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DECI S| ON

CAFFREY, Menber: This case is before the Public Enpl oynent
Rel ati ons Board (PERB or Board) on a request for reconsideration
filed by Howard 0. Watts (Watts) of the Board' s decision in
Los Angeles _Unified School District (1992) PERB Decision No. 964.
In that decision the Board reversed the Board agent's finding
that the Los Angeles Unified School District (District) violated
section 3547(a) and (b) of the Educational Enploynent Rel ations

Act (EERA)! by failing to provide adequate public notice in

'EERA is codified at CGovernnment Code section 3540 et seq.
Section 3547 states, in pertinent part:

(a) Al initial proposals of exclusive
representatives and of public schoo

enpl oyers, which relate to matters within the
scope of representation, shall be presented
at a public neeting of the public school

enpl oyer and thereafter shall be public
records.

(b) Meeting and negotiating shall not take
pl ace on any proposal until a reasonable tine



June 1991 of the initial proposal it nmade to United Teachers-Los
Angel es (UTLA).

The Board found that the District's initial proposal, made
in an interest-based bargaining format, fulfilled EERA s public
notice requirenents. The Board dism ssed the conplaint which had
originally been filed by Watts in July 1991.

In his request for reconsideration, Watts asserts that the
Board was wong in concluding that the District's initia
proposal adequately inforned the public of the issues to be
negoti ated. He argues that the District should do nore to ensure
that the public is "really inforned of the initial proposals”
particularly when the interest-based bargai ning approach is being
utilized.

DI SCUSSI ON
PERB Regul ation 32410(a)? states, in pertinent part:

The grounds for requesting reconsideration

are limted to clains that the decision of

the Board itself contains prejudicial errors
of fact, or newly discovered evidence or |aw
whi ch was not previously avail able and could
not have been discovered with the exercise of
reasonabl e diligence.

In his reconsideration request, Watts restates his belief

that the District did not neet its public notice requirenent in

has el apsed after the subm ssion of the
proposal to enable the public to becone
informed and the public has the opportunity
to express itself regarding the proposal at a
nmeeting of the public school enployer.

°PERB regul ations are codified at California Code of
Regul ations, title 8, section 31001 et seq.
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this case. He does not, however, present any new evi dence or |aw
to support that position. Nor does Watts claimthat the Board
deci sion contains prejudicial errors.

The Board considered the entire record in this case,
including listening to the tape recordings of the District Board
of Education neetings at which the initial proposal to UTLA was
presented. Watts has presented no information which would
suggest that reconsideration of this case is appropriate.

ORDER
The request for reconsideration in PERB Decision No. 964 is

her eby DENI ED

Chai r person Hesse and Member Carlyle joined in this Decision.?

®By joining in this decision, Menmber Carlyle has not
rejected the views expressed in his dissent in the original
deci si on.



