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DECISION AND DISMISSAL OF COMPLAINT 
 
 On February 14, 2006 the International Association of Firefighters, Local 992 (the 
Union) filed a complaint with the Connecticut State Board of Labor Relations (the Labor 
Board) alleging that the City of New Britain (the City) had violated § 7-470 of the 
Municipal Employee Relations Act (MERA or the Act) by transferring bargaining unit 
members in retaliation for protected, concerted activities. 
  
 After the requisite preliminary steps had been taken, the matter came before the 
Labor Board for a formal hearing on December 8, 2006, April 27, 2007, June 25, 2007, 
October 22, 2007 and November 14, 2007.  Both parties appeared, were represented and 
allowed to present evidence, examine and cross-examine witnesses and make argument.  
At the hearing on April 22, 2007 the City moved to exclude or limit the testimony of 
Mayor Timothy T. Stewart (Stewart).  The Labor Board denied the motion.  Both parties 
filed post-hearing briefs and reply briefs the last of which was received by the Labor 
Board on February 28, 2008.  Based on 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 City 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 has been the exclusive bargaining representative of a bargaining unit of 
uniformed firefighters in the City.  
 
3. The City and the Union were parties to a collective bargaining agreement with 
effective dates of July 1, 1999 through June 30, 2003. (Ex. 4) that contained the 
following provision: 
 

ARTICLE TWO – THE RIGHTS OF THE CITY 
2:1 Unless clearly limited or relinquished by a specific section of this 
Agreement, the rights, powers and authority held by the City and any of its 
departments, agencies or boards pursuant to any Charter, General or 
Special Statute, Ordinance, Regulation or other lawful provisions over 
matters involving the municipality, and the complete operational control 
over the policies, practices, procedures and regulations with respect to 
employees of the Fire Department, shall remain vested solely and 
exclusively in the City of New Britain. 
 

4. There are approximately 150 uniformed fire personnel working for the City.   
There are six fire stations in the City.  Stations 1 and 2 are the busiest; Stations 4 and 5 
are less busy; Stations 7 and 8 are the least busy.  Station 1 has an engine, a ladder truck 
and a rescue truck.  Station 2 has an engine and a ladder truck.  The other stations only 
have an engine. For many firefighters, assignment to Station 7 or 8 is seen as punishment 
because these stations are not busy.   
 
5. The firefighters are divided into four groups on each apparatus and in each station 
for scheduling purposes.  The firefighters work a weekly average of not more than forty-
two (42) hours based on three (3) tour days of ten (10) hours each, followed by three (3) 
days off, followed by three (3) tours of nights of fourteen (14) hours each, followed by 
three (3) days off and so on.  (Ex. 4). Group 1 and Group 3 work together so that one 
group is working days while the other works nights. Group 2 and Group 4 work together 
the same way.  The schedule results in one set of groups working holidays for three years 
and then the other set of groups working holidays for the next three years. A change in a 
work group can mean a change in holiday schedule for several years.   
 
6. Mark Carr (Carr) was appointed Fire Chief in September 2004.  Prior to his 
appointment, Carr worked in London, England. 
 
7. In June 2004, before Carr was hired, firefighter James Fiori wrote a letter to the 
City Common Council opposing Carr’s appointment.  Fiori stated, in part “No one in this 
Union is going to help.” (Ex. 10).  By letter dated June 24, 2004 Fiori retracted his 
previous letter and stated that he had not been speaking on behalf of the Union. (Ex. 20).  
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8. Shortly after his appointment, Carr met with Assistant Chief Henry Paszczuk 
(Paszczuk) to gather information and find out about assignments within the department. 
Carr also consulted with Stewart about the fire department and assignments.  Stewart is a 
firefighter on leave of absence to serve as Mayor and had participated in the decision to 
hire Carr. 
 
9. In December 2004 Paszczuk issued a memo (Ex 14), at Carr’s direction, to all 
firefighters stating: 
 

In the effort to improve the effectiveness of the Department, Chief Carr 
would like a balance of experience through the organization.  To 
accomplish this goal periodic reassignments of personnel will be required.  
The intent of these transfers will be to accomplish the following: 

• Improve job proficiency 
• Become more familiar with the different occupancy hazards 
• Enhance interaction with various segments of the community 
• Job enrichment 
• Increase of experience garnered by working on various companies 

Prior to reassignments being made notification will be given so that 
personnel will be able to make requests for consideration for transfer as 
well as indicating preferences to assignments.  Also the Dep. Chief’s 
Office will be consulted so as to maintain work group effectiveness as 
much as possible.  All efforts will be made to be as accommodating as 
possible to Department personnel, however ultimately all decisions for 
reassignment will be for the good of the Department.  The Assistant 
Chief’s Office will serve as point of contact and coordinator for 
reassignments.   

 
10. By memo dated December 20, 2004 Paszczuk asked all firefighters to indicate 
their preferences for reassignments that were scheduled to begin in early 2005. (Ex. 15).  
Paszczuk also met with the Deputy Chiefs to discuss their preferences for transfers and 
reassignments.   
 
11. The reassignments planned for early 2005 did not take place because the 
department was implementing the Medical Response Technician (MRT) Program, which 
required training all firefighters in medical duties.  Because of the training involved, 
Paszczuk convinced Carr to delay the transfers so that it would not interfere with the 
MRT training.   
 
12. In 2004 and 2005 the City and the Union were also in negotiations and arbitration 
for a successor contract.  The Union’s negotiating team included Union President Ed 
Preece (Preece) and Captain Michael Noddin (Noddin).  The negotiation and arbitration 
process was not amicable.  Carr wanted to reduce minimum staffing levels, which was 
adamantly opposed by the Union.  
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13. From the time of Carr’s appointment until April 2005, Firefighter Carlos Mera 
(Mera) served as a clerk in Carr’s office. Several times during that period, Mera 
disagreed with, and confronted, Carr about Carr’s understanding of the terms of the 
collective bargaining agreement.  In April 2005 Mera returned to firefighting duties.  In 
September 2005 Mera was elected Union Secretary Treasurer and opposed Carr on 
several occasions in grievances and prohibited practice proceedings.   
 
14. Firefighter Chris Duffy (Duffy) worked in the clerk’s office for five years prior to 
summer 2005.  After Carr’s appointment, he asked Duffy about some missing Fire 
Commission meeting tapes.  Although Duffy was not responsible for the tapes, Carr 
threatened Duffy with discipline because the tapes were missing. Eventually Mera, who 
also worked in the clerk’s office at the time, found the tapes. Duffy was not disciplined. 
Duffy filed an internal complaint against Carr for alleged physical threats made by Carr 
during the missing tape incident.  The Union represented Duffy in the investigation in 
which Preece and Martin also became involved.  The investigation did not result in any 
finding of wrongdoing by Carr.    

 
15. In or about late spring or summer 2005, the Union took a “no confidence” vote 
concerning Carr. The Union asserted that Carr was unqualified to run the department and 
was putting firefighters’ safety at risk. At the time, the Union President was Lieutenant 
Donald Martin (Martin) who took part in the no confidence vote. Union Executive Board 
member Preece presented the no confidence vote to the City Common Council at a public 
meeting.  Additionally, the Union placed no confidence signs on lawns throughout the 
City. Firefighter Kenneth Rector (Rector) placed a sign on his parents’ lawn.  Firefighter 
Louie Roberts (Roberts) placed a no confidence sign on the property adjacent to the Fire 
Department Headquarters.   
 
16. During the fall 2005 the Union supported Jason Jakubowski, the mayoral 
candidate running against incumbent Stewart. The Union produced at least two fliers that 
were circulated around the City.  (Exs. 7 and 8).  In the fliers, eleven firefighters and 
members of the Union are pictured with Jakubowski.  The firefighters pictured are David 
Fiori (Fiori), Tom Ronalter (Ronalter), Jim Baldyga (Baldyga), Eddie Irizarry (Irizarry), 
Jim Fabreth (Fabreth), Paul Giveau (Giveau), Mike Maloney (Maloney), Frank Olls 
(Olls), Tom Parsons (Parsons), Steve Racette (Racette) and Al Zaniewski (Zaniewski).  
One of the fliers also contained a quote from Ronalter supporting Jakubowski over fellow 
firefighter Stewart.     
 
17. On Election Day, several firefighters, including Mera and James Fiori, displayed 
Jakubowski signs throughout the City and drove voters to the polls.  Stewart saw and 
recognized most of the firefighters who engaged in political activity on Election Day. 
 
18. By memo dated November 18, 2005 Carr announced a list of twenty-eight (28) 
fire personnel to be transferred effective November 26, 27 and 28, 2005. (Ex. 5).  
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19. Paszczuk requested that Carr delay the transfers until after the New Year because 
many of the transfers would affect holiday schedules, requiring firefighters who were 
scheduled to be off duty to be on duty.  Carr agreed. 
 
20. By memo dated December 27, 2005 addressed to Preece, Carr announced a list of    
thirty (30) firefighters to be transferred effective January 3, 4, 6 and 7, 2006. (Ex. 6). 
These transfers took place as scheduled. 
 
21. Of the thirty (30) firefighters transferred, Preece, Noddin and Mera were Union 
officers or on the Union Executive Board.  Duffy had been involved in the investigation 
of Carr surrounding the allegations of workplace violence.  Rector, Roberts, Irizarry, 
Parsons, Zaniewski and James Fiori were involved in some manner in the political 
campaign against Stewart.   
 
22. Of the thirty firefighters transferred, seven (7) were transferred to an “opposing” 
group within the same station resulting in a change in schedule. (Rector, Parsons, Dzwil, 
Zaniewski, Stewart, Wysocki and Powers).  The change in group schedule resulted in 
some firefighters working holidays for more than three years in a row. One firefighter 
(Duffy) was changed from Group 2 to Group 4 in the same station; one firefighter 
(Goodenough) was changed from a Ladder truck to a Rescue truck in the same group and 
station; one (DiCicco) was transferred from an Engine to a Ladder truck in the same 
group and station.   
 
23. Of the thirty firefighters transferred, twenty (20) were transferred to a different 
station. Kelly and Preece were transferred from Stations 1 and 2, respectively, to Station 
7.  Irizarry and Fiori were transferred from Stations 1 and 2 respectively, to Station 8.  
Novak, Zuk and Baczewski were transferred to Station 2 from “lower” stations.  Turano, 
Noddin, Callahan, Spatkowski and Ortelle were transferred to Station 1 from “lower” 
stations.  Couture, Anderson, Mera, Davis, LeGeyt and Roberts were transferred to 
Station 4 or 5 from lower or higher stations.  Turek and King were transferred from 
Station 1 to Station 2.  
 
24. Of the eight (8) firefighters (Kelly, Preece, Irizarry, Fiori, Couture, Anderson, 
Mera, LeGeyt and Roberts) moved to less busy stations, six (6) (Kelly, Preece, Fiori, 
Couture, Anderson, LeGeyt and Roberts) had more than ten (10) years of service. Two 
(2) (Irizarry and Mera) had less than ten (10) years of service. Of the ten (10) firefighters 
(Novak, Zuk, Baczewski, Turano, Noddin, Callanan, Spatkowski, Ortelle, Davis and 
LeGeyt) moved to busier stations, six (6) (Zuk, Baczewski, Noddin, Callahan,  
Spatkowski and LeGeyt) had more than ten (10) years of service and three (3) (Novak, 
Turano and Davis) had less than 10 years of service. The record does not show the 
service of Ortelle.   
 
25. The above-described transfers had the effect of transferring nearly all the 
personnel who had previously worked with Fabretti and Ronalter to different stations.   
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26. Carr’s stated reasons for the manner in which the transfers were accomplished 
were to rotate firefighters among firehouses, to give less experienced firefighters 
experience in busier firehouses, to balance skill levels among personnel, to avoid 
conflicts among personnel and to provide specific training for several firefighters.  Mera 
was transferred to provide training on an Engine.  Parsons was “swapped” with Wysocki 
because Wysocki did not get along with his supervisor.  Rector was moved so that James 
Fiori was not in a reporting position to his brother.  LeGeyt was moved to Station 5 upon 
the recommendation of the Assistant and Deputy Chiefs.   

 
27. Between September 2004 and January 2006, the City hired seventeen (17) new 
firefighters.  In that same period, there were between twenty (20) and thirty (30) 
retirements.   
 
28. The City had transferred firefighters in the past (Exs.12 and13).  Most of the 
firefighters transferred in January 2006 had never before been involuntarily transferred.   
 
29. In or about spring 2007, Stewart was lobbying in favor of a piece of state 
legislation that would allow him and other city officials to acquire “leave of absence 
time” toward their municipal retirement.  During his lobbying effort, a legislator 
informed Stewart that the Union had lobbied against the legislation.  Stewart stated to one 
legislator, to the effect “if the firefighters think they’ve had it bad so far, just wait.” 
 
30. By memo dated September 12, 2007, which referred to an earlier memo, Carr 
wrote to all personnel regarding a dispute with the Union concerning assignments to 
training “details”.  Carr stated, in part: 

 
I have recently been informed by the union leadership that a grievance will 
be filed if the “details” were not reduced to 3 as per contract. … Sadly, 
this position by your E-Board affects your personal development 
opportunities. … [The Union’s position] is totally inappropriate and in no 
uncertain terms can be considered as bullying, since your requests by 
firefighters to work and learn about their Department affect the 
Department and individuals being denied their learning opportunities.  
In essence if you are interested in any of these development opportunities, 
it appears that the E-board has no interest in your personal 
development…which is extremely sad…. 
I cannot comprehend why the leadership of a body would chose [sic] to 
hurt itself and general members in this way, I guess it maybe [sic] a matter 
of personal preferences within your leadership rather than the needs of 
individuals wanting to develop themselves. 
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CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 

1. An employer’s discrimination or retaliation against employees for engaging in 
protected, concerted activities is a violation of the Act.  
 
2. To establish a prima facie case, the Complainant must show that the employee 
engaged in protected, concerted activities; the employer had knowledge of those 
activities; and the employer harbored anti-union animus.  Once a prima facie case is 
established the burden shifts to the employer to rebut the Union’s case. 
 
3. The Union proved a prima facie of discrimination or retaliation by the City 
against certain members of the bargaining unit. 
 
4. The City rebutted the Union’s prima facie case.   

 
DISCUSSION 

 
 In this case the Union alleges that the City transferred certain firefighters in 
retaliation for their protected, concerted activities.  Specifically, the Union contends that 
the City transferred Rector, Parsons, Irizarry, Roberts and James Fiori because they 
actively campaigned against the incumbent Mayor.  The Union also claims that the City 
transferred Noddin, Mera, Duffy and Preece because they were active in the Union and/or 
challenged the Fire Chief on collective bargaining and personnel matters.  The Union also 
argues that, although Fabretti and Ronalter were not transferred, they were retaliated 
against because of their participation in the political campaign by having all their 
personnel transferred away from them, leaving them isolated.1   
 
 The City denies that it engaged in retaliation concerning the transfers.  The City 
argues that the Chief had considered the idea of transfers from the time he was hired in 
2004.  Further, the City claims that the Chief made the determination as to who would be 
transferred and was unaware of any individual’s involvement against the Mayor’s 
political campaign.  Finally, the City contends that all the transfers were made for 
legitimate reasons related to training and balancing skills and personalities in the 
firehouses.  We find that the City has not violated the Act for the following reasons.  
  
 It is a prohibited practice within the meaning of the Act for an employer to 
discriminate or retaliate against an employee for engaging in union or other protected 
activities.  This Board has repeatedly affirmed the proper method of analysis applied to 
such cases.  
 

Where a complainant alleges that employees were discriminated against in 
their employment because of activity on behalf of a Union, the 
complainant has the initial burden of proving that the discriminatory 
action was taken because of these protected activities, or at least that the 

                                                 
1  In its brief, the Union dropped its claims regarding Zaniewski, Legeyt, King, Martin and Wysocki.     
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protected activities were a substantial factor in bringing about the adverse 
actions.  Connecticut Yankee Catering Co., Inc. Decision No. 1601 
(1977).  Using an analytical framework such as is found in Wright Line, 
251 NLRB 1083, 105 LRRM 1169 (1980); enforced 622 F.2d 899 (1st Cir. 
1981); cert. denied, 455 U.S. 989, 102 S.Ct. 1612, we determine first 
whether a complainant has established a prima facie case of 
discrimination.  Once the prima facie case is established, we then 
determine whether the employer has established an affirmative defense 
thereto.  Town of Greenwich, Decision No. 2257 (1983), aff’d O’Brien v. 
State Board of Labor Relations, 8 Conn. App. 57 (1986); and Town of 
Windsor Locks, Decision No. 2836 (1990), appealed on other grounds, 
aff’d Police Department of the Town of Windsor Locks v. Connecticut 
State Board of Labor Relations, et al., 255 Conn. 297 (1993); Sheriff’s 
Department Fairfield County, Decision No. 3106-B (1993). 
 
A prima facie case includes proof that (1) the employee engaged in 
protected, concerted activities; (2) the employer had knowledge of those 
activities; and (3) the employer harbored anti-union animus.  See Sheriff’s 
Department Fairfield County, supra, citing Hardin, Developing Labor 
Law, Third Ed. (1992) at p. 194. 

 
If the Union is able to establish a prima facie case, the burden then shifts to the employer 
to establish an affirmative defense.  The employer may establish such defense by proving 
that the same actions would have been taken absent an improper motive.  That is, the 
presumption of discrimination may be rebutted by showing that the employer would have 
taken the same action with regard to the affected employee for a legitimate reason.  City 
of Hartford, Decision No. 3785 (2000); Town of Old Saybrook, Decision No. 4089 
(2005).  
 
 We have adopted in our definition of “protected, concerted activity” both the 
definition set forth in Meyers Industries, 296 NLRB 493, 115 LRRM 1035 (1984) 
(Meyers I) (“engaged with or on the authority of other employees, and not solely by or on 
behalf of the employee himself”) and that in NLRB v. City Disposal Systems, 465 U.S. 
822, 115 LRRM 3193 (1984)(“invocation of a right derived from a collective bargaining 
agreement”).  Board of Trustees for State Technical Colleges, Decision No. 2725 
(1990); Town of Old Saybrook, supra.   Thus, participation in the grievance process and 
support of union sponsored initiatives are protected concerted activity.  Town of Old 
Saybrook, supra; Town of Wallingford, Decision No. 3999 (2004); City of Waterbury, 
Decision No. 3884 (2002).  We have also included in the definition of  “protected, 
concerted activities” political activity that is directed toward the election of officials and 
legislators who are thought to be more (or less) favorable to union demands in 
negotiations.  City of Stamford, Decision No. 1421 (1976); City of Hartford, Decision 
No. 1353 (1975). See also International Brotherhood of Police Officers, Decision No. 
4334 (2008).   We have stated: 
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There is a political aspect of collective bargaining in the public sector that 
has no counterpart in private bargaining.  City of Hartford, [supra].  See 
also City of Shelton, Decision No. 1344 (1975).  So far as the cost of a 
bargain goes, the Act itself puts the ultimate control of the purse strings in 
the people through their elected representatives.  Section 7-474(b).  What 
this means is that the final phase of the collective bargaining process will 
often be left to the political process where (as here) the chief bone of 
contention is the cost of meeting (or partly meeting) union demands.  
 
City of Stamford, supra at 4.   

 
 Turning to the facts in this case, we find that the following firefighters engaged in 
protected, concerted activities: Preece, Noddin, Mera, Duffy, Martin, Rector, Roberts, 
David Fiori, James Fiori, Ronalter, Baldyga, Irizarry, Fabreth, Giveau, Maloney, Olls, 
Parsons, Racette and Janiewski.   Preece, Noddin, Martin and Mera were all Union 
Officers or Executive Board members, involved in numerous activities including contract 
negotiations, grievances, prohibited practice complaints, the no-confidence vote and the 
complaint against the Chief involving Firefighter Duffy.  Duffy himself participated in a 
complaint involving the Union alleging that Carr had engaged in workplace violence.  
Rector and Roberts participated in the no-confidence vote by placing lawn signs, 
including one directly adjacent to the Fire Headquarters. David Fiori, Ronalter, Baldyga, 
Irizarry, Fabreth, Giveau, Maloney, Olls, Parsons, Racette and Zaniewski all appeared on 
political fliers supporting the Mayor’s opponent in the November, 2005 election.  James 
Fiori campaigned for the Mayor’s opponent, including placing lawn signs and driving 
voters to the polls on Election Day.2  The Union has established the first prong of its 
prima facie case of retaliation.  
 
 We also find that the City had knowledge of the activities described above.  The 
Chief was well aware of the Union activities of Preece, Martin, Noddin and Mera.  
Further, the Mayor admitted that he knew most of the firefighters involved in the 
campaign against him and had seen many of them on Election Day.  The fliers containing 
the pictures of eleven (11) firefighters were well publicized around the City.  We find it 
difficult, if not impossible, to believe that the Mayor and the Chief did not know of the 
activities of the firefighters contained in the political brochures as well as that of James 
Fiori who was active during the campaign and on Election Day.  Regarding Rector and 
Roberts, the only evidence of their protected activity was the support for and placement 
of signs in support of the no confidence vote.  However, given the high degree of tension 
between the Union and the Chief and Mayor, as well as most bargaining unit members’ 
willingness to verbalize their distrust of the Mayor and Chief, it would stretch common 
sense to find that the City was unaware of their involvement in the no-confidence vote.  
The Chief was well aware of the support for that vote among Union members and these 
individuals made no secret of their support for the vote, including the placement and 

                                                 
2 We specifically find that James Fiori’s letter to the City Council in 2004 was not protected, concerted 
activity.  Fiori admitted that he was not acting on behalf of the Union or other bargaining unit members but 
rather, was expressing his personal opinion about Carr’s anticipated appointment.   
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display of signs.  As such, the Union has established the second prong of the prima facie 
case. 
 
 We also find that the City, through the Mayor and the Fire Chief, harbored anti-
union animus.  In this regard, there is no doubt that tensions are high, and highly 
personal, between the City officials and the Union.  Contract negotiations were protracted 
and hard-fought over sensitive issues such as minimum staffing; the Union has declared a 
very  public no-confidence vote; the Chief has attempted without success to lower the 
staffing requirements; and the Mayor has been bitterly opposed by the Union in two 
election campaigns even though he is a firefighter in that department.  Further, both the 
Mayor and the Chief have made comments regarding their lack of respect for and dislike 
of the Union.  The statements testified to on the record took place after the transfers that 
are the subject of this complaint.  However, in each statement, the Mayor and the Chief 
referred back to previous encounters with the Union, expressing their contempt for the 
firefighters and the Union leadership.  We find that both the Mayor and the Chief harbor 
anti-union animus. 
 
 Having concluded that the Union has established a prima facie case does not end 
our inquiry however.  The City has offered an affirmative defense in this matter.  The 
City argues that the transfers would have taken place even absent the discriminatory 
motive.  In this regard, the City argues that the Chief discussed mass transfers from the 
very start of his appointment and scheduled such transfers twice before implementing 
them.  The Chief wanted to make the transfers in early 2005 but agreed to delay his 
decision because of the MRT training and contract negotiations.  Also, the Chief delayed 
the December 2005 implementation of the transfers to avoid conflicts in the holiday 
schedule. The City also argues that the Mayor had nothing to do with the transfers and 
was not consulted by the Chief regarding who and how many firefighters to transfer.  
Finally, the City points out that the Chief’s reasons for wanting to transfer personnel are 
legitimate and serve the greater good of the department.   
 
 The Union argues against the City’s assertions by pointing to the fact that one of 
the Chief’s stated reasons for transferring personnel (to give newer firefighters a chance 
to work at busy stations) is not supported by the facts.  In this regard, the Union claims 
that most of the firefighters transferred were younger, less experienced firefighters and 
that the entire transfer scheme was designed to hurt the individuals who had participated 
in protected, concerted activities.   
 
 This is a close case but we find that the evidence presented tilts our decision in 
favor of the City.  First, it is significant that the Chief was interested in making mass 
transfers very early on in his tenure. It is not our job to judge the wisdom of that plan.  
Wise or not, it is significant that Carr was intent on making these changes right from the 
start.  Carr delayed his plan because other important matters took precedence such as the 
MRT training and contract negotiations.  He further delayed his plan at the urging of the 
Assistant Chief in order to avoid scheduling difficulties at the holidays in 2005. There is 
no evidence that the Chief consulted with the Mayor about the 2006 transfers.    
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We also find that the details of the transfer plan do not support the Union’s 
contention.  In this regard, only three (3) of the eleven (11) firefighters who appeared in 
the political fliers were transferred in 2006.  Ultimately, Janiewski was further transferred 
at his own request.  Of the thirty firefighters transferred, three (3) were Union Officers or 
Executive Board members.  Also several individuals were transferred for specific 
reasons.  Mera was transferred because the Chief concluded that he needed training on 
certain equipment, a fact that is supported by our previous decision in City of New 
Britain, Decision No. 4346 (2008).  Parsons was transferred to alleviate tensions between 
Wysocki and his supervisor.  Rector was moved so that James Fiori would not be in a 
reporting position to his brother.   

 
We are troubled by certain aspects of this case. We note that the documentary 

evidence shows that, overall, the transfers of January 2006 did not achieve one of the 
Chief’s stated goals of moving newer firefighters to busier stations. Ten (10) firefighters 
were simply moved to a different group or apparatus at the same station. The majority of 
those moved to busier stations had more than ten (10) years of experience.   However, 
this record does not clearly reveal the impact of the seventeen (17) new recruits or the 
increasing number of retirements in the staffing ratios in each group or station in 2006.  
As such, we can’t draw any definite conclusions from the number  and placement of the 
more senior firefighters.  Further, we recognize the impact on all firefighters of having 
their close colleagues moved to different stations or groups after many years of working 
together.  However, we don’t see how this impact was any greater on the Union activists 
than others.     

 
In summary, we find that the totality of all the record evidence falls in favor of the 

conclusion that the City did not violate the Act when it transferred certain firefighters in 
January 2006.  The complaint is dismissed.  
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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 Employee 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 
 
    C. Raymond Grebey 
    C. Raymond Grebey 
    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, 2008 to the following: 
 
 
Attorney Eric W. Chester 
Ferguson & Doyle       RRR 
35 Marshall Road 
Rocky Hill, CT  06067 
 
Attorney Mary C. Pokorski 
City of New Britain       RRR 
City Hall, 27 West Main Street 
New Britain, CT  06051 
 
Attorney James Ferguson 
Ferguson & Doyle 
35 Marshall Road 
Rocky Hill, CT  06067 
 
Joseph E. Skelly, Jr. 
Assistant Corporation Counsel 
City of New Britain 
City Hall, 27 West Main Street 
New Britain, CT  06051 
 
  

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