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DECISION AND DISMISSAL OF COMPLAINT  
 
 On October 21, 2013, Diana McCammon, (the Complainant) filed a complaint, 
amended on January 13, 2015, with the Connecticut State Board of Labor Relations (the 
Labor Board) alleging that the Norwalk Board of Education (the School Board) violated 
the School Board-Teacher Negotiation Act (TNA or the Act) by breaching the applicable 
collective bargaining agreement and that the Norwalk Federation of Teachers Local 1723, 
AFT, AFL-CIO (the Union) had violated the Act by breaching its duty of fair 
representation.   
 
 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 June 1, 2015.  All parties appeared, were represented by counsel and were 
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given full opportunity to present evidence, examine and cross-examine witnesses, and 
make argument.  The parties submitted post-hearing briefs on July 27, 2015.  Based on 
the entire record before us, we make the following findings of fact and conclusions of law 
and dismiss the complaint. 
 

FINDINGS OF FACT 
 
1. The School Board is an employer pursuant to the Act. 
 
2. The Union is an employee organization pursuant to the Act and at all material 
times has been the recognized bargaining representative for all certified personnel within 
the meaning of Conn. Gen. Stat. § 10-153a employed by the School Board under the rank 
of full-time assistant principal. 
 
3. At all relevant times the School Board and the Union were parties to a series of 
collective bargaining agreements that contained the following provisions: 
 

ARTICLE VI 
GRIEVANCE PROCEDURE 

 
. . .  
 
2. Definitions: 

 
a. “Grievance” shall mean . . . a dispute arising over the interpretation 
or application of the provision [sic] of this Agreement or an alleged 
violation thereof. 

 
  b. The term “grievant” shall mean (1) an individual teacher . . .  
 
  c. “Party in interest” shall mean a grievant . . .  

. . . 
3. Time Limits 

  . . .  
 b. If the grievant does not file a grievance in writing within the thirty 

(30) days after he/she knew of the act or conditions on which the 
grievance is based, then the grievance shall be considered waived. 

  . . . 
 d. Failure by the grievant at any level to appeal a grievance to the 

next level within the specified time limits shall be deemed to be 
acceptance of the decision rendered at that level. Failure of any party to 
answer within the specified time limits shall be deemed a denial of the 
grievance, so that the grievant may process such grievance to the next 
step. 

  . . .  
4. Representation  

  . . . 
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 b. Any party in interest may be represented on all levels of the 
grievance procedure by a person of his/her own choosing.  When a teacher 
is not represented by the Federation, the Federation shall have the right to 
be present and state its views at all stages of the procedure. 
. . . 

 
6. Arbitration Level 

  
a. When a grievance remains unsettled after having been fully 
processed through the appropriate level designated, such grievance may be 
submitted to arbitration . . . 

 
b. Upon written request of the Federation, a grievance may be 
submitted to the American Arbitration Association for arbitration in 
accordance with its rules, provided such request is made within fifteen 
days after the decision is rendered at  Step 3. 

  . . . 
 

ARTICLE VIII 
TEACHER’S SALARY SCHEDULE PLACEMENT 

 
 . . . 
 2. PLACEMENT:  All members of the unit shall be placed on the  
 appropriate step in the salary schedule, taking into consideration the following: 
 . . . 
 c. Full credit for previous contract teaching experience in public, accredited 
 private, and military dependency schools, provided that such experience shall 
 have been continuous service of a least one-half (1/2) of any school year.  
 Intermittent or short-run substitute service will not be credited as previous 
 contract teaching experience. 
 . . .  
(Exs. 4, 5, 6). 
 
4. On July 12, 2008, Complainant submitted an online application for a teacher 
position with the School Board.  The application reflected that Complainant attained a 
master’s degree in mathematics in 1990. The application also reflected that Complainant 
had worked as a full-time teacher for Darien Public Schools in Darien, Connecticut from 
September, 2006 to June, 2008; as a full-time associate professor of mathematics at 
Delgado Community College1 in New Orleans, Louisiana from September, 1991 to May, 
20062, and as a part-time adjunct professor of mathematics at Tulane University3 in New 
Orleans, Louisiana from August, 1995 to October, 2005. (Ex. 25). 
 

                                                
1 Delgado Community College is a public accredited college. 
 
2 McGammon left her position at Delgado Community College after and as a result of Hurricane Katrina. 
 
3 Tulane University is a private accredited university. 
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5. On August 5, 2008, Complainant interviewed for a teaching position at Brien 
McMahon High School (BMHS) with two assistant principals and BMHS principal 
Suzanne Brown Koroshetz (Koroshetz).  Complainant’s potential salary step placement 
was not discussed during the interview and Complainant was offered a position 
approximately one hour after the interview ended. Complainant then met with then 
School Board human resources director Fay Ruotolo (Ruotolo) who informed 
Complainant that she would not receive salary step credit for her prior college teaching 
experience. Complainant then signed a copy of a letter (Ex. 23) to her from Ruotolo dated 
August 5, 2008, that states in relevant part: 
 
 This letter verifies that you are offered employment to the position of math 
 teacher at Brien McMahon High School for the 2008-2009 school year.  Your 
 salary for the 2008-2009 school year will be at the Masters degree level, step 3, 
 $49,893.  Your start date will be August 22, 2008 . . . 
 
6. Upon commencement of her School Board employment later that month, 
Complainant met with Koroshetz who urged Complainant to fight to have her salary step 
placement increased on the basis of her college teaching experience. Complainant 
received a copy of the collective bargaining agreement at this time and also attended a 
brief orientation for new teachers conducted by Union president Bruce Mellion (Mellion) 
who urged the attendees to be familiar with the collective bargaining agreement and 
assured them that the Union was there to represent their interests. 
 
7, During the fall of 2008, Complainant read the collective bargaining agreement 
and spoke with five other School Board teachers as to whether prior college teaching 
experience was afforded salary step credit. 
 
8. By letter (Ex. 9) to Mellion4 dated January 27, 2009, Complainant stated, in 
relevant part: 
 

As a member of the . . . [Union], I am writing to request that you advocate on my 
behalf with the . . . [School Board] as regards my salary for next year. . . . Though 
my current salary compensation recognizes the years that I spent at Darien High 
School (2006-2008), it does not acknowledge the years that I spent at Delgado 
Community College (1991—2006) and Tulane University (1995-2005).  
According to the . . . Contract between. . . [the School Board and the Union],  
 
“Full credit for previous contract teaching experience in public, accredited 
private, and military dependency schools, provided such experience  shall have 
been continuous service of at least one-half of any school year.” 

 
 Both Delgado Community College and Tulane University are full accredited 
 schools and I served in both institutions for a continuous period of time . . .  
 . . .  

It was suggested to me by Fay Ruotolo that college work is not high school work . 
. .  I see no reason to penalize me for teaching freshmen and sophomores in 
college . . .  

                                                
4 Mellion testified that he does not recall receiving the letter. 
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 . . .  
Thank you for your consideration of this matter.  I look forward to hearing from 

 you. 
 . . .  
9. Complainant contacted Mellion by telephone at some point in March, 2009 and 
asked him to pursue her claim for salary step credit on the basis of her prior college 
teaching experience. Mellion told Complainant that he would not advocate on her behalf 
because the credit was limited to employment experience as a certified5 teacher in grades 
kindergarten through twelve (K-12).    
 
10. In July of 2012, Mellion sent an email to all bargaining unit members that stated, 
in relevant part: 
  

During the time Ms. Ruotolo was in HR, in some cases she did not pay teachers 
 the correct contract salary based on prior contract teaching experience and degree 
 levels that had been obtained . . . I have spent this past year clearing these up, but 
 I want to make sure that any and all such salary issues have been brought to our 
 attention for resolution.  If you have reason to believe that you have such an issue, 
 please email me all the facts a.s.a.p . . . 6 
 
By email to Mellion on July 19, 2012, Complainant stated, in relevant part: 
  
 This situation applies to me. . .  
 Do you need for me to send a current CV? 
 I am leaving on Sunday for a three week vacation.  Is there anything that you 
 would like for me to do before I leave? 
 
By email to Complainant on July 20, 2012, Mellion stated: 
 

You [sic] educational background and where she placed you in numbered order 
and you [sic] contract teacvhing [sic] experience. Bruce 

 
By email to Mellion on July 21, 2012, Complainant stated, in relevant part: 
  

At the time of hire, I had a MAT-Mathematics.  I have since gotten more credits . 
. . 

 I was placed at year 3. 
 I had 2 years teaching high school, 10 years teaching at Tulane University, 
 and 16 years teaching at Delgado Community College . . .  
 
(Exs. 10, 11, 12). 
                                                
 
5 Conn. Gen. Stat. § 10-145 states, in relevant part: 
 
 (a)  No teacher . . . shall be employed in any of the schools of any local or regional board of 
 education unless such person possesses an appropriate state certificate . . .  
 
6  Mellion testified that the salary issues referenced in his email did not involve failure to afford credit for 
prior college teaching experience. 
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11. By email (Ex. 14) to Mellion on October 22, 2012, Complainant stated, in 
relevant part:     
 
 Back in the summer you sent out an email asking if anyone had been refused 
 credit for years spent at another educational institution by Fay Ruotolo. Would 
 you mind updating me on the current status of the investigation? 
 . . .  
   
12. On November 15, 2012, Mellion sent an email to Union stewards that stated, in 
relevant part: 
 
 Next Tuesday afternoon I will be meeting with the interim HR Director to address 
 an [sic] open salary issues that have lingered in some cases for a very long time.  
 Please send me all the details forthwith for any salary issue that meets the 
 following criteria: 
 
 1. The salary issue has remained unresolved from last school year or this 
 school year 
 2. You have already followed up on it, but there has been no satisfactory 
 resolution 
 3. You have not previously sent me such information 
 
13. By email (Ex. 14) to Mellion on November 16, 2012, Complainant stated, in 
relevant part: 
 
 In response to your recent email regarding pay issues, I have copied here the 
 email that I sent to you October 22, 2012.  I also gave you information on this  
 issue back in the summer when you requested several of us to do so. 
 
14. By email (Ex. 15a) to Mellion on January 8, 2013 at 10:22 a.m., Complainant 
stated, in relevant part: 
  
 Back in the summer you sent out an email asking if anyone had been refused 
 credit by Fay Ruotolo for years spent at another accredited educational institution.  
 Would you please update me on the current status of the 
 investigation/negotiation? 
 . . .  
  

By email (Ex. 15b) to Complainant on January 8, 2013 at 10:30 a.m., Mellion 
stated, in relevant part:  
 
 From memory I believe you were looking for college teaching time and that 
 is not going to count . . .  
 
By email (Ex. 15c) to Mellion on January 8, 2013 at 2:21 p.m., Complainant stated, in 
relevant part: 
 
 Why does the contract not say that? It certainly implies that it does. 
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 . . . 
 

I feel crazy with this injustice and I am very disappointed that the union in this 
district has not been more helpful to me. Is there any avenue that I can pursue to 
bring my salary more in line with my extensive experience? 

 
 
 By email (Ex. 15d) to Mellion on January 8, 2013 at 2:58 p.m., Complainant 
stated, in relevant part: 
 
 Could you help me understand why, if the contract says “Full credit for previous 
 contract teaching experience in public, accredited private, or military educational 
 institution”,  college experience does not count? . . . 
 
 By email (Ex. 15e) to Complainant on January 8, 2013 at 5:00 p.m., Mellion 
stated: 
 
 Norwalk has never counted college teaching time. Bruce 
 
By email (Ex. 30) to Complainant on January 8, 2013 at 5:28 p.m., Mellion stated: 
 

We have many practices that are far generous [sic] then [sic] most district [sic] 
and sometimes it does not fall with what a person would like. I am most happy to 
hear about your teaching success. Bruce 

 
15. On April 9, 2013, Complainant filed a written grievance with School Board 
interim superintendent Anthony R. Daddona (Daddona) alleging that she had not received 
credit for prior teaching experience at the college level in violation of Art. VIII § 2(c) of 
the collective bargaining agreement and seeking a change to her salary level as well as 
reimbursement for past compensation due.  (Ex. 7a). 
 
16.  By email (Ex. 17a) on April 10, 2013 at 7:35 a.m., Complainant sent Mellion a 
copy of the grievance she had filed. By email (17b) to Complainant on April 10, 2013 at 
9:50 a.m., Mellion stated: 
 
 this MATTER HAS BEEN GONE OVER ABOUT 6 TIMES AT LEAST AND 
 IT HAS NO MERIT Bruce 
 
(Emphasis in original). 
 
17. By letter (Ex. 7b) to Complainant dated April 22, 2013, Daddona stated, in 
relevant part: 
 
 We received your Grievance . . . on April 9, 2013.  Your Grievance is denied in 
 accordance to Article VI, 3. Time Limits (b).  
 . . .  
 As indicated in your grievance . . . , the incident occurred in 2008, which exceeds 
 the 30 day limit established in the collective bargaining agreement. 
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18. By letter (Ex. 7d) to School Board chairman Jack Chiaramonte dated May 3, 
2013, Complainant stated, in relevant part: 
 

I am writing to request Level 3 review by the [School] Board . . . of the above –
referenced grievance . . .  

 
 The Superintendent’s Level 2 denial of my grievance . . . is based on the supposed 
 un-timeliness of the grievance. 
 
 I believe every paycheck is a separate incident of contract violation and therefore 
 that my grievance is timely.   
 . . .  
 
19. By letter (Ex. 20d) to School Board interim human resources director Robert F. 
Dylewski (Dylewski) dated May 13, 2013, Complainant stated, in relevant part: 
 
 I am a Mathematics Teacher at Brien McMahon High School.  I have worked in 
 this capacity for the Norwalk Public Schools since School Year 2008-2009. 
 . . .  
 Prior to my hire by Norwalk Public Schools, I taught in the Darien Public Schools 
 for 2 years, at Tulane University for 10 years and at Delgado Community College, 
 New Orleans for 16 years.  All three of these prior employment experiences were 
 contract teaching in public or accredited private schools. 
 
 I believe the totality of my teaching experience prior to and through my Norwalk 
 Public School experience qualifies me to be paid at Step 10, Year 7.  I am 
 currently being paid at Step 7, Year 7. 
 
 Please advise me of the Norwalk Public Schools’ decision on my request at your 
 earliest opportunity. 
 
  
Dylewski subsequently sent Complainant an email denying her request for the reason that 
salary credit was not afforded for college teaching experience. 
 
20. On or about May 28, 2013, Complainant filed a written grievance with Koroshetz 
and Daddona alleging that Dylewski’s denial violated Art. VIII § 2(c) of the collective 
bargaining agreement and seeking a change to her salary level effective the date of the 
denial. (Ex. 8a). 
 
21. By letter (Ex. 8b) to Complainant dated June 4, 2013, Daddona stated, in relevant 
part: 
  
 I acknowledge receipt of your letter dated May 28, 2013; you have once again 
 filed a grievance that has been previously denied. 
 
 Therefore, I am denying this grievance once again, this is ungrievable. 
 . . .  
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22. By letter (Ex. 8c) to Chiaramonte dated June 11, 2013, Complainant stated in 
relevant part: 
 
 I am writing to request Level 3 review by the [School] Board . . . of the above-
 referenced grievance, a copy of which is attached to this letter. 
 . . .  
 
 You currently have before you my request for Level 3 review of an earlier (April 
 9) grievance I filed addressing my pay from my August 2008 hire, which was  
 denied as untimely.  The grievance I forward you today is of the denial of a 
 current request for a current correction of a current problem. 
 
 I believe every paycheck is a separate incident of contract violation and therefore 
 that my grievance is timely. 
 . . . 
 
23. By letter (Ex. 18b) to Mellion dated July 3, 2013, Complainant stated, in relevant 
part: 
 
  I have received no communication from the  . . . [School Board] . . . responding 
 to my . . . April 9, 2013 grievance . . .  
 
 Therefore, I ask that the Union request the submission of this grievance for 
 arbitration by the American Arbitration Association under Article VI, Section 6 of 
 the collective bargaining agreement. 
 
 Please advise me in writing as to whether and when this step will be taken. 
 
24. By email (Ex. 19) to Complainant on July 5, 2013, Mellion stated: 
 
 As you have been told on numerous occasions by numerous persons in the union 
 and in the administration this matter has no merit and especially it have [sic] no 
 timeliness. Bruce 
 
25. By letter (Ex. 20a) to Mellion dated August 2, 2013, Complainant stated, in 
relevant part: 
 
 I have received no communication from the [School Board] . . . responding to my 
 May 13, 2013 grievance . . .  
 
 Therefore, I ask that the Union request the submission of this grievance for 
 arbitration by the American Arbitration Association under Article VI, Section 6 of 
 the collective bargaining agreement. 
 
 Please advise me in writing as to whether and when this step will be taken. 
 
26. By email (Ex. 32) to Complainant on August 5, 2013, Mellion stated, in relevant 
part: 
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 Your grievance is not timely as well as having no merit. Bruce 
 
27. The Union did not submit the Complainant’s grievances dated April 9, 2013 and 
May 13, 2013 to arbitration. 
 
 

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 
 
1. It is a prohibited practice for a union or its agents to breach the duty of fair 
representation owed to bargaining unit members by engaging in conduct that is arbitrary,  
discriminatory, or in bad faith. 
 
2. The Union did not fail to process Complainant’s grievances contesting her salary 
step placement or otherwise act in breach of its duty of fair representation. 
 
3. The School Board did not establish Complainant’s salary step placement in 
violation of the Act. 
 

DISCUSSION 
 

 In this case, Complainant contends that the School Board breached Art. VIII § 
2(c)  of the collective bargaining agreement when it established Complainant’s salary 
step placement without considering her college teaching experience and that the Union 
violated its statutory7 duty of fair representation by refusing to challenge the School 
Board’s conduct.  In response, the School Board argues that Art. VIII § 2(c), both on its 
face and as applied over the years, only affords salary step enhancement on the basis of 
prior K-12 teaching experience.  The Union agrees with this construction of the 
agreement and contends that in doing so it acts well within the permissible range of 
reasonableness required under the Act to meet its duty to fairly represent Complainant. 
 
 Public Acts 1993, No. 93-426 § 4 codified the duty of fair representation long 
recognized at common law.  Piteau v. Hartford Board of Education, 300 Conn. 667, 680 
(2011).  Our standard for assessing such claims arises from the United States Supreme 
Court’s reasoning in Vaca v. Sipes, 386 U.S. 171 (1967), that a union’s legal status as 
exclusive employee representative necessarily entails “a statutory obligation to serve the 
interests of all members without hostility or discrimination toward any, to exercise its 
discretion with complete good faith and honesty, and to avoid arbitrary conduct.” Id. at 
177.  Bad faith requires a showing that the actions are “intentionally or dishonestly 
misleading.”  Waterbury Firefighters Association, Local 1339 v. State Board of Labor 
Relations, Superior Court, judicial district of Hartford/New Britain at Hartford, Docket 
No. CV 970570953 (McWeeny J., May 6, 1998); see Labbe v. Hartford Pension 

                                                
 
7 Conn. Gen. Stat. § 10-153a(b) states:  
  

b)  The organization designated as the exclusive representative of a teachers’ or administrators’ 
unit shall have a duty of fair representation to the members of such unit. 
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Commission, 239 Conn. 168, 195 (1996).  Good faith adoption of a position contrary to 
the interests of some employees does not constitute arbitrary union conduct. 
 

[There is no] breach of the collective bargaining agent’s duty of fair 
representation  in taking a good faith position contrary to that of some individuals 
whom it represents nor in supporting the position of one group of employees 
against that of another . . . Inevitably differences arise in the manner and degree to 
which the terms of any negotiated agreement affect individual employees and 
classes of employees . . . The complete satisfaction of all who are represented is 
hardly to be expected. A wide range of reasonableness must be allowed a 
statutory bargaining representative in serving the unit it represents, subject 
always to complete good faith and honesty of purpose in the exercise of its 
discretion . . .  

 
Humphrey v. Moore, 375 U.S. 335, 349 (1964) (internal quotation marks omitted) 
(emphasis added). “This ‘wide range of reasonableness’ gives the union room to make 
discretionary decisions and choices, even if those judgments are ultimately wrong . . . ”, 
Marquez v. Screen Actors Guild, Inc., 525 U.S. 33, 45-46 (1998), or involve concessions 
that impact certain employees.    
 

A union does not violate its duty of fair representation if it, in good faith, 
sacrifices particular elements of the compensation package to the detriment of 
some employees because the chosen elements would likely result in increased 
benefits for the employees in the bargaining unit as a whole . . .   Indeed, because 
“[t]he whole process of collective bargaining is one of give and take [and] 
compromise ... [i]f a union breached its duty of fair representation of unit 
members every time it made a concession, collective bargaining would be 
impossible.”(Internal quotation marks omitted.)  

 
Labbe v. Hartford Pension Board, supra, 239 Conn. at 194 (citations and footnote 
omitted) (quoting Connecticut Education Assn. v. State Board of Labor Relations, 5 
Conn. App. 253, 275, cert. denied, 197 Conn. 814, 815 (1985)).  
 
  Complainant contends that the Union breached its duty of fair representation by 
taking the position that the School Board did not violate Art. VIII § 2(c) of the collective 
bargaining agreement by refusing Complainant salary step enhancement for her college-
level teaching experience. While it is well established that we do not have jurisdiction to 
address a claim, standing alone, that the collective bargaining agreement has been 
breached, of necessity we must address such a claim “when it is interdependent with a 
claim over which the board of labor relations does have jurisdiction.” City of Stamford, 
Decision No. 4832 pp. 10-11 (2015) (quoting Piteau v. Hartford Board of Education, 
supra, 300 Conn. at 689). See also, Shepaug Valley Regional School District, Decision 
No. 4765 (2014); Southington Board of Education, Decision No. 1717 (1979); City of 
Bridgeport, Decision No. 1510 (1977).   
 
 Established principles of contract law govern interpretation of collective 
bargaining agreements.  Honulik v. Town of Greenwich, 293 Conn. 698, 710 (2009); 
Poole v. Waterbury, 266 Conn. 68, 87-88 (2003). 
 

https://1.next.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&serNum=1985255218&pubNum=0000162&originatingDoc=Ie920079d363411d9abe5ec754599669c&refType=RP&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.UserEnteredCitation)
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 It suffices to say that we first attempt to ascertain the parties’ intent from 
 the language they used in their contract, looking at the contract as a whole 
 and giving the contract’s words their ordinary meaning and one that renders 
 its provisions consistent.  Only if the language in the contract is truly 
 capable of more than one reasonable interpretation will we look to evidence 
 beyond the contract language for guidance as to what the parties intended. 
 
S H. Electric, Inc v. Town of Bethel, 312 Conn. 843, 853 (2014) (citations omitted). 
See also Cruz v. Visual Perceptions, LLC, 311 Conn. 93, 102 (2014); Auto Glass 
Express, Inc. v. Hanover Ins. Co., 293 Conn. 218, 225-226 (2009). 
 
 Art. VIII § 2(c) affords credit “for previous contract teaching experience in public, 
accredited private, and military dependency schools . . .” “[S]chool. . . is a generic term, 
denoting an institution for instruction or education . . .”  American Asylum v. Phoenix 
Bank, 4 Conn. 172, 177 (1822).  “‘School’ has many definitions. Websters . . . lists 
twenty of them . . . What the word means in any given situation depends on the context 
and the purpose . . . in which it occurs.” Clark v. Planning and Zoning Commission, 152 
Conn. 559, 561 (1965).  “When without qualification, school is now familiarly used of an 
institution for teaching children . . .”  Langbein v. Zoning Board of Appeals, 135 Conn. 
575, 582 (1949)(quoting Webster’s New International Dictionary); see also Black’s 
Law Dictionary (7th ed. West 1999) (school defined as “[a]n institution of learning and 
education, esp. for children . . .”). 
 
 Relying on the status of Delgado Community College and Tulane University as 
accredited teaching institutions, Complainant contends that each is a “school[]” within 
the meaning of the express language of Art. VIII § 2(c).  While the School Board and the 
Union also argue that the collective bargaining agreement is unambiguous, they find the 
absence of any reference to post-secondary institutions to be a clear indication that 
experience credit is limited to work of that nature performed by the bargaining unit, 
namely teaching K – 12.  Given the record before us, we find both of these constructions 
to be plausible and as such, we conclude that Art. VIII § 2(c) is ambiguous. We need not 
proceed, however, to determine the precise meaning of Art. VIII § 2(c) on the basis of 
extra-textual evidence because Complainant’s duty of fair representation claim in this 
regard must fail given our finding of ambiguity. “If the language of the contract is 
susceptible to more than one reasonable interpretation, the contract is ambiguous.” Cruz 
v. Visual Perceptions, LLC, supra, 311 Conn. at 103 (emphasis added). In short, the 
Union’s position that the collective bargaining agreement did not afford salary step 
enhancement on the basis of post-secondary teaching experience was within the wide 
range of reasonableness required under the Act. 
 
 The record does not support, nor does Complainant suggest, that the Union 
otherwise impermissibly acted in bad faith.  There is no evidence that any member of the 
bargaining unit has received salary enhancement credit for college level teaching 
experience or that the Union harbored improper animus as to Complainant.  While 
Mellion’s responses to Complainant’s inquiries may be characterized as unnecessarily 
brief or unduly brusque, Mellion was consistent and unequivocal at all times that Art. 
VIII § 2(c) only allowed credit for K-12 teaching experience.  While this was not the only 
possible construction of the collective bargaining agreement it was, as noted earlier, a 
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reasonable interpretation of the language at issue and as such, precludes a finding of 
arbitrary Union conduct.   
 
 In sum, the record does not support a conclusion that Union breached its duty of 
fair representation by refusing to prosecute Complainant’s claim that she was denied 
credit for prior teaching experience in violation of the collective bargaining agreement.  
There is no evidence that Complainant was singled out or otherwise discriminated against 
and the Union’s position as to the scope of the salary enhancement benefit was within the 
wide range of reasonableness we afford collective bargaining representatives.  Since we 
find the Union did not breach the duty it owed Complainant, we also dismiss 
Complainant’s claim against the School Board. 
 

ORDER 
 
 By virtue of and pursuant to the power vested in the Connecticut Board of Labor 
Relations by the School Board-Teacher Negotiation 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 18th     
day of April, 2016 to the following: 
 
Attorney Thomas B. Mooney 
Attorney Jessica Richman Smith  
Shipman & Goodwin      RRR 
One Constitution Plaza  
Hartford, CT 06103 
 
Attorney James C. Ferguson  
Ferguson, Doyle & Chester, P.C.    RRR  
35 Marshall Road  
Rocky Hill, CT 06067 
 
Attorney Robert B. Mitchell  
Attorney Margaret M. Sheahan 
Mitchell & Sheahan, P.C.    RRR 
80 Ferry Boulevard, Suite 102 
Stratford, CT 06615 
 
 
 
  ________________________________ 
  Harry B. Elliott, Jr., General Counsel 
  CONNECTICUT STATE BOARD OF LABOR RELATIONS 
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