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On October 9, 1998, Local 1303-378, Council 4, AFSCME, AFL-CIO (the 
Union) filed a complaint (Case No. MPP-20,342) with the Connecticut State Board of 
Labor Relations (the Labor Board) alleging that the Bloomfield Fire District (the Fire 
District) violated the Municipal Employee Relations Act (the Act or MERA) by 
discharging employee Sherrie Dryburgh because of her activities on behalf of the Union.1 

On November 4, 1998, employee Norma L. Katzman (Petitioner Katzman) filed a 
petition (Case No. ME-20,402) seeking decertification of the Union as the exclusive 
bargaining representative. On March 12, 1999 employee Walter O. Wade (Petitioner 
Wade) filed a petition (Case No. 20,713) also seeking decertification of the Union. 

After the requisite preliminary administrative steps had been taken, the matters 
came before the Labor Board for a hearing on May 12 and August 3, 1999. All parties 

1 During the time of the events complained of in this case, Ms. Dryburgh’s name was Sherrie Bourgoin. 
This decision refers to her current name. 



appeared for the hearing. The Union and the Fire District were represented by counsel; 
Petitioner Katzman and Petitioner Wade appeared pro se. All parties were provided an 
opportunity to present evidence, examine and cross witnesses and make argument. Based 
on the entire record before us, we make the following findings of fact and conclusions of 
law and we dismiss the complaint in Case No. MPP-20,342. We also dismiss the petition 
in Case No. ME-20,402 and issue the following order of election in Case No. ME-
20,713. 

FINDINGS OF FACT 

1. The Fire District is an employer within the meaning of the Act. 

2. The Union is an employee organization within the meaning of the Act. 

3. The Fire District is a taxing district which supports the Bloomfield 
Center Volunteer Fire Company. All firefighters, including the Chief, are volunteers. 
The Fire District’s only paid personnel are the tax collector, her assistants and the 
dispatchers. The Fire District is overseen by a three member elected Board of Fire 
Commissioners. The dispatching function is administered by the Fire Alarm 
Coordination Committee (FACC), a group of volunteers appointed by the Board of 
Commissioners. 

4. On August 5, 1997 the Union filed a petition with the Labor Board (Case No. 
ME-19,293) seeking certification as the exclusive bargaining representative of the full 
time dispatchers of the Fire District. The Union was certified by the Labor Board as the 
exclusive bargaining representative of the full time dispatchers of the Fire District on 
November 12, 1997 (Bloomfield Center Fire District, Decision No. 3549 (11/12/97). 

5. At the time of certification, there were three full time dispatchers in the Fire 
District: Sherry Dryburgh, Nancy Panke and Norma Katzman. The three full time 
dispatchers each worked eight hour shifts, Monday through Friday. Dryburgh worked 
8:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m.; Panke worked 4:00 p.m. to 12:00 a.m. and Katzman worked 12:00 
a.m. to 8:00 a.m.  The Fire District uses part time dispatchers to fill weekend shifts and 
any vacancies during the week. 

6. Dispatchers Dryburgh and Panke were instrumental in starting the Union 
organizing effort and attended a meeting in 1997 with representatives of the Fire District 
and the Labor Board concerning the initial representation petition. Dryburgh also 
informed the Fire Chief and the Fire Commissioners of her support of the Union. 

7. Sometime during the fall of 1997, before the Union election, Commissioners John 
McMahon (McMahon) and Jack Leavitt (Leavitt) visited the dispatchers office and 
spoke to Dryburgh about the Union organizing effort. Leavitt told Dryburgh, to the 
effect, that the Fire District would not be as tolerant if the Union were elected and that he 
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believed Panke was the “instigator” of the petition. He also asked Dryburgh how she 
thought her late husband would feel about her support of the Union. 

8. Approximately a week after the meeting described above in finding of fact #7, 
FACC members Daniel Canfield (who is also the volunteer Fire Chief)(Chief Canfield) 
and Cyprien Cyr (Cyr) also spoke to Dryburgh in the dispatchers office regarding the 
Union organizing effort. Chief Canfield told Dryburgh, to the effect, that a Union would 
do more harm than good; that the department would have to be run differently if a union 
were elected, and that Dryburgh was hurting the department by supporting the Union. 
Chief Canfield also told Dryburgh that he thought Panke was an agitator. Chief Canfield 
also asked Dryburgh what her late husband would think of her support for the Union. At 
the time of this meeting, the dispatchers reported directly to Cyr. 

9. During the Union organizing effort, Chief Canfield also spoke to Firefighter 
Richard Dryburgh about the Union. Dryburgh is the current husband of Sherrie 
Dryburgh but the two were not married at the time. Chief Canfield told Richard 
Dryburgh that the Union would cause problems and that he would like to get rid of Panke 
and the Union. 

10. In September, 1997, Leavitt wrote a letter to the full time dispatchers in which he 
expressed his opinion that the Fire District was better operated without a union. (Ex. 3). 

11. Following the Union election in November, 1997 there were no further statements 
from members of management to dispatchers concerning the Union. 

12. Dispatcher Panke was elected President of the Union after the election. 

13. Following the Union election, five negotiating sessions were held between the 
Union and the Fire District. The Union’s bargaining team included Panke and Dryburgh. 
On April 16, 1998, the parties agreed to ground rules and further negotiation dates. The 
parties also met on May 8, May 16, June 4 and October 22, 1998. In October, 1998 the 
parties agreed to request binding arbitration to begin. 

14. In Spring, 1998, Panke was separated from employment with the Fire District,. 
and the Union filed a prohibited practice complaint regarding her separation. The matter 
was eventually settled, with Panke voluntarily resigning her position and releasing any 
claims against the Fire District. (Ex. 10). The Fire District hired Richard Roy (Roy) to 
replace Panke. 

15. On August 4, 1998 Dryburgh was involved in a serious auto accident which 
resulted in hospitalization. Dryburgh communicated with the Fire District about her 
medical condition during the weeks following her accident. She was unable to confirm a 
date for her return to work due to the nature of her injuries which included a traumatic 
brain injury. Dryburgh spoke to Cyr and Leavitt during this time and was under the 
impression that her job was not in danger as a result of her absence. 
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16. During Dryburgh’s absence, the Fire District covered her shifts with part time 
dispatchers. Covering all of Dryburgh’s shifts with part-time employees was difficult. 

17. By letter dated August 20, 1998, Leavitt requested Dryburgh to furnish the Fire 
District with a certification from Dryburgh’s physician that she was able to return to work 
without restrictions. (Ex. 5). 

18. By letter dated September 21, 1998, Leavitt again requested Dryburgh to furnish 
the Fire District with “medical information and [Dryburgh’s] plans to return to work.” In 
the letter, Leavitt stated: “…in the event that I do not receive this medical information 
and hear from you on or before September 28, 1998 I will assume that you will not be 
returning to work.” (Ex. 6). 

19. Dryburgh’s physician sent a letter to Leavitt, dated September 25, 1998, stating in 
relevant part: 

This letter is to advise you that the above-referenced individual continues 
under our care for issues related to her motor vehicle [sic] on 8/4/98. She 
is continuing on out-patient rehabilitation therapy. 

At this time she remains on disability as a result of the motor vehicle 
accident and unable to return to work at this time. The sequelae of her 
motor vehicle accident include cognitive difficulties secondary to her 
traumatic brain injury. She also suffered issues related to a fracture 
sternum, and right knee ligamentis difficulty. Cognitive sequelae include 
deficits in attention, recall, reasoning, problem-solving and organization. 
These deficits would substantially impact her ability to return to her 
previous employment at this time as dispatcher, based on your letter of 
8/20/98. 

Therefore, to re-emphasize, the patient is not medically permitted to return 
to work at this time. Estimated date to return to work is unknown at this 
time. Estimated at possible three months pending further recovery in 
therapy. (Ex. 7). 

20. Leavitt terminated Dryburgh’s employment as a dispatcher by letter dated 
September 26, 1998 which stated: 

It is with regret that I write this letter to you because of your continuing 
health problems. However, the letter that we received from your 
physician indicates that you are unable to return to work within a 
reasonable time, if ever. 
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For the good of the Bloomfield Center Fire District, we must move 
forward to staff your shift on a permanent basis. We must therefore 
inform you that effective on the date of this letter, you are no longer an 
employee of the Bloomfield Center Fire District, and we will be hiring a 
permanent replacement as soon as possible. Notices concerning your 
rights, if any, to continued insurance benefits will be sent under separate 
cover. (Ex. 8). 

21. The Fire District hired Walter Wade to replace Dryburgh. Wade had been a part 
time dispatcher prior to his appointment as a full time dispatcher. When Wade was hired, 
he began working the 4 p.m. to midnight shift and Roy began working the 8 a.m. to 4 
p.m. shift because that arrangement was more suitable to the employees. 

22. Prior to her accident in 1998, Dryburgh had been absent from work several times 
for periods not exceeding two or three weeks. 

23. In 1993, Cyr, who works as a part time dispatcher for the Fire District, was 
unavailable for work for a period of six months due to a car accident. Cyr was returned 
to a part time position upon his recovery because another part time dispatcher left the Fire 
District. 

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 

1. The Union proved a prima facie case of discrimination against Dryburgh because 
of her activities on behalf of the Union. 

2. The Fire District rebutted the Union’s prima facie case by establishing that it 
would have terminated Dryburgh due to her inability to return to work after her accident 
even absent the illegal motive. 

3. The petition filed by Norma Katzman on November 4, 1998 was untimely filed. 

4. The petition filed by Walter Wade on March 12, 1999 was timely filed. 

DISCUSSION 

The instant complaint and petitions raise several issues. First, the Union claims 
that the Fire District unlawfully discharged Dryburgh because of her Union activities. 
The Union argues that this action not only warrants an order of reinstatement but also 
justifies an extension of the certification year. Such an extension would render untimely 
the petitions filed by Katzman and Wade. 
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MPP-20,342 

We turn first to the alleged discrimination against Dryburgh. It is well settled that 
where a complaint alleges that employees were discriminated against in their 
employment because of activity on behalf of a union, the complainant has the initial 
burden of proving that the discriminatory action was taken because of these protected 
activities, or at least that the protected activities were a substantial factor in bringing 
about the adverse actions. State of Connecticut, Decision No. 3592 (1998), aff’d 
Amadeo et al v. Connecticut State Board of Labor Relations, Dkt. No. CV 98 0492624 
(7/21/99, Hartmere, J.) citing Connecticut Yankee Catering Co., Decision No. 1601 
(1977). This Board uses an analytical framework such as is found in Wright Line, 251 
NLRB 1083, 105 LRRM 1169 (1980); enforced 622 F.2d 899 (1st Cir. 1981); cert. denied 
455 U.S. 989, in which we determine first whether a complainant has established a prima 
facie case of discrimination. Once the prima facie case is established, we then determine 
whether the employer has established an affirmative defense thereto. Town of Windsor 
Locks, Decision No. 2836 (1990), appealed on other grounds, aff’d Police Department of 
the Town of Windsor Locks v. Connecticut State Board of Labor Relations 225 Conn. 
297 (1993). A prima facie case includes proof that (1) the employee engaged in 
protected, concerted activity; (2) the employer had knowledge of those activities; and (3) 
the employer harbored anti-union animus. See Sheriff’s Department Fairfield County, 
Decision No. 3106-B (1993), reversed on other grounds State of Connecticut v. 
Connecticut State Board of Labor Relations, Dkt. No. CV 94-053361 (5/4/95, Munro, 
J.). 

In a case where a discharge is motivated by two reasons, one legal and the other 
illegal, the burden is on the employer to separate the two and show that the discharge 
would have occurred in the absence of the illegal motivation. This rule is consistent with 
that initially adopted in Wright Line, supra. Thus, under our rule, the complainant must 
establish as a prima facie case, that the employee’s protected conduct was a substantial or 
motivating factor in the employer’s decision. If this burden is met, the burden then shifts 
to the employer to demonstrate, as an affirmative defense, that the sanction imposed 
would have been the same even in the absence of the protected activity. In other words, 
evidence of a statutory violation alone will be insufficient to shield one who would 
otherwise have been properly sanctioned from experiencing the consequences. If the 
employer fails to establish the affirmative defense, the complainant will prevail. Windsor 
Locks, supra; Rockwell Automation, 330 NLRB No. 82, 163 LRRM 1097 (2000). 

In the present case we find that the Union has established a prima facie case of 
discrimination against Dryburgh. In this regard, there is no question that she was heavily 
involved with the Union organizing activity and that she continued to be a visible Union 
supporter after the election. She became the President of the Union after Carol Panke’s 
separation from employment. It is not disputed that members of management of the Fire 
District were fully aware of her Union activities both before and after the Union election. 
Indeed, Dryburgh told the Fire Chief early on about her support for the Union and had at 
least two conversations with members of the FACC and the Board of Fire Commissioners 
about the Union prior to the election. 
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We also believe that the Fire District harbored anti-union animus. Specifically, 
the testimony established that Chief Canfield, who is also a member of the FACC, the 
administrative authority  of the dispatch function, expressed his hostility toward the 
Union on several occasions. In a meeting before the Union election, Canfield told 
Dryburgh the Union would hurt the department and that Dryburgh was hurting the 
department by supporting the Union. Canfield also told Dryburgh that Carol Panke, 
another Union supporter and the first Union president, was an “agitator”. 2  Cyr , another 
FACC member and the dispatchers’ direct supervisor, was also present for this meeting. 
On another occasion, Richard Dryburgh, a Bloomfield firefighter, heard Chief Canfield 
say that he needed to get rid of former Union president Panke and the Union. Finally, in 
what can best be described as heartless remarks, both Chief Canfield and Commissioner 
Leavitt asked Dryburgh on two separate occasions if she had considered what her late 
husband would think of her Union activities. Dryburgh’s husband had been a firefighter 
in Bloomfield and had recently passed away. Apparently, Chief Canfield believed that 
Dryburgh’s late husband had previously expressed anti-union sentiments. 

We believe the above establishes the anti-union animus of the Fire District. As 
such, the Union has established a prima facie case that Dryburgh’s union activities were a 
substantial and motivating factor in the Fire District’s decision to terminate her. 

In spite of our decision, we conclude that the Fire District would have terminated 
Dryburgh’s employment after her accident even absent the illegal motive. In this regard, 
Dryburgh’s physician clearly indicated that she was unable to do her job in September, 
1998. Further, the physician could not even offer an approximate time when Dryburgh 
might be able to resume her duties. During the time of Dryburgh’s absence, her shifts 
were being covered by various part-time dispatchers, the scheduling of which was 
proving to be a difficult task for the Fire District. Because Dryburgh was a full time 
employee, it is reasonable that the Fire District concluded that it was too burdensome to 
continue to temporarily fill her job with various part-time personnel. This is especially 
true given the uncertainty of whether Dryburgh would be able to return to her job at all. 

We are aware of the evidence in the record which shows that Dryburgh had been 
unavailable for work in the past and had not been terminated. These other absences, 
however, were of short duration and in neither case was there the uncertainty of 
Dryburgh’s ability to return to work within a reasonable period of time. We also note 
that Cyr had previously been unavailable for work for a period of six months due to 
surgery. However, Cyr was a part time dispatcher whose absence did not have the same 
effect on scheduling as did Dryburgh’s absence. Based on the above, we conclude that 
the Fire District would have terminated Dryburgh even absent the illegal motive and we, 
therefore, dismiss the complaint. 

2 In this case, due to the settlement agreement between the Fire Districe and Panke, we do not have the 
benefit of being able to analyze the circumstances surrounding Panke’s separation from employment, an 
event which took place close in time to the discharge of Dryburgh. 
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ME-20,402 

The petition in Case No. ME-20,402 was filed by dispatcher Norma Katzman on 
November 4, 1998. The Union was certified as the exclusive bargaining representative 
on November 12, 1997. Therefore, this petition was filed within the one year 
certification bar recognized in §7-471-18 of the Board’s regulations.3  In City of 
Norwich, Decision No. 3223 (1994) this Board discussed the purpose of the certification 
bar, stating: 

The ‘one-year certification bar’ is a further refinement of the principles 
served by the election bar, and is designed even more specifically to protect 
the interests of a newly certified collective bargaining representative, and 
concomitantly of the majority of employees who chose that representative. 
The notion is that a newly certified union should be given a year to establish 
itself and engage in productive collective bargaining uninterrupted from 
formal challenges. Norwich, supra at 6. 

We believe the goal of promoting labor stability is not served by allowing the instant 
petition which was filed prior to the expiration of the certification year. Although the 
petition was filed close to the expiration of the certification year, we see no reason to 
entertain such a petition on that basis alone. Finding no other circumstances to warrant 
the processing of this petition, we find it untimely and it is dismissed. 

Case No. ME-20,713 

The petition in ME-20,713 was filed by dispatcher Walter O. Wade on March 12, 
1999. The Union contends that, although this petition was filed after the one-year 
certification bar had expired, the petition should be dismissed on the grounds that: (1) the 
certification year should be extended due to the Fire District’s illegal activity during that 
year; (2) the parties were engaged in meaningful negotiations; and (3) the parties were 
engaged in interest arbitration which bars the petition pursuant to the Labor Board’s 
decision in Enfield Board of Education, Decision No. 3542 (1997). 

The Union claims that the certification year should be extended because the Fire 
District fired two Union presidents during the year, thus disrupting the “operation of the 
Union” during that time. We cannot place any relevance on the first Union president’s 
separation from employment in July, 1998. The circumstances of that separation are 
unknown to us except that the issue was ultimately resolved with Panke voluntarily 
resigning. Further, Panke continued to serve on the Union negotiating team after her 
separation from employment. 

3 Section 7-471-18 provides: “Except in extraordinary circumstances, the Board will not act favorably upon 
a petition for an election within one year after the certification of a representative by the Board.” 
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Likewise, we have found in this case that the Fire District did not violate the Act 
when it fired Dryburgh. As such, Dryburgh’s termination cannot stand as a reason to 
extend the certification year. 

The Union also argues that the petition should be considered untimely because the 
parties were engaged in negotiations at the time of the filing. In fact, the parties had 
ceased bargaining and were awaiting interest arbitration hearings which did not begin 
until May, 1999. The Union relies on West Hartford Board of Education, Decision No. 
1183 (1973) and Town of Wilton, Decision No. 1263 (1974) for its argument. In West 
Hartford, the Board dismissed a rival representation petition because it had not been filed 
during the appropriate window period prior to the expiration of the prior collective 
bargaining agreement between the employer and the incumbent union. Under those 
circumstances, the Board determined that “the negotiations between the Union and the 
Municipal Employer have been of a continuous and on going nature and that a reasonable 
period of time to finalize those negotiations is necessary to best effectuate the policies of 
the Act”. West Hartford, supra at 4. In Town of Wilton, the Board dismissed a rival 
representation petition because it was filed more than a year before the expiration of the 
contract between the incumbent union and the employer. In that case, the Board stated: 

The policy of the Act…is to foster and protect stability in labor relations and 
to prevent disruption of that stability by frequent and untimely changes in 
bargaining representatives. A balance must be struck between unfettered 
freedom of employees to change their minds and the need for stability and 
continuity. The employees are perfectly free to change their minds at certain 
times, but once they have made their choice they must abide by it during 
certain other periods; a year after an election; for the term of a contract; 
during negotiations for a successor contract (at least if not begun before a 
reasonable chance for a new petition and if not unduly protracted). 
Town of Wilton, supra 2. 

The above quoted cases do not convince us that the instant petition should be considered 
untimely. The negotiations at issue in each of those cases were negotiations for a 
successor contract. Thus, in each case, a window period was available prior to the 
expiration of the contract within which to file petitions. The failure to use the appropriate 
window period, under such circumstances, has been found to disrupt the bargaining 
process, especially where the ensuing negotiations for a successor contract appear to be 
progressing. 

In the instant case, the petition was filed well after the established certification 
year ended. Under these circumstances, where the parties are bargaining for an initial 
contract, it has been determined that the normal “protected period” for such negotiations 
is one year after certification. Thus, the regulations and the case law of this Board 
indicate that the goal of labor stability is served by providing a one year period during 
which bargaining cannot be disrupted. After that year, however, a representation petition 
is generally considered timely if no collective bargaining agreement exists. As discussed 
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above, we have found no reason to extend the certification year in this case. As such, the 
fact that the parties had held several bargaining sessions does not bar the instant petition. 

Finally the Union claims that this Board’s decision in Enfield Board of 
Education, Decision No. 3542 (1997), bars the instant petition. In that case, in the 
context of a petition seeking modification of an existing bargaining unit, the Board 
stated: 

We further find, for the first time, that the mandatory binding arbitration 
proceedings set forth in §7-473c will bar a petition filed during the 
pendency of such proceedings. Thus, once binding interest arbitration 
proceedings are initiated under MERA and while they are in progress, 
representation petitions will be considered untimely under ordinary 
circumstances. …We believe this rule also promotes labor stability and is 
in keeping with the legislature’s expressed desire to avoid public 
workplace disruption during collective bargaining. Further, we believe 
employers are placed in an untenable situation if mandated to participate 
in arbitration proceedings, which might have retroactive effect, while at 
the same time faced with a competing petition from another labor 
organization. Finally, given the restrictive language of §7-471(4) 
regarding employers’ rights to file modification petitions, the restriction 
we impose today is not contrary to that statute. 
Enfield Board of Education, supra at 3-4. 

Notwithstanding the broad language used in Enfield, we find that the conclusion in that 
case should not be extended to the situation presented here. Specifically, the instant case 
involves a decertification petition filed well after the expiration of the certification year 
during a time when the parties were not actively negotiating. Application of the rule 
expressed in Enfield could effectively preclude the filing of a decertification petition 
until the end of a first collective bargaining agreement between the parties. In this 
regard, since the binding interest arbitration provisions of the statute can be implemented 
prior to the expiration of the certification year, employees could be precluded from 
exercising their right to decide about their union representation well after the expiration 
of the certification year. We believe this result would be contrary to the policy expressed 
in the regulations establishing that a one year period of protection for bargaining is 
generally a sufficient amount of time in which to mandate that employees abide by their 
choice of union. If a collective bargaining agreement is not reached in that period, the 
employees should be free to file a decertification petition upon the expiration of the 
protected period, absent extraordinary circumstances. As discussed above, a balance 
must be struck between the employees’ right to choose and the need for continuity in 
bargaining. In the case of the certification year, that balance is struck by protecting the 
one year period after a new representative is certified. To extend that protection, 
potentially by several years, would be to tip the balance too far away from the 
employees’ right to choose. 
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We also find that the reasons supporting the Board’s decision in Enfield do not 
necessarily apply to the instant situation. Further, the restrictive language of §7-471(4) 
regarding the filing of modification petitions does not apply here as it did in Enfield. 
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ORDER 

By virtue of and pursuant to the power vested in the Connecticut State Board of 
Labor Relations, it is hereby ORDERED that: 

I.	 The complaint filed in Case No. MPP-20,432 be, and the same hereby is, 
DISMISSED; 

II.	 The petition filed in Case No. ME-20,402 be, and the same hereby is, 
DISMISSED; 

III.	 The objections to the petition in Case No. ME-20,713 are DISMISSED and an 
election is ordered in accordance with the following direction of election. 

DIRECTION OF ELECTION 

By virtue of the power vested in the Connecticut State Board of Labor Relations 
by § 7-471 of the Municipal Employee Relations Act, it is hereby 

DIRECTED that an election by secret ballot be conducted under the supervision 
of the Agent of the Labor Board within 30 days hereof among 

All full time dispatchers 

employed by the Bloomfield Fire District who were on the payroll on March 12, 1999 
and who remain on the payroll on the date of the election, to determine whether or not the 
employees wish to be represented for purposes of collective bargaining by Council 4, 
AFSCME, AFL-CIO. 

CONNECTICUT STATE BOARD OF LABOR RELATIONS 

John H. Sauter 
John H. Sauter 
Chairman 

C. Raymond Grebey 
C. Raymond Grebey 
Board Member 

Patricia V. Low 
Patricia V. Low 
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, 2000 to the following:


Attorney J. William Gagne, Jr.

Gagne & Associates

1260 Silas Deane Highway

Wethersfield, Connecticut 06109


Attorney Michael N. Lavelle

Pullman, Comley, Bradley & Reeves

850 Old Main Street

Bridgeport, Connecticut 06601


Helene H. Shay, Staff Representative

Council 4, AFSCME, AFL-CIO

444 East Main Street

New Britain, Connecticut 06051


Jack Leavitt, Chairman

Bloomfield Center Fire District

18 Wintonbury Avenue

Bloomfield, Connecticut 06002


Daniel E. Canfield, Fire Chief

Bloomfield Center Fire District

18 Wintonbury Avenue

Bloomfield, Connecticut 06002


Attorney Susan Creamer

Council 4, AFSCME, AFL-CIO

444 East Main Street

New Britain, Connecticut 06051


RRR 

RRR 

Jaye Bailey Zanta, General Counsel

CONNECTICUT STATE BOARD OF LABOR RELATIONS
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