COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS
DIVISION OF LABOR RELATIONS
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In the Matter of : |
CAMBRIDGE HEALTH ALLIANCE : Cas_eNd: | MUP-08-5162
and | } : Date Issued: |
MASSACHUSETTS NURSES ASSOCIATION : July 16, 2010
Hearing Officer:
Kendrah Davis, Esq.
Appearances: .
| Christopher VJ. _}Pe.rry, Esq. - Representing Cambridge Health Alliance
Olinda R. Marshall, Esq. = - | Representing Massachusetts Nurses

Association :

HEARING OFFICER’S DECISION AND ORDER

Summary
The issue is whether the Cambridge Health Alliance (Employer or CHA) violated

Section 10(a)(5) and, derivatively, Section ;IO(a)(1) of Massachusetts General Laws
chapter 150E (the Law) by failing to bérgain in good faith with the Massachusetts
Nurses Association (Association or MNA) by insisting on bargaining over terms and
conditions of employment apart' from on-going negotiations for a successor bollective
bargaining agreemeht and by not giving the Association prior notice and an opportunity
to bargain to resolution or impasse over the changes in parking fees at the Employer's

Whidden Memorial Hospital facility (WMH). Based on the record and for the reasons
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expiained below, | conclude that the Employer refused to bargain in good faith by insist-

ing on bargaining over terms a}nd conditions of ernployment'apart from on-going nego-
tiations fora successor collective bargaining agreement and by failing to give the Asso-
ciation pri_or'notice and an opportu'nity to bargain to resolution or impasse over the
changes in'parking fees at the‘WMH, in violation of Section 10(a)(5) and, derivatively,
Section 10(a)(1) of the Law. |

Statement of the Case

On March 7, 2008, the Association filed a Charge-of Prohibited Practice (Charge)
with the Division of Labor Relations (Division) alleging that the Employer violated Sec-
 tion 10(a)(5) and, derivatively, Section 10(a)(1) of the Law. Following an investigation,
Victor F.orberger, Esqg., a 'dulyfdesignated Division Investigator issued a C‘omplaint of
i:’rohibited Practice (Corn.plaint) on June 26, 2008, alleging that the Ernployer failed to
bargain in good faith by insisting on rbargaining terms and conditions of employment
~ apart .from on-going negotiations for a successor collective bargaining agreement and,
.fa'iled to bargain in good faith by not giving the Association prior notice and opportunity
tobargain'to resolution or'impas'se over the changes in parking fees. On September
30, 2008, the Employer filed its Answer. On April 7, 2009, the parties filed stipulated
facts and exnibitsvwith the Division in Iieu'of an evidentiary hearing. On April 10, 2009, '
the parties filed post-hearing briefs.

Stipulations of Fact and Exhibits

Now come the Association and the Employer, the parties in the above-captioned
: proceeding, who acknowledge that this statement of Stipulated Facts and Exhibits, the

Charge filed with the Division on March 7, 2008, the Complaint issued on June 26,
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2008, the Respondent's Motions to Continue Hearing and theR‘eépondent’s An_sWer
filed With the Division on- Séptember 30, 2008 in relation to this matter shall constitute
the entire record of this case and hereby waive their right to a hearing.

- By entéring into these Stipulated Facts and Exhibits, the Association ahd the
- Employer reise_rve.the‘right to raise all legal argurhents and defenses relaiive to.the ad- |
judication of this méiter.

If there is a conflict 6f fact between this statement of Stipuiated Facts and Exhib_—’
its and the ﬂndingsr in the Coinpiaint or within the Respondent’s Ahswer, such c0nfiic_t
shall be resolved in fa\ibi of t_his statemeht of Stipulated Facts ahd Exhibits.

To the extent thé Réspondent’s Answer was untirheiy filed, the parties acknowl-
edge that such Answer shall be considered timely. : | |

1. “The Cambridge Health Aliiancé (“CHA”) is an employer within the meaning of

: Sectiqn 1 of the Law. CHA is a public,'not-for-prdfit heaith carevsyStem, w}h_ic:h
opérétes Whidden Memdrial Hdspital (“WMH”), Cambridge Hospital, Somerville

Hospital, Network Health and various outbatient and ambulatory sites in Reveré, |

Everett, 'Maldenv, So,merv.i.lle and Cambridge, Massachusetts.

2. Massachusetts Nurses Association (“MNA”) is an employee organiiation within
the meaning of Section 1 of M.G.L. c. 150E (“the Law”). MNA has several-bar-
gaining units at CHA. |

3. >Sinc_e on or aiter approximately 2000, MNA has been the exclusive collectivé
bargaining agent for a bargaining' unit of health care professionais working for

CHA’s Whidden Hospital facility.
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4. Since at least 2000, MNA and CHA have executed collective bargaining agree--

ments under the Law that have been in effect consecutively through JL;n.e 30_,

- 2007, the expiration of the most recent agreement. In 2007, the parties entered
into a_series of negotiations for a successor collective barg_éinih’g agreement to
the July 1, 2005 through June 30, 2007 agreement. Exhibit 1. -

5. Historica"y, CHA has 'provided parking facilities for use by Whidden Hospital em-
ployees, including bargaining unit members. Since at least 2000, CHA has pro-
vided parking facilities at no cost to bérgaining unit members. The p-arti_es’ col-
lective bargaining agreement'is silent on the subject of parking or a parking fee
for bafgaining unit members. | |

6. ‘John Gordon (Gordon) is an Aésociate Director for MNA whose job responsibili-
ties include contract administration at Whidden Hospital. By letter dated January
14, 2008, Barry Hilts (Hilts), CHA’é Vice President of Support Services, .info-rmed‘
Gordon that CHA was making certain changés to its parking policy with respect
to Whidden Hospital employees ihcluding the institution of a parking fee. Exhibit
2. In part, Hilts wrote:

For some time, CHA has faced a significant challenge in providing
parking for its staff and patients. While CHA would like to be able
to provide adequate parking for all, our sites are very space con-
strained. As a result, for some time, CHA has had staff park off-site
at many locations. Due to the limited availability of parking at many
.CHA locations, the highest priority for the use of parking is for
CHA's patients. Accordingly, CHA may well need to make reason-

able adjustments and changes in parking and transportation poli-
- cies as it may from time to time deem necessary. CHA strives to

1 The Employer’s January 14, 2008 letter is incorporated in its entirety into these find-
ings of fact. : :
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subsidize parking rates wherever possible and as consistent with
market conditions.

The parking rates for all CHA employeeé are currently subsidized
and will continue to be. Rates will be determined based on the par-
ticular parking lot to which the employee is assigned. Effective
March 1, employees parking at the WH Garage, 92&96 Garland St
[sic] & Service lot will be charged $6 per week, and those parking at
an off-campus lot (currently Our Lady of Grace) will be charged $3
per week. ,
| H-ilts also discussed other changes to CHA parking policies in his letter.
7. By the_time of Hilt’s'Jahuary 14, 2008 letter, MNA and CHA had begun n.egotia-
: tions for a successor to the parties’ July 1, 2005 — June 30, 2007 collective bar-
gaining agreement.

8. At successor collective bargaining negotiations on or about January 17, 200‘8,
Gordon stated that CHA had an obligation to bargain at the main table successor
negotiations over the imposition of the parking fees. CHA representative Steven
Periman (Perlman) stated that, while CHA was willing to bargaih'over the imposi-
tion of the parking fees, it did not have an obligation to do so at the main negoti-

| ating table.

9. On or about January 22, 2008, Chris Perry (Péffy), Associate General Counsel
and Senior Director of Labor Relations for CHA, wrote the following e-mail to
‘Gordon:

John — | understand from Steve Periman that you expressed con-
cerns about Barry Hilt's January 14 letter regarding parking. As
Barry said in that letter, and as Steve said at the recent negotia-
tions, CHA would be happy to meet and discuss the letter and
CHA'’s position regarding parking at WMH. As the month comes to
an end and we move into February, we will be finalizing CHA's

plans, so please contact me in the near future if you would like to
meet. Thank you.
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Exhibit 2.2

' 10.»On or about January 22, 2008, Gordon repried to Perry’é e-mail, and demanded

‘CHA bargaln over the introduction of its parking policy prior to implementation.

- Gordon stated further that the appropriate forum for such bargaining was in on-

vgomg successor negotiations and invited CHA to make its proposal in that forum.
Exrribit 2.’37 In that e—méil Gordon wrote:

| am in possession of your e-mail in regards to parking fees. While
we are happy to sit down and discuss your opinion on this issue,
we are not interested in negotiating the ‘introduction of a parking .
fee. As you are aware parking has been free at Whidden Memorial
Hospital (WMH) for as far back as anyone can remember. This
long standing past practice is the same as having it written in the
collective bargaining agreement and as such should be negotiated
- at-the main negotiating table, which is currently open at this time.
- We have no ground rule stopping either side from adding propos-
als, so the hospital could put another proposal on the table at this
time. If the hospital implements the parking fees without negotiat-
ing this change at the main negotiating table, the union will have no
- choice but to file a Prohibited Labor Practice Charge.

: 1’1. Perry responded to Gordon'’s January 22, 2008 correspondence by e-mail dated -
January 23, 2008. Exhibit 2.* Perry wrote:

Before responding to the specific points in your email, let me recap
a few matters. When you asked Steve Perlman at the January 17
contract bargaining session about Barry Hilts’ January 14, letter to
you regarding parking rates, Steve clarified (or, if you prefer,
amended) Mr. Hilts’ letter by stating that it represented CHA’s ten-

2 The Employer's January 22, 2008 e-mail is mcorporated in |ts entrrety into these find-
ings of fact.

3 The Association’s January 22, 2008 e-mail is incorporated in its entirety into these
findings of fact.

4 The Employer's January 23, 2008 e-mail is incorporated in its entirety into these flnd-
ings of fact. _
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tative decision on the topic, which CHA tentatively intended to im-
plement on March 1. Steve further stated that CHA planned to
make a final decision on this matter by February 1, and that if MNA
wished to bargain about the matter, CHA would be happy to do so.
Steve also made clear, however, that as CHA is not seeking any
change in the contract language, such bargaining should not be
conducted as part of the current successor collective bargaining
agreement negotiations (what you called “the main negotiating ta-
ble” in your email yesterday). You stated that MNA wished to nego-
tiate about this matter only as part of the current successor collec-
tive bargaining agreement negotiations, and you invited CHA to
make a contract proposal on the matter if it wished to do so. Steve
responded that this condition was not agreeable to CHA, and that
since there was no applicable contract language CHA was largely -
free to address this matter as a change in practice. outside the
~scope of the current successor collective bargaining agreement ne-
gotiations.. You noted that MNA had a proposal “on the table” for
contract language about parking fees, and Steve confirmed that
CHA would bargain in good faith about this proposal, but that the
“pendency of MNA’s proposal and negotlatlons about it did not pro-
hibit CHA from separately proposmg to change the practlce in the
meanwhile.

| understand your contention that the absence of a parking fee is a
practice that “should be negotiated at the main negotiating table”,
but | disagree with your view of the law. What Steve Perlman told
you on January 17, as set forth -above, remains CHA’s view. As
Steve told you then, and as | stated in my email to you yesterday,
CHA will not make a final decision on this matter until February 1
and is willing to meet with MNA — apart from the current successor
collective bargaining agreement negotiations (“the main negotiating
table”) — to negotiate about this tentatively-decided change in prac-
tice. If you change your mind about rejecting CHA’s proposal (‘we
are not interested in negotiating the introduction of a parking fee”)
and wish to meet as I've indicated, please call me to schedule a
meeting that will allow a final decision to be made within the Febru-
ary 1 time frame of which Steve apprised you on January 17.

- 12. On January 24, 2(')08,5 Gordon responded to Perry’s January 23rd e-mail, as fol-

lows:

® Neither party provided a copy of the Association’s January 24, 2008 e-mail; therefore,
this document is not incorporated in its entirety into these findings of fact.
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| have read your e-mail of 1-23-2008, 3:18pm [sic] and understand
what you are saying, but [sic] believe you may be misunderstanding
the MNA’s position. | did speak to Steve Perlman at our negotia-
tions [sic] January 17, 2008 on this issue, but was also told that
from that point forward we were only to deal with you. As you are
not at our negotiation sessions it would make it difficult to discuss
~ this at those sessions. | believe we do understand each other as to
our positions on whether or not this long standing past practice
should be negotiated at [sic] main table or outside the ongoing ne-
gotiation process. | believe since we disagree with each other |
have no other recourse then to file a charge at the SLRC [sic]. '

If you would like to discués this any further please feel free to con-
tact me anytime.

_13.A parking poljcy for bargaining unit members at Whidden was not discussed at
the parties’ successor negotiations and CHA made no proposals as part of the
parties’ successor negotiaﬁons. |

14. On or about March 1, 2008, CHA implemenfed ité parking policy as provided in

* Hilts’ January 14, 2008 letter.
'1 5.0n or about March 7, 2008, the MNA filed the prohibited practice charge with the
| Division of Lébor Relations that is the subject of this case.
Arpublic employer violatesVSecV:tion 10(a)(5) ahd, derivatively, 10(a)(1) of the Law
when it uni’léterally'changes an existing condition of employment or implements a new‘
condition of employment im)olving a mandatory subject of bargaining without first giving

its employees’ exclusive bargaining representativé notice and an opportunity to bargain

to resolution or impasse. Commbnwealth of Massachusetts v. Labor Relations Com-

~ mission, 404 Mass. 124 (1989); School Committee of Newton v. Labor Relations Com-

mission, 388 Mass. 557 (1983); Commonwealth of Massachusetts, 30 MLC 64 (2003).
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- To establish a violation, the union must show that: (1) the employer changed an
_existing practice or instituted a new one; (2) the change had an impact on a mandatory

subjec-tAof bargaining; Aand, (3) the change was implemented without prior notice to the

union or an opportunity to bargain to resolution or impasse. Commonwealth of Massa-

| chusetts, 30 MLC 63, 64 (2003); TOWn of Shrewsbury, 28 MLC 44, 45 (2001); Com-

- monwealth of Massachusetts, 27 MLC 11, 13 (2000). The obligation to bargain extends

not only to céntréct terms, but also to working conditions that have been established

through past practice. City of Newton, 35 MLC 286, 298 (2009); City of Boston, 35 MLC

289, 291 (2009). The Commonwealth Employment Relations Board (Board) holds that |

certain amenities provided by an employer at the Workpl_ace constitute mandatory sub-

jects of bargaining. Town of Shrewsbury, 28 MLC at 45. Free pérking and 'pa(king |

rates are mandatory subjects of bargaining. Commonwealth of Massachusetts, 30 MLC

- at 64; Commonwealth of Massachusetts, 27 MLC at 13; Board of Trustees of the Uni-

versity of Massachusetts, 21 MLC 1795, 1802 (1995), Commonwealth' of Massachu-

setts, 9 MLC 1634, 1638 (1983).

The Employer contends that: (1) its_ implementation of the parking fees did not

' bontravene any provision of the Agreehent and, therefore, the Section 9° requirement
to exhaust mediation and fact-finding béfore unilateral implementation does not apply;
(2) it did not seek or “need to-secure” any change in the Agreement; (3) “the bargaining
process concerning the parking fee proposal had run its course” and, therefore, the par-

ties had reached impasse; (4) the Association had waived its right to bargain because it

® Neither the Charge nor the Complaint alleges that the Employer violated Sectlon 9 of
the Law. Both the Charge and the Complaint allege violations of Section 10(a)(1) and
10(a)(5).
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rejected the Employer’'s proposal to ,bargein over parking fees as a “mid;tefm” bargain-
ing issue,; and, (5) Board precedent ignores the distinction betweeﬁ changes made to
matters covered. by the cohtract versus changes made to matters n‘ot covered by the
- contract. ASpecificaIly,rj the Employer argues that Board case law is “premised on a
flawed reading of Chapter 150E,” and that National Labor Relatioﬁs Beard precedent

and public policy should control this issue.

With respect to the Employer’s first two contentions, the Board holds that the ob- .

ligation to ba_rgain extends not only to cohtract term‘s, but also to working conditions that '

Havé been established through past practice. City of Newton, 35 MLC-at 298. The

Board also holds, and the Erriployer does not disp'ute, that parking and parking rates are

mandatory subjects of bargaining; Commo_nwealth of M_aSsachusetts, 30 MLC: at 64.
When an empleye_r implements 'unilateral changes to mandatory sebjects of bargaining
without prior notice to the union or an opportunity to bargain to reeolutien or impasee, '
the employer violates the Law. M; Here, the stipulated facts show that since at least

2000 the Employer had established a past practice of providing parking facilitjes at no
cost for Qse by bargeining unit members at WMH. While the Agreement may be silent

~on the matters of parking and parking fees, this does not relieve the Employer of its ob-

~ ligation to bargain with the Association over that established past practice. Newton, 35
MLC at 298. - However, the Employer contends that the parties- had reached impasse -

on the matter of parking because the Association had “flatly reject[ed] the proposal”.'

With respect to the Employer's impasse and waiver claims, the Board will not find

impasse where a party insists upon bargaining separately over mandatory subjects of

10
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bargaining rather than at on-going sucbessor negotiations. Boston School Commi&ee,

35 MLC 277, 286 (2009) (citing Town of Brookline, 20 MLC 1570, 1594’ (1994)). While
fhe Law does n.ot prohibit either party from proposing to. bargain over terms and condi-
tioné of empioyr_nent separate from on-going successor contract ri_egotiations, either
party’é insisténce on bargaining over terms and conditions of employment abarffrom
on-going successor contract negotiations c-:ovnstitutes a refusal to bargain inA good faith,

A pi’eclud‘ing a finding of impasse. Citv of Boston, 31 MLC at 32. (Emphasis adrded.) On

Janua‘r.y- 17 an,d72-3., 2008, the Emprloyer rejected the Association’s demand to make a
proposal.and bargain -at the main negotiating table during suAcc'essor'COntract hegotia-
tions. On January 23, 2008, _thAek_ Employer insistedv on bargaining,sebarately with the
‘7 Association over the. parking pqlicy' while successor contract -negotiétions were on-
:'going. Further, the parties stipulated that a parking policy for bargaihing unit merﬁb’ers
at WMH was not di'scussed'and that the CHA made no proposals td include the issue as
part of the paftiés’ succeséor contract négotiations. Accordingly, the Emplbyer’s insis-
tence on bargaining over the parking policy separate from on-going successof contract

| -negotiafions and, against the Association’s»der'nands constitutes a refusal to bargain in

good faith and precludes a finding of impasse. Cit\} of Boston, 31 MLC at 32.

~ Finally, the Employer claims that the Board’s reasoning in the following cases is

flawed: City of Boston, 31 MLC 25, (2004); Town of Brookline, 20'MLC 1670 (1994);

and, City of Leominster, 23 MLC 62 (1996). Relying on Fowler v. Labor Relations

Commission, 56 Mass. App. Ct. 96 (2002) and Stone Container Corp., 313 NLRB 336

11
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(1993),” the Employer argues that the Board cases afe ﬂawed because théy iignore the
' ~distin‘cﬁon between chénges made to matters cdvered by the c':ont'ractv versus changes
made to matters hot covered by the confrabt. The Employer also argues that public pol-
icy does not support the Board’s cases becausé “[p]ublic employers have a legitimate
interest in bei'ng ablé to react quickly to éhangéd circumstances” and that “mediation

and fact-finding is a time consuming process.”

The Board, entruéted to interpret public sector law, has previously Weighed public
- policy concerns and detevrmined' the balénce betweé'n union and employer interests in'
.' collective bargaining. Here, the Employer violates the Léw, ignores Board precedent,
| and disregards public policy when it refused to bargain With the Association oVer- the
parking po-liéy at the main negotiating table, insisted on bargaining apart from on-going
' successor contractv’ negotviations and unilaterally impllem'ented parking fges onrbargain-.

ing unit members at WMH, effective March 1, 2008.

Conc;lusion
| For the foregoing reasons, | conclude that the Emp-loyer‘ violated Section 10(a)(5)
and, derivatively, Section 10(a)(1) of the Law by féiling to bargaih in good faith with thé
‘Association by insisting er bargaining over terms and conditions of ém'ployment apart
from on-going negotiations for a successor collective bargaining agreement, ahd by not
giving the Association prior notice and an opportunity té bargain to resolution or im-

passe over the changes in parking fees at WMH.

" The Employer cites to “Stone Container Corporation, 303 NLRB 1 (1993),” but since
there is no case that matches this citation, | understand that the Employer is, instead,
citing to Stone Container Corp., 313 NLRB 336 (1993).

12
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Order

WHEREFORE, based on the foregoing, IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that the

Cambridge Health Alliance shall:

1.

Cease and desist from:

a)

b)
c)

d)

a)
b)

c)

d)

Collecting parking fees implemented and increased for members of
the bargaining unit represented by the Association on March 1, 2008 without .
giving the Association an opportunity to bargain to resolution or |mpasse
Failing to bargaln in good faith with the Association to resolution or impasse

- before increasing parking fees;

Insisting on bargaining over terms and conditions of employment apart from
on-going negotiations for a successor collective bargaining agreement and,
In any like or similar manner interfering with, restraining or coercing employ-
ees in the exercise of thelr rights. protected under the Law.

. Take the followmg affirmative action that will effectuate the policies of the Law: A

Reinstate the parking rate that was in effect immediately before
the implementation of parking fees on March 1, 2008; '
Upon request by the Association, bargain to resolution or |mpasse before im-
plementing and increasing parking fees;

Make whole members of the bargaining unit affected by any economic Iosses
they may have suffered as a result of the implementation of parking fees
by reimbursing them for every week that they paid the increased parking rate

implemented on March 1, 2008, plus interest on any sums owing at the rate
‘specified in M.G.L. ¢.321, s.61 compounded quarterly;
Post immediately in all conspicuous places where members of the Assocra-

~ tion's bargaining unit usually congregate and where notices to these employ-

ees are usually posted, including electronically, if the Employer customarily
communicates to its employees via intranet or email, and maintain for a pe-
riod of thirty (30) consecutive days thereafter, signed copies of the attached

- Notice to Employees;® and,

e)

Notify the Division in writing within ten days of receipt of this Decision and Or—

der of the steps taken to comply with it.

SO ORDERED.

8 In City of Boston, 35 MLC 289, 292 (2009), the Commonwealth Employment Relations

Board announced that it will now order respondents that customarily communicate to
employees via intranet or email to post both hard and electronic copies of the Board’s
Notice to Employees.

13
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COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS
- DIVISION OF LABO RELATIONS

WL/\

endrah Davis, Esq7; Heanng Officer

APPEAL RIGHTS

The partles are advised of their right, pursuant to M.G.L. c. 150E, Sectlon 11, 456 CMR
13.02(1)(j), and 456 CMR 13.15, to request a review of this decision by the
Commonwealth Employment Relations Board by filing a Notice of Appeal with the
Executive Secretary of the Division of Labor Relations not later than ten days after
receiving notice of this decision. If a Notice of Appeal is not filed within the ten days,
this decision shall become final and binding on the parties.

14
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DIVISION OF LABOR RELATIONS

NOTICE TO EMPLOYEES

POSTED BY ORDER OF A HEARING OFFICER OF THE
MASSACHUSETTS DIVISION OF LABOR RELATIONS
AN AGENCY OF THE COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS

A Hearing Officer of the Massachusetts Division of Labor Relations has held that the Cam-
bridge Health Alliance (Alliance) violated Section 10(a)(5) and, derivatively, Section 10(a)(1)
of Massachusetts General Laws, Chapter 150E by failing to bargain in good faith with the
Massachusetts Nurses Association (Association) by insisting on bargaining over terms and
conditions of employment apart from on-going negotratlons for a successor collective bar- .
gaining agreement and, by not giving the Association prior notice and an opportunity to bar-
gain to resolution or impasse over the changes in parking and parkmg fees at the Alliance’s
Whidden Memorial Hospltal (WMH) facility.

Chapter 150E gives public employees the right to form, join or assist a union; to participate
- in proceedings at the Division of Labor Relations; to act together with other employees for
the purpose of collective bargaining or other mutual aid or protectlon and to choose not to
engage in any of these protected activities.

The Alliance posts this Notice in compliance with the Hearing Officer's Order. -

 WE WILL NOT implement parking fees for employees represented by the Association with-
out first affording the Association notice and an opportunity to bargain.

WE WILL NOT in any like pr similar manner interfere with, restrain, or coerce employees in
the exercise of their rights protected under the Law. ‘

WE WILL reinstate the parking rate that was in effect prior to the March 1, 2008 increase.

WE WILL, upon request by the Association, bargain to resolution or impasse before in-
creasing parking fees for employees represented by the Association.

WE WILL make employees represented by the Association for parking fees they pald pur-
suant to the parking fees implemented on March 1, 2008.

For the Cambrldge Health Alliance Date

THIS IS AN OFFICIAL NOTICE AND MUST NOT BE DEFACED OR REMOVED -
This notice must remain posted for 30 consecutive days from the date of posting and must not
be altered, defaced, or covered by any other material. Any questions concerning this notice or
compliance with its provisions may be directed to the Division Labor Relations, Charles F. Hur-
* ley Building, 1% Floor, 19 Staniford Street, Boston, MA 02114 (Telephone: (617) 626-7132).



