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 DECISION AND DISMISSAL OF COMPLAINT 
 

On January 26, 1998, Connecticut Employees Union Independent (CEUI or the Union) 
filed a complaint, amended on April 20, 1998, with the Connecticut State Board of Labor 
Relations (the Labor Board) alleging that the State of Connecticut, Military Department (the 
State or Military Department) had engaged in practices prohibited by § 5-272 of the State 
Employee Relations Act (SERA or the Act).  Specifically, the Union alleges that the State, by its 
actions involving the rental of State armory facilities to private organizations, has (1) made 
unlawful unilateral changes in conditions of employment of bargaining unit members; (2) 
repudiated the collective bargaining agreement between the parties; (3) dealt directly with 
employees; and (4) bargained in bad faith by engaging in a pattern of misleading employees and 
adopting regulations which impinge on employees= collective bargaining rights.       

 
After the preliminary administrative steps were taken, the matter came before the Labor 

Board for a hearing on December 2, 1998, June 3, 1999, June 16, 1999 and July 23, 1999.   Both 
parties appeared, were represented and allowed to present evidence, examine and cross examine 
witnesses and make argument. Both parties filed post-hearing briefs, the last of which was 
received by the Labor Board on November 2, 1999.  Based on the entire record before us, we 
make the following findings of fact and conclusions of law, and we dismiss the complaint.    
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 FINDINGS OF FACT 
 
1. The State is an 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 bargaining unit of maintenance and service employees of the State.  (Ex. 
3). 
 
3. The Union and the State are parties to a collective bargaining agreement with effective 
dates of July 1, 1994 through June 30, 1999 which contains the following provision, in relevant 
part: 

Article 18, Section 16 
*** 
Effective July 14, 1989, the State shall pay overtime to eligible employees at the rate of 
time and one-half for any hours over eight (8) per day, for any hours worked on an 
employee=s normally scheduled days off, or over forty (40) hours per week.  (Ex.3). 

 
4. The Military Department controls various facilities throughout the State including the 
Hartford Armory, local armories, the Air National Guard Base at Bradley International Airport, 
the helicopter base at Bradley International Airport, an airport system at the Groton/New London 
airport, firing ranges and Camp Rowland in Niantic.  The Department is headed by the Adjutant 
General who acts in a capacity similar to other State Department Commissioners.  Usually, the 
Adjutant General is also a federalized National Guardsman although the Adjutant General at the 
time of the hearing in this matter was a retired National Guardsman.  
 
5. The armories are managed and staffed by a unique combination of State and federal 
personnel.  In the Hartford armory, the Adjutant General is the Officer in Charge (OIC) and there 
are approximately three hundred people working full time.  These include National Guardsmen, 
federal civil servants, National Guardsmen who are on an active tour of duty for the Guard and 
State employees. Each local armory is run by an Officer in Charge who is appointed by the 
Adjutant General but who is a member of the National Guard.   There is also usually a Deputy 
Officer in Charge (DOIC) who is also a National Guardsman or a federal civil service employee.  
In the local armories, typically there are several National Guardsmen and one or two custodians 
employed by the State and belonging to the NP-2 unit, who work full time.  On weekends, there 
may be as many as several hundred National Guardsmen drilling in a local armory.   All 
personnel are under the control and general direction of the Adjutant General.  
 
6. For at least forty years, the armories have been available for rental by private 
organizations and other state agencies/organizations during times when they are not needed for 
military purposes. 
   
7. The rental of armories is governed by state statute and by regulations.  The current 
regulations were approved and implemented in 1993 pursuant to the Uniform Administrative 
Procedures Act and provide in relevant part: 
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Section 27-39-1 ARMORY RENTALS 
*** 
(b) Rental of armories will only be permitted when there is no interference with military 
activities as approved by the Officer In Charge of the armory/military installation.  
Revenue derived from such rentals will be forwarded in the form of a certified or 
cashier=s check made payable to the ATreasurer, State of Connecticut@, to the Property 
Administration Office, along with the rental application and insurance certificate.  

 
(c) The Adjutant General of the State of Connecticut will appoint, on orders, an AOfficer 
In Charge (OIC)@ and a ADeputy Officer in Charge (DOIC)”.  It shall be the responsibility 
of the OIC/DOIC to administer rentals within their respective armories in accordance 
with provisions set forth in this regulation. 
*** 
Section 27-39-2 APPLICATION FOR USE OF NATIONAL GUARD  

 ARMORIES/MILITARY INSTALLATIONS. 
*** 
(c) Documents are to arrive in the Property Administration Office no later than thirty (30) 
days prior to the start of the rental event. 

 
(1) MDCT 4-2 (Application for Lease for Use of Armory), (Exhibit 1). 

The OIC or his designee, will fill out the Rental Application and will compute the total 
rental fees based upon the rates applicable to that Armory. 

 
(2) The OIC will indicate whether the Maintainer wishes to be paid directly by 

cash payment or by payroll.   
 

(A) If the Maintainer chooses to be compensated by cash payment, such 
payment shall be made directly to him/her by the Lessee.  Maintainers compensated in 
this manner shall not be considered employees of the State of Connecticut for the 
purposes of obtaining Workers= Compensation or other employee benefits in the event of 
injury while so occupied.  It shall be the responsibility of the OIC to advise the 
Maintainer of this situation prior to requesting by which method the Maintainer wishes to 
be paid.   

    
    (B) If the Maintainer chooses to be compensated through the payroll, the 

OIC shall promptly notify the Lessee that he/she will be billed by the State Military 
Department for services rendered at the appropriate salary rate including all applicable 
fringe benefits.   
*** 

 
Section 27-39-7 Hourly Rates 
*** 
(a) If such hourly usage requires Military Department personnel to remain after normal 
working hours, the lessee shall arrange for payment of such services to the individual 
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involved, at a rate not to exceed time and a half of the individual=s hourly rate.  The 
custodial individual may be a State Maintainer or National Guard personnel.  The OIC 
will determine which person will be assigned.  
*** 

 
 APPENDIX A 

Pay rates for Services of Military Department Personnel 
 (Section 27-39-6) 
 

1.  The OIC or his representative:
The fee paid to the Officer-in-Charge or his/her representative will be a flat fee of $20.00 
per hour. 

 
2.  Maintenance Personnel:
The fee paid to State Military Department Maintainers or National Guard personnel 
performing maintenance duties will be a flat fee of $16.50 per hour.  Direct payment will 
be used between the Lessee and National Guard personnel.  State Military Department 
maintainers have two options for reimbursement: 
 

a.  Direct payment between the lessee and the Maintainer at rate indicated above.  
b.  Payroll deductions: The Military Department Comptroller bills the lessee for 
the Maintainer=s services at the individuals prevailing overtime rate, plus fringe 
benefits (currently 30%). 

 
3.  Maintenance Supervisor:
Only authorized when three (3) or more individuals are to be supervised.  The fee paid to 
the maintenance supervisor will be a flat fee of $20.00 per hour. 

 
4.  Security:
The fee paid to individuals performing security or traffic duties will be a flat fee of 
$14.00 per hour.   

 
8. The regulations pertaining to the rental of armories were implemented through the 
process contained in the State statutes for regulation review and implementation. (Exs. 6, 23B, 
23D, 23E,). The regulations were not negotiated with the Union prior to implementation.  When 
an individual or organization wishes to lease an armory, an application is completed and 
submitted to the Officer In Charge.  The application and a rental agreement are then forwarded to 
the Fiscal Administrative Officer in the Property Procurement Office in the Hartford Armory for 
final approval.  Currently the Fiscal Administrative Officer is Stephen Neimitz (Neimitz), a State 
employee, who is also the Deputy Officer In Charge of the Hartford Armory.  Neimitz  
negotiates the terms of rental agreements for the Hartford Armory.  Lessees are not permitted to 
bring in their own workforce to handle the events.  They are informed during the lease 
negotiations that the Maintainers will be supervised by the OIC/DOIC.  Specific work 
assignments at the events are made by the OIC/DOIC and not by the lessees.  
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9. For many years, custodial services for leased events at the armories have been performed 
by both NP-2 bargaining unit and non-bargaining unit personnel.  The cost of these services is 
paid by the lessee.  The work is usually first offered to bargaining unit personnel and, if enough 
workers are not available to fill the needs of the event, other individuals are hired by the lessee.  
The additional staff for events are drawn from other personnel working in the armory, other 
Military Department employees or outside sources.   
 
10. Since at least several years before the implementation of the regulations in 1993, lessees 
have been given the option of the method of payment for the services of NP-2 bargaining unit 
members during lease events at the armories.  Lessees have been allowed to choose whether to 
pay directly the NP-2 bargaining unit members a flat hourly rate as prescribed by the regulations 
or to pay the collective bargaining overtime rate plus benefits.  If the lessee chooses to pay 
directly, he or she sends a check to the individual worker and submits an IRS form 1099 to the 
individual worker at the end of the year.  If the lessee chooses to pay the contract rate, he or she 
submits the payment to the State which issues a check to the individual employee.  This method 
of payment has been used only when the lessee has been a State agency.  In all other cases, 
lessees have elected to pay the flat hourly rate.  The State does not consider the employees to be 
working for the State during the event for purposes of workers compensation, accrual of leave 
time or pension credit.  At no time have NP-2 bargaining unit members been given the choice of 
the method of payment for lease events as specified in the regulations. 
 
11. Time sheets are completed for Military Department personnel who work during lease 
events.  The time sheets are not considered a record of State work time and are not used to 
calculate State work hours for these employees.  The time sheets are kept for auditing purposes.    
 
12. At no time has the Union demanded bargaining regarding the event work.  
 
13. Grievances regarding event work have been handled under the grievance procedure of the 
collective bargaining agreement.  In 1993 the Union filed a grievance on behalf of bargaining 
unit member Anthony Lortierzo (Lortierzo) complaining that Lortierzo had not been offered the 
opportunity to work during certain lease events at the armories. (Ex. 7).  The grievance was 
resolved at Step II when the State responded as follows:  AThe Military Department will offer 
Mr. Lotierzo the 1st opportunity to perform maintenance work required in support of rental 
events.  This work will be accomplished in accordance with Military Department Rental 
Regulations.  Failure to perform this work in a satisfactory manner will influence future work 
assignments related to rental events.@ (Ex. 7). 
 
14. In April 1998, bargaining unit member Jose Mora (Mora) requested to remain on the 
State payroll for the time he worked during lease events at the Southington Armory rather than 
be paid the flat hourly rate. Military Department Personnel Officer Robert S. Bartley (Bartley) 
responded to Mora=s request by memo dated April 8, 1998, stating in relevant part: 



In regards to your request to remain on the State payroll for compensation for 
working these events, it has been and remains the agency=s position that 
employees who work these special events are not employees of the Military 
Department while performing this work.  Employees are paid directly from the 
particular renter and the Military Department does not get involved in processing 
compensation for those events.   

 
It is not the intention of the agency to alter from this practice at this time.  
Accordingly, we are not in a position to grant your request to remain on the 
Agency=s payroll when working special events at the Southington Armory or for 
any rental event.    (Ex. 8). 

 
15. In July, 1998, bargaining unit members Harry G. Kuhn (Kuhn) and Paul C. 
Doolittle (Doolittle) requested to remain on the State payroll for the time they worked 
during lease events at the Waterbury Armory.  (Ex. 9).  By memorandum dated August 
26, 1998 Niemitz responded as follows: 

 
I am in receipt of your letter dated 28 July 1998 and have been asked by LTC 
David Thomas (Ret.) To respond. 

 
In regard to your request to remain on the State payroll for compensation while 
working rentals, it has been and remains the Agency=s position that employees 
who work these special events are not employees of he Military Department while 
performing this work.  Employees are paid directly by the Lessee.   

 
It is not the intention of the Agency to alter from this practice at this time.  
Therefore, we are not in a position to grant your request to remain on the 
Agency=s payroll when working special events at the Waterbury Armory or for 
any other rental. 

 
As you may already know, the Maintenance Union has filed a grievance on this 
matter.  It will be heard by Labor relations in the Fall.   (Ex. 9).   

 
16. Bargaining unit members have received commendations under the State’s 
“Employee Recognition Program” for their work at the rental events.  (See Exs. 44-47). 
 

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 

1. Since the Maintainers are under the control and direction of the State while 
performing work at the evening and weekend events sponsored by lessees, they are 
employees of the State while engaged in this activity. 
 
2. The work performed by bargaining unit members during weekend and evening 
events sponsored by lessees is in the nature of extra duty work.  
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3. The decision as to the existence of extra duty work is not a mandatory subject of 
bargaining.  However the assignment of personnel to perform extra duty work and the 
compensation for such work are mandatory subjects of bargaining. 
 
4. Extra duty work is not automatically covered by the terms of a collective 
bargaining agreement.   The extra duty work in this case is not covered by the parties’ 
collective bargaining agreement. 
 
5. The State did not make an unlawful unilateral change in a condition of 
employment which is a mandatory subject of bargaining regarding the manner in which 
bargaining unit members are paid for extra duty work at events sponsored by lessees. 
 
6.  The State did not repudiate the collective bargaining agreement under any of the 
three theories of repudiation.  
 
7. The State did not bypass the collective bargaining representative and deal directly 
with employees. 
 
8. None of the State’s actions constituted bargaining in bad faith. 

 

DISCUSSION 

 The amended complaint in this case alleges a number of specific acts which the 
Union contends constitute violations of the Act under several theories.   Specifically, the 
Union alleges that the State’s action with regard to how bargaining unit members are paid 
at events sponsored by lessees of the armories constitutes an unlawful unilateral change 
in conditions of employment, repudiation of the parties’ collective bargaining agreement 
and unlawful direct dealing with employees.  The Union also claims that the adoption of 
the regulations concerning this issue and the State’s failure to follow the regulations are 
violations of SERA.  Finally, the Union claims that the State’s actions, including a 
pattern of misleading employees and failing to communicate with the Union, constitutes 
bad faith bargaining. 
 
 The State denies any violative conduct, claiming that: (1) The bargaining unit 
members are not employees of the State when working at events sponsored by lessees; 
(2) no unilateral change occurred; and (3) the Union has failed to prove a repudiation of 
the contract.  The State also argues that this Board has no jurisdiction over a claim that 
the regulations are unlawful or issues concerning wage and hour laws. 
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Limitations on Labor Board’s Jurisdiction 
 
 A number of the Union’s arguments in this case appear to involve matters beyond 
our jurisdiction.  To the extent that the Union is claiming a breach of the parties’ 
collective bargaining agreement, a mere breach of contract does not constitute a 
prohibited practice; therefore, the remedy alleged for this offense must be sought from 
arbitrators, rather than from us.  We lack jurisdiction to remedy violations of wage and 
hour laws.  Finally, we have limited authority to hear and resolve claims of violations of 
regulations other than our own.   
 
Status of Workers at Events 
 
 As a preliminary matter, it is necessary to examine the status of the NP-2 workers 
and others while working at the evening and weekend events.  The determining factor in 
whether a person performing work for another is an employee or an independent 
contractor is whether there exists the right “to control the means and method of work”.  
Beaverdale Memorial Park, Inc. v. Danaher, 127 Conn.175, 179 (1940); City of New 
London, Decision No. 2252 (1983).  The existence of the right to control is 
determinative; actual exercise of this right is not required.  Hunte v. Blumenthal, 238 
Conn. 146 (1996).  All relevant factors are to be considered in determining whether the 
right to control the means and methods of work exists in a particular case.  See Tianti ex 
rel Gluck v. William Raveis Real Estate, Inc., 231 Conn. 690 (1995).   
  

Reviewing the facts of this case from the standpoint of the right to control the 
means and methods of the Maintainers’ work at the events, we conclude that they are 
employees of the State while engaged in this activity.  With rare exception, the work 
performed at the events is the same as the work performed during the day.  The 
Maintainers are subject to the control and direction in the performance of their work at 
events by the OIC/DOIC to the same extent as they are during their normal work days.  
Because of the peculiar status of the Military Department, almost all of the DOICs are 
either federal civil servants or members of the National Guard, rather than State 
employees.  However, they act on behalf of the Military Department during the days and 
at the events.  Assignments to work at the events and work assignments at the events are 
made by the OIC/DOIC.  Ancillary matters, such as grievance handling, disciplinary 
action and commendations are within the control of the State.   
  

The State’s view of the Maintainers as employees of the lessees is not 
determinative of their status.  In actuality, the lessees contract for a supervised workforce 
in addition to use of the armories.  Lessees are not permitted to bring in their own 
employees to work at the events, and they are informed in the lease negotiations that the 
Maintainers will be under the supervision of the OIC/DOIC.  To do otherwise would put 
the State in violation of its obligation to maintain the facilities at all times.1

                                                 
1  A directive issued by the Adjutant General states:  “State employees assigned to facilities will 
have the primary responsibility for maintaining the building.  They must be present at all times the building 
is being used by anyone other than the units of the Connecticut National Guard.”  (Ex. 49). 
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Since the actual right to control the means and methods of work at the events is 

vested in the OIC/DOICs at all times, the Maintainers are employees of the State while 
performing this work. 

   
Extra Duty Work 

 Having concluded that the Maintainers retain their status as State employees 
while working at the events, it is necessary to examine the nature of the work being 
performed.  Providing custodial and maintenance workers at lessee sponsored events is 
not a service that the State provides as a part of the employees’ normal function but rather 
is a service that is “purchased” by lessees as part of their agreements to use the armories.  
It is in the nature of extra duty work as we have discussed that term.  See City of 
Norwalk, Decision No. 3458 (1996);  Town of Seymour, Decision No. 3583 (1998). 
   

Having determined that the work in question is extra duty work, we must look at 
the principles governing extra duty.  We have recognized that it is a public employer’s 
right to determine what work it will perform and what work it will not perform in the 
discharge of its obligations.  Thus, the decision as to the existence of extra duty work is a 
management prerogative. Town of Seymour, supra.  However, “Once [an employer] 
decides that it will provide a service . . . the terms under which such extra duty may be 
assigned or carried out   . . . are mandatory subjects of bargaining.”  Id., at p. 5.  “This 
rule does not stand for the proposition that the then-existing terms of a collective 
bargaining agreement concerning wages, etc. automatically apply to extra duty” Id., at 
par. 1. 
 
 In this case, the collective bargaining agreement does not cover extra duty work.  
The overtime provisions and disciplinary provisions of the contract have not arguably 
been applied to extra duty work.  For example, although overtime is mandatory under 
Sec. 8 of Article 18 of the collective bargaining agreements (Exs. 2 and 3), event work 
has always been offered on a voluntary basis.  When there were insufficient volunteers 
from the NP-2 bargaining unit, non-bargaining unit persons performed the work.  Instead 
of disciplining employees for actions at the events, the State handled this situation by 
withholding further event assignments. 
 
 The Union cannot complain about the initial fixing of wages for extra duty events 
or the fact that those wages are not provided for in the collective bargaining agreement.  
For a great many years, since long before the enactment of SERA or the beginning of 
employment of any of the witnesses, the State has established the flat rate for extra duty 
work and has given the lessees the option of paying the flat rate or paying the labor 
contract rate plus benefits cost.  This has been the practice even though the regulations in 
effect in recent years give this option to the employees.  (The only exception has been 
when the lessee has been a State agency, in which case the employees have been paid 
from the State payroll under the terms established by the collective bargaining 
agreement.) 
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 All of the practices inconsistent with the labor contract were in effect for many 
years and were known to the employees and almost certainly to the Union.  Until the time 
of the events leading up to the filing of the instant prohibited practice complaint, the 
employees and the Union made no objection to these practices.  Although the terms and 
conditions under which extra duty work is to be performed are mandatory subjects of 
bargaining, the Union made no demand to bargain on this subject.  “A Union may not 
charge an employer with refusal to negotiate when it has made no attempts to bring the 
employer to the bargaining table”.  Norwich v. Norwich Fire Fighters, 173 Conn. 210, 
218 (1977). 
 
Unilateral Change 

 The amended complaint alleges that the method of paying the Maintainers for the 
event work constitutes an unlawful unilateral change in a mandatory subject of 
bargaining.  We do not agree.  Even though the terms under which the event work is 
performed are mandatory subjects of bargaining and even though the method and amount 
of payment is different from that set forth in the collective bargaining agreement, no 
change occurred.  The terms of a collective bargaining agreement are not automatically 
applicable to extra duty work.  See Town of Seymour, supra.  The amount and method of 
payment have been established for a great many years.  There simply has been no change 
in the practice to which the Union can point to support its charge of unilateral change.  
What the Union is objecting to is a continuation of a long standing practice, rather than a 
change in that practice. 
 
Repudiation of the Labor Contract 

 In Hartford Board of Education, Decision No. 2141 (1982), we established three 
situations in which we will find repudiation of a collective bargaining agreement:   
 
 (1)  Where a party has taken an action based upon an interpretation of the 
contract, and that interpretation is asserted in bad faith. 
 (2)  Where a party has taken an action based upon an interpretation of a contract 
which is wholly frivolous or implausible. 
 (3)  Where a party admits or does not challenge the other party’s interpretation of 
the contract, but seeks to defend its action on some collateral ground which does not rest 
on some interpretation of the contract. 
 
 The State has not based its handling of the extra duty work at the events upon any 
interpretation of the contract and is therefore not in the position of having done so in bad 
faith or upon frivolous or implausible grounds.  Nor has the State defended its action on a 
collateral ground without contesting the Union’s interpretation of the contract.  The 
dispute arises out of a past practice, rather than an interpretation of the contract.  If there 
is any violation of the contract here, it is not for us to decide. 
 
 The State bases its action on a past practice that has existed and has been 
consistently applied since before the enactment of SERA and before the experience of 
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any of the witnesses.  Although the practice was open and notorious, there has been no 
demand for bargaining on this subject by the Union, either mid-term or on the many 
occasions on which the labor contract was renegotiated. 

 
A collective bargaining agreement should be deemed, unless a contrary 
intention is manifest, to carry forward for its term the major terms and 
conditions, not covered by the agreement, which prevailed when the 
agreement was executed.  Town of Newington, Decision No. 1116 (1973) at 
p. 7, quoting Cox and Dunlop, The Duty to Bargain Collectively During the 
Term of an Existing Agreement, 63 Harv.L.Rev 1097 (1950). 
 

Under the circumstances, the State did not repudiate the labor contract. 

Bad Faith 

 The amended complaint alleges that the State’s handling of the extra duty work 
constituted bad faith bargaining under several theories.  First, the Union contends that 
adopting regulations that are contrary to the terms of the labor contract was done in bad 
faith.  We do not agree.  As we have stated, the collective bargaining agreement does not 
address this type of work and, therefore, the regulations do not conflict with the contract.  
Also,  the practice set forth in the regulations antedated by many years the first labor 
contract.  (The 1993 regulations merely confirmed the practice in effect at the time they 
were adopted.)  The regulations were adopted in accordance with the Uniform 
Administrative Procedures Act which means that they were implemented only after 
extensive advertising and a public hearing process.  The Union has never demanded 
bargaining on this subject.     

 
We hold the same view of the Union’s claim of direct dealing with employees.  

There was unilateral action, rather than any direct dealing with employees.  This action 
antedated SERA and the first labor contract and has been consistently and openly 
followed during the terms of several successor contracts. 
 
Conclusion 

Despite our conclusion that the Maintainers remain State employees while 
performing the event work, we find that none of the State’s actions governing the event 
work violated the Act and we will therefore dismiss the complaint. 
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ORDER 

 By virtue of and pursuant to the power vested in the Connecticut State Board of 
Labor Relations by the State 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 
     Chairman 
 
     ____________________ 
     David C. Anderson 
     Alternate Board Member 
 
     _____________________ 
     Thomas C. Watson 
     Alternate Board Member 
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CERTIFICATION 
 
 I hereby certify that a copy of the foregoing was mailed postage prepaid this 7th 
day of July, 2000 to the following: 
 
Attorney Edward T. Lynch 
Eisenberg, Anderson, Michalik & Lynch    RRR 
136 Main Street 
P.O. Box 2950 
New Britain, Connecticut  06050-2950 
 
Attorney Ellen M. Carter 
OPM – Office of Labor Relations     RRR 
450 Capitol Avenue, MS530OLR 
Hartford, Connecticut   06106-1308 
 
Neal A. Cunningham, Staff Representative 
CEUI  
P.O. Box 1268 
110 Randolph Road 
Middletown, Connecticut  06457 
 
Linda Yelmini, Director 
OPM – Office of Labor Relations  
450 Capitol Avenue, MS530OLR 
Hartford, Connecticut   06106-1308 
 
 
 
   ______________________________ 
   Jaye Bailey Zanta, General Counsel 
   CONNECTICUT STATE BOARD OF LABOR RELATIONS 
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