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DENIAL OF REQUEST FOR DECLARATORY RULING 

On May 10, 2000, the Connecticut Independent Labor Union (the Union) filed a 
Petition for Declaratory Ruling with the Connecticut State Board of Labor Relations (the 
Labor Board) seeking a ruling on the issue of whether the provisions of Conn. Gen. Stat. 
§ 7-473c(d)(1) are directory or mandatory.1  The Union requests the Labor Board to find 
that the time period established in the statute is mandatory and that to allow a binding 
arbitration process to proceed beyond the twenty (20) day period defeats the purpose of 
the legislation and the original intent of the legislature. 

On June 13, 2000, counsel for the National Association of Government 
Employees, International Brotherhood of Police Officers, the West Haven Fire Union, the 
New Haven Fire Union, the Branford Fire Union, the Milford Fire Union, the Amity 
Education Association and the Milford Employees Association requested to be allowed to 
participate as amicus curiae in the proceedings on the petition. On June 28, 2000, the 
Connecticut Public Employer Labor Relations Association (CONPELRA) requested the 
Labor Board to issue an “order of notice” if the Labor Board decides to issue a 
declaratory ruling on the question presented. CONPELRA requested that such an order 
require the Union to serve copies of the petition and a notice of opportunity to intervene 

1 Conn. Gen. Stat. §7-473c(d)(1) concerns the mandatory, binding interest arbitration process for municipal 
employers and unions and provides in relevant part: “The hearing may, at the direction of the panel, be 
continued and shall be concluded within twenty days after its commencement.” 



on each and every employer and employee organization in the State with bargaining units 
under MERA. 

On July 10, 2000, the Union and the Town of Groton (the Town) filed position 
papers with the Labor Board addressing the question of whether the Labor Board has 
jurisdiction to issue a declaratory ruling on the question presented. On July 28, 2000, the 
Town submitted, at the request of the Agent of the Labor Board, transcripts from the 
interest arbitration proceedings between the Town and Union in which the same issue 
was raised by the Union and ruled upon by the arbitration panel. On July 17, 2000 and 
August 4, 2000, the Union submitted two additional position statements in support of its 
petition. 

Based upon the arguments of the parties and the documents submitted, we decline 
to issue a declaratory ruling in this matter. 

BACKGROUND AND FACTS 

The position statements of the parties and the documentary information submitted 
reveals the following. The Union is the certified bargaining representative of a 
bargaining unit of municipal employees employed by the Town and known as Groton 
Municipal Employees’ Association (GMEA) CILU Local #62. On July 21, 1999, the 
parties met to establish ground rules for contract negotiations. The parties were unable to 
reach agreement on the ground rules and the Union requested the mediation services of 
the Connecticut State Board of Mediation and Arbitration (SBMA). The SBMA 
Director met with the parties to mediate the dispute on October 27, 1999. On November 
2, 1999, binding interest arbitration was imposed on the parties by the SBMA pursuant to 
Conn. Gen. Stat. § 7-473c.2  The Town selected Richard Podurgiel as the management 
representative on the arbitration panel; the Union selected Sam Martz as the labor 
representative. The two party representatives chose Attorney Thomas J. Staley to serve 
as the Chairperson of the panel. The SBMA informed the parties that, absent a mutual 
waiver by the parties of the statutory time limits, the first arbitration hearing should be 
held by November 29, 1999. On or about November 23, 1999, the parties waived the 
time limits for holding the initial arbitration hearing. An initial arbitration hearing was 
held on April 19, 2000 and continued on May 2, 2000 and May 3, 2000. During the 
arbitration proceedings, the Union stated that it would be impossible for the arbitration 
panel to conclude the hearings within the 20 days as required by Conn. Gen. Stat. § 7-
473c(d)(1). The panel, through Chairman Staley, ruled that the time limits set forth in the 
statute are directory, not mandatory, and scheduled additional hearing dates beyond the 
twenty day period. On May 10, 2000, the Union filed the instant petition with the Labor 
Board. 

2 Conn. Gen. Stat. §7-473c provides in relevant part: (b) If neither the municipal employer nor the 
municipal employee organization has requested the services of the State Board of Mediation and 
Arbitration…(2) within thirty days after the expiration of the current collective bargaining agreement…said 
board shall notify the municipal employer and municipal employee organization that…binding and final 
arbitration is now imposed on them… 
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DISCUSSION 

We have carefully reviewed the arguments of the parties in this matter regarding 
the jurisdiction of this Board to rule on the question presented as well as the arguments in 
support of exercising that jurisdiction. We find that the purposes and policies of the Act 
are best served by deferring to the decision of the arbitration panel in this matter and 
declining to issue a declaratory ruling on the question presented. 

We have reviewed the transcript of the arbitration proceedings held on April 19, 
2000, May 2, 2000 and May 3, 2000. In those proceedings, the panel gave the parties 
full opportunity to present argument in support of their positions and duly considered the 
case law offered in support of those arguments. In the opinion of a majority of that panel, 
the time limits imposed by the statute are directory, not mandatory. In delivering the 
ruling of the panel, Chairman Staley articulated his reasons, thus providing a clear record 
of the proceedings. As the tribunal charged with controlling the arbitration proceedings 
and most familiar with the manner in which arbitration proceedings must be conducted, 
we are convinced that the arbitration panel is in the best position to rule on this question. 
Having done so in a manner which the record indicates allowed the parties full 
opportunity to present their positions, we decline to revisit that ruling. 

We have previously taken the same approach with regard to questions which, in 
our opinion, are most appropriately answered by the SBMA. In Oxford Board of 
Education, Decision No. 3126 (1993), we declined to issue a declaratory ruling on the 
question of whether the binding interest arbitration provisions of MERA apply to mid-
term bargaining, stating that the question was most appropriately answered by the 
SBMA. In City of Hartford, Decision No. 3725 (1999), we found that we had 
jurisdiction over a question involving the interpretation of Conn. Gen. Stat. 
§ 7-473c(d)(1) but deferred to the decision of the arbitrator on the same issue. Likewise, 
the question presented in the instant petition is most appropriately answered by the 
interest arbitrators and we decline to issue a declaratory ruling on the same question. 
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CERTIFICATION 

This is to certify that a copy of the foregoing was mailed postage prepaid this 29th 
day of September, 2000 to the following:


Attorney Harry E. Calmar

Suisman, Shapiro, Wool, Brennan, Gray & Greenberg

2 Union Plaza, P.O. Box 1591, Suite 200

New London, Connecticut 06320


Attorney Julian T. Tynes

CILU

36B Kreiger Lane, P.O. Box 938

Glastonbury, Connecticut 06033


Wayne Gilbert, Director

CILU

36B Kreiger Lane, P.O. Box 938

Glastonbury, Connecticut 06033


Ron LeBlanc, Town Manager

Town of Groton

Town Hall, 45 Fort Hill Road

Groton, Connecticut 06340-4394


Douglas Ackerman

Director of Personnel and Labor Relations

Town of Groton

Town Hall, 45 Fort Hill Raod

Groton, Connecticut 06340-4394


Attorney John M. Walsh, Jr.

Licari & Walsh

105 Court Street

New Haven, Connecticut 06511


Blaise Lamphier, President, CONPELRA

City of Bristol

City Hall

111 North Main Street

Bristol, Connecticut 06010
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______________________________

Jaye Bailey Zanta, General Counsel

CONNECTICUT STATE BOARD OF LABOR RELATIONS


4




5



	DENIAL OF REQUEST FOR DECLARATORY RULING
	BACKGROUND AND FACTS
	DISCUSSION
	CERTIFICATION

