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DECISION AND ORDER 

 

 On January 25, 2015, UPSEU/C.O.P.S, Middlebury Police Unit (UPSEU) filed a 

complaint, amended on March 2, 2015, with the Connecticut State Board of Labor 

Relations (the Labor Board) alleging that the Town of Middlebury (the Town) had 

committed practices prohibited by the Municipal Employee Relations Act (MERA or the 

Act) when the acting police chief performed bargaining unit work
1
 and when a 

bargaining unit sergeant was required to perform the work of a higher rank on a regular 

and continuing basis.   

 

 After the requisite preliminary steps had been taken, the matter came before the 

Labor Board for a hearing on November 23, 2015, February 11, 2016, January 26, 2017, 

and September 21, 2017, during which hearing, the Nutmeg Independent Public Safety 

Employees Union (the Union) replaced UPSEU as the recognized representative for the 

bargaining unit.  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 November 6, 2017 and the Town filed a reply brief on November 20, 

                                                 
1
 As the Union has not briefed its illegal subcontracting allegation, we deem it abandoned. City of 

Stamford, Decision No. 4943 (2017); State of Connecticut, Department of Correction, Decision No. 4914 

(2016); Town of Guilford, Decision No. 4815 (2015); City of Hartford, Decision No. 4673 (2013); Town 

of Wallingford, Decision No. 3601 (1998); East Lyme Board of Education, Decision No. 2430 (1985). 
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2017.  Based on 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 has 

represented a bargaining unit consisting of all full-time employees at the Town’s police 

department below the rank/classification of police chief with authority to exercise police 

powers. 

 

3. At all times relevant hereto the recognized representative for the bargaining unit 

and the Town were parties to successive collective bargaining agreements (Exs. 8, 18, 47, 

48, 49) that provide, in relevant part: 

 

ARTICLE III 

HOURS OF WORK AND OVERTIME 

 . . . 

 Section 12 

 

 The workweek and working hours of the Sergeant and the Lieutenant shall be 

 determined by the Chief of Police as the needs of the Department require . . .  

 . . . 

 

ARTICLE V 

WAGES 

 

 Section 1 

 

  . . .  

  Salary Schedule as of . . .  

  [Provides for separate pay grades for the positions of Sergeant and   

  Lieutenant.]  

 . . .  

 

4. At all times relevant hereto, the Town charter (Ex. 15) has provided, in relevant 

part: 

  

CHAPTER II 

OFFICERS AND ELECTIONS 

 

 . . .  

 

 SECTION 202  ELECTED TOWN OFFICERS, BOARDS,  

     COMMISSIONS AND AUTHORITES 

 

 . . .  
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 A. First Selectman and Board of Selectmen 

 

  The First Selectman and . . . other members of the Board of Selectmen 

 shall be elected . . . to perform the duties in Chapters III and IV of this Charter . . . 

 except as modified in this Charter . . .  

 

 . . .  

  

 F. Board of Police Commissioners 

 

  There shall be a Board of Police Commissioners . . . In addition to 

 performing such duties and functions as are provided in the General Statutes, the 

 Commissioners shall be responsible for recommending a person to the Board of 

 Selectmen for  appointment as Chief of Police . . .  

  

 . . .  

 

CHAPTER VI 

ADMINISTRATIVE DEPARTMENTS AND EMPLOYEES 

 

 SECTION 601  GENERAL 

 

 The Board of Selectmen shall have the power to . . . establish the working 

 conditions of . . . all persons employed by the Town . . . except as otherwise 

 specified in this Charter . . .  

 

 . . .  

 

 SECTION 603  POSITION DESCRIPTIONS AND RULES 

 

 A. The First Selectman shall cause to have prepared: 

 

  1. A description of the duties and responsibilities of each position in the 

 Town’s service and of the minimum qualifications for appointment to such 

 position . . . 

 

 B. Such position descriptions . . . that may . . . be  made by the First Selectman 

 shall become effective upon being approved by resolution of the Board of 

 Selectmen . . .  

 

 . . .  

 

5. At all times relevant hereto, Town police department employees were subject to 

written work rules contained in an Administration and Operations Manual (A & O 

Manual) (Ex. 9) prescribed by the Town’s board of police commissioners and that 

provides in relevant part: 

 

CHAPTER 2 

ORGANIZATION 
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  . . .  

 

 2.3  RANK STRUCTURE 

 

 2.3.1 CHAIN OF COMMAND 

  Each sworn position within the Department is designated with a rank. The  

  authority of all ranks come directly from the Board of Police   

  Commissioners who delegate, in descending order,  the commensurate  

  authority along with the responsibility of each rank. The following chain  

  of command shall prevail: Chief of Police, Lieutenant, Sergeant . . . Police 

  Officer . . .  

 . . . 

 

 2.4.1  COMMANDING OFFICER 

  . . . [The Chief of Police] shall serve as administrative head and   

  commanding officer of the . . . Department . . . 

 

  a. . . . He shall delegate appropriate authority and supervise   

   subordinates’ work . . .  

 

  b. . . . He shall be responsible for the prevention and detection of  

   crime . . . 

 

  c. He shall require department members to comply with all orders,  

   rules and procedures . . .  

 

  d.  He will be responsible for a full and complete knowledge of all  

   conditions affecting the Department and relations with the public  

   and other law enforcement agencies . . .  

 

  e. When absent from his assignment, he shall advise the acting  

   commander of his whereabouts and how he can be located. He  

   must keep himself available at all times by radio or telephone. 

 

 2.4.2. EXECUTIVE OFFICER 

  The executive officer, shall hold the rank of Lieutenant and assist the  

  Chief of Police in the administration of the Department and, in the absence 

  of the Chief of Police from Headquarters or in case of illness, he may be  

  designated to serve as administrative and executive head and shall exercise 

  the power and duties of the Chief of Police. 

 

  He shall supervise all employees of the  . . . Police Department in   

  the carrying out of the commands and policies established by the Chief of  

  Police.  He shall develop and exercise Department discipline, investigate  

  complaints regarding violations of the regulations, confer with and counsel 

  other subordinates and make special investigation of major crimes . . . 
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  a. . . . he shall be responsible for the overall efficiency and operation  

   of all police (sworn) and civilian (non-sworn) personnel . . .   

 

  b. He is responsible for administration and supervision of the report  

   writing process . . .  

 

  c. He shall properly maintain all police property and equipment under 

   his control . . .  

 

  d. He shall maintain liaison with our Superior Court and its   

   state’s attorneys . . .  

 

  e. He shall maintain proper liaison with probation and parole   

   agencies, [Town] fire and rescue agencies, and law enforcement  

   departments in the immediate and adjoining areas of responsibility  

   . . . 

 

  f. He shall insure that all personnel maintain a working relationship  

   with local and adult juvenile courts, prosecutors, probation and  

   parole agencies, and adult and juvenile correctional agencies. 

 

  g. He shall prepare performance appraisals and ratings on all   

   subordinates in accordance with the Department’s evaluation  

   system . . . 

 

  h.  He, when absent from his assignment, shall designate a supervisor 

   as acting commander and shall advise such acting commander of  

   his whereabouts and how he can be located. He must keep himself  

   available at all times by radio or telephone . . .  

 

  i. He shall be constantly observant in the work place for conditions  

   that could adversely affect the health and safety of employees . . .   

 

   (1)  All occupational injuries of personnel must be reported to  

    the Chief of Police within forty-eight (48) hours on the  

    proper forms. 

 

  j. He will be responsible for ensuring that civilian supervisory  

   personnel facilitate training in their respective areas as required . . .  

 

6. Since 1987, the written job description (Ex. 40) for the position of police sergeant 

has provided, in relevant part: 

 

  ABSENCE OF THE CHIEF OR DEPUTY CHIEF OF POLICE – During  

  any absence of the Chief or Deputy Chief of Police, the Sergeant shall  

  perform all the duties of the Chief of Police and be subject to his   

  responsibilities. 
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7. In November 1991, the Town’s board of police commissioners appointed the sole 

lieutenant, Patrick Bona (Bona), to serve as acting chief for several months after then 

Town police Chief Douglas Hanahan retired.  In early spring, 1992, the Town’s board of 

selectmen appointed Bona to the permanent position of police chief. William Gordon was 

the sole police sergeant at the time and the Town did not appoint another lieutenant until 

1998. 

 

8. On March 14, 1995 and November 10, 1997, the Town posted written 

announcements of examinations for the position of police sergeant. On November 10, 

1997, the Town posted a written announcement of an examination for the position of 

police lieutenant. The statement of duties, required knowledge, skills, and ability in the 

postings for each position were substantially
2
 identical. (Exs. 27, 28, 29).  

 

9. In 1995, Town police officer Richard Guisti (Guisti) was promoted to sergeant 

after successfully participating in a promotional examination for the position. 

 

10. In 1998, Guisti was promoted to lieutenant and Town police officer Richard 

Wildman (Wildman) was promoted to sergeant after each successfully participated in 

promotional examinations for the positions. 

  

11.  In 2005, Chief Bona retired and the board of police commissioners appointed 

Guisti as acting police chief.  On December 30, 2005, the Town, Guisti, and the 

Middlebury Police Officers Union, C.S.E.A., Local 760 (CSEA)
3
 signed a written 

memorandum of understanding (Ex. 17) that states, in relevant part: 

 

 1. Lieutenant Guisti retains permanent status as Lieutenant including a right 

 to accrue seniority while acting Chief. 

 . . . 

 3. During the time he is acting Chief; Lieutenant Guisti will receive his 

 current salary plus . . .  

 . . .  

 

12. During Guisti’s tenure as acting police chief, Wildman was second-in-command 

and, in addition to his regular duties as a police sergeant, performed certain duties that 

had historically been performed by a lieutenant. 

 

13. In 2008, Guisti was appointed by the board of selectmen to the permanent 

position of police chief. After successfully participating in promotional examinations for 

the positions, Wildman was promoted to lieutenant and then police officer John 

Desmarais (Desmarais) was promoted to sergeant. Upon being promoted, Desmarais was 

assigned to the night shift
4
 as a road supervisor. 

                                                 
2
 The posting for the lieutenant position (Ex. 29) added the following language: 

 

 As Administrator, relays and interprets orders from Chief of Police to all other Personnel. 

 . . .  

 Ability to assume responsibilities of Chief of Police in his absence. 

 
3
 CSEA was the recognized representative for the bargaining unit at the time. 
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14. In October 2012, Chief Guisti retired and the board of police commissioners 

appointed Wildman as acting police chief.  The Town and CSEA were engaged in 

negotiations for a successor collective bargaining agreement at the time and CSEA 

rejected the Town’s proposal
5
 concerning Wildman’s terms and conditions of 

employment while serving as acting chief.  

   

15. Wildman served as acting police chief through June 2014, and during that period 

of time Desmarais served as second-in-command and, in addition to his regular duties, 

performed certain duties
6
 that had historically been performed by a lieutenant. 

 

16. On July 2, 2014, the Town hired former Bridgeport police captain James Viadero 

(Viadero) as police chief. Shortly thereafter, Viadero assigned Desmarais to act as 

executive officer for the police department and moved Desmarais to the evening shift 

where Desmarais’ duties were primarily administrative and performed at police 

headquarters.  During Viadero’s tenure as police chief, Desmarais’ authority and 

responsibilities were commensurate with those of a Town police lieutenant. 

 

17. In January, 2015, the police department’s section of the Town’s website was 

updated at Viadero’s direction to include a photograph of Desmarais accompanied by a 

caption that stated, in relevant part: 

 

 Sergeant Desmarais is the Executive Officer of the [Town’s] Police Department 

 and is second in command . . . 

 

(Exs. 21, 50). 

 

18. In late 2015, Viadero left the Town’s employ and the Town’s board of police 

commissioners appointed former Plymouth assistant police chief Fran Dabbo (Dabbo) as 

acting police chief. Since Dabbo’s appointment, Desmarais no longer serves as executive 

officer and works as a first line supervisor rather than an administrator. 

 

 

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW  
 

1. Absent an adequate defense, an employer commits an unlawful refusal to bargain 

and a prohibited practice when it unilaterally changes a condition of employment that is a 

mandatory subject of bargaining. 

 

2.  The Town did not violate the Act when it failed to offer John Desmarais an 

opportunity to participate in the promotional process for the position of police lieutenant 

                                                                                                                                                 
4
 At all times relevant hereto, the Town’s police department operated in three work shift: 6:00 a.m. to 2:00 

p.m. (day shift); 2:00 p.m. to 10:00 p.m. (evening shift); and 10:00 to 6:00 a.m. (night shift). 

 
5
 The Town proposed the same terms contained in the December 30, 2005 memorandum of understanding 

concerning Guisti.  (Ex. 26).   

 
6
 These duties included scheduling of subordinates, departmental training oversight, subordinate report 

review, and task force meeting attendance. 
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or when it required him to perform certain duties that had historically been performed by 

a lieutenant. 

 

3. The Town violated the Act when it unilaterally required John Desmarais to serve 

as executive officer. 

 

DISCUSSION 
 

 The Union claims that the Town violated Section 7-470(a)(4) of the Act when it 

unilaterally denied Desmarais the title and wages of a police lieutenant.  Specifically, the 

Union contends that, contrary to past practice, the Town refused to promote Desmarais to 

lieutenant notwithstanding that he was performing all the duties of the position after it 

became vacant.  The Town denies the existence of the practice the Union alleges and 

argues that Desmarais’ work did not substantially change during the period of time at 

issue.  While we agree with the Town that the Act does not require collective bargaining 

over the Town’s decision to leave vacant or to eliminate the position of police lieutenant, 

we do find that Desmarais’ assignment as executive officer was a unilateral change in 

working conditions that warrants appropriate relief. 

 

  It is by now well established that an employer violates the Act when, 

 absent a defense, it unilaterally changes an existing condition of employment that 

 is a mandatory subject of bargaining. Shepaug Valley Regional School District, 

 Decision No. 4765 (2014); State of Connecticut, Judicial Branch, Decision No. 

 4532 (2011); Norwalk Third Taxing District, Decision No. 3695 (1999); 

 Bloomfield Board of Education, Decision No. 3150 (1993); City of Stamford, 

 Decision No. 2680 (1988). It is the Union’s initial burden to make a prima facie 

 case establishing that a change in an existing condition of employment has in fact 

 occurred, for if no change is proven, no further inquiry is warranted. State of 

 Connecticut, Decision No. 4573 (2012); Town of Hamden, Decision No. 2364 

 (1985). A condition of employment may be established by past practice where the 

 complainant shows that the employment practice was “clearly enunciated and 

 consistent, [that it] endured[d] over a reasonable length of time, and [that it was] 

 an accepted practice by both parties.”(Emphasis in original, internal quotation 

 marks omitted). Board of Education of Region 16 v. State Board of Labor 

 Relations, 299 Conn. 63, 73 (quoting Honulik v. Greenwich, 293 Conn. 698, 719 

 n. 33 (2009)). Once the Union has made its prima facie case, the burden shifts to 

 the employer to establish an adequate defense. Norwalk Third Taxing District, 

 Decision No. 3695 (1999).   

 

City of Danbury, Decision No. 4975 p. 6 (2017). As such, “[t]he first issue before us is 

whether the condition of employment established by the past practice at issue is a 

mandatory subject of bargaining.” State of Connecticut, Judicial Branch, Decision No. 

4940 p. 8 (2017). Here, the condition of employment concerns Desmarais’ duties as 

second-in-command and the parties dispute whether these were in accordance with past 

practice and the parameters of his position as a police sergeant.  

 

 “[M]anagerial decisions which lie at the core of entrepreneurial control” in “areas 

of discretion and policy as the mission of the agency, its budget, its organization and the 

assignment of its personnel, or the technology of performing its work" are not mandatory 
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topics of bargaining. West Hartford Education Association v. DeCourcy, 162 Conn. 

566, 583 (1972). See also, State of Connecticut, Judicial Branch, supra; Town of 

Newtown, Decision No. 4732 (2014); City of Bridgeport, Decision No. 4651 (2013); 

Town of Wolcott, Decision No. 3682 (1999); City of Middletown, Decision No. 3271 

(1995); City of Bridgeport, Decision No. 1485 (1977). We have long believed that “the 

power to reassign employees to other duties which are concededly within the job 

description of those employees is fundamental to the operation of any public agency and 

therefore involves the exercise of managerial discretion.” City of Bridgeport, supra at p. 

3; see also, City of Stamford, Decision No. 4832 (2015); Town of Westbrook, Decision 

No. 4687 (2013); City of Bristol, Decision No. 4626 (2012); State of Connecticut, 

Department of Correction, Decision No. 4516 (2011); Town of Wolcott, Decision No. 

3682 (1999); City of Hartford, Decision No. 2462 (1986). Similarly, we have also long 

held that an employer’s decision to eliminate a position from budgetary or other 

legitimate business reasons does not constitute a violation of the Act provided it is not 

motivated by anti-union animus or involves a repudiation of an existing collective 

bargaining agreement. Town of Stratford, Decision No. 4510 (2011); State of 

Connecticut, Department of Correction, Decision No. 3014-B (1993); Vernon Board of 

Education, Decision No. 2637; West Haven Board of Education, Decision No. 1363 

(1976); Town of Stratford, Decision No. 999 (1971). 

 

 While Desmarais’ frustration with the Town’s decision to forgo the position of 

police lieutenant is understandable given the context in which Guisti and Wildman 

attained that rank, “[s]taffing level decision are committed by law to the employer’s 

discretion absent substantial impacts on mandatory topics . . .” State of Connecticut, 

Judicial Branch, Decision No. 4940 p. 8 (2017).  There is nothing in the record before us   

to show that the existence of the lieutenant position was outside the Town’s discretion or 

that Desmarais could attain the position absent the promotional process. Workload, 

however, is a condition of employment and a mandatory subject of bargaining. Milford 

Board of Education, Decision No. 4574 (2012); City of Hartford, Decision No. 4113 

(2006); see West Hartford Board of Education v. DeCourcy, 162 Conn. at 585-586.  To 

prove a unilateral workload increase in violation of the Act, “the Union must offer 

evidence not only to establish the change alleged but also evidence to establish a 

workload “baseline” drawn from the previous . . . years, as well as proof that other 

aspects of the work not at issue continue unchanged.  Board of Education of Region 16 

v. State Board of Labor Relations, supra, 299 Conn. at 75-78.”  Milford Board of 

Education, supra at p. 8. 

 

 Desmarais’ ascension to second-in-command upon Wildman’s appointment to 

acting chief does not, in itself, suffice to meet the Union’s burden in this case.  From 

1992 to 1998 and from 2005 to 2008, the Town’s police department operated without a 

lieutenant and while Desmarais performed certain lieutenant’s duties under Wildman’s 

tenure as acting chief, so did Wildman under Guisti.  Equally significant, Desmarais’ 

primary role as a first line supervisor on the night shift did not change under acting chief 

Wildman and we find, on the basis of the evidence, that routine work as second-in-

command is encompassed by the job description for a Town police sergeant. 

 

 The situation substantially changed, however, during Viadero’s term as police 

chief. Desmarais’ primary role changed from road supervisor to administrator and 

Desmarais was designated “executive officer,” a position expressly reserved under the 
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Town’s work rules for the rank of lieutenant and specifically responsible for a number of 

important administrative functions. This was the only time a Town sergeant was required 

to accept the responsibilities connected with this designation and it ended with Dabbo’s 

recognition that Desmarais had neither the necessary rank nor salary.
7
  Having found that 

the Desmarais’ assignment as executive officer was a substantial addition to his existing 

workload as a police sergeant in the bargaining unit, we find that the Union has 

established a prima facie case of unlawful unilateral change and we turn to the Town’s 

defenses.   

 

 We continue to hold that proof that the impacts on conditions of employment are 

inconsequential or de minimus is a valid defense to a unilateral change claim. Town of 

Glastonbury, Decision No. 4971 (2017); State of Connecticut, Decision No. 4953 

(2017); Town of Plymouth, Decision No. 4890 (2016). The Town contends that the 

Union failed to show that there was a substantial change to Desmarais’ workload when 

Wildman was appointed as acting chief because the additional duties Desmarais assumed 

at that time were encompassed by his job description. We agree. Without question the 

record reflects a great deal of overlap between the duties of a Town police lieutenant and 

sergeant and we find the additional duties
8
 Desmarais was assigned within this overlap to 

be de minimus. Desmarais’ workload under Viadero, however, was qualitatively different 

and as such, another matter.  The duties of the executive officer were expressly limited to 

a specific rank and since the parties negotiated the salary schedules in the context of 

existing work rules, the impact of Desmarais’ reassignment as an administrator was 

substantial.   

 

 The Town argues that its charter only affords the board of selectmen the authority 

to establish job descriptions and that since the selectmen did not promulgate or ratify the 

A & O Manual, we must ignore the enumeration of duties of the executive officer set 

forth therein.  We disagree. While Section 601 of the Town Charter empowers the board 

of selectmen “to . . . establish the working conditions of . . . all persons employed by the 

Town . . .” it does so “except as otherwise specified in this Charter.” (Emphasis added). 

Section 202 (F) of the Town charter establishes the board of police commissioners and 

empowers it “to perform[] such duties and functions as are provided in the General 

Statutes . . .”  Conn. Gen. Stat. § 7-276 provides that a town’s board of police 

commissioners “shall have general management and supervision of the police department 

. . .” and “make all needful regulations for the government thereof not contrary to law . . 

.”  Conn. Gen. Stat. § 7-276. Since there is nothing in the record
9
 to show that the 

                                                 
7
 Chief Dabbo testified as follows: 

 

 Q. Okay. During the time that you’ve been chief of police, has there been an executive  

  officer in the department? 

 

 A. No, we have no lieutenant. 

 

(Tr. 1/26/17 p. 74).  

 
8
E.g., scheduling of subordinates, departmental training oversight, subordinate report review, task force 

meeting attendance. 

 
9
Curiously, the Town argues that the Union bore the burden of introducing the job description for police 

lieutenant.  As noted above, once a prima facie case of unlawful unilateral change is established, the burden 

shifts to the respondent to prove a viable defense.  Here the Town failed to offer a job description that 
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selectmen exercised their power under Section 603 to issue a police lieutenant job 

description, we find that the duties and responsibilities of the position include those set 

forth in the applicable work rules.   

 

 Having found that the Town has not established a defense to the Union’s prima 

facie case of unilateral change to Desmarais’ workload during Viadero’s term as police 

chief, we turn to the issue of remedy. We find that make whole relief would best 

effectuate the policies of the Act and order the Town to pay Desmarais the difference 

between the wages he was paid as executive officer under Chief Viadero and the wages 

due a newly promoted police lieutenant under the then applicable wage schedule of the 

collective bargaining agreement. 

 

ORDER 

  

 By virtue of and pursuant to the powers vested in the Connecticut State Board of 

Labor Relations by the Municipal Employee Relations Act, it is hereby 

 

 ORDERED, that the Town of Middlebury shall: 

 

I. Cease and desist from failing to pay sergeant John Desmarais at the applicable 

contractual pay rate for a police lieutenant during his assignment as executive officer in 

the Middlebury Police Department. 

 

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

the Act: 

 

 A. Pay Sergeant Desmarais the difference between the applicable contractual  

  pay rates for a sergeant and a lieutenant for that period of time Desmarais  

  served as the designated executive officer for the Middlebury Police  

  Department during James Viadero’s tenure as police chief. 

 

 B. 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 Town of Middlebury to comply herewith. 

 

  CONNECTICUT STATE BOARD OF LABOR RELATIONS  

 

  

                                                                                                                                                 
conflicted with the Union’s evidence as to the lieutenant’s duties and we reject its argument that absent 

such a description, otherwise applicable work rules are “ultra vires” and void.   
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     ______________
10

 

     Patricia V. Low 

     Chairman 

   

  Wendella Ault Battey  

  Wendella Ault Battey  

  Board Member  

 

  Barbara J. Collins  

  Barbara J. Collins  

  Board Member 

                                                 
10

 Patricia V. Low attended the hearings in this case but did not participate in the deliberations and passed 

away before the issuance of this decision.   
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CERTIFICATION 

 

 I hereby certify that a copy of the foregoing was mailed postage prepaid this 5
th

 

day of April, 2018 to the following: 

 

Attorney Robert W. Smith 

20 Woodside Avenue     RRR 

P.O. Box 1263 

Middlebury, CT  06762 

 

Attorney Eric R. Brown 

P.O. Box 615      RRR 

Watertown, CT  06795 

 

   ________________________________ 

   Harry B. Elliott, Jr., General Counsel 

   CONNECTICUT STATE BOARD OF LABOR RELATIONS 

   

 

 

  

 


