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STIPULATED DECISION AND ORDER 

On January 2, 1997, the Connecticut Independent Labor Union, Local 3 (the Union) filed 
with the Connecticut State Board of Labor Relations (the Labor Board) a complaint alleging that 
the Town of East Hartford (the Town) had engaged and was engaging in prohibited practices 
with the meaning of ' 7-470 of the Municipal Employee Relations Act (the Act). Specifically, 
the Union alleged that the Town failed to comply with a valid settlement of a disciplinary 
grievance by issuing a second written reprimand for the same incident. The Union requested that 
the Labor Board order the Town to bargain in good faith regarding grievances, to rescind the 
second written reprimand, and reimburse the Union's fees and costs incurred by bringing this 
action. 

After the requisite preliminary steps had been taken, the matter came before the Labor 
Board for a hearing on March 5, 1999. At the hearing, the parties stipulated to the following 
facts and waived the holding of a hearing and the making of conclusions of law pursuant to the 
Regulations of Connecticut State Agencies ' 7-471-61. The parties requested that the Board 
issue an order. Pursuant to the stipulation of the parties and in accordance with our regulations, 
we find the following facts based on the parties' stipulation and we issue the following consent 
order. 



FINDINGS OF FACT


1. The Town of East Hartford (Town) is an employer within the meaning of the Municipal 
Employee Relations Act (MERA). 

2. CILU Local #3, East Hartford Telecommunicators (Union), is a labor organization within 
the meaning of the MERA. 

3. The Town and Union were at all times relevant, parties to a collective bargaining 
agreement with a duration of July 1, 1995 - June 30, 1998. (Exhibit 1).1 

4. On June 20, 1996, the Chief of Police, James Shay, started an Internal Affairs (IA) 
investigation of a number of East Hartford Police Officers and East Hartford Dispatcher William 
Madore concerning their alleged consumption of beer from a keg seized by the Police 
Department. (Exhibit 2, p. 1). 

5. The IA investigation was completed on August 9, 1996, and attested to by the 
investigator and Chief on the same date. (Exhibit 2, pp. 1, 14). 

6. Notice of the Chief's intention to hold a disciplinary hearing was given to Madore on 
August 15, 1996 (Exhibit 3). 

7. On August 18, 1996, a disciplinary hearing was held concerning Madore which was 
transcribed. (Exhibit 4). 

8. Thereafter, Madore received the results of the investigation by mail, dated September 20, 
1996. (Exhibit 5). 

9. Article 13. 4d of the contract, states: 

Upon completion of any investigation a letter shall be sent to the bargaining unit 
member notifying him/her that the investigation was completed, which rules, if 
any, he/she is alleged to have violated, the date and time set for any 
administrative hearing and enclosing a copy of all reports and other information 

1The exhibits in the Findings of Fact refer to the documents attached to the parties' stipulation of 
facts, and incorporated therein, which stipulation is identified in the Labor Board's record as Exhibit 2. 
The Labor Board's record also contains the formal complaint and notice of hearing (Ex. 1) and the parties' 
proposed order. (Ex. 3). 
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obtained in any investigation. The affected employee and the Union shall be 
notified in writing of the outcome of the investigation within thirty (30) days of 
the hearing. 

10. The Union filed a grievance complaining that the Town had breached Article 13.4d of the 
contract on September 26, 1996 by failing to notify the Union within 30 days as specified 
therein. (Exhibit 6). 

11. The Chief sustained the grievance by letter of October 7, 1996. (Exhibit 7). 

12. On December 3, 1996, Chief sent a letter to Dispatcher Madore directing him to report 
for another pre-disciplinary hearing on December 20, 1996. (Exhibit 8). 

13. On December 20, 1996, the Police Department conducted another pre-disciplinary 
hearing. At the hearing Union President Donna Terragna objected for the record that "this is the 
second hearing on the same matter, disciplinary hearing was beyond 30 days . . . hearing should 
not be occurring". (Exhibit 9). 

14. On December 26, 1996, Chief sent a letter of reprimand to Madore indicating that it 
would be placed in file on incident [sic] and his Personnel file. (Exhibit 10). 

15. On January 2, 1997, the Union filed a Municipal Prohibited Practice Complaint (MPP) 
against the Town for violations of ' 7-470(a)(4), and 7-470(a)(6), i.e. bargaining in bad faith and 
failing to abide by the terms of a grievance settlement. (Exhibit 11). 

16. That with the exception of the respective dates, the Notice of Discipline and Letter of 
Reprimand dated September 20, 1996, (Exhibit 5) are identical to the Notice of Discipline and 
Letter of Reprimand dated December 22, 1996. (Exhibit 10). 

17. That the Chief and Town declined to rescind the Notice of Discipline and Letter of 
Reprimand issued to Madore or cause it to be removed from his personnel file and the files of the 
Department. 

ORDER 

Pursuant to the power vested in the Connecticut State Board of Labor Relations by the 
Municipal Employee Relations Act and by agreement of the parties pursuant to Regulations of 
Connecticut State Agencies ' 7-471-61, it is hereby 

ORDERED, that: 

I. The Chief of Police is ordered and directed to immediately initiate a written request to 
the State Archivist pursuant to the Records Retention Statute to remove and destroy all 
references to the discipline imposed on Dispatcher William Madore on September 20, 1996 and 
December 26, 1996; 
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II. The East Hartford Police Department will not employ this discipline imposed for 
enhancement of future discipline, employment references or any other purpose during the time 
records continue to exist prior to lawful expurgement; 

III. The Town will post a copy of this agreed order and decision in places where employees 
customarily meet. 

CONNECTICUT STATE BOARD OF LABOR RELATIONS 

Wendella A. Battey

Wendella B. Battey

Chairman


David C. Anderson

David C. Anderson

Alternate Board Member


John W. Moore, Jr.

John W. Moore, Jr.

Alternate Board Member
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CERTIFICATION 

I hereby certify that a copy of the foregoing was mailed postage prepaid this 6th day of 
April, 1999 to the following:


Attorney Jose R. Ramirez

Assistant Corporation Counsel

Town of East Hartford

Town Hall, 740 Main Street

East Hartford, Connecticut 06108


Attorney E. Stephen Briggs

CILU/CIPU

36B Kreiger Lane, P.O. Box 938

Glastonbury, Connecticut 06033


Thomas Dawkins, Personnel Director

Town of East Hartford

Town Hall, 740 Main Street

East Hartford, Connecticut 06108


RRR 

RRR 

__________________________________

Jaye Bailey Zanta, General Counsel
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