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

ELI ZABETH Kl SZELY,
Charging Party, Case No. LA-CE-3965

V. PERB Deci si on No. 1342

NORTH ORANGE COUNTY COMMUNI TY
COLLECGE DI STRI CT,

August 19, 1999

Respondent .

Appearances: Elizabeth Kiszely, on her own behal f; Parker,
Covert & Chidester, by Cathie L. Fields, Attorney, for North
Orange County Community College District.
Before Caffrey, Chairman; Dyer and Anmador, Menbers.
DECI SI ON AND ORDER

AMADOR, Menber: This case is before the Public Enpl oynent
Rel ati ons Board (Board) on appeal by Elizabeth Kiszely (Kiszely)
to a Board agent's dism ssal (attached) of the unfair practice
charge. In the charge, Kiszely nmade a request for repugnancy
review of an arbitration award, and also alleged that the North
Orange County Conmunity _Col |l ege District (District) retaliated
agai nst her for her participation in protected activities, in

vi ol ation of section 3543.5(a) and (b) of the Educati onal

Enpl oynent Rel ations Act (EERA).?!

'EERA is codified at Government Code section 3540 et seq.
Section 3543.5 states, in pertinent part: :

It shall be unlawful for a public school
enpl oyer to do any of the foll ow ng:

(a) Inpose or threaten to inpose reprisals
on enpl oyees, to discrimnate or threaten to
di scrim nat e agai nst enpl oyees, or otherw se



The Board has reviewed the entire record in this case,
including the Board agent's warning and disnm ssal letters, the
original and anended unfair practice charge, Kiszely's appeal,?
and fhe District's response. The Board finds the warning and
dismssal letters to be free of prejudicial error and adopts them
as the decision of the Board itself.

The unfair practice charge in Case No. LA-CE-3965 is hereby
DI SM SSED W THOUT LEAVE TO AMEND.

Chairman Caffrey and Menber Dyer joined in this Decision.

to interfere with, restrain, or coerce

enpl oyees because of their exercise of rights
guaranteed by this chapter. For purposes of
t hi s subdivi sion, "enployee" includes an
applicant for enploynent or reenploynent.

(b) Deny to enployee organizations rights
guaranteed to themby this chapter.

Kiszely's 6/27/99 request to provide additional materials
i s hereby denied.
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA GRAY DAVIS, Governor
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PUBLIC EMPLOYMENT RELATIONS BOARD

Sacramento Regional Office
1031 18th Street, Room 102
Sacramento, CA 95814-4174
(916) 322-3198

May 4, 1999

El i zabeth Kiszely

Re: Elizabeth Kiszely v. North Orange County Community
Coll ege District

Unfair Practice Charge No.__LA-CE-3965-- Anended _Charge
DI SM SSAL AND REFUSAL TO | SSUE A COVPLAI NT

Dear Ms. Kiszely:

You have alleged that the North Orange County Community Col | ege
District (Dstrict) violated the Educational Enpl oynent Rel ations
Act (EERA) Section 3543.5(a) and (b) by retaliating against you
for your participation in protected activities. The origina
charge in this case was a request for repugnancy review of the

"arbitration hearing on April 15, 1997, that pertained to unfair
practice charges LA-CE-3699 and LA- CO- 714" ! that you filed on
July 23, 1998. You further requested to reactivate unfair
practice charge LA- CE-3699.

As | indicated to you in ny letter dated Decenber 7, 1998,
‘(attached) the above-referenced charge requesting repughancy
review of the arbitrator's award was untinmely and the Public
Enpl oynent Rel ati ons Board (PERB) |acked jurisdiction to do
anyt hing other than dismss it. Further, the Decenber 7, 1998,
warning letter stated that you have no issues before PERB which
have not been either settled, wthdrawn, or dism ssed w thout

| eave to amend. You were advised that if there were any factua
i naccuraci es or additional facts which would correct the
deficiencies explained in the warning letter, you should amend
the charge. You were further advised that unl ess you anended the
charge to state a prima facie case or withdrew it prior to
Decenmber 17, 1998, the charge would be dismissed. | later
extended that deadline to December 28, 1998. On Decenber 27,
1998, you filed your anended charge by certified mail.

L Unfair practice charge LA-CO 714 was addressed in a
separare tetter as 1t concerns the United Faculty Associ ation of
North Orange County (Association), and not the enployer, North
Orange County Community College District, the subject of this
char ge.
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In regard to the tineliness of your filing, you assert that your
repugnancy revi ew request should be considered tinely because you
could not confirmthat the arbitration proceedings were unfair
and irregular until April 1998, when you discovered the American
Arbitration Association had no record of the arbitration. You
believe the unlawful conduct is a continuing act of retaliation
and a continuing breach of the contract because you have been
denied the right to properly grieve the retaliation against you
and in this regard the arbitration process has proven futile.

After additional investigation, | conclude that the anmended
charge fails to state a prinma facie violation of the EERA wthin
the jurisdiction of PERB for the reasons that follow

The Charge _is Untinely

As stated in the warning letter, the Board' s jurisdiction is
l[imted by a six-nonth statute of limtations period. EERA
section 3541.5 (a) (1) provides the Board shall not "[i]ssue a
conplaint in respect of any charge based upon an alleged unfair
practice occurring nore than six nonths prior to the filing of
the charge." You state that you could not confirmthat the
arbitration process was "unfair and irregular” until April 1998,
suggesting that that date should be used in determ ning whether
your filing of July 23, 1998, is tinely. Page 4 of the warning
letter sets forth the statutory Iimtations period of six nonths
for unfair |abor practices. |If we consider the date of the
arbitration hearing, or even the date of receipt of the
arbitrator's award as the date of the unlawful conduct for your
repugnancy review, the charge is still untinmely. (You received
the arbitrator's opinion of the April 15, 1997, hearing on June
3, 1997, and filed the repugnancy review request on July 23,
1998.). Your inability to find counsel or to "confirm' your
belief that the arbitrator's opinion was repugnant to EERA does
not toll the statute of limtations as discussed in the warning
letter. ,

Not a Continuing_Violation

I n your anended charge you assert that "the unlawful conduct is a
continuing act of retaliation and a continuing breach of the
contract because [you] have been denied the right to grieve the
retaliation against [you], and in this regard, the arbitration
process proved futile."

PERB has recognized "continuing violations" of certain types of
clainms to bring themwithin its jurisdiction even if the original
conduct was outside the six-nonth period. In San_Di equito Union
High _School District (1982) PERB Decision No. 194 (San Diequito)
the Board found that a continuing violation would only be found
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where active conduct or grievances occurred within the
"limtations period that independently constituted an unfair
practi ce. [Ctations omtted.] Exanples of continuing
violations include the nonthly w thhol ding of union dues fromthe
union "since the failure of the enployer to transmt the dues to
the union was repeated each nonth upon receiving the union's
request for the dues.”" (San Diequito at page 9.) A continuing
violation is not found where the enployer's conduct during the
[imtations period constituted an unfair practice only by its
relation to the original offense. (H__Dorado Union High School
District (1984) PERB Decision No. 382 at p. 4.) Here the conduct
you conpl ai ned of against the District concerns the original
filing of the unprofessional conduct notice and is not a

conti nuing violation.

Repugnancy_Revi ew

You al so nmake several additional statenments on why you disagree
with the arbitrator's decision and conclude that it was repugnant
to the EERA. However, you have failed to produce facts which
denonstrate that the arbitrator's decision is "clearly repugnant”
or "pal pably wong" as required. (Frenmont Unified Schoo

District (1994) PERB Decision No. 1036 at p. 5) Your allegations
do not denonstrate defects in the arbitration process or award
which rise to the level of making the arbitration repugnant to

t he EERA.

Warning Letter "Errors"

In addition to the above, your anmended charge states that there
are three "errors” in the warning letter. However, a review of
these alleged errors indicates the following: In the first
"error", you explain what portions of the collective bargaining
agreenent (CBA) the Association instructed you to include in the
informal notice of in-house grievance. You do not describe an
error but merely indicate why you filed what you did. The second
all eged "error" explains how unfair practice charge LA-CE-3837
resulted fromyour attenpt to anmend your earlier charge, LA-CE-
3699. . The third "error"” you describe would only have an i npact
on charges against the Association and will not be addressed in
this dismssal letter regarding charges against the District.

Summary

Unfair Practice Charge LA-CE-3965 was not filed in a tinely

manner. Therefore, PERB does not have jurisdiction to issue a
conplaint. There was no continuous violation, the arbitration
award was not irregular and is not considered repugnant to the
EERA. For these reasons the charge, as presently witten, does
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not neet the standards for a viable unfair practice against the
District and is dism ssed; Therefore no conpliant will be issued.

Riaght to _Appeal

Pursuant to PERB regul ations, you nmay obtain a review of this

di sm ssal of the charge by filing an appeal to the Board itself
within twenty (20) cal endar days after service of this dismssal
(Cal. Code Regs., tit. 8, - sec. 32635(a).) Any docunment filed
with the Board nust contain the case nane and nunber, and the
original and five (5) copies of all docunments nust be provided to
t he Board.

A docunent is considered "filed" when actually received before
the close of business (5 p.m) on the last day set for filing or
when mail ed by certified or Express United States mail, as shown
on the postal receipt or postmark, or delivered.-to a conmon
carrier prom sing overnight delivery, as shown on the carrier's
receipt, not later than the last day set for filing. (Cal. Code
Regs., tit. 8, sec. 32135(a); see also Cal. Code Regs., tit. 8,
sec. 32130.)

A document is also considered "filed" when received by facsimle
transm ssion before the close of business on the last day for
filing together with a Facsim|e Transm ssion Cover Sheet which
nmeets the requirements of Cal. Code Regs., tit. 8, sec. 32135(d),
provided the filing party also places the original, together with
t he required nunber of copies and proof of service, in the U S.
mail. (Cal. Code. Regs., tit. 8, secs. 32135(b), (c¢) and (d) ;
see also Cal. Code Regs., tit. 8, secs. 32090 and 32130.)

The Board's address is:

Publ i c Enpl oynent Rel ations Board
Attention: Appeal s Assistant
1031 18th Street
Sacranmento, CA 95814-4174
FAX: (916) 327-7960

If you file a tinely appeal of the refusal to issue a conplaint,
any other party may file with the Board an original and five
copies of a statenent in opposition within twenty (20) cal endar
days follow ng the date of service of the appeal. (Cal. Code
Regs., tit. 8, sec. 32635(b).)

Servi ce

Al l docunents authorized to be filed herein nust also be "served"
upon all parties to the proceeding, and a "proof of service"
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nmust acconpany each copy of a docunent served upon a party or
filed with the Board itself. (See Cal. Code Regs., tit. 8,

sec. 32140 for the required contents and a sanple form) The
docunent will be considered properly "served" when personally
delivered or deposited in the first-class nmail, postage paid and
properly addressed. A docunent filed by facsimle transm ssion
may be concurrently served via facsimle transni ssion on al
parties to the proceeding. (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 8, sec.
32135(c) .)

Ext ensi on of Tine

A request for an extension of tinme, in which to file a docunent
with the Board itself, nust be in witing and filed with the
Board at the previously noted address. A request for an
extension nmust be filed at least three (3) cal endar days before
the expiration of the tinme required for filing the docunent.
The request nust indicate good cause for and, if known, the
position of each other party regarding the extension, and shal
be acconpani ed by proof of service of the request upon each
party. (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 8, sec. 32132.)

Final Date

| f no appeal is filed within the specified tine limts, the

di smssal will becone final when the tinme limts have expired.
Si ncerely,

ROBERT THOWMPSON
Deputy General Counse

JANICE F. HILL
Board Agent

At t achnment

cc: Margaret Chidester, Esquire
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA

PUBLIC EMPLOYMENT RELATIONS BOARD

PETE WILSON, Governor

Headquarters Office

1031 18th Street
Sacramento, CA 95814-4174
(916) 322-3198

Decenber 7, 1998

El i zabet h Kiszely

Re: FEizabeth Kiszely v. North Orange County Comunity
Coll ege District

Unfair Practice Charge BD. LA CE- 3965
Warning letter -

Dear Ms. Kiszely:

On July 2 1998, you filed unfair practice charge

No. LA- CE- '3965, a request for repugnancy review of the
"arbitration heari ng on April 15, 1997, that pertained to unfa| r

practice charges LA-CE-3699 and LA-QO 714."1 You furt her

requested that unfair ,oractl ce charge LA-CE 3699 be reactivated.

Mé [ nVﬁStl gation revealed the following information relevant to
i's charge.

On July 30, 1996, you filed unfair practice charge LA-CE 3699

al | egi ng t hat the North O ange County Conmunity College D strict
(Dstrict) retaliated agai nst you for your participation in
protected activities. Anmong other allegations, you asserted that
you recei ved a Notice of Unprofessional Conduct (Notice) in your
file on July 3, 1996. On Novenber 21, 1996, a warning
letter/deferral to arbitration was issued by the Public

Enpl oyment Rel ations Board (PERB) regional director. 2

! Unf air practice charge LAACO 714 will be addressed in a
Separate tetter_as 1t concerns the union, United Faculty, and not
t he enpl oyer, North Orange County OomTunlty Col l ege District, the
subject o this char ge.

’Page three of the Novenber 21, 1996, Warning :
Letter/Deferral to Arbitration addressed to you states the
fol | owi ng: -

Accordingly, this charge nust be deferred to
arbitration and will be dismssed. Such
dismssal is without prejudice to the
Charging Party's right, after arbitration, to
seek a repugnancy revi ew by PERB of the
arbitrator's decision under the Dry Oeek
criteria, [citations omtted]
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January 24, 1997,' the PERB regi onal director dismssed and
deferred to arbitration the follow ng all egations of adverse
action by the District: letters of conplaint by departnment
menbers and the coll ege president in January and March 1996; and
the June 27, 199/6, Notice, received by you on July 3, 1996. The
conpl ai nt whi ch had issued on other allegations in the charge was
settled and wi thdrawn on June 10, 1997.

On August 23, 1996, you filed an informal notice of in-house
grievance against the District for violating D strict Board
Policy Sec. 3003 on Academ c Freedom and Shared CGovernance
Rights, the Policy on Academ c Personnel (24.2.3), and for
reprisal (24.7). Attenpts to resolve the matter on Septenber 10
and Cctober 7, 1996, were not successful. On Cctober 8, 1996,
you submtted your formal grievance against the District. Init,
you protested that the Notice received by you on July 3, 1996,
was “unwarranted and unjust" because it violated your "academc
freedom' under District policy and that it "inpinged' upon your
First Arendment rights. You further asserted that the Notice
violated the collective bargaining agreenent (CBA) in several
.respects. First, you clained you were not "reprinmanded within a
reasonable tinme of the incident(s) giving rise to the reprinmand
in violation of CBA section 4.6 [Conplaint Against a Unit Menber]
and CBA section 24.3.4.3 [Failure to respond at a step in the
Qievance Procedure]. You also alleged that you did not
participate in "determnation of the facts related to conplaints
used by the District to nake its judgnent,"” in violation of CBA
sections 4.6.2 and 4.7.3.2 [right to respond to derogatory
statenent]. Finally you conpl ained of "gender discrimnation”
for displaying a pattern of assertiveness and out spokenness on
controversial issues in violatjon of CBA section 4.4.1 and
"Affirmative Action Policies".?

Oh Novenber 6, 1996, the District denied the grievance. The
arbitration hearing was held on April 15, 1997, and the
arbitrator's opinion and award was issued on May 29, 1997. The
arbitrator found that the grievance was not arbitrable under the
CBA because al though the notice of unprofessional conduct was
akin to a reprinmand subject to reviewunder Article 4.5 of the
-CBA, the record revealed that you had al ready been afforded-an
opportunity to review and comment on the notice of unprofessional

_ 3Your grievance did not allege that the District had
violated CBA section 4.4.2 which states in pertinent part::

No Unit Menber shall be in any way
di scrimnated agai nst, intinated, restrained
or coerced because of affiliation with or
participation in the Association, or the
exercise of rights guaranteed by Chapter
éSGY’ secti ons 3540-3549 of the Governnent

e.



conduct whi ch satisfied the requirenments under that section of
the CBA.* You indicated that you had received a copy of the
arbitrator's opinion and award on June 3, 1997.

On Septenber 2, 1997, you filed unfair practice charge

LA- CE-3837. The charge stated_several_allegations_includjng t he
previous allegation that the District issued a Notice agai nst you
In June 1996. The allegations in your charge were determned to
be untinely and the charge was dismssed by the regional attorney
on February 27, 1998, and appeal ed to the Board on March 24,

1998. You asserted in LA-CE-3837 that a grievance had been filed
regarding the July 3, 1996, Notice; that the grievance was
~initiated Cctober 8, 1996° and rul ed inarbitrable on May 30,

1997; and that the arbitration was binding. On June 18, 1998,
the Board adopted the Board agent's warning and dismssal letters
as the decision of the Board 1tself and dismssed unfair practice
charge LA- CE-3837 without |eave to amend.

On July 23, 1998, you filed this request for repugnancy revi ew of
the May 29, 1997, arbitrator's opinion and anard. As we have

di scussed, the above-stated allegations do not state a prina
fﬁciefviflation within the jurisdiction of PERB for the reasons
that follow

PERB Juri sdiction
inelin

PERB has discretionary jurisdiction pursuant to section
3541.5(a)(2) of the Educational Enploynment Rel ations Act

to review the arbitration award reached pursuant to the grievance
machi nery solely for the purpose of determning whether it is-
repugnant to the purposes of this chapter. |f the Board finds
that the arbitration award is repugnant to the purposes of this
chapter, it shall issue a conplaint on the basis of a tinely

“The parties had stipulated to putting the following three
| ssues before the arbitrator: |s the grievance of Hizabeth
Ki szely, dated Cctober 8, 1996, arbitrable? If so, did the:
noti ce of unprofessional conduct issued to Elizabeth Kiszely,
dated June 27, 1996, violate the Col | ective Bargai ni ng Agreenent ?
If so, what is the appropriate remedy?

I n your amended charge filed on February 23, 1998, you
changed your response to section 5 of the Unfair Practice Charge
formregarding the grievance procedure to "initiated May 13, 1996
& August 23, 1996". August 23, 1996 will be considered the
begi nni ng of your grievance process for tolling purposes based on
your letter to the District dated August 23, 1996, setting forth
your intent to grieve your concerns regarding the July 3, 1996,
noti ce.



filed charge, and hear and decide the case on the nerits.
G herwise, it shall dismss the charge.

The Board's jurisdiction is limted by a six-nmonth statute of
limtations per|od. EERA section 3541.5(a)(1) provides the Board
shal | not, Jssue a conplaint in respect of anK char ge based
upon an aIIege unfair practice occurring nore than six nonths
prior to the filing of the charge." It is your burden, as the
charging party to denonstrate that the charge has been tinely
filed. (See Iehachapi Unified School District (1993) PERB

Deci sion No. 1024.)

On July 23, 1998, you filed this repugnancy review (Unfair
Practice Charge LA-CE-3965) of the arbitrator's opinion and award
~ which you received on June 3, 1997. The statute of [imtations
begi ns runnln? on the day of the alleged unl awful conduct, in
thls case y 3, 1996. This charge was filed July 23, 1998.
More than two years have passed since the conpl ai ned-of conduct
and the filing of this charge. The statute provides for tolllng
during the tinme the grievance is in process. Here you initiate
the grievance process on August 23, 1996, and it concluded with
your receipt of the arbitrator's anard on June 3, 1997. The

gri evance nachi nery processi ng took approxinmately nine and one-
half nonths. Even after subtraction of the nine and one-hal f
nont hs, nore than six nonths have el apsed between the all eged
unl awf ul “ conduct and the filing of this charge. Your repugnancy
review of the arbitrator's award is untinely and PERB | acks
jurisdiction to do anything othéer than dismss it.

However, the statute of limtations is tolled only if the
grievance raises the sane issues with the arbitrator as woul d
have been raised by the charging party at PERB. (North O ange
Oounty Oomrunlty Col lege District (1998) PERB Decision

. Your grlevance did not raise the proper issues.
Ybur request for repugnancY review is thus even nore untinely
since tolling does not apply in your case.

But even if your charge had been tinely filed, the arbitration
award woul d not be considered repugnant to the Act for the
foll owi ng reasons. ‘

®The original charge (LA-CE-3699) was filed July 30, 1996,
and deferred to arbitration on January 24, 1997. The issues
- deferred to arbitration were not included in your gfievance or
your arbitration request. This was discussed in detail in the
dismssal and warning letters of unfair ﬁractice char ge
LA- CE- 3837 whi ch concluded that "Thus, the Cctober 8, 1996
grievance did not toll the statute of limtations period. . . .»*

4



Repugnancy_Revi ew

An unfair Bractipe charge concerning conduct subject to final and
binding arbitration for parties governed b%_EERA may be filed
based on a claimthat the settlenment or arbi

repugnant to the applicable Act.

tration anward i s

Section 3541.5 entitled "Unfair practice; jurisdiction;
procedures for investigation, hearing and decision" sets out PERB
jurisdiction in clains of repugnancy review and states in
pertinent part:

The board shall have discretionary
jurisdiction to review the settlenent or
arbitration anard reached pursuant to the

ri evance nmachi nery solely for the purpose of
etermning whether it is repugnant to the
pur poses of this chapter. |If the board finds
that the settlenment or arbitration award is
repu?nant to the purposes of this chapter, it
shal| issue a conplaint on the basis of a
tinely filed charge, and hear and decide the
case on the nmerits. Qherwise, it shall

dismss the charge. The board shall, in
det erm ni ng whether the charge was tinely
filed, consider the six-nonth limtation set

forth in this subdivision to have been tolled
during the tine it took the charging party to
exhaust the grievance nachinery.

PERB Regul ati on 32661 covers repugnancy clains and states in
pertinent part: '

(a) An unfair practice charge concerning
conduct subject to Governnent Code

Section 3514.5(a)(2) or 3541.5(a)(2) . ..
may be filed based on a claimthat the -
settlenent or arbitration award is repugnant
-to the applicable Act.

(b) The charge shall conply with the
requi renents of Section 32615.

"PERB wi || uphold an arbitration award if: 1) the matters raised
in the unfair practice charge were presented to, and considered
by the arbitrator; (2) the arbitration proceedi ngs were fair and
regular; (3) the parties agreed to be bound by the award; and (4)
the award is not repugnant to the purposes and policies of the
EERA.  (Yuba Gty Unified School District (1995) PERB Deci sion
No. 1095; Lake Elsinore School D strict(1987) PERB Dec. No. 646.)




This case is anonmalous in that the issues deferred to arbitration
were never grieved or presented to the arbitrator. :
January 24, 1997, the PERB regional director di smssed and
deferred the followng allegations to arbitration: "That letters
of conplaint by departnment nenbers and the College President in
January and March 1996 and a July 3, 1996 notice of

unpr of essi onal conduct were issued in retaliation for engaging in
activity protected under the EERA "

As noted previously above and in the PERB agent's dismssal of
LA- CE- 3837, the issues grieved by you did not include the issue
of retaliation against you for participation in activities
protected by the EERA. The issues deferred to arbitration by
PERB were not arbitrated. Therefore, there is no appropriate
arbitration anard to be reviewed at this tinmne.

Request to reactivate LA CE-3699

You have al so requested that PERB "reactivate" that portion of
unfair practice charge LA-CE-3699 that had been deferred to
binding arbitration. PERB followed the jurisdictional rule set
out in the EERA and deferred that portion of the charge to an
arbitrator. You did not arbitrate that issue. To allowyou to
-reactivate that charge now woul d be a circunvention of the
jurisdictional limtations of the EERA. Therefore, this request
Lor_ rga%:tivation of a portion of charge No. LA-CE-3699 is also
eni ed.

Summar y

In summary, you did not file Unfair Practice Charge LA- CE-3965 in
a tinmely manner. Therefore, PERB does not have jurisdiction to
review the case. You have no issues before PERB whi ch have not
been either settled in your June 10, 1997, notice of w thdrawal

or dismssed wthout | eave to anend. For these reasons the
charge, as presently witten, does not neet the standards for a
viable .unfair practice against the D strict.

If there are any factual inaccuracies in this letter or

addi tional facts which would correct the deficiencies explained
above, dpI ease anend the charge. The anended charge shoul d be
\orepare on a standard PERB unfair practice charge form clearly
abel ed M@r_&g contain all the facts and

al | egati ons Kou wi sh to make; and be signed under penal tx
perjury by the charging party. The amended charge nust have the

"This is not a situation with special circunmstances in which
one party fraudul ently conceal ed operative facts underlying an
aI | eged violation and prevented a tinely filing. (Ducane Heating

ﬁ oration and International Union of Electrical, Radio an
chine Workers. AFL-O O (1985) 273 NLRB 1389.)
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case nunber witten on the top right-hand corner of the charge
form The amended charge nust be served on the respondent's
representative and the original proof of service nust be filed
with PERB. |f | do not receive an anended charge or wi thdrawal
fromyou before Decenber 17. 1998. | shall dismss your charge.
| yo:lélzgave any questions, please call ne at (916) 322-3198
ext . :

Sincerely,

JaniceF. HII
Boar d Agent



