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DECISION
and

DISMISSAL OF COMPLAINT

On December 12, 1980, the Connecticut State Employees Association (CSEA)
filed a complaint with the Connecticut State Board of Labor Relations (Labor Board)
alleging that the State of Connecticut, Department of Administrative Services
(State) had engaged and was engaging in prohibited practices within the meaning
of the Act Concerning Collective Bargaining for State Employees (the Act).* The
complaint alleged in relevant part that:

x.x x

4. A grievance arising under the collective bargaining agreement of
1977 to 1979 was processed to arbitration by the parties. The
grievance in question concerned a Mr. William Bridges. (See
Exhibit A to this complaint.)

5. Mr. Bridges' grievance was sustained by the arbitrator.

6. Respondent implemented the arbitration award as to Mr. Bridges
but failed to implement the award as to other employees similarly
situated.

x x x

10. The failure of Respondent to properly implement the Bridges deci-
sion constitutes a violation of the duty to bargain in good faith
which duty is mandated by.the Act.

WHEREFORE, the Complainant claims a violation of the Act and requests
that the Board issue an order directing Respondent to properly implement
the Bridges decision forthwith.

After the requisite preliminary steps had been taken the parties agreed to
waive an evidentiary hearing on the complaint and agreed to have the matter decided
by the Labor Board on the basis of certain stipulations of fact and exhibits agreed
to by the parties and submitted to the Labor Board. CSEA subsequently filed a
written brief on January 4; 1982. The State did not submit a brief.

On the basis of the whole record before us, we .make the following findings
of fact, conclusions of law, and dismissal of the complaint.

.* Sections 5-270 to 280 of the Connecticut General Statutes.



Findings of Fact

1. The State of Connecticut, Department of Administrative Services, is an
employer within the meaning of the Act.

2. CSEA is an employee organization within the meaning of the Act.

3. At,the times relevant to this case, CSEA was the exclusive bargaining
representative for the P-4 Engineering, Science and Technical bargaining unit
of employees of the State.

4. The parties had in effect between them a collective bargaining agreement
for the period July 1, 1977 through June 30, 1979 (the 77-79 Contract) (Ex. 3)
covering the P-4 and NP-3 units, inter alia- -*

5. During the term of the 77-79 Contract, CSEA filed a grievance pursuant
to the grievance/arbitration provisions of that contract. The grievance con-
cerned the State's refusal to accord employee William Bridges with credit for
certain years of past empToyment with the State for purposes of qualifying for
longevity payments and va,cation  benefit accrual.

6. The grievance was submitted to arbitration under,the provisions of the
77-79 Contract and an arbitration award was rendered on July 25, 1979 sustaining
the grievance. (Ex. 5).

7. The issue submitted to the arbitrator stated the following:

Did the State of Connecticut violate the collective bargaining
agreement by not crediting Mr. Bridges with prior state service
for purposes of vacation leave and longevity? If so, what
shall the remedy be? (Ex. 5)

8. The award issued by the arbitrator stated the following:

The State of Connecticut violated the collective bargaining
agreement by not crediting Mr. Bridges with prior state service
for purposes of vacation leave and longevity. He is to be
credited and paid for vacation and longevity pay in accordance
with his total years of state service. The arbitrator retains
jurisdiction over the issue of the remedy for 60 days to settle
any dispute over the amount of longevity pay or vacation bene-
fits due under this award. ( E x .  5 )

9. The State fully implemented the award as to William Bridges.

10. Subsequently, CSEA ran a story about the Bridges arbitration award in
its'union newspaper.

11. Lois Camarco and six other employees who were similarly situated to
William Bridges came forward with grievances which CSEA filed on their behalf.

12. The grievances were filed after the expiration of the 77-79 Contract.

13. The grievances were filed under the July 1, 1979 to June 30, 1982 bar-
gaining agreement between the parties (the 79-82 Contract), which was the successor
to the 77-79 Contract.

14. The grievances were processed to arbitration as a group.

15. The arbitrator issued an award on September 15, 1980, denying the griev-
ances (Ex. 6).

16. The arbitrator found that the grievants were in fact similarly situated
to Bridges in all relevant respects except that their grievances had arisen under
the 79-82 Contract and under_that Contract he had no authority to grant the
grievances (Ex. 6).

17. On December.12, 1980, CSEA filed the present complaint with the Labor
Board.
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Conclusions of Law

1. The repudiation of a binding arbitration award which is the culmination
of a contractual grievance procedure constitutes a refusal to bargain in good
faith and a practice prohibited by the Act.

2. The clear and unambiguous meaning of the arbitration award in the present
case was that it did not concern a class grievance and did not direct or bind the

' State to apply the ordered remedy to anyone other than the grievant, Will iam
Bridges.

3. The State complied fully with the award when'it carried out the
remedy as it applied to Bridges.

Discussion '

ordered

In Southington Board of Education, Decision No. 1788 (1979),  we held that
under the provisions of the School Board-Teacher Neaotiations Act.* the refusal
to comply with an arbitration award on the grounds ihat the award exceeded the
scope of the submission and ,therefore  went beyond the arbitrator's powers con-
stitutes a repudiation of the award and a prohibited practice where no motion to
vacate or modify the award had been made in the superior court within thirty days
after issuance of the award.** The relevant statutory provisions of the state
employee Act are comparable to those contained in the teacher Act and we believe
the same rule should apply under the state employee Act. This is precisely what
CSEA seeks to do in the present case;
not support CSEA's  claim.

however, the facts of the present case do

In Southinqton, the union had filed a grievance on behalf of an individual
art teacher claiming that the employer had breached a section of the collective
bargaining agreement which limited teaching load to one hundred and forty (140)
pupils. In his award, the arbitrator stated:

The arbitrator awards in favor of the grievant, and directs
that, in the future, art teachers in secondary schools be
assigned a maximum load of not more than 140 pupils, unless
the parties,agree to the contrary. Southington Bd. ofA., supra.

When the employer subsequently assigned other art teachers a teaching load of more
than 140 pupils, the union filed a complaint with the Labor Board claiming that
the employer had repudiated the award. We found that the clear language of the
arbitration award extended the remedy to employees other than the individual art
teacher about whom the grievance had originally been brought. The employer refused
to implement the award as to employees other than that single art teacher because,
it argued, the award exceeded the scow of the submission and therefore the award
went beyond the arbitrator's powers. Based upon prior decisions.of  the.superior
court,*** we held that the employer did not have this defense available because it
had not timely filed a motion to modify or vacate the award in the superior court.
We therefore found that the employer had repudiated the award. Southington, supra.

In the present case, the State does not base its refusal to apply the remedy
in the Bridges award to Camarco and the six others on a claim that the arbitrator
exceeded his powers. On the contrary, the State is arguing that the arbitrator in
the Bridges case gave a remedy which on its face expressly extends only to Bridges.
Our reading of the award, indeed the only reasonable construction of the award, is
in agreement with the State's interpretation.****, The Bridges grievance was not

* Sections lo-153a  to lo-1535  of the Connecticut General Statutes.

** See Sections 52-417-420 of the Connecticut General Statutes.

*** Textile Workers Union v. Uncas  P & F Co., 20 Conn. Supp. 91 (Super.Ct., King,
J. 1956);  Kilby v. St. Paul Ins. Co., 29 Conn. Supp. 11 (Super.Ct., Rubinow, J.
1970); Cited at p. 5, of Southington, supra.

**** Since the award clearly conforms to the issue presented and because the award
is clear and precise, the contents of the written opinion are largely irrelevant
to the interpretation of the award. If the intended scope of the award was less
than clear, we believe it would be appropriate to look to the written opinion for
assistance in interpreting the award.. See,  e.g., City of Bridgeport (Police),
Decision No. 2148 (1982); City of Willimantic, Decision No. 1795 (1979).
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a class grievance and the award rendered directs the State to take action with
respect to one person - William Bridges. Since the State credited and paid for
Bridges' vacation and lpngevity as directed by the arbitrator, the State complied
with the award.

O R D E R

By virtue of and pursuant to the powers vested in the Connecticut State
Board of Labor Relations by the Act Concerning Collective Bargaining for State
Employees, it is

ORDERED, that the complaint filed herein be, and the same hereby is,
dismissed.

CONNECTICUT STATE BOARD OF LABOR RELATIONS

BY s/ Kenneth A. Stroble
Kenneth A. Stroble

s/ Patricia V. Low
Patricia V. Low

Td: . .

Mrs. Sandra Biloon, Director of Personnel
and Labor Relations

Sta.te  of Connecticut
Room 403, State Office Building
Hartford, Connecticut 06106

CERTIFIED (RRR)

Robert Finder, Labor Relations Director
State of Connecticut

'Room 529, State Office Building
Hartford, Connecticut 06106

Saranne Murray, Labor Relations Specialist
State of Connecticut
Room 529, State Office Building
Hartford, Connecticut 06106

Robert Krzys, Esq.
Connecticut State Employees Association
760 Capitol Avenue CERTIFIED (RRR)
Hartford, Connecticut 06106
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