
STATE OF CONNECTICUTDEPARTMENT OF LABORCONNECTICUT STATE BOARD OF LABOR RELATIONS
In the Matter ofCITY OF MILFORD- and -FRANK J. DOWD, SR.

Case No. MPP-1843Decision No. 1092Decided: September 20, 1972Issued: November 1, 1972
A P P E A R A N C E S :Harold T. Pitt, Esq., City AttorneyGladys D. Meyers, Executive Secretary,Civil Service Commission - For the City of Milford
Frank J. Dowd, Sr., Pro Se - For the ComplainantDominick A. Lucenti, Staff Representativeof Council #4, AFSCME, AFL-CIOThomas Stevenson, President - For Local1566, AFSCME, AFL-CIO
David Hunter, President - For Milford Employees Association

DECISIONANDDISMISSAL OF COMPLAINTStatement of the CaseOn July 22, 1969, Frank J. Dowd, Sr., hereinafter called the Complainant, filed a complaint with theConnecticut State Board of Labor Relations, hereinafter called the Board, which complaint was amendedon October 10, 1969, alleging that the City of Milford, hereinafter called the Respondent, has engaged inand is engaging in prohibited practices within the meaning of Section 7-470(a) of the MunicipalEmployee Relations Act, hereinafter called the Act, in that:"Approximately one and one half years ago, while working for theDepartment of Public Works in the Parks Department, I was injured. Atthis time, I was a member of Local 1566. Due to the efforts of theinsurance company (Security Insurance) the City offered me a position inthe Sanitation Department as a clerk. Upon taking said position I was,against my will, denied continued membership in Local 1566 by a personor persons within the City. I have since been restrained from rejoiningLocal 1566 or the Milford Employees Association to the extent that, by



my asserting myself, I have been suspended and penalized, although thiswas not the reason given, but when all the facts are presented I feel thatthe conditions that exist will indicate restraint and coercion. I believethat all clerks employed at 83 Ford Street were at one time members ofLocal 1566, but due to the rapid turnover new employees were notinformed of this and therefore were denied their rights and in manycases, such as my own, were not properly compensated for overtimework at the rate of time and one half. I was paid at the rate of straighttime for Saturday work because I had been out sick one day during theweek, but had I been a member of 1566 I would have been paid at therate of time and one half, as their contract specifies, regardless of timelost during the week.Attached is a photostat of the above mentioned suspension, which youwill notice I refused to sign. This was brought to the attention of theMayor, who in turn informed me that according to the ExecutiveSecretary of the Civil Service Commission there was no violation.On September 19, I received an adverse decision from the Civil ServiceCommission regarding my appeal from the denial by Mr. Kevin Ryan forpayment of two personal days fox which I was entitled. I feel this act bythe Commission further constitutes discrimination."Pursuant to notices given all parties, the Board held hearings on the Amended Complaint on July 25, 1972and on August 30, 1972, City Hall, Milford, Connecticut. The City of Milford appeared and wasrepresented by Harold T. Pitt, Esq., City Attorney and Gladys D. Meyers, Exeoutive Secretary, Civil ServiceCommission; the Complainant appeared and was represented by Frank J. Dowd, Sr., Pro Se; Local 1566American Federation of State, County and Municipal Employees, AFL-CIO appeared and was representedby Dominick A. Lucenti, Staff Representative of Council #4, AFSCME, AFL-CIO and Thomas Stevenson,President of Local1566; the Milford Employees Association appeared and was represented by DavidHunter, its President. Full opportunity to be heard, to examine and cross-examine witnesses and tointroduce evidence bearing upon the issues was afforded all parties.The Complainant testified that he took two days off on personal business, payment for which was deniedby Kevin Ryan, the Director of Public Works in the City of Milford who then suspended the Complainantfor three days for mistakes done in his course of employment.In examining the entire transcript of the proceedings before us, we do not find any evidence to support afinding that this three day suspension was motivated by anti-union activity. Since the inception ofcollective bargaining in the City of Milford there has been no history of anti-union bias. Two large units ofemployees in Milford are represented by two unions. Dowd belonged to a small group of employees whowere originally not included in either of these units. His only union activity, so far as the record shows,was to take steps looking toward combining his group with one of the existing bargaining units. The Citydid not oppose this move but took a neutral position. The record discloses no reason on the City's part forpunishing the Complainant because of this activity. The Complainant stated at the hearing that he keptrecords of other employees making mistakes, but never suspended for said mistakes. This is goodargument; however, these records were never offered or introduced as exhibits for the Board'sconsideration. In any event the evidence fails to show a connection between any unfair treatment theremight have been and Dowd's union activity. Upon all the evidence adduced at the hearings, we must anddo dismiss the complaint.



Upon consideration of all the evidence, the Board makes the following Findings of Fact and Conclusions ofLaw: FINDINGS OF FACT1. Respondent - The City of Milford is a Municipal Employer.2. The Complainant at the time of the filing of the Complaint and Amended Complaint was and still isan employee of the City of Milford.3. The Complainant, Frank J. Dowd, Sr., was suspended by the Director of Public Works of the City ofMilford for three days for mistakes done in his course of employment.4. Said suspension was not motivated by anti-union bias.
CONCLUSIONS OF LAW1. The City of Milford is a Municipal Employer within the meaning of Section 7-467(1) of the Act2. The City of Milford did not commit a prohibited practice when it did suspend Frank J. Dowd, Sr.,for a period of three days for mistakes done in his course of employment.

ORDERBy virtue of and pursuant to the powers vested in the Connecticut State Board of Labor Relations bySection 7-471(4)(c) of the Municipal Employee Relations Act, it is herebyORDERED, that the Amended Complaint alleging prohibited practices against the City of Milford be, andthe same hereby is, dismissed.
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