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DECISION AND DISMISSAL OF COMPLAINTStatement of the CaseOn July 2, 1970, Joseph J. Amico, hereinafter called the Complainant, filed with the Connecticut StateBoard of Labor Relations, hereinafter called the Board, a charge alleging The Waterbury Hospital,hereinafter called the Employer, has engaged in and is engaging in unfair labor practices within themeaning of Section 31-105 of the Connecticut State Labor Relations Act, hereinafter called the Act, in that:"Joseph Amico was discharged by the Employer on or about May 29,1970, for the reason of his interest in and activity on behalf of Local 531,Service Employees International Union, AFL-CIO."Pursuant to notices given all parties, hearings were held on the charge on December 7, 1972 and onDecember 28, 1972 in the Labor Department Building, 200 Folly Brook Boulevard, Wethersfield,Connecticut, at which time the parties appeared and were given full opportunity to adduce evidence,examine and cross-examine witnesses and make argument. A brief was filed by the Employer; howeverno brief was filed by the Complainant. THE ISSUEWhether or not Joseph J. Amico was discharged in May of 1970 by the Waterbury Hospital for hisasserted Union activity in violation of Section 31-105 (4) and (5) of the Act?DISCUSSIONOn December 1, 1972, the Hospital filed with the Board a motion to dismiss the charge and for a priordetermination of the issue hereinabove set forth. The basis of the motion rests on the fact that



approximately two years and five months elapsed since the filing of the charge and the date set for ahearing on said charge. The Hospital alleged this long delay was unreasonable and above all prejudicial tothe rights of both parties. The Complainant rightly responded this delay was not brought about by hisdoings. The Board at the time of the hearing and at the time of this decision admits this long delay wasembarrassing, however, there was a great deal of activity in the Municipal Sector and this case simply gotpushed aside by greater urgency of other matters. The Board stated at the hearing that to grant thismotion to dismiss at this time would be an injustice to the Complainant since he was not responsible forthe delay. The Board the time of the hearing denied the Hospital's motion to dismiss and reaffirms itsposition at this time. The Board assured all parties of the maximum of due process at the commencementof the evidence.Briefly, the Complainant commenced his employment with the Hospital on September 18, 1967. Duringhis tenure, ample evidence was presented to the Board to indicate his work was unsatisfactory.Numerous warnings were given to him, but to no avail. His complaint of discrimination because of hisethnic background was without merit. On the date of his discharge, he consulted with a unionrepresentative and approximately one month later filed his charge with the Board. In examining theentire transcript and record of the proceedings, the Board is unable to make a finding on the evidencebefore it that the Complainant was discharged for asserted union activity. Therefore, the complaint willand shall hereinafter be dismissed.Upon consideration of all the evidence before it, the Board makes the following Findings of Fact andConclusions of Law: FINDINGS OF FACT1. The Waterbury Hospital is a hospital operating in accordance with rules and regulationsprescribed by the State Department of Health.2. The discharge of said Joseph J. Amico by The Waterbury Hospital was not in violation of Section31-105 (4) and (5) of the Act. CONCLUSIONS OF LAWUpon the basis of the foregoing Findings of Fact and upon the entire record in the proceeding, the Boardfinds and concludes as a matter of law:1. The Employer did not engage in unfair ,labor practices within the meaning of Section 31-105 (4)and (5) of the Act. ORDERBy virtue of and pursuant to the power vested in the Connecticut State Board of Labor Relations by theConnecticut State Labor Relations Act, it is herebyORDERED, that the complaint alleging unfair labor practices against the Waterbury Hospital be, and thesame hereby is, dismissed.
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