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DECISION AND DISMISSAL OF COMPLAINT 

On January 23, 1998, the City of Hartford (the City) filed a complaint with the 
Connecticut State Board of Labor Relations (the Labor Board), as amended on April 3, 1998 and 
January 28, 1999, alleging that the Hartford Police Union (the Union) had, through its course of 
conduct during negotiations for a successor collective bargaining agreement, refused to bargain 
in good faith in violation of ' 7-470(b)(2) of the Municipal Employee Relations Act (MERA or 
the Act). Specifically, the City alleged that the Union refused to submit a tentative agreement to 
the Union membership for consideration, refused to execute a collective bargaining agreement, 
and threatened to take a Ano confidence@ vote against the Chief of Police. 

On March 9, 1998, the City filed a Request for Interim Relief Pending Final Disposition, 
pursuant to ' 7-471-36 of the Labor Board=s Regulations. A hearing on the matter was held on 
April 7, 1998, at which time both parties appeared, were represented, and were permitted to 
present evidence and testimony regarding the City=s Request for Interim Relief. The Labor 
Board orally denied the City=s Request for Interim Relief at the hearing, and issued a written 
decision confirming the Board=s ruling on April 17, 1998 (Decision No. 3591). 

After the City=s Request for Interim Relief was denied on the record, the parties 
immediately commenced their presentations on the merits of the case at a hearing on April 7, 
1998, June 8, 1998 and February 1, 1999. The City filed an amended complaint on January 28, 



1999. On January 29, 1999, the Union filed a Motion to Dismiss the City=s amended complaint, 
which was denied by the Labor Board at the hearing on February 1, 1999. Both parties were 
represented at the hearing, and were allowed to present evidence, examine and cross examine 
witnesses, and make argument. The parties submitted post hearing briefs on April 30, 1999. On 
May 7, 1999, the Union filed a Motion to Strike the City=s brief because the City relied on 
exhibits that were entered into the record for identification purposes only. On June 25,1999, the 
City filed its objection to the Union=s Motion to Strike. 

On the basis of the entire record before us, we make the following findings of fact and 
conclusion of law, and we dismiss the complaint. 

FINDINGS OF FACT 

1. The City is a municipal employer within the meaning of the Act. 

2. The Union is an employee organization within the meaning of the Act, and at all material 
times has represented a unit of uniformed and investigatory employees of the Hartford Police 
Department. 

3. The Union and the City were parties to a collective bargaining agreement in effect from 
July 1, 1994 through June 30, 1996. (Ex. 17). 

4. In early 1996, the parties began negotiations for a successor to the collective bargaining 
agreement referenced above, and agreed to ground rules for negotiations which provided in 
relevant part: 

*** 
3. The parties agree that tentative agreements may be reached on individual items as 
negotiations progress, but that no agreement on any item will be final until a complete 
agreement is reached on all items. 

4. All tentative agreements, whether in detail or in principle, shall be reduced to 
writing and signed by the chief spokesperson or alternate. Tentative agreements will be 
prepared by the City and submitted to the Union for approval and signature but no later 
than the second meeting at which the tentative agreements were reached. 

5. Neither party will discuss with or make statements to the press, public or any 
news media concerning specific proposals, statements or comment made by either party 
during negotiations unless the parties reach impasse (i.e. valid certification to the State 
Board of Mediation and Arbitration). (Ex. 10). 

*** 
The ground rules were silent regarding either party=s obligation to have tentative agreements 
ratified or to recommend ratification to their respective constituents. 
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5. In approximately October of 1996, the parties entered binding interest arbitration 
pursuant to ' 7-473c of the Act. In late 1997, while the interest arbitration proceedings were still 
pending, the parties engaged in off-the-record discussions in an effort to settle the successor 
contract. 

6. On December 18, 1997, the parties= respective chief negotiators, Attorney Sigismund 
Sapinski for the City and Attorney Frank Szilagyi for the Union, signed off on a document 
entitled ATentative Agreement@  (Ex. 2) which contained the following relevant provisions: 

*** 
(5) Detached Duty 

Current Language to expire 1/1/99; Police Union president to given [sic] 
operations support assignment. 

*** 
(7) Managed-Health Care 

Will accept Teacher=s Blue Cross/Blue Shield Century Preferred managed care 
benefit plan with CRX prescription program to include mandatory generic drug 
substitution and CRX prescription drug formulary; City agrees to maintain current 
$10.00/week contribution to premium. 

(8) Sick Leave Accumulation 

For retirement buy-out purposes, existing employees sick bank to be capped at 
200 days or existing level, whichever is greater, subject to sick leave usage.... 

7. The City agreed to incorporate the items contained in the Tentative Agreement into a 
draft contract and forward it to the Union for ratification by the members of the bargaining unit. 
This was consistent with the parties= prior negotiation practice. 

8. The Union=s by-laws require that any proposed collective bargaining agreement be 
presented in writing to the membership at least three days prior to any scheduled ratification 
vote. (Ex. 18). The Union scheduled a ratification vote for January 9, 1998. 

9. On December 29, 1997, Szilgyi notified Sapinski that the Union was still waiting for the 
draft contract language. Szilagyi also indicated that AIn the event that we cannot agree on 
contract language by December 31, 1997 the Union will be unable to present the contract to its 
membership for ratification on January 9, 1998.@  (Ex. 11). 

10. By letter dated December 31, 1997, Sapinski sent Szilagyi a draft contract with a letter 
stating that the draft Aincorporate[d] new text based on our tentative agreement.@  In addition, 
Sapinski indicated that A[b]oth the Corporation Counsel and City Manager=s offices have 
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requested their own final review of the new contract and I have likewise forwarded them a copy. 
I do not, however, foresee any problems.@  (Ex. 4). 

11. The relevant draft contract language provided by Sapinski on December 31 read as 
follows: 

Section 3.5 Insurances 
*** 
1. Blue Cross. The City will provide benefits for each employee and each 
employee=s enrolled dependents under the plan described as Blue Cross Century 
Preferred Provider Plan (Group #TBD). 

2. Blue Shield. The City will provide benefits for each employee and each 
employee=s enrolled dependents under the plan described as Blue Cross Century 
Preferred Provider Plan (Group #TBD). 

3. Major Medical. The City will provide benefits for each employee and each

employee=s enrolled dependents under the plan described as Blue Cross Century

Preferred Provider Plan (Group #TBD).

***

13. Prescription Drug Rider. The City will provide benefits for each employee and 
each employee=s enrolled dependents under the plan described as Blue Cross Century 
Preferred Provider Plan (Group #TBD). 

Section 5.3 Sick Leave 
***

Effective July 1, 1997, for retirement buy-out purposes, existing employees= sick bank

shall be capped at 200 days or existing level, whichever is greater, subject to sick leave

usage; unlimited accumulation for illness(es) utilizing current method for accumulating

sick leave...


Section 6.9 Union President Detached Duty 
Effective January 1, 1999, this section shall expire. 

LETTER OF UNDERSTANDING 

Effective January 1, 1999 the Police Union President will no longer be detached from 
police duties to work on union business. The Union President shall be assigned to an 
operations support position. The Department shall allow the President reasonable time 
off to attend the union responsibilities. (Ex. 4). 

12. By letter dated January 2, 1998, Sapinski forwarded another modified draft contract and 
informed the Union that A[b]oth the Corporation Counsel and Personnel departments have 
reviewed the draft Tentative Agreement and have suggested minor language changes. I have 
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incorporated these changes in the new draft which is enclosed.@  The language above remained 
unchanged. (Ex. 5). 

13. Although most of the draft language was apparently acceptable, the Union had specific 
objections to certain contract language as drafted. In particular, the Union objected to the phrase 
Asubject to sick leave usage@ contained in Section 5.3. According to the Union, the City=s 
description of the meaning of that phrase was contrary to the Union=s understanding of the 
parties= agreement reached on December 18, 1997. The City believed that its interpretation of 
the language was fully discussed between the parties at the bargaining table. The Union also 
objected to the City=s insertion of the word Areasonable@ into the sentence regarding the cessation 
of the Union President=s detached duty status (AThe Department shall allow the President 
reasonable time off to attend the union responsibilities.@). (Ex. 4). Finally, the Union had not 
received the insurance plan documents from the City and therefore did not yet agree to the 
insurance language. 

14. As a result of the parties= disagreement over the draft contract language, the ratification 
vote scheduled for January 9, 1998 was canceled. 

15. By fax dated January 15, 1998, Sapinski agreed to additional modifications to the 
Tentative Agreement proposed by the Union, including the provision of a cell phone and beeper 
for the Union President. The draft continued to include the phrases Asubject to sick leave usage@ 
and Areasonable time off@. (Ex. 12). 

16. On January 19, 1998, the Union responded to Sapinski=s January 15 draft contract in 
relevant part as follows: 

We can agree to propose all contract language in your January 15, 1998 
correspondence, provided the following changes are made. 

1. In the sick time exchange language the first sentence must read: 

Effective January 1, 1998 for retirement buy-out purposes, existing 
employees= sick bank shall be capped at 200 days or existing level 
whichever is greater. 

The phrase Asubject to sick leave usage@ is ambiguous and unacceptable. The 
above language represent [sic] what the Union will agree to present to its members. The 
balance of the proposal is agreeable. 

2. Regarding the detached duty language, kindly add: 

The Union shall provide the President with an office outside of the 
Police Department. 
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In order for the Union to present this proposal for consideration by its members 
the last sentence must read: 

The President shall be granted time off during working hours, without loss 
of pay, for conducting Union business. 

Please confirm these changes at your earliest convenience. We plan to conduct 
our ratification vote on January 22, 1998. I also need a copy of the medical and 
prescription plan the City proposes to implement as part of this contract. (Ex. 1). 

17. In a letter to Sapinski dated January 20, 1998, Szilagyi stated: 

As you know, the Union and the City have engaged in off the record discussions 
in an effort to reach settlement of our interest arbitration...Once we agreed upon the 
foundation of the proposed contract, we further agreed to draft contract language, 
regarding each provision, for each party to review and accept. 

Despite our efforts it is apparent that no final agreement can be reached. I have 
repeatedly made you aware of the issues which remain unresolved, as well as the 
documentation which remains outstanding. Despite my repeated efforts, you have yet to 
address these issues. As such, we have no tentative agreement. Therefore, the Union has 
no choice but to continue with the interest arbitration proceedings to resolve this 
contract...(Ex. 6). 

18. As a result of the parties= continuing disagreement regarding the language in the draft 
collective bargaining agreement, the Union cancelled the ratification meeting scheduled for 
January 22, 1998. (Ex. 21). 

19. On January 21, 1998, Sapinski responded in relevant part as follows: 

I have just received your letter of January 20, 1998 and I disagree with its 
contents and the assertions continued therein. 

On December 18, 1997, you and I acting as chief spokesmen for the Union and 
the City entered into a written Tentative Agreement...The City prepared a contract which 
incorporated the parties= Tentative Agreement into the text. Most recently you have 
indicated you want to modify the Tentative Agreement. As an example, although the 
words Asubject to sick leave usage@ are found in the text related to sick leave 
accumulation, you now want to renege and have the words removed....any action to 
renege on this Tentative Agreement constitutes an unfair labor practice. The City 
bargained in good faith to reach the Tentative Agreement and we expected the same from 
the Union. (Ex. 7). 

20. By letter the same date, Szilagyi responded to Exhibit 7 in relevant part as follows: 
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...If our intent was to present the language in the December 18, 1997 agreement for 
ratification there would be no need to exchange draft contract language and no need to 
characterize the agreement as a Adraft Tentative Agreement.@ 

Subsequent to your January 2, 1998 letter, draft contract language was exchanged 
between the Union and the City which resulted in several drafts. The outcome of these 
exchanges was that no tentative agreement could be reached. Moreover, you never 
provided me with the insurance contract nor the prescription rider...Given that there is no 
tentative agreement, no final contract language, and no insurance contract, there is 
nothing to put before the union members to vote on. (Ex. 14). 

21. On January 23, 1998, the City filed the instant complaint with the Labor Board, alleging 
that the Union refused to submit a tentative agreement to its membership for ratification, refused 
to execute a collective bargaining agreement, and threatened to take a vote of Ano confidence@ 
against the Police Chief. 

22. On January 26, 1998, Sapinski sent another letter to Szilagyi, again outlining the City=s 
position regarding what it considered to be a binding Tentative Agreement, and further stating in 
relevant part: 

...[A]ny contract vote should not have been predicated on receipt of [the Teachers= 
Managed Care Plan]. Your own proposed benefits expert helped prepare the Teachers= 
Plan and should be completely versed in the plan which was accepted. Irrespective of 
this, we are still in the process of preparing a formal plan document which should be 
available shortly....[T]he Union has sought not merely to clarify our T/A of December 18, 
1997, but rather has sought to modify our agreement....Of course, the parties are free to 
change the T/A, however, no side can force the other into changing language by 
threatening to withhold the T/A from its clients - that is bargaining in bad faith as well as 
failing to honor the original Tentative Agreement. Additionally, our December 18, 1997 
Tentative Agreement could easily have been presented to the Union membership before 
its vote.... (Ex. 8). 

23. On January 26, 1998, another interest arbitration hearing was held. The December 1997 
tentative agreement was entered as an exhibit in those proceedings. (Ex. 9). 

24. On February 6, 1998, the City forwarded the Plan Document for the agreed-upon medical 
benefits to the Union. (Ex. 15). 

25. The Union acknowledged receipt of the Insurance Plan Document on February 23, 1998, 
but did not agree to it at that time because they did not have sufficient time to review the 
document. (Ex. 16). 

26. On March 12, 1998, a majority of the Union membership cast a vote of no-confidence 
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against the Chief and Assistant Chief of Police. The Union President testified that ongoing 
morale problems prompted the vote, and the lack of a current contract was not the reason for the 
vote. 

27. The binding interest arbitration process concluded in July of 1998. 

28. On September 3, 1998, while waiting for the interest arbitration panel to issue its award, 
Sapinski wrote to Szilagyi as follows: 

In order to resolve our outstanding differences that exist between the Police 
Union and the City regarding our drafting formal contract language, the City will agree to 
modify the contract language as per the following: 

1. Under the sick time exchange language, the first sentence will read: 

Effective January 1, 1998 for retirement buy-out purposes, existing 
employees= sick bank shall be capped at 200 days or existing level, 
whichever is greater. 

2. Regarding Section 6.9, the language will include: 

The Union shall provide the President with out [sic] office outside 
of the Police Department. 

The last sentence will read: 
The President shall be granted time off during working hours, 
without loss of pay, for conducting Union business. 

This language should finalize the formal collective bargaining agreement we had been 
working on. (Ex. 33). 

29. The Union responded to Sapinski=s proposal that because the arbitration proceedings 
were closed and the panel was currently deliberating the issues presented, there were no 
Aongoing efforts@ to Afinalize the formal collective bargaining agreement.@  (Ex. 34). The Union 
never received a response from the City. 

30. On December 18, 1998, the interest arbitration panel issued its award on the outstanding 
issues in dispute between the parties. The last best offers of the Union were selected on the 
disputed issues of detached duty for the Union President and the sick leave accumulation. The 
panel awarded the City=s last best offer on health insurance, which plan was the one agreed to by 
the Union in the December 1997 tentative agreement. The panel also concluded that the 
tentative agreement was no more than a draft and was not binding on the parties. (Ex. 23). 

31. On January 28, 1999, the City filed an amended complaint in the instant case alleging 
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that the Union continued to refuse to execute a successor collective bargaining agreement despite 
the fact that the City had agreed to make the Union=s requested changes to the sick leave 
accumulation provision and the union leave provision. (Ex. 22). 

32. On January 29, 1999, the Union filed a Motion to Dismiss the City=s complaint as 
amended, arguing that the interest arbitration award was res judicata as to the issues raised in the 
the prohibited practice proceeding. (Ex. 23). The Labor Board denied the Union=s Motion at the 
hearing on February 1, 1999. 

CONCLUSION OF LAW 

1. The Union did not fail to bargain in good faith in violation of the Act. 

DISCUSSION 

As a preliminary matter, we grant the Union=s Motion to Strike the portions of the City=s 
brief relying solely upon documents that were not ultimately admitted as full exhibits (Exs. 3, 
26-32, 35). Exhibits 3 and 35 were copies of newspaper articles entered for identification 
purposes only. We have long been hesitant to rely on newspaper articles absent testimony from 
the reporter for the truth of the assertions contained therein. In this case, there was extensive 
testimony from the Union President regarding the reasons for the vote of Ano confidence@, far 
better evidence on which we choose to rely. The remaining exhibits in question were also 
entered for identification purposes only during the City=s lengthy offer of proof. For the reasons 
discussed below, we find sufficient evidence on this record to support the position of the Union 
regarding the phrase Asubject to sick leave usage,@ and need not consider the documents relied 
upon as alleged Abargaining history@ by the City. The cases cited in the City=s objection to the 
motion do not persuade us otherwise. 

The City has presented four specific questions to be answered by the Labor Board in the 
context of the City=s general charge of bad faith bargaining:1 

1. Did the Union improperly demand that previously agreed to language in the 
tentative agreement be changed and then refuse to execute a new contract with the City 
when the City would not agree to those changes? 

2. Were any of the reasons provided by the Union for not signing a new collective 

1 The four areas of inquiry are based on the City=s amended complaint, its response 
to the Union=s Motion to Dismiss, and the position outlined by the City=s representative at the 
hearing on February 1, 1999. 
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bargaining agreement pretextual? 

3. Did the Union improperly threaten the Police Chief with a vote of Ano confidence@ 
in order to bring the City back to the bargaining table? 

4. Did the Union improperly bargain to impasse on a non-mandatory subject of 
bargaining? 

The overall dispute here stems from the City=s claim that the December 18, 1997 
Tentative Agreement (the TA) was binding on the parties and, as such, obligated the Union to 
ratify and execute it as the successor collective bargaining agreement. In its original complaint 
and throughout the proceedings on its Petition for Interim Relief, the City sought the imposition 
of the TA as a remedy. 2  By the time of the hearing on February 1, 1999, however, the parties= 
successor contract had been settled by the issuance of an interest arbitration award in December 
of 1998, and the City abandoned its request to impose the TA on the parties as a binding 
successor contract.3 

We first agree with the conclusion of the interest arbitration panel that the TA of 
December 18, 1997 was nothing more than a framework from which the parties attempted to 
achieve final contract language. The record reveals that although there was substantial 
agreement on the issues between the parties at the time the TA was signed, the reduction of these 
items into actual tentative contract language proved somewhat more difficult. The evidence also 
showed that the terms of the TA were not Aset in stone.@  Indeed, the City agreed to modifications 
to the draft language proposed by the Union. In short, we find that the December 18, 1997 

2 Although the City drafted two contracts (December 31, 1997 and January 2, 
1998), incorporating what it believed to be the parties= agreement as set forth in the TA, for some 
inexplicable reason the City sought the imposition of the December 18 TA as the successor 
agreement. 

3  At the hearing, the Labor Board questioned whether the City=s allegations as set 
forth in Item 1 above regarding the Union=s alleged refusal to ratify and execute the TA were 
subsequently rendered moot by the issuance of the arbitration award. We ultimately dismissed 
the City=s claim relating to Item 1 above from the bench, and include our rationale herein. 
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document was Atentative@ in the truest sense of the word, as opposed to the Aterm of art@ the word 
may take on in the labor context. The Union was under no obligation to execute or ratify a 
document which contained terms that were not consistent with what the Union thought was 
originally agreed to by the parties. 

Against this background, we assess the City=s arguments that the Union improperly 
demanded changes to the TA and refused to execute a new contract with the City. Included 
within this analysis is our determination regarding the City=s assertion of pretext, which we 
understand to be a claim that the Union=s position throughout these proceedings was not credible. 
We also address the allegation raised in the City=s second amended complaint that the Union 
was somehow obligated to execute a contract with the City in September of 1998, when the City 
finally conceded to the Union=s demands on the contentious language issues, despite the fact that 
the arbitration was closed and the panel was deliberating. 

After signing the December, 1997 TA and receiving the City=s version of the draft 
contract, the Union objected to three specific items: (1) the phrase Asubject to sick leave usage@; 
(2) the word Areasonable@ modifying the Union President=s right to business leave; and (3) the 
insurance language. We conclude that the Union=s position on these issues was not Apretextual@ 
nor did it constitute bad faith bargaining for the Union to refuse to accept the City=s version of 
what it interpreted the TA to require. 

The City attempts to make much of the fact that the phrase Asubject to sick leave usage@ 
was contained in the signed TA itself and was an ongoing issue in dispute.4  Although it is true 
that the TA contained this language, we conclude that the record in this case supports the 
conclusion that the Union was not fully aware of what the City=s interpretation of that phrase 
meant until after the TA was signed. The testimony demonstrated that despite best efforts, there 
was clearly no Ameeting of the minds@ at the time the TA was signed regarding the full impact 
and application of the provision. Our conclusion in this regard is further supported by logic; if, 
as the City asserts, the Union was well aware of the City=s interpretation of the phrase, it is 
highly unlikely that the Union would have knowingly signed off on the TA. 

We also disagree with the City=s contention that the word Areasonable@ unilaterally 
inserted before the phrase Atime off@ was merely a Aterm of art@ in labor relations to which the 
Union should not have objected. To the contrary, we find the insertion of the word Areasonable@ 

4 In its brief, the City relies on Exhibits 26 through 32 in an attempt to show that 
the Union knew what the City meant by the phrase Asubject to sick leave usage@ prior to 
December of 1997, because the Union kept crossing out the language in its counterproposals. 
Even if we were to consider documents not formally entered into evidence (see discussion on 
Motion to Strike Brief, supra), we fail to see why the City=s inference is the only possible 
inference to draw. Regardless of why the Union may have crossed out the language during prior 
negotiations, the credible testimony presented before the Labor Board indicated that the Union 
was not fully aware of the City=s interpretation of the language until after the TA was signed. 
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 to constitute a substantive change to the agreed-upon language. Accordingly, we do not find 
bad faith in the Union=s refusal to agree to the word=s inclusion in the draft collective bargaining 
agreement. 

Given the bargaining relationship between these parties, notable in its lack of trust and 
cooperation, we further conclude that it was not unreasonable for the Union to insist that the City 
provide a copy of the City=s version of the insurance plan document in order to avoid any 
misunderstanding. This is true despite the fact that the Union=s insurance expert may have been 
able to describe the plan in detail to the Union membership or that the Union itself may have had 
its own version of the plan document. 

Finally, it was not a prohibited practice for the Union to opt to stand by its position in 
arbitration and to await that award rather than accept the City=s belated concessions. The parties 
had engaged in a lengthy arbitration process and the Union was under no obligation to trade its 
hard work in arbitration simply because the City conceded to its position at the eleventh hour. 
Having failed to resolve the contract beforehand, the Union had the right to allow the arbitration 
process to come to fruition. 

We turn now to the question of the Ano confidence@ vote. We find that the vote of Ano 
confidence@ was not per se unlawful or bad faith bargaining under the circumstances. The 
record testimony indicated that there had been ongoing morale problems in the department for 
quite some time which were unrelated to the outstanding contract dispute. The Assistant Chief 
was not a member of the City=s negotiating team, as far as this record reveals, and the Chief was 
not the City=s Chief Negotiator. Binding interest arbitration proceedings had commenced and 
were ongoing. Put simply, there is no evidence to support the City=s contention that the vote was 
threatened and carried out in an effort to make the City concede to the Union=s demands at the 
bargaining table. 

We also reject the City=s impasse argument, which as best as we can determine is a claim 
that the Union was not entitled to request an office for the Union President because the topic was 
a permissive subject of bargaining. Regardless of whether the Union wanted to bargain over a 
mandatory or a permissive subject of bargaining, in this case the negotiations in question took 
place in the context of voluntary, off-the-record discussions while the parties were involved in 
interest arbitration.5  The City had already conceded on similar issues proposed by the Union 

5  Indeed, the parties themselves acknowledged that impasse had already occurred 
in this contract negotiation prior to December of 1997. The parties stated in their ground rules 
that impasse was reached upon Avalid certification to the State Board of Mediation and 
Arbitration.@  (Ex. 10). Interest arbitration proceedings pursuant to ' 7-473c of the Act were 
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(see Exhibit 12), and ultimately conceded on this issue as well (see Exhibit 33). The parties 
were back before the interest arbitration panel within one week after the Union raised the issue. 
On these facts, we cannot find that the Union committed a prohibited practice. 

The complaint is dismissed. 

instituted by the SBMA and began in approximately October of 1996. 
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ORDER 

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

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

CONNECTICUT STATE BOARD OF LABOR RELATIONS 

John H. Sauter 
John H. Sauter 
Chairman 

Wendella A. Battey 
Wendella A. Battey 
Board Member 

David C. Anderson 
David C. Anderson 
Alternate Board Member 
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CERTIFICATION 

I hereby certify that a copy of the foregoing was mailed postage prepaid this 24th day of 
September, 1999 to the following:


Attorney Scott R. Chadwick

Chadwick, Libbey, Szilagyi & Stone

Attorneys at Law

555 Franklin Avenue

Hartford, Connecticut 06114


Attorney Frank J. Szilagyi

Chadwick, Libbey, Szilagyi & Stone

Attorneys at Law

555 Franklin Avenue

Hartford, Connecticut 06114


Attorney Sigismund L. Sapinski, Jr.

Updike, Kelly & Spellacy

One State Street, Suite 2400

P.O. Box 231277

Hartford, Connecticut 06123


Michael Wood, President

40F Weston Street

Hartford, Connecticut 06120


Attorney Helen Apostolidis, Assistant Corporation Counsel

City of Hartford

550 Main Street

Hartford, Connecticut 06103


RRR 

RRR 

RRR 

_____________________________

Jaye Bailey Zanta, General Counsel

CONNECTICUT STATE BOARD OF LABOR RELATIONS
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