STATE OF CALI FORNI A
DECI SION OF THE PUBLIC
EMPLOYMENT RELATI ONS BQOARD

TURLOCK SCHOOL DI STRI CTS
(TURLCCK JO NT UNION HI GH SCHOOL DI STRI CT,

TURLOCK JO NT UNI ON SCHOOL DI STRI CT),

Enpl oyers, Petitioners,
and |
TURLOCK SCHOOL COUNSELORS ASSCCI ATI ON,
Enpl oyee O gani zati on,
and

TURLOCK TEACHERS ASSCCI ATI ON, CTA/ NEA,
Case Nos. S R4

SR7
S R61
SR 97

Enpl oyee O gani zati on,
and
TURLOCK PROFESSI ONAL EDUCATORS GROUP, PERB Order No. JR-4
Enpl oyee O gani zati on, January 18, 19 78
and
TURLOCK AMERI CAN FEDERATI ON OF TEACHERS,
. Enpl oyee Organi zati on,

and

SERVI CE EMPLOYEES | NTERNATI ONAL UNI ON,
LOCAL 110, AFL-C O

Enpl oyee O gani zati on,
and

CALI FORNI A SCHOOL EMPLOYEES ASSOCI ATI ON,
TURLOCK CHAPTER 56,

Enpl oyee O gani zati on.

CRDER DECLI NI NG REQE\EJEST
T I EW

The Public Enploynent Relations Board itself hereby declines




request of petitioner in the above-captioned case to join in
judicial review of EERB Order No. Ad-18.

Publ i c Enpl oynent Rel ati ons Board
by

St ephen Bar ber
Executive Assistant to the Board

Jeril ou Cossack Twohey, Menber, concurring:

| agree that we should not join in the Districts' request for
judicial revi evv.l The District, in support of its request for
judicial review, argues that the issue decided in this case was
whet her Turlock Joint Union Hi gh School District and Turlock Joint
Union School District "...may act jointly for purposes of collective
bargai ning." (Enphasis added.) |In fact, the question decided
by this case was whether these two districts must act jointly for
pur poses of collective negotiations.

This case arose because three enpl oyee organi zati ons sought to
represent the enpl oyees of both districts in a single negotiating
unit,? three enployee organi zations sought to represent the enployees
of these two districts in separate negotiating units,® and both
districts doubted the appropriateness of all of the units sought as
wel |l as contested the showi ng of support submtted by four of the
enpl oyee organi zati ons.

As a result of the Board's decision, the enployees of each school
di strict, independent of the enployees of the other school district, my

Ligee my dissent in Gossnont Union H gh School District, EERB

i
Deci sion No. JR-2, July 25, 1977.

“2Turl ock School Counsel ors Association; California School Enployees
Associ ation, Chapter 56; and Turlock Teachers Associ ation, CTA/ NEA.

“3Tur | ock Federation of Teachers; Service Enployees International
Uni on, Local 110, AFL-CI G and Turlock Professional Educators G oup.



determ ne which, if any, enployee organization they wish to represent them

for purposes of negotiating with the school district. Pr esumabl y
this question has been or ultimately will be resolved by an election.

Once the question of . representation has been resolved, the two
school districts and whatever exclusive representatives have been
selected may or may not wish to negotiate jointly. The validity of
any such subsequent agreenent has not been decided by the Board's
deci sion in Turl ock. '

Jeril ou Cossack Twohey, Menber



