
STATE OF CONNECTICUT 
LABOR DEPARTMENT 

CONNECTICUT STATE BOARD OF LABOR RELATIONS 

STATE OF CONNECTICUT, 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

-and-

LOCAL 511, CEUI 

CASE NO. SPP-21,552 

Ellen M. Carter, Principal Labor Relations Specialist 
For the State 

Attorney Edward T. Lynch 
For the Union 

DECISION NO. 3879 

JULY 18, 2002 

DECISION AND ORDER 

On March 8, 2000, Local 511, CEUI (the Union) filed a complaint with the 
Connecticut State Board of Labor Relations (the Labor Board), alleging that the State of 
Connecticut, Department of Transportation (DOT) had violated and continued to violate 
§ 5-272 of the State Employee Relations Act (the Act) by refusing to comply with 
certain Union information requests. 

After the requisite preliminary steps had been taken, the parties came before the 
Labor Board for a hearing on July 25 and October 18, 2001. Both parties were 
represented, and were allowed to present evidence, examine and cross examine 
witnesses, and make argument. Both parties submitted post hearing briefs on December 
18, 2001, and reply briefs on January 3, 2002. 

On the basis of the entire record before us, we make the following findings of fact 
and conclusions of law, and we issue the following order. 

FINDINGS OF FACT 

1. The DOT 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 DOT. 



3. The Union and the DOT were parties to a collective bargaining agreement (Ex. 
15), in effect from July 1, 1994 through June 30, 1999, containing the following 
provisions: 

Article 7 
Union Rights 

*** 

Section Six. Access to Information. The Employer agrees to provide the 
Union, upon request and adequate notice, access to materials and information 
necessary for the Union to fulfill its statutory responsibility to administer this 
Agreement. 

*** 

Article 8 
Personnel Records 

Section One. An employee’s personnel file or “personnel record” is defined as 
that which is maintained at the agency level, exclusive of any other file or record, 
provided, however, in certain agencies which do not maintain personnel files or 
records at the agency level, the defined file or record shall be that which is 
maintained at the institution level. 

Section Two. …The Union may have access to any employee’s records upon 
presentation of written authorization by the appropriate employee. 

*** 

Article 9

Grievance Procedure


***


Section Three.  Grievant. A Union representative, with or without the aggrieved 
employee, may submit a grievance and the Union may in appropriate cases submit 
an “institutional” or “general” grievance in its own behalf. When individual 
employee(s) or group of employees elect(s) to submit a grievance without Union 
representation, the Union’s representative or steward shall be notified of the 
pending grievance, shall be provided a copy thereof, and shall have the right to be 
present at any discussions of the grievance, except that if the employee does not 
wish to have the steward present, the steward shall not attend the meeting but 
shall be provided with a copy of the written response to the grievance. The 
steward shall be entitled to receive from the employer all documents pertinent to 
the disposition of the grievance and to file statements of position. 

*** 
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Article 1 
Dismissal, Suspension, Demotion and Other Discipline 

*** 

Section Two. The employer shall notify the Union in writing of any demotion, 
suspension or discharge concurrent with the written notice to the employee. Such 
written notice shall cite the reasons for the discipline, effective date of the 
discipline, and the notice of right of appeal. If the Union or the employee desires 
to grieve the disciplinary action, written notice thereof shall be submitted directly 
to Step III of the grievance procedure within fourteen (14) calendar days of 
receipt of the notice of discipline, or else the grievance is waived notwithstanding 
any provision of the Agreement to the contrary. 

*** 

Section Six. Investigatory Review.  An employee who is being interviewed 
concerning an incident or action which may subject him/her to disciplinary action 
shall be immediately notified of his/her right to have a Union steward or other 
Union representative present, provided this provision shall not unreasonably delay 
completion of the investigatory interview…If the employee waives the right to 
representation in this instance, such waiver shall be in writing and signed by the 
employee. 

*** 

Section Nine. When an employee is demoted, suspended or discharged, each 
party shall provide to the other, upon request, copies of all written documents to 
be submitted in evidence at a grievance hearing. Such documents shall be 
provided one week prior to the scheduled grievance hearing. 

4. The collective bargaining agreement in effect from July 1, 1999 to June 30, 2002 
(Ex. 19) included the following changed provision: 

Article 17 

Section Two 

Dismissal, Suspension, Demotion and Other Discipline 

Section Two. The employer shall notify the Union in writing of all discipline 
inclusive of any reprimand, demotion, disciplinary transfer, suspension (including 
the docking of pay for disciplinary reasons), or discharge concurrent with the 
written notice to the employee. Such written notice shall cite the reasons for the 
discipline, effective date of the discipline, and the notice of right of appeal. If the 
Union or the employee desires to grieve the disciplinary action, written notice 
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thereof shall be submitted directly to Step II of the grievance procedure within 
fourteen (14) days of receipt of the notice of discipline, or else the grievance is 
waived notwithstanding any provision of the Agreement to the contrary. A copy 
of such notice of appeal shall be sent concurrently to the employee’s agency 
designee. 

This language became effective upon legislative approval on July 23, 2001. (Ex. 19B). 

5. In an average year, there are approximately 150 written disciplinary warnings and 
approximately 100 more serious disciplinary actions issued to bargaining unit members. 

6. At all relevant times, the DOT has automatically sent the Union copies of 
notifications of assessed discipline for all discipline above a written warning, concurrent 
with the notifications sent to the employees, even for employees who chose to waive their 
right to union representation. After the 1999-2002 contract became effective, containing 
the revised language in Article 17, Section 2, the DOT began to send the Union copies of 
all notifications of written warnings as well. 

7. At all relevant times, the Personnel Department has sent the Union a monthly 
summary list of all employees who have been disciplined above a written warning or 
reprimand. After being instructed to do so by the Office of Labor Relations on or about 
November of 1998, the Personnel Department began to send the Union a monthly 
summary list of all employees who had received a written warning. (Ex. 12). The list 
includes only the name of the employee in question, the unit to which the employee is 
assigned, and the date of the written warning. 

8. The DOT conducts “fact finding” hearings which combine an investigation into 
allegations of employee misconduct with the standards required by Loudermill v. 
Cleveland Board of Education, 470 U.S. 532, 105 S. Ct. 1487, 84 L.Ed. 2d 494 (1985) 
(“Loudermill”) for pre-disciplinary hearings. Employees have the right to union 
representation at fact finding hearings, but may waive this right in writing. The Union is 
not provided notice of fact finding hearings. 

9. No transcripts or recordings are made of fact finding hearings, but any one 
present may take notes. The employee’s supervisor or manager writes up a report after 
the fact finding hearing has been concluded, and forwards the report to the Personnel 
Department. The fact finding report provides the factual basis for any discipline that is 
ultimately issued against an employee. 

10. When the Personnel Department receives a fact finding report, a grievance file is 
immediately created and the fact finding report is maintained in the grievance file at the 
Central Office in Newington. A copy may also be kept in the local district office where 
the subject employee is assigned, and the Central Maintenance Office may also keep a 
copy. There are no formal policies governing the filing and maintenance of fact finding 
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reports. The fact finding reports are not filed in the subject employee’s personnel file. 

11. When the Union represents an employee accused of misconduct at a fact finding 
hearing, the DOT sends the Union upon request a copy of the fact finding report as well 
as written confirmation of any discipline issued. 

12. On May 11, 1998, a fact finding hearing was held for Michael Riccio (Riccio), 
after his subordinate Patrick Meskill (Meskill) had lodged a workplace violence 
complaint against him. Riccio waived his right to Union representation at the hearing. 
The Union was present at the fact finding, because it was representing Meskill. 

13. By letter dated June 4, 1998, on behalf of Meskill, the Union requested a copy of 
the fact finding report from Michael Riccio’s fact finding hearing. (Ex. 3). 

14. By letter dated June 9, 1998, the DOT denied the Union’s request for the Riccio 
fact finding report on the basis that Riccio had waived Union representation. (Ex. 4). 

15. On June 11, 1998, the Union filed a Freedom of Information (FOI) request for the 
Riccio fact finding report. (Ex. 20). 

16. On June 15, 1998, the DOT responded to the Union’s FOI request as follows: 
“We have received your FOI request dated June 11, 1998. We are reviewing the request 
and will be responding to you in the near future.” (Ex. 21). 

17. On June 29, 1998, Riccio signed a settlement agreement accepting a two day 
disciplinary suspension. (Ex. 6, p. 2) Riccio waived in writing his right to have the 
Union present for the settlement. (Ex. 6, p.3). 

18. The Union objected to the DOT’s delayed response to its FOI request by letter 
dated June 26, 1998. (Ex. 22). 

19. By letter dated July 9, 1998, the DOT indicated that because Riccio did not 
authorize the release of the fact finding report, it would not be provided to the Union. 
(Ex. 23). 

20. On July 9, 1998, the Union filed a complaint with the Freedom of Information 
Commission (FOIC). (Ex. 24). 

21. By letter dated October 1, 1998, the Union notified the DOT that it was 
withdrawing its FOIC complaint because “the Union clearly has the right to obtain copies 
of the factfinding [sic] report and the disciplinary action taken with regard to Mr. 
Riccio…and…the Union need not resort to an FOI request…” (Ex. 5). In its letter, the 
Union also included another information request for the fact finding report and the 
disciplinary letter in the Riccio matter. 
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22. The DOT responded in writing on November 3, 1998, and enclosed a copy of the 
stipulated agreement reached between it and Riccio on June 29, 1998, per instruction 
from the Office of Labor Relations. However, the DOT stated that its position vis-à-vis 
the fact finding report had not changed and again refused to provide the Union with a 
copy. (Ex. 6). 

23. The Union responded by filing an institutional grievance (Ex. 13). The grievance 
was denied at Step III and was filed for arbitration, where it is currently pending. 

24. On November 10, 1998, the Union made the following information request: 
“Please provide to the C.E.U.I. copies of all discipline letters including those pertaining 
to drug and alcohol related offenses, issued to maintenance bargaining unit employee(s) 
employed by D.O.T. where the Union was not previously notified in accordance with 
Article 17; Section Two, [sic] of the NP-2 contract.” (Ex. 7). 

25. On November 17, 1998, the DOT responded to the Union’s November 10, 1998 
request in pertinent part as follows: 

Our initial refusal to grant you such information was not an intentional 
violation of the labor contract, but rather was an attempt on our part to try and 
protect the privacy rights of the individual employee involved. 

Concerning your request…we maintain our records on an individual 
employee basis, and do not separate them based on whether the Union was 
notified of the disciplinary action or not. Accordingly, we cannot readily identify 
the records which you seek. If you will identify the particular names of the 
employees involved, we will try to provide you with the requested information. 
(Ex. 8). 

26. By letter dated April 8, 1999, the Union requested information regarding the level 
of discipline received by Jeffrey Wilson (Wilson) for an incident occurring in September, 
1998 with his subordinate, Dale Nadeau. (Ex. 9). A fact finding hearing had been held 
on October 14, 1998, where Wilson waived Union representation. 

27. The DOT responded to the request on April 20, 1999, indicating that Wilson had 
received a written warning. (Ex. 10). 

28. By fax dated July 15, 1999, in response to what was apparently a subsequent 
verbal request, the DOT refused to provide the Union with a copy of Wilson’s written 
warning because Wilson had not consented to the release of the information. (Ex. 11). 

29. The Union filed the instant complaint on March 8, 2000. (Ex. 2). 
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CONCLUSIONS OF LAW


1. The duty to bargain in good faith imposed by § 5-272(4) of the Act requires a 
State employer to timely provide to the Union upon request information relevant to the 
collective bargaining process. 

2. The fact finding reports and disciplinary letters requested by the Union are 
presumptively relevant to the Union’s duty to police the contract and the disciplinary 
process, regardless of whether the bargaining unit member subject to the discipline 
waived his or her right to union representation. 

3. The contract provisions in effect do not limit or waive the Union’s statutory right 
to the information in question. 

4. The DOT violated the Act by failing to promptly provide the Union with the 
requested information upon request. 

DISCUSSION 

This case requires us to determine whether the DOT is obligated to provide the 
Union with copies of fact finding reports and disciplinary letters for bargaining unit 
members who have waived their right to union representation and who object to the 
disclosure of the information.1  The Union asserts that the information is relevant and 
necessary to the Union’s continuing obligation to oversee the implementation of the 
contract and to monitor disciplinary actions for consistency and fairness. 

The DOT defends on numerous grounds. First, the DOT argues that the instant 
complaint should be dismissed as untimely, because it was filed some 18 months after the 
Union was first made aware of the DOT’s position on the release of the information in 
dispute. The DOT also claims that as a result of changes to the language of Article 17, 
Section 2 of the current contract, the Union’s complaint pertaining to written warnings is 
moot. On the merits, the DOT claims that the Union’s right to the information is limited 
by express contract language governing disclosure of employee records. The DOT 
further argues that its refusal to provide the requested information was justified by 
legitimate concerns about the privacy rights of the disciplined employees. 

We reject the DOT’s argument that the complaint should be dismissed as 
untimely. Unlike the National Labor Relations Act, none of the Acts administered by this 
Board contain a statute of limitations for the filing of complaints. “…[T]he omission of a 
statute of limitations by the Legislature evinces a public policy disfavoring waiver of a 
complainant’s rights in a prohibited practice dispute.” Department of Public Safety, 

1 This case does not involve any claim regarding information requests made on behalf of bargaining 
unit members who did not waive Union representation. 
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State of Connecticut, Decision No. 2664 (1988). 

Nevertheless, we have held that a Union may waive its statutory right to bargain 
under certain circumstances. See e.g., Town of Suffield, Decision No. 1495 (1977) (nine 
month lapse between employer’s introduction of new workplace rules and filing of 
complaint constituted a waiver of union’s right to negotiate); North Haven Board of 
Education, Decision No. 2208 (1983) (union’s failure to request bargaining operated as a 
waiver and employer’s unilateral subcontracting did not violate the Act); City of 
Torrington, Decision No. 3345 (1995) (five month delay in requesting bargaining over 
drug testing program operated as waiver, particularly since the parties were engaged in 
successor contract negotiations). See also City of Norwich v. Norwich Fire Fighters, 
173 Conn. 210 (1977). However, these cases are not applicable here. 

The present situation is not one where the Union was put on notice of a proposed 
change to a mandatory subject of bargaining, and failed to request bargaining in a timely 
fashion. Here, the Union made repeated and consistent information requests starting in 
June of 1998. There is no evidence that the Union acquiesced in any way to the DOT’s 
refusal to release this information. The DOT made clear that its position on the issue was 
unwavering and therefore it can arguably be construed as a “continuing violation.” 
Under these circumstances, we do not find that the Union waived its right to challenge 
the DOT’s refusal to supply the information in question. 

The DOT next argues that the portion of the Union’s complaint dealing with 
written warnings has been rendered moot as a result of new contract language in the July 
1, 1999 – June 30, 2002 agreement, effective July 23, 2001. It is true that the contract 
now requires the DOT to automatically send the Union copies of all employee 
disciplinary letters, including written warnings, regardless of whether the employee was 
represented by the Union. However, for the reasons discussed more fully below, the 
DOT has the statutory obligation to supply the Union with such relevant information 
upon request, independent of contract language. Therefore, we do not find that the new 
contract language moots the Union’s concerns regarding the statutory provision of such 
information. In addition, there is no evidence that the Union’s November 10, 1998 
information request (Ex. 7) has ever been complied with. 

We now turn to the merits of the case. Our law regarding the duty to provide 
information is well established and may be summarized as follows: 

This duty requires an employer to provide relevant information that is 
needed by the representative for the proper performance of his duties. That 
obligation extends beyond the period of contractual negotiations to the union’s 
need for information while administering and policing the contract. Whether 
information is relevant to the representative’s duties during this time period 
depends upon the factual circumstances of each case. 
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Certain information which concerns the core of the employer-employee 
relationship is presumptively relevant. If the information is not presumptively 
relevant, a union may still show the information is relevant to a specific issue, or 
in the grievance context, to a claim under a provision of a collective bargaining 
agreement. Relevancy is defined broadly. A Union need only show that the data 
appears reasonably necessary to the policing or administration of the contract. 
We have always broadly construed a Union’s right to information. 

City of Waterbury, Decision No. 3566 (1998), quoting West Hartford Board of 
Education v. State Board of Labor Relations, 190 Conn. 235, 241 (1983) and City of 
Bridgeport, Decision No. 3127 (1993) (internal citations omitted). The complaining 
party must demonstrate that it actually made a request for the information, and that the 
information was relevant to the Union’s duty to police the contract. 

In this case, it is undisputed that the Union made several requests for the fact 
finding reports and disciplinary letters for employees who had waived union 
representation. The only question is whether this information is relevant to the Union’s 
duty to oversee the contract and its grievance and discipline provisions. The DOT argues 
that because the Union is not representing the employees from whom it seeks the 
information (as a result of their waiver of representation), it cannot demonstrate the 
information is relevant. The DOT further argues that the Union cannot show the 
information is relevant to any pending grievance. We find these arguments unpersuasive. 

We conclude that the disciplinary information sought by the Union in this case is 
presumptively relevant. “This Board has consistently held that information necessary to 
represent employees in disciplinary proceedings is presumptively relevant and we have 
ordered the production of information for use in pre-disciplinary administrative hearings 
(i.e., Loudermill hearings) as well as in grievance arbitration proceedings where assessed 
discipline is challenged.” State of Connecticut Department of Public Safety, Decision 
No. 3673 (1999). The fact finding reports in question are the end result of the employer’s 
investigation2 into employee misconduct, on which the DOT wholly relies to assess 
discipline. The relevance of this information is further supported by the fact that it is 
routinely provided upon request when the employee is represented by the Union. 

The fact that an employee has waived Union representation does not, in our 
opinion, affect the presumption of relevancy attached to this information. The Union 
continues to owe a duty of fair representation to all members of the bargaining unit, 
including employees who have waived their right to representation for a particular 
disciplinary proceeding. The Union’s duty includes an obligation to police the 

2  In Department of Public Safety, Decision No. 3673 (1999), we held that no presumption of 
relevancy attaches to information used in investigatory (i.e., Weingarten) interviews. In contrast, we have 
consistently held that information used in pre-disciplinary (i.e., Loudermill) hearings is presumptively 
relevant. In this case, the fact finding hearings combine the investigatory process with the pre-disciplinary 
process, and therefore Department of Public Safety is inapplicable. 
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contractual grievance arbitration procedure and the disciplinary process. The Union 
cannot adequately fulfill this duty without access to the requested information. For 
example, if the Union cannot review the fact finding reports and disciplinary letters of 
unrepresented employees, it would have no way of knowing whether unrepresented 
employees were being treated fairly in the disciplinary process or, alternatively, whether 
they were receiving more favorable treatment than represented employees. The 
requested information may also assist the Union in representing other employees in the 
grievance process. Furthermore, the Union may itself choose to file an institutional 
grievance based on this information, even if the disciplined employee chooses not to do 
so. 

The DOT claims that the contract limits the Union’s right to this information. In 
order for the contract to supersede the Union’s statutory right to obtain presumptively 
relevant information, the DOT must show that its language represents a knowing and 
intentional waiver of rights by the Union. There is nothing we see in this contract that 
could reasonably be construed as such a waiver. The contract provides an agreed-upon 
method by which certain information is to be provided. However, the inclusion of this 
method in the contract does not mean that it is the only information the Union is entitled 
to pursuant to statute. 

The DOT argues that employee privacy concerns outweigh the Union’s right to 
the information, and that Article VIII, Section Two of the contract should control. That 
provision states that the Union may only have access to personnel records with an 
employee’s written authorization. The testimony at the hearing, however, indicated that 
the fact finding reports were not filed in the employee’s personnel file, but rather in a 
specially created grievance file, maintained in the Personnel Office.3  We therefore 
question whether Article VIII, Section Two even applies to the fact finding reports. 

The record is devoid of evidence to show that there were any legitimate privacy 
concerns about the release of this information sufficient to justify non-disclosure to the 
Union. The DOT solely relies on the fact that the employees in question did not want the 
information released. 

Even if legitimate privacy concerns exist in a particular case, the DOT is not 
entitled to make a blanket refusal of all information requests. In City of Bridgeport, 
Decision No. 3127 (1993), we adopted the approach used by the National Labor 
Relations Board to balance individual privacy rights with the Union’s right to relevant 
information: 

…[I]n dealing with Union requests for relevant, but assertedly confidential 
information, the Board is required to balance a Union’s need for the information 

3 The testimony further revealed that additional copies of the reports are often filed in regional 
offices , and that there is no procedure established with regard to maintaining these records. 
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against any “legitimate and substantial” confidentiality interests established by 
the employer. The appropriate accommodation necessarily depends on the 
particular circumstances of each case. The party asserting confidentiality has the 
burden of proof. Legitimate and substantial confidentiality and privacy claims 
will be upheld, but blanket claims of confidentiality will not. Further, a party 
refusing to supply information on confidentiality grounds has a duty to seek an 
accommodation. Thus, when a Union is entitled to information concerning which 
an employer can legitimately claim a partial confidentiality interest, the employer 
must bargain toward an accommodation between the Union’s information needs 
and the employer’s justified interest. 

City of Bridgeport, supra at 7-8, aff’d City of Bridgeport v. Bridgeport Police Local 
1159, Dkt. No. CV93-0307435 (J.D. Fairfield at Bridgeport, 1/3/95, McWeeny, J.), 
quoting Pennsylvania Power & Light Company, 301 NLRB No. 138, 136 LRRM 1225, 
1226 (1991). 

In this case, assuming arguendo that there was a legitimate privacy interest at 
stake in any of the requested information, it was incumbent upon the DOT to bargain 
with the Union over how best to accommodate these competing interests. The DOT was 
not entitled to make and enforce an across-the-board rule denying Union access to 
information absent employee authorization. 

We conclude that the DOT violated the Act by refusing to release fact finding 
reports to the Union upon request in all cases where the employee has waived Union 
representation. To the extent that the DOT has failed to provide notifications of 
discipline to the Union, including written warnings and settlement agreements, we also 
find a violation. We further find that the DOT has failed to comply with the Union’s 
November 10, 1998 request. The Union has no way of knowing the names of employees 
who waived union representation, and therefore cannot provide them to the DOT. The 
DOT maintains individual grievance files in its Personnel Office, and should be able to 
determine from those files whether the Union was not previously provided copies of fact 
finding reports and/or disciplinary letters. 

This brings us to the question of remedy. The Union seeks attorney fees and costs 
in this case. We will award fees and costs when the issues raised by a respondent party 
are patently frivolous and non-debatable. Although the DOT’s conduct here was 
unlawful, we don’t find that its defenses were so frivolous as to justify an award of fees 
and costs. Instead, we order the DOT to comply with the outstanding information 
requests as discussed in this decision and to cease and desist from refusing to comply 
with such requests in the future. 

ORDER 

By virtue of and pursuant to the powers vested in the Connecticut State Board of 

11




Labor Relations by the State Employee Relations Act, it is hereby ORDERED that the 
Department of Transportation: 

1.	 Cease and desist from refusing to promptly comply with Union requests for 
information relevant to the grievance and/or disciplinary process; 

2.	 Take the following affirmative action which we find will effectuate the purposes 
of the Act: 

1.	 Immediately comply with any outstanding information requests as 
discussed in this Decision; 

2.	 Post immediately and leave posted for a period of sixty (60) consecutive 
days from the date of posting, in a conspicuous place where the employees 
of the Department of Transportation customarily assemble, a copy of this 
Decision and Order in its entirety. 

3.	 Notify the Connecticut State Board of Labor Relations at its office at 38 
Wolcott Hill Road, Wethersfield, Connecticut, within thirty (30) days of 
the receipt of this Decision and Order of the steps taken by the Department 
of Transportation to comply herewith. 

CONNECTICUT STATE BOARD OF LABOR RELATIONS 

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

Patricia V. Low 
Patricia V. Low 
Board Member 

Thomas C. Watson 
Thomas C. Watson 
Alternate Board Member 

CERTIFICATION
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I hereby certify that a copy of the foregoing was mailed postage prepaid this 18th 
day of July, 2002 to the following:


Attorney Edward T. Lynch

Eisenberg, Anderson, Michalik & Lynch

P.O. Box 2950

136 Weest Main Street

New Britain, Connecticut 06050-2950


Attorney Ellen M Carter

OPM – Office of Labor Relations

450 Capitol Avenue, MS53OLR

Hartford, Connecticut 06106-1308


Frederick J. Sanders

Personnel Administrator

Department of Transportation

2800 Berlin Turnpike

P.O. Box 317546

Newington, Connecticut 06131-7546


Sarah Miller Reynolds

Staff Representative

Connecticut Employees

Union Independent


P.O. Box 1268

Middletown, Connecticut 06457


RRR 

RRR 

_____________________________

Jaye Bailey Zanta, General Counsel

CONNECTICUT STATE BOARD OF LABOR RELATIONS
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