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DECISION AND DISMISSAL OF COMPLAINT 
 
 On December 24, 2013 the Hartford Municipal Employees Association, Inc. (the 
Union) filed a complaint with the Connecticut State Board of Labor Relations (the Labor 
Board) alleging that the City of Hartford (the City) had committed practices prohibited by 
the Municipal Employee Relations Act (MERA or the Act) by laying off  a member of 
the bargaining unit in retaliation for engaging in activities protected by the Act and for 
unilaterally transferring the member’s work outside the bargaining unit.   
 
 After the requisite preliminary steps had been taken, the parties entered into a 
partial stipulation of facts and exhibits and the matter came before the Labor Board for a 
hearing on November 7, 2014, January 13, 2015, and April 30, 2015.  Both parties were 
represented by counsel, allowed to present evidence, examine and cross-examine 
witnesses, and make argument. Both parties filed post-hearing briefs on June 17, 2015. 
 
 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. 
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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 various classifications 
of City employees. 
 
3. The City and the Union are parties to a collective bargaining agreement (Ex. 4) 
with effective dates of July 1, 2007 to June 30, 2013. The Agreement provides, in 
relevant part: 
 

ARTICLE 1 
RIGHTS AND RECOGNITION 

 . . . 
 Section 1.5 MANAGEMENT RIGHTS 

Except as specifically abridged or modified by . . . this Agreement, the City . . . 
will continue to have . . . all of the rights, powers and authority heretofore 
existing, including but not limited to the following . . . relieve its employees from    
duty because of lack of work or for other legitimate  reasons . . .  

 . . .  
ARTICLE II 

GRIEVANCE PROCEDURE 
  
 Section 2.1 
 
 Any grievance or dispute which may arise between the parties concerning the 
 application, meaning or interpretation of this Agreement . . . shall be settled in the 
 following manner: 
 
 Step 1.  The aggrieved employee . . . shall present the facts to his or her 
 immediate supervisor within ten (10) working days of the date on which the 
 grievance or dispute arose . . . 
 

Step 2.  If the grievance is not resolved in Step 1, the employee or Association 
representative shall reduce the grievance to writing and present it . . . to the 
department head . . .  
 
Step 3.  If the grievance is not resolved in Step 2, the employee or the Association 
representative shall present it to the Director of Human Resources . . . If requested 
. . . or if he or she so determines, the Director of Human Resources . . . or his or 
her designee shall meet informally with the interested parties . . . and shall render 
. . . [a] decision . . . 

  
 Section 2.4 
 
 . . . No employee may be reprimanded, suspended, demoted or discharged  
 except for just cause. . . 
 . . . 
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ARTICLE VII 

LAYOFF PROCEDURES 
 
 Section 7.1    ORDER OF LAYOFF 
 
 When a layoff is necessary in a particular classification, layoff of permanent 
 bargaining unit members within a department shall be made in inverse order of 
 length of full-time continuous service with the City.  Such layoffs shall be made 
 by classification within a department as determined by the department head 
 involved. 
 . . .  
 
4. At all times relevant hereto there existed the classified bargaining unit position of 
Project Manager in the Housing and Property Management Division (HPMD) of the 
City’s Department of Development Services (DDS).  The Project Manager job 
description (Ex. 11) states, in relevant part: 
 
 NATURE OF WORK IN THIS CLASS: 
 
 Under general direction, responsible for the administrative management and 
 disposition of City owned property acquired through tax foreclosure.  Duties 
 include developing policies and procedures, indexing properties, assuring and 
 coordinating their maintenance, developing disposition recommendations and 
 contractual sale agreements, and providing information to City Departments and 
 other organizations and individuals. Performs related work as required. 
 
5. On May 23, 2011, the City posted a notice (Ex. 7) that it was seeking to fill a full 
–time Project Manager position, which notice stated, in relevant part: 
  
 This is a grant-funded position renewable on an annual basis.  The City of 
 Hartford is not obligated to fund this position upon termination of funding . .  
 .  
 
(Emphasis in original). 
 
6. Paola Mantilla (Mantilla) successfully applied for the posted Project Manager 
position and was hired on or about October 3, 2011.  From her date of hire through June, 
2013, Mantilla worked on a number of projects funded through state and federal grants 
and administered by HPMD, including projects D2609, D9609, K1302, D1302, D1402, 
D2706, and D2077.1  For each fiscal year, grant funding of HPMD employees, including 
Mantilla, was allocated on the basis of work performed for each project.  
 
7. At all times relevant hereto, HPMD projects D2609 and D9609 were funded 
through the Neighborhood Stabilization Program (NSP), project D1302 was funded 
through the Home Investment Partnership Program (HOME), and project K1302 was 
                                                 
1 Upon approval of a grant application, the City assigns a project number and creates a budget for the grant 
against which are applied actual expenditures for all transactions, including payroll for City employees 
assigned to the project. 
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funded through the Community Development Block Grant Appraisal Gap Program 
(CBDG-GAP). 
 
8. In December, 2011, Miriam Rodriguez (Rodriguez) was transferred to HPMD to 
serve as confidential secretary to the HPMD director.  At all times relevant hereto, 
Rodriguez performed clerical duties and worked on occasion with HPMD Project 
Managers. 
 
9. By memo (Ex. 25) to all DDS employees dated June 15, 2012, DDS director 
Thomas E. Deller (Deller) stated, in relevant part: 
 
 SUBJECT: Reminder of Department’s Time and Attendance   
   Requirements and Procedures  
  
 I recognize that matters of a personal nature may sometimes conflict with our 
 commitment at work.  As such, I would like to take this opportunity to 
 communicate and remind everyone of the Department’s time and attendance 
 requirements and procedures . . . 
 
 Sick Leave, Vacation Leave and Other Leaves of Absence 
 . . . 

 
• All leaves of absences, other [sic] then sick leave, must have advance written 

approval and must include a completed Request for Time Off form (see 
attached) with a file copy to Elda Sinani, Project Manager. Vacation leave 
should be requested at least two (2) weeks in advance. 

 
• Occasionally, it may be necessary to be absent from work due to illness or 

circumstances beyond your control.  In these instances, an employee should 
notify the Division Director by telephone as soon as possible, but no later 
than 8:30 a.m. on each day of absence, or as stated in the applicable Collective 
Bargaining Agreement.  Failure to comply with these requirements and 
procedures may be addressed through the administrative and/or disciplinary 
processes. 

 
• An absence of an employee from duty, including any absence for a single day 

or  part of a day, that is not authorized by a specific grant of leave of absence 
under the Personnel Rules and Regulations will be considered to be an 
Absence Without  Leave (AWOL).  Any such absence shall be without pay 
and may be subject for disciplinary action . . .  

 
(Emphasis in original). 
 
10. For fiscal year July 1, 2012 to June 30, 2013, Mantilla’s salary allocation was 
10% each to projects D1302, D2609, D9609, and 70% to project K1302.  (Ex. 30). 
 
11. During the winter of 2012-2013 and in anticipation of significant reduction in 
funds for next fiscal year, including grants issued by the U.S. Department of Housing and 
Urban Development (HUD), Deller instructed all DDS directors to submit proposed 
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budgets effecting no change (flat) in expenses, a 5% reduction in expenses, and a 10% 
reduction in expenses for their respective divisions. During this time period and after 
preparing several drafts, HPMD director Yasha Escalera (Escalera) sent Deller three 
alternate budgets for fiscal year July 1, 2013 to June 30, 2014, and the budget alternative 
effecting a 10% reduction in expenses for HPMD eliminated funding for Mantilla’s 
position.2 
 
12. By email to DDS Project Manager, Brian Mathews (Mathews) on Friday, May 31, 
2013 at 8:38 a.m., Mantilla stated, in relevant part: 
 
 I need to take care of an urgent personal matter and need to leave by 2 pm . . .  
 
Mathews responded by email to Mantilla at 10:07 a.m. stating, in relevant part: 
 
 That’s fine.  Hope everything is ok…… 
 You know the deal – if you have personal time left, please use it.  If not, then we 
 have to go with the other option of unpaid time off . . . 
  
By email in response Mantilla stated, in relevant part: 
 
 “Would vacation time be ok”? 
 
Mathews responded by email to Mantilla at 1:35 p.m. stating, in relevant part: 
 
 I guess we would follow protocol.  Fill out a time off form.  I’m with [Deller] 
 now.  Can you scan it and email me?  He may be able to at least verbally approve 
 it before 2pm.  I can’t guarantee he will. 
 
Mantilla completed the time off form and emailed it to Mathews.  After unsuccessfully 
attempting to contact Mathews, Mantilla spoke to Senior Project Manager Sharon Bailey 
(Bailey) and upon receiving Bailey’s approval of a vacation leave request, Mantilla left 
work.  By email to Mantilla at 2:43 p.m., Deller stated, in relevant part: 
 
 Paola – just catching up on my emails and saw Brian’s to you.  I saw you leaving 
 the parking garage a little after two so that means you are leaving without 
 approval and are ignoring Brian’s directive.  This is insubordination and leaving 
 work without approval.  I will discuss this with HR but at this point please 
 consider this a warning and note that I expect you will follow all procedures and 
 policies that I lay out.  Also, unless I inform you differently the time from 2 to 5 
 today will be unpaid leave. 
 
(Ex. 12). 
 
13. The following Monday, June 3, 2013, Deller met with Mantilla and Mathews and 
after discussing the leave policy and Mantilla’s relationship with Mathews, Deller 

                                                 
2 The evidence established that a 10% reduction in expenses eliminated funding for approximately one-half 
of a HPMD full-time position, given existing staffing levels and the terms of the federal grants involved.     
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indicated that a miscommunication had occurred, that Mantilla had not been 
insubordinate, and that Mantilla should consider his earlier email as rescinded. 
 
14. On or about June 4, 2013, Deller met with HPMD staff and stated that he intended 
to continue in his position as DDS director and that he was able to save everyone’s 
position and that there would be no layoffs. 
 
15. At some point Mantilla discussed the events of May 31, 2013 with Union 
representative Olga Rose who informed Mantilla that there was a time deadline for 
contesting discipline through the grievance procedure and that, absent a written retraction 
from Deller, Mantilla could be prejudiced by the presence of Deller’s email in her 
personnel file.   
 
16. By email to Mathews on June 12, 2013, Mantilla stated, in relevant part: 
 
 I would like to address the claim outlined in . . . [Deller’s] email . . . which 
 implied that I was “insubordinate.”  . . . on 5/31/13.  First step of the HMEA 
 grievance process requires that I communicate my concerns with my immediate 
 supervisor within a period of 10 days.  And such, I hereby seek a written 
 resolution that would resend [sic] the email of May 31, 2013 claiming I was 
 “insubordinate” and . . . the language “consider this a warning”. . . I fell [sic] as 
 though this can be resolved since Mr. Deller himself met with us and verbally 
 acknowledge [sic] that he may have misspoke too soon and rescinded the email . .  
 
(Ex. 13). 
 
17. By responding email to Mantilla and copy to Deller on June 13, 2013 at 3:06 
p.m., Mathews stated, in relevant part: 
  

Your email . . . is duly noted. 
There are many points that you made here that are erroneous . . . I believe that 
your efforts to involve staff outside the established” [sic] time off approval 
protocol” process caused the miscommunication and the situation . . .  

 I’m sure there will be ample opportunity to fully vet and resolve this situation.  
 
(Ex. 13). 
 
18. On June 13, 2013 at approximately 4:00 p.m., Deller gave Mantilla a letter (Ex. 9)   
that states, in relevant part: 
 
 Dear Mrs. Mantilla,  
  
 On April 1, 2009, the State of Connecticut, Department of Economic & 
 Community Development (DECD) awarded the Development Services 
 Department/Housing & Property Management Division funding for the 
 Neighborhood Stabilization Program (NSP) . . . This grant expired on March 9, 
 2013.  However, a budget extension to March 8, 2014 was subsequently approved 
 by DECD for the purpose of allowing the City to expend the remaining 
 administrative fund balance . . . Home Investment Partnership Program (HOME) 
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 and Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) administrative funds have 
 also been reduced and no longer support the funding of your position.  As a result, 
 your position of Project Manager . . . will be unfunded after June 30, 2013. 
 
 In accordance with the layoff provision of the Collective Bargaining Agreement .
 . . currently in effect, this serves as your written notice of layoff . . . The effective 
 date of your layoff will be at the close of business on Friday, July 5, 2013 . . . 
 
 . . . Please return any City property in you possession to me by the close of 
 business today . . .  
 
 Sincerely, 
 Thomas E. Deller, AICP 
 
Mantilla was then escorted to her desk to remove her belongings and then from the 
workplace. 
 
19. On June 26, 2013, the Union filed a written grievance contesting Deller’s May 31, 
2013 email and seeking rescission of a disciplinary reprimand. (Ex. 14).  
 
20. On September 4, 2013, a Step 3 grievance meeting was held and on September 
16, 2013, assistant human resources director Debra Collins Carabillo sent the Union a 
letter that states, in relevant part: 
 
 At the grievance meeting, it was determined that Ms. Mantilla had indeed sought 
 approval to leave on May 31, 2013 and that such request, for whatever reason, did 
 not find its way to Mr. Deller.  After some discussion, it was agreed that the 
 written warning will be rescinded and any reference to same will be removed 
 from her personnel file.  For the record, Mr. Deller was of the opinion that the 
 written warning had already been rescinded . . . As this action satisfies the 
 adjustment requested . . . the grievance will be considered settled . . .  
 
(Exs. 13, 15). 
 
21. After Mantilla’s layoff and at all times relevant hereto, the remaining work 
formerly performed by Mantilla was assumed by HPMD Project Managers, including 
Mathews, Claude Trapp, and Bailey. Rodriguez performed work formerly performed by 
Mantilla to the extent that Rodriguez communicated with persons outside HPMD 
regarding ongoing projects at the direction of Project Managers and as part of her existing 
clerical duties. 
 
22. In response to a substantial reduction in state and federal grant funding for fiscal 
year 2013-2014, HPMD implemented a budget reducing its administrative expenses in 
the approximate amount of 10% from the prior fiscal year. 

 
CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 

 
1. Employer discrimination and retaliation against employees for engaging in 
protected, concerted activity is a violation of the Act. 
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2. An employer may rebut a prima facie case of illegal retaliation if it establishes 
that it would have pursued its course of conduct regardless of improper motivation. 
 
3. The City did not violate the Act when it laid off Project Manager Paola Mantilla 
in 2013.   
 
4. Absent an adequate defense, an employer commits an unlawful refusal to bargain 
and a prohibited practice when it unilaterally subcontracts or transfers bargaining unit 
work to non-bargaining unit personnel. 
 
5. The City did not subcontract or transfer bargaining unit work in violation of the 
Act. 
 

DISCUSSION 
 
 The issues in this case are whether the City engaged in practices prohibited by 
Sections 7-470(a)(1) and(4)3 of the Act.  The Union contends that Mantilla was laid off in 
retaliation for demanding a written retraction of Deller’s May 31st assessment of her 
conduct and that Mantilla’s work was then transferred to Rodriguez, an employee outside 
the bargaining unit.  The City denies the existence of any improper motive and claims 
that the layoff was due to lack of funding and that Mantilla’s work continued to be 
performed by members of the bargaining unit.  Given the evidence before us, we find that 
the City has established an affirmative defense to the Union’s prima facie case of 
improper retaliation and further that no substantial transfer of bargaining unit work 
occurred.  As such, we dismiss the Union’s complaint. 
 
 Our analysis of alleged discrimination or retaliation in response to protected 
activity is long-standing: 
 

 A complainant alleging that employees were discriminated against in their 
employment because of union activity has the initial burden of showing 
that the discriminatory action was taken because of these protected activities,  
or at least that the protected activities were a substantial factor in bringing 
about these adverse actions.  Town of Greenwich, Decision No. 2257 (1983), 
aff’d O’Brien v. State Board of Labor Relations, 8 Conn. App. 57 (1986); 
Connecticut Yankee Catering Co, Inc. Decision No. 1601 (1977).  We 
determine whether the complainant has met this burden to establish a 
prima facie case of discrimination using an analytical framework such as is 
found in Wright Line, 251 NLRB 1083, enfd 622 F.2d 899 (1st Cir. 1981),  
cert denied 455 U.S. 989 (1982). “A prima facie case includes proof that: (1) the 
employee engaged in protected, concerted activities; (2) the employer had 

                                                 
3  Conn. Gen. Stat. § 7-470(a)(1) and (4) state, in relevant part : 
 

(a) Municipal employers or their representatives or agents are prohibited from:  (1)  Interfering, 
restraining or coercing employees in the exercise of the rights guaranteed in section 7-468 . . . (4) 
refusing to bargain collectively in good faith with an employee organization which has been 
designated . . . as the exclusive representative of employees in an appropriate unit . . .   
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knowledge of those activities; and (3) the employer harbored anti-union animus.” 
New Britain Board of Education, Decision No. 4290 p. 4 (2008). Once a prima 
facie case is established, we then address whether the employer has established an 
affirmative defense which may include proof that the employer would have 
pursued its course of conduct regardless of any anti-union motivation. City of 
Hartford, Decision No 3785 (2000); New Fairfield Board of Education, 
Decision No. 3327 (1995).  
 

City of Norwalk, Decision No. 4621 p. 6 (2012) appeal dismissed, 156 Conn. App. 79 
(2015); see also State of Connecticut, Decision No. 4813 (2015); Town of Montville, 
Decision No. 4823 (2015); Town of Cheshire, Decision No. 4809 (2015); Bridgeport 
Housing Authority, Decision No. 4754 (2014); Town of Hamden, Decision No. 4404 
(2009); State of Connecticut, Judicial Dept., Decision No. 4097 (2005); Town of 
Wallingford,  Decision No. 3999 (2004); Orange Board of Education, Decision No. 
3417 (1996); Sheriff’s Department, Fairfield County, Decision No. 3106-B (1993); 
Windsor Locks Police Dept., Decision No. 2836 (1990), appeal dismissed, 225 Conn. 
297 (1993). 
 
 The record supports findings that Mantilla engaged in protected activity and that 
the City was aware of this activity. “The filing of the grievance under an existing 
collective bargaining agreement is an activity protected by the Act.”  Town of Trumbull, 
Decision No. 3056 p. 5 (1992); see also City of Norwalk, supra; Town of Hamden, 
Decision No. 2395 (1985); City of New London, Decision No. 952 (1970).  We reject the 
City’s claim that Mantilla’s grievance was not filed until after her layoff because 
Mantilla’s June 12 email to Mathews “present[ed] the facts to . . . her immediate 
supervisor” within the meaning of Step 1 of the contractual grievance procedure.  We 
also find that the City was aware of this protected activity given Mathew’s email the next 
day which both acknowledged receipt and forwarded Mantilla’s grievance to Deller. As 
such, the Union has established the first two prongs of its prima facie case and we turn to 
the more difficult issue of the existence of improper animus.   
 
 “In this day and age, discrimination is almost invariably conducted 
surreptitiously; employers who engage in this form of misconduct do not do so overtly.”  
Town of Watertown, Decision No. 3719 (1999).  Proof “need not consist [of] direct 
evidence of improper motive.  Such direct evidence is rarely available and the Union is 
entitled to the benefit of any inferences that are reasonable under the circumstances . . .” 
Connecticut Yankee Catering Co, Decision No. 1601 p. 5 (1977).  “In this regard, the 
Labor Board considers indirect evidence of anti-union bias such as the timing of an 
employer’s decision in relations to the protected activity.”  Town of East Haven, 
Decision No. 2830 (1990).  We find, on the basis of the record before us, that it is 
reasonable to infer improper animus. In essence, Mantilla’s June 12 email to Mathews 
questioned reliance on Deller’s oral rescission of his earlier insubordination finding and 
as such, the grievance challenged Deller’s integrity. The issuance of a layoff notice the 
following day may naturally be viewed as a reaction to Mantilla’s request for a “written 
resolution,” particularly in light of Deller’s representation of the previous week that there 
would be no layoffs. In short, we find that protected conduct was a motivating factor in 
the City’s decision to layoff Mantilla. As such, we find that the Union has made a prima 
facie case and we turn to the City’s affirmative defense. 
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 The City contends that Mantilla’s position would have been eliminated due to 
lack of funding even in the absence of a dispute concerning Mantilla’s early departure 
from work on May 31. We find that there is substantial evidence in the record to support 
this claim.  While the Union disputes the City’s willingness and ability to reallocate grant 
funds and to reclassify funded positions, it does not deny that total outside funding of 
HPMD functions in fiscal year 2013 – 2014 substantially decreased from the prior fiscal 
year or that such changes were anticipated during the winter of 2012 – 2013.  Project 
manager Sharon Bailey4 credibly testified that several months prior to Mantilla’s 
grievance filing, the then HPMD director, at Deller’s request, submitted alternative 
budget proposals to address anticipated grant funding losses. The proposal that was 
ultimately implemented addressed the reductions that actually occurred and expressly 
provided for layoff of Mantilla as the junior HPMD project manager. 
 
 While we find that the City has met its burden to rebut the Union’s prima facie 
case of discrimination through economic justification of its actions, we do not do so 
lightly, for reasons best expressed by former Labor Board Chairman Fleming James, Jr.: 
 

The Town rebuts . . .  inferences of anti-union motivation by pointing to 
the economic justification for the terminations. The Act was never intended to 
deprive the municipalities of their rights to abolish jobs for economic reasons.  
Town of Stratford, Decision No. 999 (1971).  At the same time we have 
recognized that a municipality may violate the Act by eliminating positions or 
programs for reasons proscribed by the Act and seek to cloak the violation by a 
pretended exercise of judgment.  Ansonia Board of Ed. (Ida Singer), Decision 
No. 1141 (1973).   

 
Town of Wolcott, Decision No. 1518 p. 3 (1977) (emphasis added). The City did not 
fabricate reduction of outside funding or its preexisting plans for addressing anticipated 
losses. In short, we will not ignore the outcome of a proper Wright Line analysis and 
refuse sanction to employer conduct which would have occurred notwithstanding existing 
improper animus. 
 
 Turning to the Union’s claim that Mantilla’s work was unilaterally transferred 
outside the bargaining unit, we apply the standard set forth in City of New Britain, 
Decision No. 3290 (1995):  
 
 The Union bears the initial burden of establishing a prima facie case that: (1) the 
 work in question is bargaining unit work; (2) the subcontracting or transfer of 
 work varied significantly in kind or degree from what had been customary under 
 past established practice; and (3) the alleged subcontracting or transfer of work 
 had a demonstrable adverse impact on the bargaining unit. Once a union has 
 established a prima facie case the burden shifts to the employer to provide an 
 adequate defense. City of Bridgeport, Decision No. 4706 (2014); City of New 
 Haven, Decision No. 4656 (2013); Woodbridge Board of Education, Decision 
 No. 4565 (2011); City of Bridgeport, Decision No. 4478 (2010). Such defenses 
 may include the existence of a contractual provision which permits the 
 subcontracting or transfer of the work; that the work removed from the bargaining 

                                                 
4 The Union called Bailey as a witness at the Labor Board hearing. 
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 unit is de minimus, or that the transfer was in keeping with established past 
 practice. In addition, either party may argue that public policy may have an 
 impact on the situation. Town of Enfield, Decision No. 4620 (2012); City of 
 Bridgeport, Decision No. 4478, supra. 
 
Town of Middlebury, Decision No. 4756 p. 6 (2014). 
 
 The Union’s evidence of work transfer consists of correspondence from 
Rodriguez to HPMD applicants concerning pending applications as well as City notices 
listing Rodriguez as the contact person for certain HPMD projects.  Assuming arguendo 
that Mantilla formerly performed these duties and that it is properly considered 
bargaining unit work, we find insufficient variance from what was customary under past 
practice to satisfy the second prong under City of New Britain, supra.  While Mantilla 
testified that she generally performed her own clerical work, she admitted that Rodriguez 
worked with all HPMD project managers, had  assisted Mantilla in compiling a mailing 
list to send correspondence to project participants, and had assisted at least one other 
project manager on an ongoing basis.  Taken in conjunction with Bailey’s testimony that 
Mantilla’s work was redistributed among the remaining HPMD project managers, these 
admissions support our conclusion that bargaining unit work was not transferred in 
violation of the Act.   
 

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 complaint filed herein be, and the same hereby is, 
DISMISSED. 
 

CONNECTICUT STATE BOARD OF LABOR RELATIONS 
 
      Patricia V. Low 
      Patricia V. Low 
      Chairman 
 
      Wendella Ault Battey 
      Wendella Ault Battey 
      Board Member 
 
      Barbara J. Collins 
      Barbara J. Collins 
      Board Member 
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CERTIFICATION 
  
 I hereby certify that a copy of the foregoing was mailed postage prepaid this 9th 
day of December, 2015 to the following: 
 
Catharine H. Freeman, Assistant Corporation Counsel 
City of Hartford      RRR 
550 Main Street  
Hartford, CT  06103   
 
Attorney Stephen F. McEleney 
McEleney & McGrail      RRR 
20 Church Street, Suite 1730 
Hartford, CT  06103 
 
  ________________________________ 
  Harry B. Elliott, Jr., General Counsel 
  CONNECTICUT STATE BOARD OF LABOR RELATIONS 
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