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DECISION and ORDER

On October 25, 1979, Officer Salvatore Ladestro of the Stamford
Police Association (SPA) filed with the Connecticut State Board of
Labor Relations (Board) a complaint alleging a violation of the Muni-
cipal Employee Relations Act (Act), claiming that Chief Victor Cizanckss
had and was interfering and coercing Officer Ladestro in his position
as a union representative, This complaint was subsequently amended
on January 7, 1980 to say that the bringing of formal denartmental
charge; against Ladestro by Cizanckas constituted an additional act
of coercion,

On October 29, 1979, Captain Joseph Ligi of the Stamford Police
Association (SPA) filed a complaint with the Board alleging that Chief
Cizanckas was interfering,
exercise of their rights,

restraining and coercing employees in the

of employees.
and also engaging in unlawful surveillance

On November 7, 1979, the complaint was amended to
allege an act of interference and coercion in Mayor Louis Clapes'
circulation of a newspaper article critical of the SPA,

After the requisite preliminary steps had been taken the com-
plaints were consolidated and brought before the Board for hearing
on January 18 and 21, February 1, March 21, April 15, and May 2, 1980,
at which all parties appeared, were represented, and were fully heard.
All parties filed written briefs.

On the'whole record before us,' we make the following findings
of fact, conclusions of law, and order.



Findings of Fact

1. The City of Stamford is a municipal employer subject to
the Act, having a police department.

2. Stamford Police Association is an employee organization
within the meaning of the Act and has at all material times been
the exclusive statutory bargaining representative for a unit of
the City's employees in its police department with exceptions not
here material.

3. Salvatore Ladestro has been a patrolman in the department
for 18 years. In October 1977 at the regular annual meeting of
SPA Ladestro was elected president of SPA for a one year term. He
was reelected president in 1978 and 1979.

4. Victor I. Cizanckas was appointed chief of the Stamford
police department on May 5, 1977.
police in Menlo Park, California

He had formerly been chief of
, where there was no police union.

His experience in Stamford was his first with such a union.

5. Cizanckas had thought a good deal about the philosophy
of police work and the role of police officers in a changing
society. He had been in Stamford for several months before his
appointment and had formed some ideas about needed changes. He
felt "that police unionism was a military and obstructive type
of mechanism to running a police department" and that there were
I(a lot of things that I'm
the fiollective bargaining 7

oing to have to change with regard to

(Tr. III, 116-117).
contract when I get to Stamford."

6, Cizanckas nevertheless wanted good relations.with  SPA
and after Ladestro was elected president in October, 1977,
Cizanckas offered him a regular daytime assignment so that his
opportunity for contact with union members would be greater than
on regularly rotating shifts, At this time Ladestro was a patrol-
man on such rotating shifts. Ladestro declined this offer,

7. Cizanckas then told Ladestro that he could have as much
time as he needed to conduct SPA business. Thereafter Ladestro *
was transferred to a less busy squad so that union business might

be more readily accommodated.

8. At all material times the parties had in effect a col-
lective bargaining agreement (Contract) which made express pro-
vision for paid business leave for SPA officers to attend meetings
(between the parties), negotiation sessions, and grievance hearings.

9. Isdestro and former SPA presidents took a broad view of
the president's functions to include discussion with members of
all sorts of complaints (formal and informal) and other matters
relating to the members' jobs, and also to include the public
relations of SPA and of the department.

10. The actual practice had for many years been broader than
the Contract. Union presidents took time off for genuine union
business (as broadly conceived) pretty much at their discretion.
They were not required to get specific approval for the union
business involved but they were required to report the absence
to their immediate superiors.

11. Under this practice the president was supposed to perform
his regularly assigned police duties .except  at times when he was
actually engaged in genuine union business. There is no evidence
that any of Ladestro's  predecessors abused the latitude afforded
them by this practice.

12. On the night of September 13-14, 1979, there was an inci-
dent that suggested there had been a delayed response to a reported
burglary; The report had been made by phone and was received by
Officer Gregory Holt who had been assigned to headquarters that
night.
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13. On September 20, Holt was summoned to the office of
Captain Joseph Ligi for an investigation of the incident of
September 14. Three sergeants were also present. After sub-
mitting an officer's report Holt went home but was called
back before the same group. Ligi expressed dissatisfaction with
Halt's  report. In the conversation that followed Holt stated
that the following occurred:

Capt. Ligi asked me why I didn't send Officer
Sal Ladestro-and I replied, "Well Sal isn't generally
available." At this point Capt. Ligi made a statement
of fiic7  Sgt.  Westerfield. "The men will just have to
undersTand  about Ladestro, thats the only way I can
compensate him for the work he does for the association
on his Off Time". He then asked Sgt. Westerfield do
the men understand this? Sgt. Westerfield replied to
him, yes it was put out at Lineup. I did make note of
this statement.

This statement of Holt was embodied in a written report submitted
to Cizanckas on October 3.

14. On October 1, at the annual meeting of SPA a motion was
made to take an immediate vote of no confidence in Chief Cizanckas.
Ladestro presided at the meeting and refused to submit the motion
to a voice vote; he suggested instead the appointment of a volun-
teer committee to prepare a questionnaire on the matter and to
take it up again at a later meeting. This suggestion was followed,
a committee appointed, and a later meeting set for October 25.

15. On October 2 a further investigation was held in the
chief's office into the incident of September 14.

16. On October 3 Cizanckas directed the internal affairs
division of the department "to conduct a comprehensive investiga-
tion into this 'matter forthwith.t' The letter containing this
direction also included the following statements:

On Tuesday, October 2, 1978, at approximately 4:30 P.M.,
in a course of an informal hearing held in my office
with Officer Holt, Attorney Jay Sandak, Deputy Chief
Passaro and myself in attendance, Officer Holt make the
following statements in response to my question why he
did not'send  Officer Ladestro to the call in question,
because that car was available. Officer Holt stated
that the car was not available for service at any time.
That he heard Captain Ligi order a Sergeant not to use
Officer Ladestro for the following reason: "This is the'
only way I can pay him off for being'president  of the
Association.tt

Officer Holt further stated that even when it is neces-
sary to dispatch Officer Ladestro to a call, he does not

go* Officer Holt was ordered by myself, in the presence
of his Attorney, with Deputy Chief Passaro as a witness,
to prepare an Officers Report listing all these statements
for submission to Deputy Chief Passaro the morning of
October 3.

17. Pursuant to this direction, Sergeant Walter Barrett com-
menced an investigation of the matter in the course of which he
interviewed and took statements from the officers whose names were
mentioned in connection with the matter and examined the monthly
and daily activity reports of the department and other relevant
documents.

18. Barrett made no written reports to the chief, but the
chief would often stop in and ask about the progress of the inves-
tigation. Before October 19.  Barrett had tlfound  certain situations
which could substantiate these allegationstl'(II, 133) and told the
chief so. He had not then interviewed Ladestro nor completed the
investigation.
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19. On October 19 at the direction of the chief through a
deputy chief, Captain Stephen DeVito  issued the following order
to Ladestro's supervisor, Sergeant Westerfield:

Effective immediately, Officer S. Ladestro shall
be assigned as Utility Desk Officer. He will remain
in Squad 5 and rotate as before. He will not leave
headquarters with the exception of a lunch break and
approved Stamford Police Association business, which
shall be documented on your reports and the time and
duty roster.

This assignment shall augment our Civilian'Typist
position on the shifts affected but shall serve to
replace that position in her absence.

This order shall remain in effect until further
notice.

20. On October 23, Barrett called the chief and arranged
for a meeting that evening at the chief's home to fill him in on
the progress of the investigation. At the meeting Barrett sum-
marized the results of the investigation to date, He did not
recommend the filing of charges - he never does - but he advised
the chief that he had a considerable amount of paperwork regarding
productivity that substantiated (to Barrett's way of thinking)
what Officer Holt had said, and that police officers and super-
visors had brought the matter to the attention of Captain Ligi
and that the problem was continuing after all that was done.
(III, 14). Barrett drew a distinction between times when Ladestro
was doing SPA business and when he was not, and made clear to
the chief his belief that Ladestro was not carryin his weight
at the times when he was not doirig  SPA business. 7III, 15).

21. That evening Cizanckas reviewed some of the statements
taken by Barrett. Some of these tended to substantiate Halt's
statement (or could reasonably be so interpreted); some did not,

22. That evening Cizanckas made up his mind that charges
should be made but he was not yet ready to make them. Instead
he drew up a document called ttDECISION  Hearing.of  Officer Gregory
Halt" which read as follows:

On October 2nd a hearing was held in my office to deter-
mine if Officer Holt was responsible for a delayed
response to a reported burglary at 305 West Main Street
on September 14, 1979. This hearing resulted in a deter-
mination to investigate the matter further.

The investigation conducted by the Internal Affairs unit
of the Stamford Police Department resulted in the inexten-
sive documentation that supports the following findings
and decisions.

1. A vehicle that could have been dispatched was not.
2. The vehicle in question was occupied by Officer

Salvatore Ladestro.
3. As a matter of practice, Officer Ladestro was not

required.to  work on the night in question, nor did
he work while assigned to other shifts.

4. Officers and Supervisors had complained of Officer
Ladestro's  not working.

5. Captain Joseph Ligi was aware of the complaints
and condoned and supported this improper conduct.

6. Captain Ligi had available to him written monthly
reports showing Officer Ladestro's lack of activ-
ity and lack of productivity.

7. Officers were routinely detached from their
assigned areas to handle cases and calls that
should have been assigned to Officer Ladestro.
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8. Patrol officers and supervisors felt there was
an injustice in this situation and morale was
affected.

9. The citizens of Stamford were deprived  of police
services and their safety jeopardized.

10. Patrol Officers safety was jeopardized because
Officer Ladestro was not available to assist
them or cover them.

11. Captain Joseph Ligi and Officer Salvatore Ladestro
are jointly responsible for this gross dereliction
of duty for depriving the citizens of Stamford of
needed Police services and for jeopardizing the
safety of other Police Officers.

DECISION

* 1. Officer Gregory Holt should have dispatched a
vehicle immediately despite the situation created
by Captain Ligi and Officer Ladestro. I find miti-
gation however, because of the actions of a Command
Officer. He will receive a letter of reprimand.

2. Officer Salvatore Ladestro will be charged as
follows:
(a) Gross dereliction of duty for approximately

one year. (D ocumentation  clearly shows he
did not perform his duties,)

(b) Taking money under false pretense for approx-
imately one year, i.e., salary from the City
of Stamford for work not performed.

(c) Jeopardizing the safety of the citizens of
Stamford by failing to perform his duties.

(d') Jeopardizing the life and safety of Police
Officers by not being available to assist
them.

.

3. Captain Joseph Ligi will be charged as follows: *
(a) Gross dereliction of duty for approximately

one year.
(b) Abuse of power and improper supervision for

approximately one year.
(c) Incompetency.
(d) Aiding and abetting Officer Ladestro in

falsely receiving a salary from the City of
Stamford.

Pending a formal hearing before the Police Commission, Captain
Ligi will be assigned to the Training Division where he will
have no responsibility for the supervision of police personnel.
Officer Ladestro has been assigned the position of Utility
Desk Officer where he will receive direct supervision pending
the Police Commission hearing.

23. On the morning of'october  24, Cizanckas gave this docu-
ment to reporters for the Stamford Advocate and later that day a
front page lead article appeared with the headline "Cizanckas  accuses
two cops of 'gross dereliction of duty'." The body of the article
contained excerpts from the body of the document quoted in paragraph
22.

24. The chief did not file formal charges against Ladestro
and Ligi until December 31, 1979. The formal charges were similar
to those in the earlier document except that they omitted reference
to obtaining money under false pretenses.
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25. When the chief was asked why he issued the earlier docu-
ment when he did, he replied that it was "for a very special reason"
which he explained as follows:

That these charges are so serious in and of them-
selves and that there was going to be a non-confidence
vote against me that if I released what I felt I had if
I failed that vote they would not carry the weight or
credibility they should. So, I decided to release those
prior to the no-confidence vote.

(III, 135)

26. The chief did not file formal charges until December
because (1) he wanted counsel to draw them up; (2) the City charter
required hearings to.begin  within 30 days of the formal presentation
of charges, and (3) the availability of counsel (from Washington,
D. C.) "and the process of legally making him my counsel which had
to go through City Hall" (III, 142).

27. The assignment made to Ladestro on October 19 tended to
interfere substantially with his effectiveness as SPA president and
with his performance of SPA functions'which the president customarily
performed. His duty station was one which was off limits for ordi-
nary patrolmen and his accessibility to SPA members during working
hours was reduced to practically nothing.

28. The publicity given to the ltdecisiontl  of October 23 also
substantially impaired Ladestro's  effectiveness as SPA president,
with respect both to its public relations aspect and to its internal
aspect.

29. The chief's decisions to investigate the charges made by
Halt against Lsdestro and Ligi were. motivated principally, if not
entirely, by a conscientious regard for his duties as chief to pre-
vent abuses in the department,

30. The imminence of SPA's meeting to be held on October 25
to survey Cizanckas' conduct as chief and to consider a vote of no
confidence in him and a desire to counter and forestall these moves
were substantial factors in inducing (1)  both the timing and the
severity of Ladestro's  reassignment on October 19; (2) the formula-
tion of the "decision It of October 23,  and (3) the issuance of that
document to the press on October 24.

31. While it appeared from the evidence that the SPA meeting
of October 25 was held there is no evidence before us of what tran-
.spired  at that meeting.

32. The decision on December 31, 1979, to file formal charges
against Ladestro and Ligi was not shown to have been motivated in
any way that violated the Act.

33. On October 24, 1979, Ligi was transferred to the Training
Division.

Conclusions of Law

1. The formal charges filed by the chief against Ladestro and
Ligi were not so flimsy on the merits as to afford an inference that
the chief must have had an ulterior motive for filing them.

2. Unless such charges were prompted by a motive forbidden by
the Act this Board lacks jurisdiction to determine those charges on
their merits.

3. The restrictive nature of the assignment made to Ladestro
on October 19, 1979, had a manifest tendency to interfere with
legitimate union activity.

4. Such assignment violated the Act since it was motivated in
substantial part by a purpose to counter protected activity.
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there were StatemenU looking the Other way so that questions Ofthere were StatemenU looking the Other way so that questions Of
credibility were presented.credibility were presented. With this record before him it was theWith this record before him it was the
chief's duty to prefer charges.chief's duty to prefer charges. Perhaps it would not have been ifPerhaps it would not have been if
the chief had,been  satisfied that the statements supporting thethe chief had,been  satisfied that the statements supporting the
charges were false, but we find that the chief was not so satisfied.charges were false, but we find that the chief was not so satisfied.
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5. A union vote of no confidence in an employer's managing
officer is activity protected by the Act (as well as by the First
Amendment right of free speech).

6. While countermeasures by anemployer are also constitu-
tionally protected so long as they are confined to speech, this
protection does not extend to the reassignment.

Discussion.
This case has been thoroughly tried and ably briefed by all

parties. Its presentation took five hearings - one of the longest
trials in Board history. We have carefully read the transcripts,
exhibits, and briefs and have arrived at findings of fact that we
believe are dispositive of the legal issues. This process has been
a difficult one because the critical facts have to do with human
motives rather than external facts whose objective existence is
often susceptible of more satisfactory proof. Direct evidence of
unlawful motive is rarely available (as has frequently been noted);
such a motive is usually denied and must be shown as an inference
from surrounding circumstances.

Here the ist of the complaints covers two decisions by
Cizanckas: (lf  his decision to prefer formal charges against
Ladestro and Ligi, and (2) his decisions to reassign Ladestro and,
later Ligi, made sometime earlier than the filing of formal charges.
We discuss these aspects of the complaint in that order.

I.

Ladestro seeks, inter alia, "an order dismissing the charges
against him" (Ex.  #l)ntmh  there is no such specific request
in Ligi's complaint or amended complaint (Ex. #2),  this omission
does not limit the Board's power to afford whatever relief is appro- .
priate under the Act and the facts in evidence. Gen. Regs. section
7-471-21(e). Under the record before us here, however;we  deny this
claim for relief on the merits.

This Board is not the proper tribunal to determine such
charges on their merits, That power is vested in the City's board
of police commissioners. We have neither original nor appellate
jurisdiction over these issues as the City's brief points out. But
this does not end the matter. The taking of a step which is in it-
self perfectly legal may nevertheless constitute a violation of the
Act if it is motivated by a desire to interfere, restrain, or coerce
employees in the exercise of the rights guaranteed in section 7-468.
Sec. 7-470(a)(l). See Town of Guilford, Dec. No. 1930 (1980). T h e
question before us, then, is not whether the charges should be
sustained or dismissed on their merits but whether they were moti-
vated in a way forbidden by the Act.

The complainants urge that the evidence in support of the .
charges was so flimsy that we should conclude there must have been
some ulterior motive for preferring them. This is a legitimate
line of argument.. If the stated motive for conduct is pretextual
then it is reasonable to infer the existence of a different motive
and this may be a link in circumstantial proof of an illegal motive.
This contention must fail here,.however,  because we find that there
was clearly enough evidence in support of the charges to justify
their filing. The gist of the charges is that Ladestro had abused
the privilege of a union president to take time off from work to
perform union business, by taking off substantially more time than
union business required, and that Ligi had knowingly allowed this
to happen. The evidence turned up by the IAD investigation included
legally sufficient evidence to sustain these charges. To be sure_ . - . . ._ ._ .



The complaints suggest that the chief's real complaint was
that Ladestro was spending too much time on union business but
that is not the way we interpret the chief's position. Cizanckas
charged abuse rather than mere overuse of the privilege, and if
indeed Ladestro was taking advantage of his privilege to get paid
by the City for time spent on his own pursuits - neither working
nor performing union business - then he was committing a serious
breach of his duty to the City and the chief would have been
derelict in his duty if he had failed to file charges, On the
record beforcs  we find that Cizanckas sincerely and reasonably
believed that there was probable cause for filing the charges on
December 31, 1979, and that it was his duty to do so,.

II.

We find that decisions made and actions taken by the chief
in October of 1979 stand on a different footing. While it was
the chief's duty, under the circumstances as he saw them, to file
the formal charges, it was not his duty to issue the so-called
"decision" of October 24th (see par. 22 of findings) more than
two months before he was ready to file the charges themselves, or
to put the "decision" into the hands of the press on the eve of a
union vote on a motion of no-confidence in the chief himself, We
find that these moves were motivated in substantial part by a pur-
pose to forestall or blunt the effect of the impending union vote
- it is familiar wisdom that an offense is often the best defense.
It is true that the chief gave a somewhat different explanation of
his conduct; he said he wanted to protect the acceptability of
these grave charges from being weakened by their announcement after- -
he had suffered a no confidence vote. We find this explanation
unconvincing - or at best incomplete. The circumstances point
.strongly to the existence of the motive indicated above - a purpose
to forestall or blunt the effect of the forthcoming union vote.

The reasoning in the last paragraph does not show that the
issuance of the"'decision" constituted a violation of the Act, It
was probably an exercise of the chief's First Amendment right of
free speech, just as the union vote would be an exercise of its
constitutional right. The formulation of the "decision", its tone
and temper, and the timing of its issuance to the press do, however,
constitute part of that whole line of conduct which we must consider
in evaluating the City's reassignment of Ladestro and Ligi. In
light of the whole of the City's conduct in the matter we find that
these reassignments violated the Act because (1) they seriously
interfered with Ladestro's performance of his duties as president
of SPA, and (2) they were motivated in substantial part by a purpose
to forestall or blunt the effect of the forthcoming union vote which
would be an activity protected by the Act, and (3) they were not
fully justified by the practical exigencies of the situation.

There can be little doubt that the reassignment of Ladestro
from patrol duties to those of utility desk officer with the restric-
tions included in the order of October 19 (see par. 19 of findings)
seriously curtailed his activities and effectiveness as union presi-
dent (see par, 27 of findings). Thus it interfered with, restrained,
and coerced Ladestro himself (an "employee") and the union members
whose access to him was impeded ("other employees") in the exercise
of the rights guaranteed by the Act.

As the City's brief points out, this does not necessarily con-
stitute a violation of statute. If a union president commits a
crime the criminal proceedings against him (including perhaps
imprisonment) will surely interfere with, restrain, and coerce
employees in the exercise of protected rights, yet the proper
institution of such proceedings can scarcely violate the Act. And
so here we hold the filing of formal charges did not violate the
Act though it undoubtedly had a restrictive and chilling effect on
union activity. But where conduct that has such effect is motivated
by a purpose to forestall or counteract protected activity, then it
violates the Act if the conduct goes beyond speech and the ambit  of
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of the First Amendment. Since the reassignments of Ladestro and
Ligi clearly went beyond speech and clearly had an adverse effect
on protected activity, the only question for us is whether they
were properly motivated or whether some improper purpose was a
substantial factor in inducing them. This question is a hard one;
we have pondered it long and carefully. We conclude that a purpose
to forestall or to counteract the impending no confidence vote was
a substantial factor in motivating the timing and the severity of
Ladestro's  assignment and that this probably carried over to Ligi's
case.

The reasons for this conclusion are as follows:

we The action of October 19  was taken before IAD's investigation
was complete, before Barrett had interviewed Ladestro himself, and
before Barrett had told Cizanckas that he was ready to have a case
that would merit charges. (III, 38,  39)

-- The fact that Cizanckas gave to the press a very strongly
worded statement of intention to file charges on the eve of the
Union vote and over two months before he was ready to file formal
charges. The chief himself tied the issuance of the statement to
the impending SPA vote. To be sure, he explained it as designed
to protect the acceptability of the charges from the expected effect
of the unfavorable vote and this consideration would have been legit-
imate and may have played a part in motivating the action. But a
far more obvious and certain effect of the release would be to
undercut the unfavorable effect of the anticipated no-confidence
vote and we find that the purpose to do this was a substantial
factor in motivating both the timing and the wording of the release
which put Ladestro and Ligi in the worst possible light, It is true,
as stated above, that the press release itself did not constitute a
prohibited practice because it was an exercise of First Amendment
rights. But the motive for the press release may shed light on the
motive for other actions taken at about the same time and we find
as a fact that !Ladestro's  reassignment of the 19th was also prompted
by a purpose to counter the Union vote.
Me The severely restrictive nature of the reassignment of Ladestr.0
on October 'lg. Not only was Ladestro taken off his regular beat
but he was assigned to a station that was off limits for patrolmen.
Moreover he was required to get advance approval of absences for
union business. The severity of these restrictions taken together
with their inevitably adverse effect on protected activity, and
their timing tend to support the inference that they were intended
to discredit the anticipated union vote, This move was made before
the IAD investigation was complete and before Ladestro himself had
been asked to give his side of the story.

The City urges that no credible evidence in the case tlwouici
tend to prove anti-Union bias on the part of the Chief."
P* 4).

(City br.
This is not entirely accurate. The chief himself testified

that he had felt "that police unionism was a military and obstruc-
tive type of mechanism" and that there were a lot of things in the
contract that would stand in the way of changes he thought were
needed in Stamford. It is also true that the chief indicated a
willingness to work with SPA and to accommodate its legitimate
demands. The inference we draw from all this is that the chief's
attitude towards unions was ambivalent; that he would prefer not
to have them at all, but that if they were there he would put up
with them as a necessary evil. It may be arguable whether this
attitude constitutes anti-union bias, but we think that question
unimportant. If the motive for the particular conduct in question
was improper then a violation may be made out without a showing of
anti-union bias. And certainly the chief's attitude towards the
Union (as we have found it) is quite consistent with our finding
of his motivation for the assignment.

It may be that the exigencies of a situation would sometimes
justify taking precautionary measures before questions of guilt or
innocence could be determined upon a full hearing. In this case,
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however, we find that there was no sufficient showing of a need
for measures so extreme to be taken before Ladestro had'evcn been
given a chance to state his case.

O R D E R

By virtue of and pursuant to the power vested in the Connec-
ticut State Board of Labor Relations by the Municipal Employee
Relations Act, it is hereby

.
ORDERED that the City of Stamford

I. Cease and desist from continuing to implement the present
duty assignments of Salvatore Ladestro and Joseph Ligi  and the
present restrictions upon Ladestro's  performance of union business.

II. Take the following affirmative action which the Board
finds will effectuate the policies of the Act:

(a) Reassign Officer Ladestro to the duties and
schedule he had immediately prior to his assignment on
October 19, 1979;

(b) Reassign Captain Ligi to the duty and schedule
tG7Fd  immediately prior to his assignment on October 24,

;

(c) Post immediately in a conspicuous place where
members of the bargaining unit customarily assemble, and
leave posted for a period of sixty (60) consecutive days
from the date of posting, a copy of this Decision and Order
in its entirety;

(d) Notify the Connecticut State Eoard of Labor Rela-
tions at its office in the Labor Department Euilding,  200
Folly Brook Bo~tlevard,  Yethersfield,  Co*nnecticut,  within
thirty (30)  days of the receipt of this Decision and Order,
of the steps take? by the City of Stamford to comply therc-
with.

III, Part I and Part II (2)  and (b)  of this Order are without
prejudice to action that may be taken if the charges against Ladestro
and Ligi, or either of them, are upheld b-y the proper tribunal.

IV. In all respects other than those specified above, the
complaints are dismissed.

CONXXTICUT  ST:ITS  EOARD  OF LAEOK REiGTIO?TS

BY R/  Fleming James, Jr.
Fleming James, Jr., Cheirmzn

s/  Patricia V. Low
Patricia V. Low
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