STATE OF CALI FORNI A
DECI SI ON OF THE
PUBLI C EMPLOYMENT RELATI ONS BQARD

TOW E R DEES, )
Charging Party, ; Case No. SF-CO 11-H
V. g PERB Deci si on No. 590-H
CALI FORNI A STATE EMPLOYEES ; Sept enber 25, 1986
ASSOCI ATI ON, )
Respondent . i

Appearance: Tomm e R Dees, on his own behal f;
Ronald E. Alnmguist for California State Enpl oyees' Association.

Bef ore Hesse, Chairperson; Mrgenstern, Burt and Porter,
Menmber s.

DECI SI ON
This case is before the Public Enploynent Rel ations Board
(Board) on appeal by the charging party of the Board agent's
di sm ssal, attached hereto, of his charge alleging that the
California State Enployees' Association violated section 3571.1
of the Hi gher Education Enpl oyer-Enpl oyee Rel ati ons Act (CGov.
Code sec. 3560 et seq.).

W have reviewed the dismssal and, finding it free from
prejudicial error, adopt it as the Decision of the Board itself.
ORDER

The unfair practice charge in Case No. SF-CO 11-H is hereby
DI SM SSED W THOUT LEAVE TO AMEND.

By the BOARD



STATE OF CALIFORNIA GEORGE DEUKMEJIAN. Governor

PUBLIC EMPLOYMENT RELATIONS BOARD
San Francisco Regional Office
177 Post Street, 9th Floor
San Francisco, California 94108
(415) 557-1350
June 10, 1986

Tonm e R Dees

Ron Al myui st

CSEA

1108 "O' Street -
Sacranento, CA 95814

Re: REFUSAL TO | SSUE COVPLAI NT AND DI SM SSAL OP UNFAI R PRACTI CE CHARGE
Toome R Dees v. California State Enpl oyees Associ ation
Charge No. SF-CO-11-H

Dear Parties:

Pursuant to Public Enployment Relations Board ?PERB) Regul ation section 32730,
a conplaint will not be 1ssued in the above-referenced case and the pending
charge is hereby dismssed because it fails to allege facts sufficient to
state a prima facie violation of the H gher Education Enpl oyer- Enpl oyee

Rel ations Act (HEERA. - The reasoning which underlies this decision follows.

On Decenber 9, 1985 chargi nEGpar_ty filed an unfair practice charge against the
California State Enpl oyees Association (Associ at|onjp al leging violation of
HEERA section 3571.1 "and any others that may apply." The attached proof of
service indicates that charging party served the Association wth a conpleted
unfair practice formand indicated that "all other pages and documents and

Wi tnesses statenents to be hand-carried in or sent later as confidential

I nvestigation continues." Charging 5partg appears to base his charge on
docunents submtted to PERB on June 5, 1985 and June 30, 1985. He states:

Charﬂi ng party is resubmtting (hand-delivered back
to the PERB-SF office) the docunentation of his

wi tnesses statenents found in "new charge of

di scrimnation" and "PERB new evi dence of
~discrimnation” of June 5, 1985 and June 30, 1985.

| Upon filing, the charge was acconpanied by the fol | owing documents: an item
desi gnated "confidential material fromPERBto W C. 10A8/85" which consisted
of three pages, is followed by two pages of handwitten notes and a proof of

'Ref erences to the HEFRA are to Governnent Code sections 3560 et seq.
PERB'Regulations are codified at California Admnistrative Code, Title 8.
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service by mai| induplicate and has attached to it a |etter fromRobert
Thonmpson, regional attorney for PERB, dated Septenber 12, 1984 which addresses
M. Dees concerning a subpoena issued to the PERB in connection with his
matter before the WWrkers' Cbngensatlpn Appeal s Board; a document designated
"confidential docunents filed by Toome R Dees" (there are 31 documents
listed on the first and second page and a second |ist commences on the second
Rége and continues on the third page which lists 10 docunents); a letter from
obert Thonpson, regéonal attorney for PERB, to Tonm e Dees, dated Cctober 22,
1985; a copy of PERB's denial of charging party's request for reconsideration
dated July 16, 1985; a handwitten of fice meno fromM. WIson, a proof of
service form and two conpleted unfair practice charge forns.

The second item.consists of a collection of -documents entitled "confidential
docunents" and bears the date Decenber .7, 1985. The first two pages describe
charging party's position. He states in conclusionary terns that abnormal
enpl oyment and wor ki ng conditions existed before, during and after his period
of enploynment as a groundskeeper at Cal State Hayward. He conplains that
there was "harassment," "discrimnation," "unprofessional conduct," _

"m smanagenent, " "hostile communication and | ack of conmunication,” "unfair

| abor practices,” and "imoral, dishonesty, threats, reprisals." The thrust
of _hi s.conpl aint a|%|oears to be that the enployer, the California State
University, Hayward, engaged in certain discrimnatory conduct and that the
‘CSEA, though threatening to.file unfair practice charges against the
University, did not protect his interests because agents of the organization
had friendships with managenent personnel as well as political ties that
caused themto act in collusion wth the-agents of the enployer. The second
itemconsists inits entirety of 31 pages, nunbered by the regional attorney
inthe |ower right-hand corner.

The third itemis entitled "newcharge of discrinination" and consists of 131
pages, nunbered in the top |eft-hand corner.

The fourth itemconsists of a U S. Suprene Court decision entitled Bowen v.
U.S. Postal Service, decided onJanuary 11, 1983; an article whichappeared in
The OCCATaw Revi ew entitled "The Enpl oyee's Remedy for Uni on Breach of the
Duty of Fair Representation: Vacav.. Sipes"; and, a copy of a decision by the
?g§2 Court of Appeals (4th Grcurt) entrtied Giffinv. UAW dated Cctober 25,

The fifth itemconsists of a letter dated Decenber 2, 1985 sent by PERB to
charging party advising himthat his charge was filed incorrectly and
suggesting steps he mght take to cure the defects.

Exam nation and investigation of the charge revealed the following. On

NBY 21, 1984 charging pan%z filed an unfair practice charge agai nst CSEA

al leging violation of HEERA section 3571.1. On August 2, 1984 PERB wote to
charging party advising himthat unless w thdrawn or amended, the allegations
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woul d be di sm ssed because they did not state a prima facie violation of HEERA
Thereafter, charging ggrty filed a first anended unfair practice charge on
August 21, 1984. On Septenber 5, 1984 the General Counsel dismssed the
charge. Charging party a?pealed this dismssal and the Board, on March 14,
1985, upheld the dismssal. (PERB Decision No. 496-H) OnJuly 16, 1985, PEE®
deni ed charging party's request for reconsideration ( Deci sion No. 496a-H }

On June 5, 1985 and June 30, 1985, charging party brought. several docunents to
the San Francisco Office of PERB and requested, based on his alleged
i nconpetence to file an unfair practice charge due to his psychol ogi ca
condi tion and | ack of Ie?a! training, that PERB exam ne the docunents and
advi se hi mwhet her an untair practice cha&Pe could be filed. On July 25, 1985
the regional attorney wote to M. Dees advising himthat the 3-1/2 inch thick
stack of docunents did not support a prima facie violation of HEERA. (Letter
attached and incorporated by reference.) The letter set forth the law
concerning the 6-month period of linmtations, as well as the el ements which
~have to be alleged to support a prima facie violation of HEERA _
sections 3571.I?e).and 3578 (the right to fair representation by the exclusive
. representative). L L e _

On Decenber 9, 1985 charging party filed the above-described unfair Fractice
charge al I eging facts which are not sl?n|f|canth%.d|fferent, if atall, from
those alleged In support of the initial charge which was di smssed by PERB
More inportantly, the facts and conclusions contained in the docunents
submtted to PERB do not describe conduct which.occurred within the six months
I mredi ately preceding the filing of the charge. Charging party appears not to
have had any contact with the Association during the entire year of 1985. No
om ssions or conmi ssions on the part of the Association are described as -
havi ng occurred or not occurred during 1985.

For the reasons stated in the letter sent to charging party bg the regiona
attorney on July 25, 1985, the allegations of the charge are hereby
dismssed. No facts are alleged descrlblngsarb!trary, bad faith or
dlscr|n1natorxsconduct on the part of the Association. Rocklin Teachers
Prof essi onal Associ ation (Ronero) (1980) PERB Decision No. IZ4" NO facts are
ave occurred witnin the six months preceding the filing of the
charge, or which coul d provide the basis for "tolling." The matter is
therefore time-barred. San Dieguito Uni on H gh School District (1982) PERB
Deci sion No. 184.

Pursuant to Public Enpl oyment Relationé Board regul ation section 32635
(California Admnistrative Code, title 8, part Il1), you may appeal the
refusal to issue a conplaint (dismssal) to the Board itsel

_R ght to Appea

You may obtain a reviewof this dismssal of the charge by filing an appeal to
the Board itself within twenty (20) calendar days after service of this Notice
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(section 32635(a)). Tobe tinely filed, the original and five (5) copies of
such appeal nust be actual |y received by the Board itself before the close of
busi ness (5:00 p.m) on June 30, 1986, or sent by tel egraph or certified or
Express United States mail postmarked not |ater than June 30, 1986

(section 32135). The Board's address is:

Publ i ¢ Enpl oynent Rel ations Board

1031 18th Street
Sacrament o, CA 95814

If you file a timely appeal of the refusal to issue a conplaint, any other
party may file with the Board an original and five (5 copies of a statement
I n opposition wthin tmentg (20) calendar days fol low ng the date of service
-of the appeal (section 32635(h)).

Servi ce

Al'l documents authorized to be filed herein nust al so be "served" upon al
parties to the proceeding, and a "proof of service" nust acconpany each copy
of a document served upon a party or filed with the Board itself ésee _
section 32140 for the required contents and a sanple form. The document wil |
be consi dered properly "served" when personal |y delivered or deposited in the
first-class mai|l postage paid and properly addressed. .

Extenéion of Tine

Arequest for an extension of tine inwhichto file a document with the Board
itself nust be inwiting and filed with the Board at the preV|ousI¥ not ed
address. Arequest for an extension nust be filed at |east three (3) cal endar
days before the expiration of the time required for filing the docunent. The
request must indicate good cause for and, if known, the B03|t|on of each ot her
party regarding the extension, and shall be acconpanied by proof of service of
the request upon each party (section 32132).

Final Date

If no appeal is filed within the specific time [imts, the dismssal wll
become final when the time [imts have expired.

V@ry truly yours,

JEFFREY SLOAN
Acting General Counse

By _
PETER HABERFELD
Regi onal Attorney

cc: CGeneral Counsel



STATE OF CALIFORNIA GEORGE DEUKMEJIAN, Governor

PUBLIC EMPLOYMENT RELATIONS BOARD
~San Francisco Regional Office
177 Post Street, 9th Floor
San Francisco, California 94108
(415) 557-1350
July 25, 1985

Tommie R. Dees
Dear Mr. De_es:

During the earI%/ part of June 1985, you brought several documents to the

San Francisco of fice of the Public Enploynent Relations Board: a conpleted

unf air Eractl ce charPe form signed June 5, 1985, alleging violation of the

H gher Education Enployer-Enpl oyee Relations Act )—EER% by the California

State Enpl oyees' Association (CSEA); two photocopies of that conpleted fornm a
conpl eted unfair practice charge form signed June 5> 1985, alleging violation
of HEERA b}/ the Galifornia State university, Hayward (CSU); two copies of that
conpl eted form a four-page attachment, incorporated in the charges aPa| nst
the CSEA and CSU entitled " New Charge of Discrimnation"; a one-page letter
fromCarolyn D. Spatta, vice president, admnistration and business affairs,
directed to M. Tomm e Dees and dated May 29, 1985 and incorporated in the
charges agai nst CSEA and CSU, a proof of service formdated June 6; 1985,
signed by M. Raynond Lee, declaring that the "new charges" had been served

- agai nst CSU and CSEA on that date. Additionally, you presented a 3-1/4 inch
stack of docunents and suggested that they contained evidence, either of new
incidents of unfair practices directed agai nst you by CSEA and/or CSU, or new
facts to bolster clains about ﬁrew ously charged unfair practices conmtted b
CSEA and/or CSU. You stated that you could not afford to photocopy that stac
of Balggrs to meet the filing requirements of PERB and the service requirenments
of PERB rules. Further, you indicated that because you are not a | awer, you
did not feel confident in designating which of the documents contained in the
3-1/4 inch stack of papers described newincidents or newfacts. As a
consequence, we agreed that prior to the official filing of your newcharges,
| woul'd reviewthe documents and make specific suggestions concerning which
documents m ght be attached and incorporated in your newcharges, as well as
which facts mght be alleged to establish newunfair practices or bolster
previously made and presently pending unfair practice clains.

On June 30, 1985. you mailed material to me, marked "confidential ." It
consisted of a four-page document entitled "PERB new evidence of o

. discrimnation.” Attached to it are the follow ng documents: the decision by
the California State Personnel Board in the matter of the appeal by
Sarmuel Vlton; the proposed decision issued by admnistrative |aw judge Ruth
M Friedman in that matter; a two-page order of dismssal issued by the
\Wor ker s Qorrgtensatl on Appeal's Board in the matter entitled Tonme Dees v.
California State University, Hayward and State Conpensation |nsurance Fund; a
two- page letter signed by George D. Cowen, M D., addressed to Judge Mason



concerning your physical and mental health; a two-page claimstatenent by you
whi ch appears to have been submtted pursuant to provisions of the

Unenpl oyment | nsurance Code; a one-paqe notice fromthe Enpl oyment Devel opnment
Departnent indicating "you did not qualify"; and, a proof of service form
signed by WIliamA. Danisher on Jul'y 1, 1985 declaring that the "newevidence
of discrimnation" had been sent to the Public Enployment Relations Board.

The status of the char%fs fiIed.by(you previously with PERB are summari zed
_ briefly. On My 21, 1984 you filed an unfair practice charge agai nst CSD
(SF-CE-192-H . On AUPUSt , 1984 a warning letter was sent to you in regard
to that charge by Emly E. Vasquez, staff attorney for PERB. e first
~anended unfair practice charge was filed in that mtter on August 21, 1984.

On Septenber 9, 1984 PERB's General Counsel issued a partial dismssal of the
qualr P{actlce.charge and issued a conplaint on the remaining allegations in
that matter. ‘

On May 21, 1984, you filed a charge against the CSEA‘aIIePing viol ation of

HEERA section 3571.1 (SF-CO-5-H). On August 2, 1984 staff attorney

Em |y Vasquez wote you a warning letter regarding that charge. On )

Septenber 5, 1984 the General Counsel of PERB issued a dismssal of the unfair

practice charge and refused to issue a conplaint in that matter. Thereafter,

- you filed a nmotion for reconsideration, but.this was denied by.the PERB Board
onJuly 16, 1985. : .

Exam nation of the nmaterials revealed the following. On Novenber 15, 1983 CSU
representative Robert A. Kennelly directed a nenorandumto you placing you on

leave until such time as you are

able and willing to perfornithe full range of ...
normal duties as and where assigned by . . . [his]
super vi sors. o -

CSDclained that its determnation was based on information provided by your
psychol ogi st as wel | as your supervisors. The letter inforns you that you may
return to work when you can submt a medical release confirmng your ability
to performyour nornal assannent wi thout danage to health and wel | being, and
- -when ¥ou can state your willingness to performyour normal assignment under
normal working conditions. Further, the letter inforns you that during your
| eave You may use any accrued sick | eave or other |eave credits. Flnally, you
are told that once you exhaust your sick |eave credits you shoul d apply for
noni ndustrial disability insurance benefits..

On February 16, 1984 M. Sl ade Lindenon, representative of CSD, wote to

Ms. Marilyn Sardonis, field representative for CSEA, concerning you case. The
| etter concerns, for the most part, CSU s effort to resolve a grievance.
However, the letter closes by remnding Ms. Sardonis concerning your possible

eligibility for nonindustrial disability benefits. The letter indicates that

a copy was sent to you.



On March 8, 1984 M. Lindenon addressed a |etter to you inform nig you t hat
your |eave credits were exhausted on February 9, 1984, and therefore either
you woul d have to return to work, termnate your enploynent at the University,
or be placed on unpaid | eave status. The letter infornmed you that if you w sh
to secure a | eave of absence without pay for nedical reasons, you would have
to submt a witten request as wel| as state a specific period of intended
absence. In the event ?/ou. wi shed to return to work, ?/ou woul d have to subm t
a physician's or psychologist's witten statement confirmng that you are able
to resune your enployment without endangering your health. '

The letter -al so informs you of your option for disability retirement. The
| etter closes informng you that inaction onyour part will result in
termnation fromenpl oyment because there i s no request for approved | eave on

file. You are instructed to respond by March 16,. 1984.

On March 13, 1984 you wote to M. John Ham [ton, representative of CSEA | You
encl osed the CSU letter of March 9,- 1984 and requested that CSEA

| ook over the letter and the grievance and nake a
gem sion on what, if anything, further needs to be
one.

On March 26, 1984, M. Lindenon addressed another letter to you. The |etter
of March 8, 1984 was attached and reference i s made by M. Lindenon to a
letter dated March 20, 1984 fromM . Dees, | have been unable to |ocate a
copy of such a letter inthe materials provided to roe. Lindenon requests a
response fromyou by April 6, 1984. '

The March 26, 1984 letter closes by referring to a separate letter, dated
March 23, 1984 in which CSU informed you of health benefits and repeats an
admoni tion apﬁarentl made al soin the letter of March 23, 1984: that you nust
\o'rotect your heal th benefits by March 31, 1984. * Acopy of the March 26, 1984

etter was sent to Ms. Sardonis. | have been unable to |ocate a copy of the
March 23, 1984 letter referenced here.

On ﬁoril 12, 1984 CSEAwote a letter to CSUresponding to CSU s March 26,
1984. The CSEA letter begins by accusing CSU of bypassing the exclusive
representative and interfering with the enployee's rlg_ht to be represented by
an enpl oyee organi zation. CSEA takes issue with M. Lindemon having
comuni cated directly with you despite know edge that CSEA is your
representative in a grievance hearing involving the underl |n? i ncident.
Next, the letter makes clear that you do not intend to apply for disability
retirement and that Ypu woul d return to work inmediately if the enployer
conplied with its obligation to make a reasonabl e accommdation in the work
| ocation assigned toyou. The letter explains that your physical/nental
condition is specific to the work location V\/n_eredyou were assigned |ast. CSEA
cont ends thatcgour status shou3.d remai n unchanged during the pending . -
8“ evance. EA accuses CSU of applying a different standard to you than it
oes apply to other enployees. However, no facts are provided to denonstrate



that the treatment is disparate and that the difference is a result of
anti-union ani nus.

‘On May 29, 1985 Ms. Carolyn D. Spatta, representative of CSU, wote a letter
to you informng you that you have

automatically resigned fromenployment with the
University.

The letter refers to your having been informed in March 1984 of the actions

)éou woul d have to take to protect your enployment status, and states that
ecause you failed to either return to your normal assignnent or request a

| eave of absence, that you have been considered absent w thout authorized

| eave. Further, the letter inforns you that you have ten days within which to
file a request for reinstatement with the CSU.

I'n San Diequito Union H gh School District (1982) PERB Decision No. 184, PERB
“heldthat, To stafea ﬁrl ma facle violation, charging party nust allege and -
ultimately establish that the alleged unfair practice either occurred or was"
di scovered within the six-month period imediately r'eCedl'n%/bthe'_fl ling of the
charge with PEPS. EERA section 3541.5; Danzansky- CGol dberg Menori al o
Chapel's, Inc. (1982) 264 NLRB 112 1)112 LRRMTTO8]; Anerican Jean T1ile Co.

19 BNo. 206 [112 LRRM1080] ; A.F.C. Industries, Tnc. (Amar
Division) (1978) 234 NLRB 1063 [98 LRRM1Z8/], enfd as nodified (8 Qr. 1979)

: 344 [100 LRRM 3074]. The National Labor Rel ations Board cases cited

~ here hol'd that the six-nonth period comences on the date the conduct
. constit ut|n? the unfair practice is discovered. It does not run fromthe

di scovery of the legal significance of that conduct. _

PERB has held that a prima facie statenent of unlawful discrimnation and
retaliation requires allegations that: fl) the enpl oyer took adverse action
agal nst a certain enployee; (2). the enployee engaged in activity protected by
HEERA, and, (3) the enpl oyer woul d not have taken the adverse action agai nst
the particular enployee "but for" his/her having enlggged- in the protected
activity. Novato Unified School District 51982) PERB Deci si on No. 210;
-Regent s of : 833 PERB Deci sion No. 308-H,

[
REGETTS 0T TN NI VersI Ty or CarTTorna S||51983 'PERB Deci sion No. 319-H

The nexus between the enployer conduct and the protected activity is
established by alleging unlawful notivation on the part of the erBJIRog/er. In
- Placerville Union School District (1984) PERB Decision No. 377, PERB stated
That WAere direct evidence of unfawful notivation is lacking, it has generall
| ooked to such factors as timng (North Sacramento School District (1982) PER
Deci sion No. 254; Coast Community ColTegé DiStrict (1982) PERBDecl sion
No. 251), disparate treatnent (San Joaqurn Delta Community College District
(1982) PERB Deci sion No. 261; San Leandro Unified School District (T983) PERB
‘Decision No. 288), departure frompast procedures (Novato Unified School -
District, supra), and inconsistent justifications (Sate of Californra "
“{Departnment of Parks and Recreation) (1983) PERB DecCrsron No. 328-S) which,




under certain circunstances, may sgﬁfort an inference of unlawful notivation.
Al'so see University of California (1983) PERB Decision No. 308-H

Section 3571. I(e% protects rights guaranteed by provisions such as HEERA
section 3578 which extends to nonmenbers the right to fair representation fay
the exclusive representative. The duty of fair representation is breached if
the organization's conduct has "a substantial inpact on the relationship of
unit menbers to their enployer” (SE U Local 99 (Kinmett) (1979) PERB Decision
No. 106), and is "arbitrary, disCTi I'm pad Tai th" (Rocklin _
Teachers Prof essional Association (Ronero) (1980) PERB DecisionNO. 1Z4. The

_ atl excl usive representative extends to
%rlevance-handlln (Fremont Teachers Association -(King) (1980) .PERB Deci sion

0. 125; United TeaC PERB Deci si on No. 258.

PERB has enuhciated the standard to apply to an exclusive representative's
conduct _concerning-the roce33|n8bor_fallure to process a grievance. In
- United Teachers of Los. geles (Collins), supra, the Boar stateda |

Absent bad faith, discrimnation, or arbitrary
conduct, nere negligence or poor judgnent in ‘
handl ing a grievance does not constitute a breach of
the Union's duty. (SipOp. at p. 5)

"PERB continued by stating:

A.union may exercise its discretion to determne how
far to pursue a grievance in the enployee's behal f
as long as it does not arbitrarily ignore a
meritorious grievance or process a grievance in a
perfunctory fashion. Awunion is also not required
to process an enployee's grievance if the chances
for success are mnimal. (lbid) " - -

ﬁﬁter,exaniniq%]the contents of your docunents, | have cone to the fol [ow ng-
concl usi on. e correspondence described above reveals that there occurred
addi tional protected conduct on your part, namely: wthin the preceding six
nmont hs you asserted your right to participate inthe activities of and be
represent ed b{lthe exclusive representative. Further, it reveals additiona
conduct by CSU adverse to your interests, to wt: discharging you from
enpl oyment. Therefore, you shoul d consider filing a first amended unfair
Bractlce charge alleging the additional protected activity and adverse conduct
y CSU a Barent in the sequence of events occurring between Novenber 15, 1983
~and May 29, 1985. :

No further conduct can be identified which occurred within the preceding six
mont hs and constitutes an unfalrchactlce on the part of either CSUor CSEA.
First, the only conduct described in the material provided ne as occurring



within the preceding six nonths is that apparent fromthe correspondence
~ reviewed above. Second, as to CSEA, no information has been provided which
coul d support a finding that its conduct during the preceding Six-rnonth period
has been arbitrary, discrimnatory, or inbad faith. Third, there is no
indication that any of its conduct during that tine was in ang manner
injurious to you. For these reasons, there do not appear to be grounds for -
filing an unfair practice charge against CSEA, or newcharges, as opposed to
new evi dence supporting ol d.charges, against CSU. _

Pl ease, if you decide to pursue this matter, submt an unfair practice charge.
attaching and incorporating the documents attached to this letter. It,. as
wel | as the documents, should be served on CSU, the charged party. A proof of
servi ce shoul d acconEany the original charge and two copies of that charge
when you file with PERB.  Upon rece|V|ng your charge, | will prepare and I'ssue
a First Anended Conplaint in Case No. Sk-CE-192-Halleging, as explained
above, additional protected activity and adverse enpl oyer conduct which
occurred within the Tast six months. Enclosed are the forms for your

conveni ence.

Sincerely,

Peter Haberfel d
Regi onal Attorney

Encl osur es



