
STATE OF CONNECTICUT 
DEPARTMENT OF LABOR 

 
CONNECTICUT STATE BOARD OF LABOR RELATIONS 

 
 

In the matter of 
 

EVERETT SHAW, Executive Secretary, New Haven 
Police Local #530, Connecticut Council of Police 

Unions #15, AFL-CIO  
(Respondent) 

  
- and - 

 
LOCAL 825, INTERNATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF 

FIRE FIGHTERS, AFL-CIO  
(Complainant) 

 

 

Case No. MUPP-2060 
 
Decision No. 1000 
 
June 11, 1971 

 
A  P  P  E  A  R  A  N  C  E  S: 
 
 
Frank J. Raccio, Esq.  
Kopkind & Flynn 
 

- For the Union 

Irving H. Perlmutter, Esq. 
Ullman, Perlmutter & Ullman 
 

- For Everett Shaw 

Leonard Kershner, Sec'y-Treas. - For the Association 
 
 

DECISION 
 and  

DISMISSAL OF COMPLAINT 
 

On January 25, 1971, Local 825, International Association of Firefighters, AFL-CIO (hereinafter called Fire 
Union), filed with the Connecticut State Board of Labor Relations (hereinafter called the Board), a 
complaint alleging that Everett Shaw, Executive Secretary, New Haven Police, Local #530, Connecticut 
Council of Police Unions #15, AFL-CIO (hereinafter called Shaw), had engaged in and was engaging in 
prohibited practices within the meaning of Section 7-470 (b) (1) of the Municipal Employee Relations Act 
in that: 
 
 The Complainant is and has been since July 21, 1970 negotiating a 

collective bargaining agreement with the City of New Haven on behalf of 
approximately 500 New Haven Firemen. One of the demands made by 
the Complainant is wage parity with the New Haven Police Department. 
During the course of these negotiations, the Respondent issued a 
statement to the press, printed in The New Haven Register and The New 
Haven Journal Courier, on January 8, 1971, copies of which are attached 
hereto and made a part hereof. Complainant alleges that these 

 



statements are in violation of Section 7-470 (b) (1) in that said 
statements amount to interference, restraint or coercion of the collective 
bargaining process guaranteed by the municipal Employees Relations 
Act. 

 
A hearing was held before the Board at the New Haven Motor Inn, New Haven, Connecticut on April 8, 
1971 at which the parties appeared and were given full opportunity to adduce evidence, examine and 
cross-examine witnesses and make argument. Both the Union and Shaw filed written briefs. 
 
At the hearing, the Board gave permission to Leonard Kershner, Secretary-Treasurer of the Uniform Fire 
Fighters Association to file a brief as "Amicus Curiae". 
 
Upon consideration of all the evidence the Board makes the following findings of fact, conclusions of law, 
and order. 
 

Findings of Fact 
 

1. The Fire Union is and has been at all times material hereto the exclusive bargaining representative 
for firemen regularly employed by the City of New Haven. 
 

2. Everett Shaw is and has been at all times material hereto Executive-Secretary of New Haven Police 
Local #530 and President and Director of the Connecticut Council of Police Unions #15, AFL-CIO. 
 

3. Leonard Kershner is and has been at all times material hereto Secretary-Treasurer of the Uniform 
Fire Fighters Association of Connecticut. 
 

4. On or about January 8, 1971, the Fire Union was in the process of negotiating a collective 
bargaining agreement with the City of New Haven. 
 

5. One or the demands made by the Fire Union was a wage parity clause with the New Haven Police 
Local. 
 

6. Statements made by said Everett Shaw and which were introduced as Exhibit No.1 and Exhibit 
No.2 were published in The New Haven Journal Courier and The New Haven Register on January 8, 
1971. 
 

7. There was no question that the statements made by Everett Shaw which were published in the 
aforesaid newspapers were quoted accurately and it was so stipulated by the Attorneys of Record. 
 

8. The gist of these statements were criticisms of the "parity clause" that the Fire Union was seeking 
in its negotiations with the municipal employer. 
 

9. The Fire Union claims that these statements constitute a violation of Section 7-470 (b) (1) of the 
Municipal Employee Relations Act, as it applies to Section 7-468 (a) (1). 

 
Conclusions of Law 

 
1. The evidence adduced at the hearing does not show that Everett Shaw engaged in any act of 

factual interference, restraint or coercion within the meaning or Section 7-470 (b) (1) as it applies 
to Section 7-468 (a) (1) of the Municipal Employee Relations Act. 

 



Discussion 
 
The evidence in this case presents a situation where an officer of one municipal union has unravorably 
commented on the demands of another municipal union which have a common municipal employer. 
These criticisms were published in local newspapers and undoubtedly came to the attention of all the 
parties in interest. However, the demand for the inclusion of a parity clause was already known to all for 
sometime prior to the negotiations and the unfavorable reaction of other police units in the state. In any 
event, the demand for the inclusion of the parity clause was accepted by the municipal employer as 
admitted by the representative of the Fire Union. 
 
The Connecticut Supreme Court has held that MERA is closely patterned after the National Labor 
Relations Act, and the judicial interpretation of the federal act is of great assistance and persuasive force 
in the interpretation of MERA. The Connecticut statute adopts, where feasible, the same provisions as the 
federal act and, in most instances, precisely the same language. Windsor vs. Windsor PoliceDepartment 
Employees Association, Inc., 154 Conn. 530, 536 (1967). Section 8c of the National Labor Relations Act 
(29 U.S.C. Sec. 158c) provides: 
 
 "The expressing of any views, argument or opinion, or the dissemination 

thereof, whether in written, printed, graphic or visual form, shall not 
constitute or be evidence of an unfair labor practice under any of the 
provisions of this subchapter, if such expression contains no threat or 
reprisal of force or promise of benefit." 

 

 
There was no evidence adduced or any threat of reprisal or force or promise of benefit and therefore only 
can be considered an unfavorable comment which right to comment is protected by the Federal and State 
Constitutions.  
 
Since the complaint herein is being dismissed, we do not at this time make any decision as to whether 
prohibited practices described in the Act applied to claims as between unions. 
 

O R D E R 
 
By virtue or 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 complaint alleging unfair labor practices against Everett Shaw be, and the same 
hereby is, dismissed. 
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