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DECISION AND DISMISSAL OF COMPLAINT 
 
 On December 3, 1999, the Connecticut Independent Labor Union (the Union) 
filed a complaint with the Connecticut State Board of Labor Relations (the Labor Board) 
alleging that the Town of Berlin (the Town) had violated §7-470(a)(6) of the Municipal 
Employees Relations Act (MERA or the Act) by failing to abide by a grievance 
settlement agreement.  
 
 After the requisite preliminary administrative steps had been taken, the matter 
came before the Labor Board for a hearing on June 27, 2002.  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 
on October 1, 2002.  On the basis of the entire record before us, we make the following 
findings of fact and conclusions of law and we dismiss the complaint.   



 

FINDINGS OF FACT 

1. The Town is a municipal 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 was the exclusive bargaining representative of a unit of “blue collar” 
employees in the Town.  (Ex 3). 
 
3. The Town and the Union were parties to a collective bargaining agreement with 
effective dates of July 1, 1997 through June 30, 2000. 
 
4. Thomas Majewski has been employed by the Town for approximately 27 years.  
At all times relevant to this matter, he has worked 20 hours per week as a custodian at the 
pay level of a Maintainer I and 20 hours per week at the Town Recycling Center at the 
pay level of a Maintainer II.   
 
5. Sometime in 1997, the Union initiated a grievance regarding Majewski’s pay 
grade.  
  
6. The Town and the Union agreed that any reclassification of Majewski was a 
“contract issue” which would be appropriately handled in contract negotiations for the 
successor to the 1997 – 2000 contract.   
 
7. On May 22, 1998, the parties met for a mediation session regarding the successor 
contract.  During that session, the Town submitted proposals which included the 
provision: “Majewski (side agreement) Maintainer III, Grade C”.  (Ex. 5).   
 
8. At that same session, the Union submitted a counter proposal which contained the 
provision: “Majewski – OK to Town’s offer”.  (Ex 6, Page 9).  
 
9. The contract was not settled on May 22, 1998 and the Union requested arbitration.  
(Ex. 8). 
 
10. Negotiations between the parties continued after May 22, 1998.  On July 7, 1998, 
the Town submitted a response to the Union’s prior proposal.  (Ex. 9).  The response did 
not contain any reference to Majewski. (Ex. 9).  The Union responded to the Town’s 
offer on that date.  The Union’s response also did not mention Majewski. (Ex. 10). 
 
11. A full tentative agreement was reached on July 20, 1998.  (Ex. 11).  The tentative 
agreement contained one “side letter” not relevant to Majewski.  
 
12.  Following completion of negotiations, Union President Peter Pecral inquired of 
Town Manager Bonnie Therrien as to the status of Majewski’s upgrade and pay change.  
Therrien responded that there was no agreement regarding Majewski.   
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13. Pecral also asked Town Finance Director Gary Clinton about Majewski’s 
upgrade.  Clinton responded that he would check with Therrien.   
 
14. Majewski’s grade was never changed.   

 

CONCLUSION OF LAW 

1. The Union failed to prove the existence of a valid grievance settlement 
agreement.   
 

DISCUSSION 

 The question here is whether there exists a valid grievance settlement agreement 
by which the Town has failed to abide.  The Union claims that the deal was struck on 
May 22, 1998.  The Town claims that it was not.  Here we agree with the Town for the 
reasons set forth below. 
 
 It is clear that the Union officials involved believed they had a deal.  However, 
the record does not support the conclusion that the parties came to a meeting of the minds 
on this.  In this regard, both parties testified that the particular issue regarding Mr. 
Majewski was a “contract issue” that was appropriately dealt with during those 
negotiations.  Although there appears to have been a preliminary understanding regarding 
Mr. Majewski’s upgrade on May 22, 1998, this issue was never memorialized in any 
manner.  In fact, there is no further reference to this issue again during the negotiations.  
Another “side letter” was memorialized and included in the final tentative agreement, yet 
the Majewski issue was not.  There is no evidence regarding any discussion concerning 
the details of the agreement such as when the upgrade would occur.  The lack of mutual 
understanding regarding this issue is underscored by the Union’s own evidence.  Several 
Union witnesses testified that they believed the upgrade would occur when the contract 
was implemented.  Yet the Union’s Executive Director believed it was to be implemented 
in July, 1998.  Further, the Union admits that the Town Manager specifically stated that 
any agreement regarding Mr. Majewski would require legislative approval and yet, no 
Union official ever requested that the matter be put before the Town Council and, in fact, 
the Union does not appear to have even kept track of that matter.  Further, the Union’s 
evidence supports the conclusion that the Town Manager informed the Union in the 
summer of 1998 that there was no deal regarding Mr. Majewski but the contract was still 
implemented with no reference to this issue in October of that year.   
 
 In short, the evidence does not support a conclusion that the parties ever arrived at  
a final and valid settlement agreement concerning Mr. Majewski. The complaint is 
dismissed. 
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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 Employees 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 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   
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CERTIFICATION 
 
 I hereby certify that a copy of the foregoing was mailed postage prepaid this 17th    
day of January, 2003. 
 
 
Attorney J. Anthony Doran 
CILU/CIPU      RRR 
36B Kreiger Lane, P.O. Box 938 
Glastonbury, Connecticut  06033 
 
Attorney Timothy Sullivan 
Corporation Counsel     RRR 
One Liberty Square 
New Britain, Connecticut  06051 
 
Bonnie Therrien, Town Manager 
Town of Berlin 
240 Kensington Road 
Berlin, Connecticut  06037 
 
Wayne A. Gilbert, Director 
CILU/CIPU 
36B Kreiger Lane, P.O. Box 938 
Glastonbury, Connecticut  06033 
 
 
 
   
   ____________________________ 

Jaye Bailey Zanta, General Counsel 
CONNECTICUT STATE BOARD OF LABOR RELATIONS 

  
     


