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DISMISSAL OF PETITION FOR INTERIM RELIEF 

On February 17, 2000, the National Association of Government Employees, 
Local R1-200 (the Union) filed a complaint with the Connecticut State Board of Labor 
Relations (the Labor Board) alleging that the City of Bridgeport (the City) had violated 
and continued to violate the Municipal Employee Relations Act (MERA or the Act) by 
unilaterally implementing an attendance policy regarding sick time. 

After the requisite preliminary administrative steps had been taken, the matter was 
scheduled for a formal hearing before the Labor Board on November 1, 2000. On 
September 1, 2000, the Union filed a Petition for Interim Relief claiming that it will 
suffer irreparable harm if the City is not enjoined from implementing its attendance 
policy. On September 25, 2000, the City filed a response to the Union’s Petition 
requesting that the Petition be dismissed because the Union has not shown a likelihood of 
success on the merits of its claim; the Union has failed to describe any irreparable harm 
which will result if an interim relief order is not issued; and the City will suffer harm if an 
interim order is issued. 



DISCUSSION 

We have considered the Petition for Interim Relief, including the supporting 
documents and the affidavit of the Union’s National Vice President, as well as the City’s 
argument against the issuance of an interim relief order. In this case, we find interim 
relief is not warranted and we dismiss the Petition without a hearing.1 

Section 7-471-36(g) of the Labor Board’s regulations states: 

In determining whether to issue an interim order the board shall consider 
(1) the harm to the complainant if an interim order is not issued; including 

whether irreparable injury, loss, or damage will result, 
(2) the harm to the respondent if an interim order is issued, 
(3) the probability of success on the merits by the complainant, and 
(4) the interests of the public. 

The Union has not argued that irreparable harm will result to individual employees if the 
requested relief is not granted.2  Rather, it argues that the City’s unilateral 
implementation of the attendance policy “undermines the Union’s integrity [and] 
authority and has the potential to irreparably harm the Union’s ability to represent its 
current members and also to organize new members.” Affidavit of Dominic Pettinicchi. 
This general assertion by the Union is insufficient to support the use of extraordinary 
relief. Not having alleged any harm to employees that cannot be remedied through the 
traditional means, any harm to the Union’s effectiveness does not appear to be so serious 
as to warrant interim relief.  This is especially true here, where a hearing on the merits of 
the Union’s complaint is currently scheduled for November 1, 2000. 

It is also not clear from the documents submitted that there is a probability that 
the Union will succeed on the merits of its claim.  In this regard, the complaint and 
supporting affidavit allege that the change in the sick time policy is in contravention of 
the collective bargaining agreement, but the agreement was not submitted. It is not 
possible for the Board to conclude, based on the documents submitted, that the Union 
will probably succeed on this claim. 

Based on the above, we find that there is greater potential for harm to the City if 
the relief is ordered and that the public interest is best served by allowing this matter to 
take a traditional course. As such, we find that interim relief is not warranted in this case 
and we dismiss the Petition. 

1 Section 7-471-36(d) of the Labor Board’s regulations provides: “After having considered the facts

contained in complainant’s request and affidavits, the board may in its discretion dismiss the request

without a hearing.”

2 We note that it appears from the submitted documents that any potential harm to individual employees

resulting from the implementation of the policy would be adequately addressed through traditional

remedies. 
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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 Petition for Interim Relief be, and the same hereby is, 
DISMISSED. 

CONNECTICUT STATE BOARD OF LABOR RELATIONS 

John W. Moore, Jr. 
John W. Moore, Jr. 
Chairman 

Patricia V. Low 
Patricia V. Low 
Board Member 

Wendella A. Battey 
Wendella A. Battey 
Board Member 
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CERTIFICATION 

I hereby certify that a copy of the foregoing was mailed postage prepaid this 19th 
the day of October, 2000 to the following:


Attorney John M. Walsh, Jr.

Licari & Walsh, LLC

105 Court Street

New Haven, Connecticut 06511


Attorney David J. Kelly

Durant, Nichols, Houston, Mitchell & Sheahan

1057 Broad Street, P.O. Box 351

Bridgeport, Connecticut 06601


Dominic Pettinicchi, National Vice President

NAGE

3510 Main Street

Bridgeport, Connecticut 06606


Joseph Ganim, Mayor

City of Bridgeport

City Hall, 45 Lyon Terrace

Bridgeport, Connecticut 06606


RRR 
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_____________________________

Jaye Bailey Zanta, General Counsel

CONNECTICUT STATE BOARD OF LABOR RELATIONS
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