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LABOR DEPARTMENT 
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IN THE MATTER OF 
 
CITY OF HARTFORD 
        DECISION NO. 4905 
-AND- 
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A P P E A R A N C E S: 
 
Attorney Catharine H. Freeman  
for the City 
 
Attorney James C. Ferguson  
for the Union 
 

DECISION AND ORDER 
 
 On May 8, 2014, Hartford Firefighters Association, Local 760, IAFF, AFL-CIO, CLC 
(the Union) filed a complaint with the Connecticut State Board of Labor Relations (the Labor 
Board) alleging that the City of  Hartford (the City) committed practices prohibited by the 
Municipal Employee Relations Act (MERA or the Act) by refusing to comply with a certain 
arbitration award. 
 
 After the requisite preliminary 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 formal 
hearing on August 19, 2015. Both parties appeared, were represented by counsel and were 
given full opportunity to present evidence, examine and cross-examine witnesses and make 
argument. Both parties submitted post-hearing briefs on October 2, 2015 and reply briefs on 
October 16, 2015. Based on the entire record before us, we make the following findings of 
fact and conclusions of law and we issue the following order.1    

                                                 
1 On October 20, 2015, the City filed a motion to reopen the hearing to submit additional evidence. We find that 
the City failed to satisfy the criteria set forth in §7-471-65 of the Labor Board’s regulations. Accordingly, the 
City’s motion is denied.       
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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 represented a bargaining unit consisting of certain uniformed and 
investigatory employees of the Hartford Fire Department, including the position of deputy fire 
chief training. (Ex. 3). 

 
3. Prior to January 14, 2008, the City had adopted a policy under which employees on 
leave of absence for active military duty received the difference between base salary and 
military pay for up to ninety days. Employees submitting applications for such military leave 
were required to submit copies of military orders and payroll records.   

 
4. On January 14, 2008, the City’s Court of Common Council passed a resolution (Ex. 5) 
which states, in relevant part:  

 
RESOLVED, That the Court of Common Council authorizes the Director 
of Human Resources and Labor Relations to revise the existing military 
leave policy and procedures for qualified full-time employees who are 
members of the uniformed services and who are called for active duty. 
Each employee shall receive, if his/her military pay is less than his/her 
base salary, the difference between his/her base salary and his/her military 
salary for up to a total of one (1) year during his/her employment with the 
City… 
 

5. The Union and the City are parties to a collective bargaining agreement (Ex. 3) with 
effective dates of July 1, 2009 through June 30, 2016 which provides, in relevant part: 
 

ARTICLE II 
GRIEVANCE PROCEDURE 

 
Section 2.1  

 
Any grievance or dispute … concerning the application, meaning or 
interpretation of this Agreement … shall be settled in the following manner: 
 
… 

 
Step 3.  If the Union is not satisfied with the decision … it shall submit such 
grievance to arbitration …Either party may elect to have a particular case … 
heard by the American Arbitration Association … The decision of the 
American Arbitration Association shall be final and binding on all parties.  

 … 
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 Section 2.2 
 
The arbitrator(s) shall have the power to … rescind or reduce … disciplinary 
action, including the power to make whole a suspended or discharged 
employee. No employee maybe reprimanded, suspended, discharged or 
demoted except for just cause.  

 
 … 
  

 
  
    ARTICLE III 
      PERSONNEL, PAY AND BENEFITS 
… 
 
Section 3.18 COLLEGE INCENTIVE PAY 
 
… Employees who have successfully completed at least one hundred twenty (120) 
credits from colleges or universities, accredited by the above-referenced Regional 
Agencies, shall receive five percent (5%) of the base rate of their salary range on a 
continuing basis… 
… 
  
 

ARTICLE IV 
HOURS AND OVERTIME 

 
Section 4.1 HOURS OF WORK 

 
… 

 
2. The work week of employees who do not regularly perform Fire 

Suppression duties, shall be forty (40) hours per week based on 
four (4) ten (10) hour shifts scheduled from Monday through 
Friday of each calendar week.  

 
3. Each employee who does not regularly perform Fire 

Suppression duties and is required to perform standby duties 
shall receive an additional six dollars ($6.00) per day for each 
weekday and seven dollars and fifty cents ($7.50) day for each 
Saturday, Sunday or holiday on which they perform such duties.  

… 
 

Section 4.2 OVERTIME 
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1. Each employee shall be paid overtime for all work performed in 
excess of their regular work week or regular work schedule… 

 
… 

 
3. The overtime rate of the following class of employees shall be 

computed on the basis of their regular hourly rate: … Deputy 
Fire Chief Training … [T]he above listed classes of employees 
will receive an additional five percent (5%) of the employee’s 
current step of the salary range for the employee’s classification 
on a continuing weekly basis as additional compensation in lieu 
of premium overtime pay… 
 

… 
 
5.    Employees called for overtime shall report promptly unless                       

excused. 
 
6. Overtime for vacancy coverage shall be equally and impartially 

distributed as practicable among qualified employees in each 
division and job classification who ordinarily perform such 
work in the normal course of their work week … 

 …  
 
6. Daniel Nolan (Nolan) has held the rank of deputy fire chief training in the Hartford 
Fire Department since 2001. Nolan schedules and oversees recruit training at the Hartford Fire 
Academy and serves as the fire department’s safety officer and responds to major incidents to 
assess potential hazards to firefighters. Nolan periodically worked both mandatory and 
voluntary overtime2 and received $45.00 in standby pay each week. Nolan has been a member 
of the army national guard since at least 1987 and ordinarily reports for military duty one 
weekend per month and two weeks in the summer.3 
 
7. For many years prior to February, 2009, then Captain Frank Costello (Costello) 
worked with Nolan as a subordinate. Nolan worked substantially more voluntary overtime 
than Costello on a regular basis. 
 
8. On April 21, 2008, the City placed Nolan on administrative leave with pay pending an 
investigation into allegations of misconduct and Nolan remained in that status until February 
17, 2009.  
                                                 
2 Mandatory overtime is work assigned in addition to an employee’s regular schedule that the employee is not 
free to decline. Voluntary overtime is offered work in addition to an employee’s regular schedule that may be 
declined and offered to other employees. Most overtime work at the City’s fire department during Nolan’s tenure 
was voluntary overtime.   
 
3 Prior to June, 2011, Nolan had a single extended military deployment (August 30, 2006 to October 19, 2007) 
during which he received a pay differential in accordance with the City’s military leave policy. Nolan did not 
receive payment for overtime or standby pay while on leave for that deployment.  (Ex. 25).      
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9. On February 17, 2009, the City terminated Nolan’s employment. The Union filed a 
grievance contesting the City’s action which was ultimately submitted to the American 
Arbitration Association (AAA) for arbitration and assigned Case No. AAA 12 390 00199 09. 

 
10. On September 13, 2009, the City appointed Frank Costello (Costello) to succeed 
Nolan as deputy fire chief training.  

 
11. Following termination of his City employment, Nolan volunteered for full-time duty 
with the army national guard and was deployed from July 22, 2010 to September 30, 2010. 
(Ex. 16). 

 
12. After ten days of hearings in Case No. AAA 12 390 00199 09, an AAA arbitrator (the 
arbitrator) issued an opinion and award (Ex. 23) on March 29, 2011, which states, in relevant 
part: 
 

The parties agreed upon the following issue:  
 

Was the Grievant terminated for just cause? If not, what shall the remedy be? 
  

. . .  
 
Award 
 
1. The City did not have just cause to terminate the Grievant … 

  
2. The Grievant shall be reinstated to his former position. The Grievant shall 
be awarded full back pay, seniority, and other benefits consistent with the 
position he held at the time of his termination. Such back pay shall be reduced 
by the amount of any compensation, and any earnings from other employment 
received by the Grievant during the period that back pay accrued… 

 
  (Footnote omitted).  
 
13. Within thirty days4 of March 29, 2011, the City filed an application to vacate the 
arbitration award in Superior Court, which matter was assigned case  no. HHD-CV-11-
6021257-S by the court. (Exs. 6, 7).  
 
14. On June 6, 2011, Nolan began working another period of full-time service with the 
army national guard and was deployed to Afghanistan on or about October 14, 2011. (Exs. 15, 
17, 18).  

                                                 
4 Conn. Gen. Stat. § 52-420(b) provides, in relevant part: 

(b) No motion to vacate an [arbitration] award may be made after thirty days from the notice of the 
award to the party to the arbitration who makes the motion. 
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15. By letter (Ex. 6) to Union attorney Eric Chester (Chester) on January 20, 2012 
concerning a recent5 Superior Court decision in case no. HHD-CV-11-6021257-S, City 
attorney Catherine Freeman (Freeman) stated, in relevant part: 

 
[T]he City … has not and will not be appealing the Superior Court decision… 
The Human Resources Department will … if so desired, reinstate [Nolan] to 
his former position with full back pay, seniority and other benefits…  
 
As per the AAA decision, Mr. Nolan’s back pay will be reduced by the amount 
of any compensation, and any other earnings from other employment he 
received during the period that back pay accrued…  
  
At your earliest convenience, please direct Mr. Nolan to provide the Human 
Resources Department with verification of income since his departure from 
employment with the City … along with any letter of intent expressing his 
interest in returning to employment with the City … including a tentative date 
of return. It is our understanding that he is actively deployed by the United 
States Military at present. 
 

16. On July 2, 2012, Freeman sent Chester a copy of her January 20, 2012 letter. 
(Ex. 7). 

 
17. By email (Ex. 8) to Freeman on July 17, 2012, Union president Vincent Fusco (Fusco) 
stated, in relevant part:  
  

[Nolan] is currently on an extended military deployment and … he has 
every intention of returning to the Hartford Fire Department as soon as his 
deployment is over. As of now [Nolan] does not have a confirmed return 
date. [Nolan] has asked if his pay reconciliation can wait until his return as 
he may not have access to all the needed records as he is currently 
deployed overseas.  

 
18. On November 9, 2012, Nolan was released from active military service. (Exs. 19, 20).  
 
19. On November 26, 2012, Nolan resumed his employment with the City as deputy fire 
chief training. (Ex. 21).  
 
20. The City tasked assistant director of human resources Deborah Carabillo (Carabillo) 
with calculating the back pay due Nolan under the award which Carabillo interpreted as   
including payment for lost overtime and standby pay  commencing with Nolan’s termination 
on February 18, 2009.  Carabillo was directed to base her calculation of Nolan’s lost overtime 

                                                 
 
5 Practice Book §63-1(a) states, in relevant part:  
 
 [A]n appeal must be filed within twenty days of the date notice of judgment or decision is given … 
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on Costello’s actual overtime hours in order to reflect the lack of recruit classes after Nolan’s 
termination and the City’s efforts to reduce overtime in the face of tighter municipal budgets.    

 
21. In consultation with the City’s director of human resources and legal counsel, 
Carabillo determined that Nolan’s service with the army national guard from July 22, 2010 
through September 30, 2010 and from June 6, 2011 through November 9, 2012, were two 
consecutive periods of military leave and that, pursuant to the City’s military leave policy, 
Nolan was entitled only to the difference between his base salary and his military pay during 
these deployments and only for a maximum of one year. Carabillo concluded that while Nolan 
should receive the military pay differential for the full first period of service, Nolan’s 
entitlement to the military pay differential for the second period of service expired on June 6, 
2012. Carabillo stated her findings and calculations in a spreadsheet which she forwarded to 
Freeman. 
 
22. Freeman forwarded copies of Carabillo’s spreadsheet by email to Fusco on January 17, 
2014 and to Union attorney James Ferguson on January 31, 2014.  (Exs. 9, 10, 15).  

 
23. By letter to Freeman dated March 10, 2014 (Ex 10), Fusco stated, in relevant part: 

 
The [Union] has finished reviewing the latest calculations for the Back 
Pay award … provided by the City… 
 
The manner in which the City is calculating … Nolan’s Military Leave for 
this award … has resulted in … Nolan not being properly compensated for 
numerous weeks of overtime compensation, stand by pay compensation 
and twenty-nine weeks of back pay. In addition, … Nolan still needs to be 
properly compensated for lost overtime and stand by pay while he was on 
administrative leave…  
 

24. By letter to Fusco dated March 13, 2014 (Ex. 1), Freeman stated, in relevant part:  
 

The City received records that Mr. Nolan was in military service from July 
22, 2010 to September 20, 2010 and then again from June 6, 2011 through 
November 9, 2012 …. The City practice of providing a military pay 
differential permits an employee up to one year of pay differential for 
military service, thereafter, the employee is placed on “no pay status”.  
… 
 
The City has no reason to believe that Mr. Nolan is due additional 
“numerous weeks of overtime compensation, stand by pay compensation 
or an additional twenty-nine weeks of back pay” as you assert. He was 
deployed beyond the one year period from June 6, 2011 through 
November 9, 2012. 
… 
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In your letter … you are seeking that Mr. Nolan be paid lost overtime and 
stand by pay for the period he is on paid administrative leave. I do not 
think that [the] arbitration award addressed such a claim …   
…    
 
In any event, the City will be making arrangements to compensate Mr. 
Nolan based on the … calculations…   

 
 

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 
 
1. A municipal employer’s failure or refusal to comply with a valid arbitration award is a 
prohibited practice under § 7-470(a)(6) of the Act. 
 
2. The City failed to comply with the arbitration award in Case No. AAA 12 390 00199 
09.  
 
 

DISCUSSION 
  
 The Union contends that the City failed to pay the full amount of compensation due to 
Nolan under the arbitration award. Specifically, the Union argues that the City: (1) failed to 
compensate Nolan for losses sustained as a result of his placement on administrative leave; (2) 
improperly based its calculation of lost overtime on the overtime hours of Nolan’s successor; 
(3) misapplied its military leave policy to reduce or to eliminate back pay entitlement; and (4) 
failed to compensate Nolan for college incentive pay and military pay that he would have 
received but for his wrongful termination.   
 
 The City contends that Nolan’s alleged losses during the administrative leave period 
are beyond the scope of the arbitration award. With regard to compensation lost after the   
termination, the City argues that lost overtime should be based on the hours worked by 
Nolan’s successor because it reflects the City’s efforts to reduce overtime following Nolan’s 
termination.6 Lastly, the City contends that its military leave policy applied to Nolan’s post-
termination service with the army national guard and as such, the City’s back pay liability 
under the award ended on June 6, 2012, upon Nolan’s completion of one year of military 
service during his last deployment. Based on the record before us, we find that the City has 
not paid Nolan all sums due under the award and so has violated the Act. 
 
 Section 7-470(a)(6)7 of the Act makes it a prohibited practice for a municipal 
employer to refuse to comply with a valid arbitration award.  

                                                 
6 Although the City admits it has already paid Nolan a portion of his lost overtime in accordance with Carabillo’s 
calculations, in its reply brief it contends, citing City of Waterbury, Decision No. 3593 (1998), that an arbitral 
award of back pay does not include lost overtime or standby pay. 
 
7 Conn. Gen. Stat. § 7-470 provides, in relevant part:  
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When a party claims that there has been a refusal to comply with an arbitration 
award we will interpret the award to ascertain what it requires and then 
determine whether the respondent has complied with those requirements. State 
of Connecticut, Office of Policy and Management, Decision No. 4610 (2012); 
Town of Middlebury, Decision No. 4603 (2012); City of Bridgeport, Decision 
No. 4602 (2012); Town of Enfield, Decision No. 4461 (2010); City of 
Willimantic, Decision No. 1795 (1979).  We use an objective standard and we 
do not consider whether the respondent acted in good faith or whether its 
interpretation of the award is a plausible one as valid defenses.  Town of 
Wallingford, Decision No. 3807 (2001); Town of Stratford, Decision No. 
3277 (1995); City of New Haven, Decision No. 3060 (1992); Town of 
Newington, Decision No. 2957 (1991); Weston Board of Education, Decision 
No. 2678 (1988); Hartford Board of Education, Decision No. 2683 (1988).  
Nor is it our function to relitigate or second guess the merits of grievance 
decisions.  Our role is limited to meeting our statutory responsibility to insure 
that the outcome of the grievance procedure is respected.  Connecticut 
Employees Union Independent (NP-2 Unit), Decision No. 3446 (1996); City 
of Waterbury, Decision No. 2195 (1983).  As such, our analysis “only looks to 
the language of the settlement” or in this case, the arbitration award. Town of 
Enfield, supra at p. 11 (quoting City of Waterbury, Decision No. 3593 (1998).  
If we find there has not been compliance, we will find a violation of the Act.  
State of Connecticut, Department of Correction, Decision No. 4475 (2010). 
 

Town of North Branford, Decision No. 4742 pp. 4-5 (2014); see also Town of Westbrook, 
Decision No. 4687 (2013).   
 
 The arbitration award at issue states that Nolan “shall be awarded full back pay, 
seniority, and other benefits consistent with the position he held at the time of his termination 
… reduced by the amount of any compensation, and any earnings from other employment 
received by [Nolan] during the period that back pay accrued...” (Exs. 4, 23). At the outset, we 
agree with the City that the period of administrative leave preceding Nolan’s termination is 
outside the scope of the arbitration award. There is nothing in the text of the award to justify 
the Union’s more expansive construction and we will not read into an arbitration award what 
is not there. City of Meriden, Decision No. 4273 (2007). Moreover, we interpret the award in 

                                                                                                                                                         
(a) Municipal employers or their representatives or agents are prohibited from: … (6) 
refusing to comply with a grievance settlement, or arbitration settlement, or a valid award 
or decision of an arbitration panel or arbitrator rendered in accordance with the 
provisions of section 7-472. 

Conn. Gen. Stat. § 7-472 provides, in relevant part: 

(a) The services of the State Board of Mediation and Arbitration shall be available … for 
purposes of arbitration of disputes over the interpretation or application of the terms of a 
written agreement… 
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light of well-established law holding that no matter outside the issue or “submission” 
presented to the arbitrator may be included in the award.8  Board of Education v. AFSCME, 
Council 4, Local 287, 195 Conn. 266, 271-272 (1985).  The issues the parties submitted to 
arbitration in this case restricted the arbitrator to analyzing and potentially remedying the 
imposition of certain discipline. Nolan’s administrative leave occurred prior to his termination 
and given the absence of unambiguous language in the award to the contrary, we find that the 
award does not entitle Nolan to redress for losses sustained while on administrative leave. 
 
 The seminal issue9 before us is whether the City properly applied its military leave 
policy to its calculation of back pay due Nolan under the arbitration award. We find that in 
large part it did not. Nolan was not on military leave within the scope of the City’s policy 
from the date of his termination to the date the City offered reinstatement. Rather, Nolan was 
a former City employee10 who had been terminated and was attempting to mitigate his losses. 
There is nothing before us to support the presumption that Nolan would have been activated 
by the army national guard had he not been terminated and the record before us tends to 
support a contrary conclusion.11 The City does not claim that Nolan could have better 
mitigated his losses elsewhere and we see no rational basis for differential treatment of 
income from military employers with respect to those losses in this context. In short, the back 
pay due Nolan from the date of his termination to the date the City offered reinstatement 
“shall be reduced by the amount of any … earnings from other employment [by the army 
national guard] received by the Grievant during the period that back pay accrued.”  
 
 The compensation due Nolan under the award from the date the City offered 
reinstatement12 to the date Nolan resumed City employment is a different matter. Although 
the City was willing to actively employ Nolan during this period, Nolan was unable to return 
as he was on active duty with the army national guard. We find that these circumstances fall 
squarely within the City’s military leave policy and as such, the compensation due Nolan for 
that time period, which we find to be less than one year, is “the difference between his/her 
base [City] salary and his/her [army national guard] military salary” in accordance with that 
policy.13 

                                                 
8 “[A] contract must be interpreted in light of the laws that existed at the time parties entered into the agreement.” 
Russo v. City of Waterbury, 304 Conn. 710, 732 (2012). We find the principles of contract interpretation to be 
equally instructive in interpreting an arbitration award.   
  
9  E.g., we need not address what constitutes “full back pay” under the award for those periods Nolan was on 
military leave and limited to “the difference between his/her base salary and his/her military salary for up to a 
total of one (1) year” under the City’s policy. 
 
10 The Common Council’s resolution states that military leave benefits are only payable to an “employee 
…during his/her employment with the City of Hartford.”  
 
11 Nolan testified that he volunteered for active military service following his termination after legal advice to 
mitigate his damages. 
 
12 We find this to be January 20, 2012, the date of Freeman’s letter (Ex. 6) offering reinstatement.   
 
13 The rule in Sanitary Cleaners, Inc., Decision No. 134-A (1949), does not apply here given the circumstances 
of this case. “Ordinarily … discharged employees are awarded back pay from the date of discharge to the date of 
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Turning to the City’s belated14   claim that back pay due under the award is limited to 
Nolan’s base salary, we find that the City’s reliance on City of Waterbury, Decision No. 3593 
(1998) is misplaced. In that case we found an employer’s use of the term “back pay” in its 
response to a union grievance to be ambiguous as to lost overtime because the answer did not 
expressly grant the demand in the grievance “to be made whole.” Here, the arbitrator awarded 
“full back pay  . . . reduced by . . . any earnings from other employment received by the 
Grievant during the period that back pay accrued …” We  believe this language evidences an 
intent to afford the City credit for overtime paid by other employers and to allow Nolan the 
overtime he would have earned had he not been terminated. Arbitration awards, like 
judgments, “are to be construed in the same fashion as other written instruments . . .  and 
should admit of a consistent construction as a whole . . . [and] we . . . ascertain  . . .  intent  . . .  
from the language used and, if necessary, the surrounding circumstances.” Wheelabrator 
Bridgeport, L.P. v. City of Bridgeport, 320 Conn. 332, 355 (2016)(quoting Ottiano v. 
Shetucket Plumbing Supply Co., 61 Conn. App. 648, 652 (2001)).  We interpret “full back 
pay” to include payments for reasonably certain emoluments to base salary. In this case, 
overtime, standby pay, and college incentive pay.15  
 
 We also reject the City’s argument that the overtime portion of the back pay award 
should be based upon the hours worked by Nolan’s successor. We have recognized that “there 
is no one fixed and undisputable method for calculating back pay.” State of Connecticut 
(Dickens), Decision No. 3372 p. 7 (1996). However, “the determination of back pay must be 
based upon a reasonable methodology, taking into consideration the relevant facts of a 
particular case.” Id. While the record reflects the absence of new recruit classes after Nolan’s 
termination and we recognize the City’s right to reduce the overtime work it requires 
employees to perform, the record is silent as to the changes, if any, in the amount of voluntary 
overtime available to the deputy fire chief training after Nolan’s termination or the degree to 
which Costello accepted or declined such work. Absent evidence to establish the overtime 
available to Costello in Nolan’s former position, the proper method for replicating Nolan’s 
overtime work practices and ordinary fluctuations in available overtime work due to economic 
and other factors is to use Nolan’s average number of overtime hours prior to his termination. 
We find, based on the record before us, that Nolan worked an annual average of 190 hours 
overtime prior to his termination. 
   
 Based on the entire record before us, we find that the City has failed to fully comply 
with the arbitration award. Specifically, the City improperly calculated overtime based on the 

                                                                                                                                                         
the employer's offer of reinstatement...” Id. at p. 3. Not only was Nolan in the midst of a military deployment and 
unable to immediately resume active City employment, the City had adopted a policy that expressly 
contemplated Nolan’s situation.      
 
14 The City first raised this claim in its reply brief and Carabillo’s calculations assumed, absent application of the 
City’s military leave policy, that back pay under the award included lost overtime and stand by pay. 
 
15 We do not find that the arbitration award can reasonably be construed to require the City to pay Nolan the 
compensation Nolan would have received from the army national guard for periodic military duty had he not 
been terminated. Such compensation would have been paid by an employer other than the City and its loss 
during the back pay period is attributable to the means by which Nolan chose to mitigate his damages.   
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hours of Nolan’s successor, deducted lost overtime and standby pay from the award of back 
pay prior to January 21, 2012 and terminated all compensation accruing after June 6, 2012. 
Accordingly, we issue the remedy set forth below in our order.  
 

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 City of Hartford shall:  
 

I.  Cease and desist from refusing to comply with the arbitration award issued by 
arbitrator Harvey M. Shrage on March 29, 2011 in Case No. AAA 12 390 0199 09. 

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

the Act:  
 

A. Pay Nolan back pay, including payments for overtime, standby pay, and 
college incentive pay16 at the applicable contractual rates, for the period of 
February 18, 2009 through and including January 20, 2012, less any 
compensation and earnings from other employment received during the same 
period. All payment of lost overtime referenced herein shall be based on the 
annual average number of actual overtime hours worked by Nolan from his 
appointment to the position of deputy fire chief training in 2001 to his 
termination in 2009 and paid at the applicable contractual rate.  
 

B. Pay Nolan the difference between his base salary, calculated at the applicable 
contractual rates, and his military pay for service with the army national guard 
for the period of January 21, 2012 through and including November 25, 2012, 
in accordance with the City’s military leave policy as amended on January 14, 
2008.     

 
C. The City may offset from the payments set forth in paragraphs II.A and B, 

above, any amounts already paid to Nolan for the said time periods.  
 

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 this Decision and Order in its 
entirety.  

 
C.  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 City of 
Hartford to comply herewith. 

                                                 
16  Payment of college incentive pay is contingent upon Nolan having acquired the necessary college credits for 
such benefit under Section 3.18 of the collective bargaining agreement prior to his termination. 
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