 107 LRRM 2705 (1981)”.  City of New Britain, supra at p. 37 n. 
20.  “This Board has had only limited opportunity to review situations in which the 
employer claimed that it has going out of the business of providing a service.  As the 
Board stated in City of Torrington, Decision No. 3441 (1996):  ‘We do not frequently 
encounter such situations in the public section for the obvious reason that municipalities 
and other public employers rarely [decide] to wholly cease a portion of its operation.’ Id. 
at 3.”   City of Norwalk, supra at p. 5.   It is this fundamental difference between the 
public and private sectors that illustrates the difficulty of our task.  The private sector 
employer’s “decision to whether to been in business at all” ordinarily has as its focus 
only the economic profitability of the enterprise.  First National Maintenance Corp v. 
NLRB, 452 U.S. at 677, see also, O.G.S. Technologies, Inc. 356 NLRB No. 92, 190 
L.R.R.M 1125 (2011).  We have found, however, that employers in the public sector act 
on the basis of more than economic profitability: 
 

In many cases, the distinction between going out of a business and sub-
contracting it is not clear.  Any employer devotes effort and funds to the various 
functions it performs and hopes to receive a benefit from than investment.  When 
an employer goes out of that business, it no longer makes the investment of effort 
and funds, and it no longer receives the benefit from the activity it had been 
performing.  In the case of subcontracting, the function is still being performed 
for the employer’s benefit and at its expense, but by employees of another 
employer.” 

 
City of Hartford, Decision No. 3704-A, p. 7 (2001). 
 
 With these principles in mind we address the threshold issue of whether the Town 
got out of the ice skating rink business so as to insulate its decision from a duty to bargain 
required by the Act.  We find on the basis of the record that the Town did not abandon 
this enterprise.  Prior to the execution of the Lease Agreement, the Arena was available to 
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Town residents and students through a continuing expenditure of Town funds and 
resources.  After the execution of the Lease Agreement the Arena largely continues to be 
available to the same persons through expenditure of Town funds, albeit through or on 
behalf of the BOE.  The Town’s claim that the Lease Agreement affords MAB the 
exclusive right to use the Arena for any purpose is impugned by the terms of the License 
Agreement which required MAB to provide the BOE with an ice skating rink for the 
same five year term.  Since the Town is funding the BOE’s fees under the License 
Agreement and the Lease Agreement was executed on the same day, we cannot but find 
that the Lease Agreement and the License Agreement were component parts of the same 
transaction. 
 
 We do not find that either the BOE or MAB was an alter ego of the Town.  We 
rejected that argument in City of Norwalk, supra and City of Hartford, supra and still 
found that those municipal employers had not truly abandoned the enterprises at issue.  In 
City of Norwalk the municipal employer exercised its right under state law to create an 
“Authority” and then entered into a lease agreement with that entity to operate a golf 
course.  We found that the municipal employer did not go out of the business of running a 
golf course on the basis of the degree of control the employer retained:  “In simplest 
terms the City runs the show”.  Id. at p. 11.  Similarly, in City of Hartford, supra, the 
municipal employer amended its charter to abolish an existing agency performing 
economic development functions and to create a new entity to perform the same 
functions.  We recognized that municipal employer’s inherent right to conclude “that 
economic development was a waste of time and money . . . [and that] . . . it would no 
longer engage in this activity” but found on the basis of the record that the municipal 
employer had arranged for this function to continue and as such, did not “get out of this 
business”.  Id. at p. 7. 
 
 In the instant case the Town has arranged for the continued operation of the Arena 
as a skating rink.  The Town continues to pay for the availability of the facility to school 
skating teams and physical education classes, the Town receives a portion of profits 
earned through facility when, the Lease Agreement requires that an operational skating 
rink exist at the beginning and end of the lease term, and in the event of damage the 
facility must be restored as a skating rink.  While we do not view the BOE as the alter 
ego of the Town, we are not unmindful that under the Lease Agreement the BOE is a 
named insured on all liability insurance policies and that with respect to the License 
Agreement the BOE “is under the Town’s umbrella”.3  Nor are we unmindful that the 
BOE originally built the Arena for its own use and the BOE transferred operation of the 
Arena to the Town as proportionate Town use of the facility increased.  See Hamden 
Board of Education, Decision No. 1037 (1972). 
 
 The issue of whether an employer has actually abandoned a business such that it 
no longer receives the benefit in return for its investment of effort and funds often turns 
on the control the employer has retained over the enterprise.  If the employer has no 
means to guarantee receipt of benefits and to avoid the costs of the enterprise, it is 
reasonable to conclude the business has been abandoned.  The employer in First 
National Maintenance, supra retained no control when it terminated its service contract 
with a nursing home.  Similarly, the municipal employer in City of Torrington, Decision 
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No. 3441 (1996) retained no control when it ceased servicing vehicles owned by a 
statutory transit district.  Had the Town simply sold the Arena in the instant case it would 
have had no means of assuring its residents the continuing benefits they currently enjoy 
under the lease/license arrangement. 
 
 The Town’s reliance on Town of Groton, Decision No. 3778 is misplaced.  In that 
case the municipal employer’s resource recovery facility was in disrepair and the 
employer entered into an agreement with the Southeastern Connecticut Regional 
Resources Recovery Authority (SCRRA) to take ownership of all related buildings and 
equipment and run the operation.  The collective bargaining agreement expressly 
authorized non-discriminatory subcontracting and we found that “[i]nstead of repairing 
its plant . . . the Town was exiting from the performance of one of it historic 
functions.”  Id. at p. 10.  The Town in the instant case, however, is repairing the 
necessary equipment and has arranged for the continued operation of an ice skating rink, 
a function not traditionally associated with municipal services. 
 
 As in City of Norwalk, supra and City of Waterbury, Decision No. 3206 (1994) 
our determination that the Town did not go out of the business of running the Arena does 
not end the matter.  While the Town has the right to unilaterally decide what MAB’s 
function would be in terms of operating the Arena, this right is not an “unfettered one”.   
City of Waterbury, supra at 9.  If the Town’s “lease agreement arguably subcontracted 
bargaining unit work, we must analyze whether the . . . [Town] . . . was obligated to 
bargain about that aspect of its arrangement with . . . [MAB]. As with all subcontracting 
claims we use the analysis set forth in City of New Britain . . .”  City of Norwalk, supra 
at pp. 13-14.  Under this standard the Union must show that the work in dispute is 
bargaining unit work, that the current subcontracting/transfer of the work varies in kind 
or degree from what had been customary under past practice, and that there is a 
substantial impact on the bargaining unit as a result.  City of New Britain, supra at pp. 36 
37. 
 
 The Union has established the first two elements of a prima facie case under City 
of New Britain, supra.  The work of the three Maintainer II positions and a substantial 
portion of the work of the Department Secretary were bargaining unit work before that 
work was transferred to MAB employees pursuant to the Lease Agreement and the record 
is devoid of evidence that the work had been transferred outside since the Town assumed 
operation of the Arena from the BOE in 1972.4 We also find that the Town’s actions have 
had a demonstrably adverse impact on the bargaining unit.  Four bargaining unit 
members have lost their jobs to MAB despite the existence of a provision in the 
collective bargaining agreement that “[n]on-bargaining unit people shall not do 
bargaining unit work.”  (Ex.4a).5 
 
 We find that an order to the Town to return to the status quo ante concerning the 
positions at issue will best effectuate the purposes of the Act. 

 

                                                 
4 See Hamden Board of Education, supra. 
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5 We understand that the parties agreed that prohibition of layoffs would expire June 30, 2010, the day 
prior to the layoffs at issue. (Exs. 3, 4c).  The collectively bargained prohibition of subcontracting, 
however, remains in effect until a successor agreement is negotiated or awarded through interest arbitration 
proceedings.  See Conn. Gen Stat. § 7-475. 



ORDER 
 
 By virtue of and 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 Town of Hamden: 
 
I. Cease and desist from failing or refusing to bargain with the Union over any 

proposed subcontracting or transfer of bargaining unit work resulting from the 
Town’s relationship with MAB; 

 
II. Take the following affirmative action which we find will effectuate the purposes 

of the Act: 
 
 A. Restore the work of the three Maintainer II positions and the Department 

Secretary at the Arena to the bargaining unit until such time as the parties 
have completed bargaining as required by the Act; 

 
B. Reinstate the Department Secretary and the persons holding Maintainer II 

positions assigned to the Arena in June, 2010 and make them whole for 
any losses resulting from the City’s subcontracting of the bargaining unit 
work; 

 
C. Bargain with the Union over any proposed subcontracting of this or any 

other bargaining unit work resulting from the Town’s relationship with the 
MAB; 

 
D. 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 the Decision and 
Order in its entirety. 

 
E. 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 receipt of this Decision and Order of the steps 
taken by the Town of Hamden to comply herewith. 
 
CONNECTICUT STATE BOARD OF LABOR RELATIONS 
 
   Robert A. Dellapina 
   Robert A. Dellapina 
   Board Member 
 
   Patricia V. Low 
   Patricia V. Low 
   Board Member 
 
   Wendella Ault Battey 
   Wendella Ault Battey 
   Board Member 
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CERTIFICATION 
 

I hereby certify that a copy of the foregoing was mailed postage prepaid this 10th 
day of June, 2011 to the following: 
 
Attorney Christopher M. Hodgson 
Durant, Nichols, Houston,     RRR 
Hodgson & Cortese-Costa, P.C.   
1057 Broad Street,  
Bridgeport, CT  06604 
 
Attorney Andrew Morrissey 
Morrissey, Morrissey & Mooney    RRR 
203 Church Street, P.O. Box 31  
Naugatuck, CT  06770 
 
Wayne A. Gilbert, Regional Director 
UPSEU 
1 Prestige Drive, Suite 210 
Meriden, CT  06450 
 
Attorney Jarad M. Lucan 
Durant, Nichols, Houston,      
Hodgson & Cortese-Costa, P.C.   
1057 Broad Street,  
Bridgeport, CT  06604 
 
 
 
 
 
 ________________________________ 
 Harry B. Elliott, Jr., General Counsel 
 CONNECTICUT STATE BOARD OF LABOR RELATIONS 
 
 


