
STATE OF CONNECTICUT 
LABOR DEPARTMENT 

 
CONNECTICUT STATE BOARD OF LABOR RELATIONS 

 
 
 
IN THE MATTER OF  
TOWN OF FAIRFIELD 
       DECISION NO.  3891 
   -and- 
       DECEMBER 18, 2002 
IAFF, LOCAL 1426 
 
Case No. MPP-22,397 
 
A P P E A R A N C E S: 
 
Attorney Lisa Grasso Egan  
For the Town 
 
Attorney Daniel P. Hunsberger 
For the Union 
 

DECISION AND ORDER 
 
 On April 10, 2001, the IAFF, Local 1426 (the Union) filed a complaint with the 
Connecticut State Board of Labor Relations (the Labor Board) alleging that the Town of 
Fairfield (the Town) had violated §7-470 of the Municipal Employees Relations Act 
(MERA or the Act) by refusing to comply with a grievance settlement agreement 
concerning life insurance coverage. 
 
 After the preliminary administrative steps had been taken the matter came before 
the Labor Board for a hearing on January 16, 2002 at which time both parties appeared, 
were represented and allowed to present evidence, examine and cross-examine witnesses 
and make argument.  Both parties filed post-hearing briefs and reply briefs the last of 
which was received by the Labor Board on April 29, 2002.1 
 
 Based on the entire record before us, we make the following findings of fact and 
conclusions of law and we issue the following order. 
 

                                                 
1 On May 16, 2001, the Town filed a complaint against the Union (MEPP-22,490) alleging repudiation of 
the collective bargaining agreement with regard to the same issue.  The cases were consolidated for 
investigation and hearing.  On March 26, 2002, the Town withdrew its complaint.   



FINDINGS OF FACT 

1. The Town is a municipal employer pursuant to the Act. 

2. The Union is an employee organization pursuant to the Act and at all material 
times has represented a bargaining unit of all uniformed and investigatory employees of 
the Fairfield Fire Department except the Chief and Deputy Chief.  (Ex. 4A). 
 
3. The Union and the Town have been parties to a series of collective bargaining 
agreements starting with an agreement covering the period 1966-1968 and continuing 
through the present. (Exs. 4A – 4T). 
 
4. The first ten contracts between the parties provided for health insurance and life 
insurance in separate sections of the same article of each contract.  (Exs. 4K – 4T).  In 
each, the language of the contract specifically provided for dependent coverage for health 
insurance and did not specifically provide for dependent coverage for life insurance.   
 
5. In the 1980-1981 contract (Ex. 4K), the language concerning insurance coverage 
changed to the following: 
 

 ARTICLE XXIII – INSURANCE 
The Town shall provide and pay for the following insurance for each 
employee and his enrolled dependents: 
*** 
D. $15,000 Life Insurance and Accidental Death & Dismemberment 

Policy.  The accidental death and dismemberment insurance to be 
effective on a twenty-four (24) hour basis. 

 
6. In each successor to the 1980-1981 contract, the life insurance provision has been 
contained in the same paragraph with the description of other insurance coverage with the 
same or similar introductory sentence.  (Exs. 4A – 4J). In each of the successor contracts, 
retirees have been included in the benefits provisions.  
 
7.   Between 1981 and 1998, there is no evidence that any firefighter or retired 
firefighter made a claim for  life insurance benefits due to the death of a spouse or other 
dependent.   
 
8. In 1998, retired firefighter Timothy Oldroyd attempted to claim a life insurance 
benefit after his wife passed away.  The Town denied that benefit saying that the life 
insurance benefits are not available to spouses and, in any event, Oldroyd never enrolled 
his wife in the plan.   The Union grieved the denial of the benefit and an arbitration award 
issued denying the grievance.  (Ex 5).  In its award, the arbitration panel stated, in 
relevant par: “Despite the clear language of the statute, at no time did the Grievant ever 
enroll his spouse in the benefit program.”   
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9. In or about January 2001, Fire Lieutenant Scott Bisson attempted to enroll his 
wife in the life insurance program.  Town Director of Human resources Donald Agard 
denied his request (Ex. 7) stating in part: 
 

As a follow-up to your visit and conversations with my staff and 
separately with myself, we indicated to you that no spouse and/or 
dependent has ever been enrolled nor are they eligible for life insurance 
coverage if they are not an employee and/or a retiree of the Town of 
Fairfield.  …When I looked at the Group Enrollment Card you completed 
today (January 19, 2001), I noticed that you indicated that you wished to 
cover your spouse…  Since she is not eligible to be enrolled, we are 
informing you that she cannot be accepted in the Life Insurance Plan…. 

 
10. The Union filed a grievance (#01-0001) disputing the denial of coverage as a 
violation of Article XXIII of the collective bargaining agreement.  (Ex. 8). 
 
11. The grievance was denied at the first step of the grievance procedure by the Fire 
Chief.  (Ex. 9). 
 
12. The Union filed the grievance with the Fire Commission at the second step in the 
grievance procedure.  (Ex. 10). 
 
13. The Fire Commission sustained the grievance (Ex. 11) stating in relevant part: 

The grievance centered on a claim that the Town was not allowing spouses 
and dependents to enroll in the Life Insurance Benefit Program as outlined 
in the contract between the Town and the Local. 
 
After discussion and review of this matter, the Commission, on February 
23, 2001 voted to uphold the grievance in favor of the Local. 

 
14. The Town did not take any steps to overturn the Step Two decision.   

15. The Town has not complied with the Step Two decision of the Fire Commission. 

 

CONCLUSION OF LAW 

1. The Town has failed and refused to comply with a valid grievance settlement 
concerning grievance #01-0001. 
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DISCUSSION 

 The Union claims that the Town has failed to comply with a valid grievance 
settlement regarding life insurance.  The Town does not dispute that it has not complied 
with the Step 2 decision of the Fire Commission concerning Grievance #01-0001 but 
defends its actions on the grounds that the decision is invalid because the collective 
bargaining agreement between the parties does not provide life insurance coverage for 
dependents.  Essentially, the Town disagrees with the Fire Commission’s interpretation 
of the contract.  In this case we agree with the Union. 
 
 The Act is clear that an employer’s failure to abide by a valid grievance 
settlement agreement constitutes a prohibited practice.  Conn. Gen. Stat. §7-470(a)(6).  It 
is now also well-settled that an unappealed step two grievance decision constitutes a 
grievance settlement pursuant to §7-470(a)(6).  City of Hartford v. Hartford Municipal 
Employees Association et al, 259 Conn. 251 (2002).  In analyzing these types of 
allegations, the Labor Board compares the obligation created by the settlement with the 
action or inaction of the respondent party to determine whether it has satisfied the 
obligation.  Town of South Windsor, Decision No. 3690 (1999).   
 
 In this case it is clear that the Step Two decision of the Fire Commission upheld 
the grievance that alleged a contractual violation in the Town’s refusal to allow 
firefighters’ dependents to enroll for life insurance.  There is no ambiguity in the Step 
Two decision and there is no dispute about the positions of the parties.  The Town simply 
disagrees with the Fire Commission’s interpretation of the contract.  This defense must 
fail.  There is nothing about the Fire Commission’s decision that is invalid.  It is in 
keeping with the Union’s reasonable interpretation of the contractual provision and is 
certainly within the powers of the Fire Commission as the Step Two decision maker 
under the grievance procedure.  The fact that the Town does not like the decision does 
not excuse its failure to abide by it. 
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ORDER 

 By virtue of and pursuant to the powers vested in the Connecticut State Board of 
Labor Relations by the Municipal Employees Relations Act, it is hereby 
 

ORDERED that: 
 

I. The Town cease and desist from failing to abide by the Step Two grievance 
decision in Grievance #01-0001 rendered by the Fire Commission on 
February 23, 2001.   
 

II. The Town take the following affirmative action which we find to effectuate the 
policies of the Act: 

 
A. Immediately comply with the Step Two grievance decision in Grievance 
      #01-0001; 

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

 
C. Notify the Connecticut State Board of Labor Relations at its office at 
      38 Wolcott Hill Road, Wethersfield, Connecticut, within thirty (30) days of      
      receipt of this Decision and Order of the steps taken by the Town of Fairfield 
      to comply herewith. 
   
 CONNECTICUT STATE BOARD OF LABOR RELATIONS           

 

     John W. Moore, Jr. 
     John W. Moore, Jr. 
     Chairman 
  
     Wendella A. Battey 
     Wendella A. Battey 
     Board Member 
 
     Thomas C. Watson 
     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 18th 
day of December, 2002 to the following: 
 
Daniel P. Hunsberger, Vice President 
UPFFA of Connecticut       RRR 
35 Glen Hollow Drive 
Monroe, Connecticut  06468 
 
Attorney Lisa Grasso Egan 
Durant, Nichols, Houston, Mitchell & Sheehan  RRR 
1057 Broad Street 
P.O. Box 351 
Bridgeport, Connecticut  06601 
 
Alan Menillo, President 
IAFF, Local 1426 
P.O. Box 261 
Fairfield, Connecticut  06430 
 
Kenneth A. Flatto, First Selectman 
Town of Fairfield 
Independence Hall, 725 Old Post Road 
Fairfield, Connecticut  06430 
 
 
   _____________________________ 
   Jaye Bailey Zanta, General Counsel 
   CONNECTICUT STATE BOARD OF LABOR RELATIONS 
 
 
 


