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Before Blair, Chair; Caffrey and Carlyle, Menbers.
DECI S| ON

BLAIR, Chair: This case is before the Public Enpl oynent
Rel ati ons Board (Board) on appeal by Howard 0. Watts (Watts)
of a Board agent's adninistrative determ nati on (attached)
di sm ssing Watts' public notice conplaint. In his conplaint,
Watts alleged that the California School Enployees Association
(CSEA) viol ated section 3547 of the Educati onal Ehploynent
Rel ati ons Act (EERA)! by: (1) failing to adequately develop its

. 'EERA is codified at Governnment Code section 3540 et seq.
Section 3547 states:

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

enpl oyers, which relate to natters 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
has el apsed after the subm ssion of the



proposals to allow the public to understand what issues were to
be discussed at the bargaining table; and (2) not making its
proposal s available to the public.

The Board has reviewed the entire record in this case,
including Watts' appeal. We affirmthe Board agent's
determination as to the first issue. \We reach the same result
on the second issue, but base our result on a different theory,
as discussed bel ow.

DI SCUSSI ON

Availability_of Proposals

Watts alleges that he received a copy of CSEA's proposal at

a public meeting where the reopeners were presented, but that it

proposal to enable the public to become

I nformed and the public has the opportunity
to express itself regarding the proposal at a
meeting of the public school enployer.

(c) After the public has had the oPportunity
to express itself, the public school enployer
shall, at a meeting which is open to the
public, adopt its initial proposal.

(d) New subjects of meeting and negotiating
arising after the presentation of initia
ﬁroposals shall be made public within 24
ours. If avote is taken on such subLect by
the public school enployer, the vote thereon
by each member voting shall also be made
public wi thin 24 hours.

(e) The board may adopt regulations for the
purpose of inmplementing this section, which
are consistent with the intent of the
section;, namely that the public be inforned
of the issues that are being negotiated upon
and have full opportunit% to express their
views on the issues to the public school

enpl oyer, and to know of the positions of
their elected representatives.
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was inconplete. He contends that the second side of the proposal
had not been xeroxed and so was bl ank. On the basis of these
facts, Watts clains that CSEA failed to make its proposals
avai l able to the public.

The Board agent found that CSEA s action of providing the
Los Angeles Unified School District (District) with copies of the
proposal s denonstrated a conscious effort to fulfill the public
notice requirements of section 3547(a).

However, this is not a proper violation wi th which tb char ge
an enpl oyee organi zation. Only the enployer can be held |iable
for violation of the duty to present proposals at a public

neeting, because the enployer controls the neeting agenda.

- (Service Enployees International Union. Local 99 (Witts) (1990)
PERB Deci sion No. 863.) In Los Angeles Conmmunity Coll ege

District (Kinmmett) (1981) PERB Decision No. 158, the Board

held that it is the district's obligation and responsibility
to provide proper public notice and to present all initial
proposal s--its-own as well as those of the exclusive
representative--to the public at an appropriate neeting.

Gting Kinmett, the Board, in United Professors of California

(Watts) (1984) PERB Decision No. 398-H, states that the proper
respondent for this allegation is the enployer only. Thus, CSEA
is not the proper respondent to the allegation that its proposals

were not made available to the public.



Appeal

" On appeal, Watts alleges for the first time that CSEA and
“the District ehgaged In negotiations before the public notice
process had been conpl et ed.

PERB Regul ati on 32635 states, in pertinent part:

(b)  Unl ess good cause is shown, a charging
party may not present on appeal new charge
al l egations or new supporting evidence.

This allegation was not presented prior to Watts' appeal,
and no assertion of good cause was made. Therefore, the Board
cannof conéider whet her CSEA vi ol ated EERA by negotiating bef ore
- the public notice process had been cbnpleted.

_ ORDER

The unfair practice charge in Case No. LA-PN-132 is hereby
DI SM SSED W THOUT LEAVE TO AMEND.

Menmber Caffrey joined'in thi s Deci sion.

Menber Carlyle's concurrence and di ssent begins on page 5.



Carlyle, Menmber, concurring and dissenting: | concur with
the mpjority insofar as it affirms the Board agent's
determ nation that the California School Enployees Associ ation
(CSEA) did neke its proposals available to the public; however, |
disagreé with the mpjority's theory and, in part, with the Board
agent's reasoning as well.

The Educational Enploynment Relations Act (EERA)' section
3547 states,- in pertinent part: .

| (a) Al initial proposals of exclusive
representatives and of the public schoo
enpl oyers, which relate to matters within the
scope of representation, shall be presented
at a public nmeeting of the public schoo
enpl oyer and thereafter shall be public
records. '
(e) The boar d [public school board] may
adopt regul ations for the purpose of
i npl ementing this section, which are
consistent with the intent of this section;
nanely that the public be informed of the
i ssues that -are being negotiated upon and
have full opportunity to express their views
on the issues to the public school enployer,
and to know of the positions of their elected
representatives. '

Pursuant to EERA section 3547(a) and (e), the Los Angel es
Unified School District (District) pronmulgated Bulletin No. 18
(Rev.) dated Septenber 26, 1988 (hereinafter referred to as
"Bul letin"). _

The District's Bulletin concerning accessibility of initial
proposals is set forth, in relevant part:

V. ACCESSIBILITY OF I NI TI AL PROPOSALS

'BERA is codified at Governnment Code section 3540 et seq.
Unl ess otherwise indicated, all statutory references herein are
to the Governnent Code.



A.  Certificated Proposals

The District shall nmake the Board and the exclusive
representative's proposals accessible to the public in
the follow ng manner:

1. The PIO and the Ofice of Staff Relations shal
maintain a file of all initial and subsequent new
proposal s, each of which shall be available for public
I nspection during regular working hours on the day
follow ng presentation and thereafter until the close
of negotiations. The Staff Relations Ofice wll
respond to questions fromthe public on collective
bar gai ni ng i ssues.

2. Such files shall also - include within 24 hours the
position of each Board Menber if orally expressed by
vote at a public neeting.

3. A copy of initial proposals presented at a regul ar
public neeting of the Board shall be posted and
avai |l abl e for inspection and review through the PIO
until such tine as negotiations are conpl eted.

C. Cassified Proposals

The PIO and the O fice of Staff Relations shal

maintain a file of all initial classified proposals and
subsequent new subjects for negotiations. Each initia
proposal or new subject shall be available for public

i nspection during regular working hours on the day
follow ng presentation and thereafter until the close
of negotiations. The Staff Relations Ofice wll
respond to questions of the public on classified
col l ective bargaining issues.

Each exclusive representative shall provide a
reasonabl e nunber of copies, not to exceed twenty (20),
of its initial proposals at the tine the exclusive
representative presents its proposals to the District.
These copies shall be made available to the public at
the Board neeting at which the proposals are presented.

VWhen one reads the previously cited EERA section in
conjunction with the District's Bulletin, one arrives at the

following conclusion: There is no per se statutory requirenent

that copies of the initial proposals be supplied to the public at

public nmeetings; only that they becone public records. The only

requi rement concerning such availability at public neetings is



found in the District's Bulletin, and it only applies to copies

bei ng made avail able at_the Board neeting at which the proposals

are presented.

Howard 0. Watts (Watts) alleges that he did in
fact receive a full and conplete copy of CSEA' s initial re-opener
proppsal at the August 3, 1992 District public neeting at which
it was presented. The one and only requirenment concerning
production of copies at a public nmeeting as a result of the
Bul l etin has been met. Watts does not allege or assert that the
various other provisions of District Bulletin No. 18 concerning
retention of all initial proposals and availability to the public
as public records were violated by the District.

Accordingly, 1 would affirmthe Board agent's deci sion
finding that CSEA properly nmade its proposal avail able as

requi red. The discussion by the Board agent concerning CSEA s
."conscious effort,” relative to the August 17, 1992 neeting, is
not necessary to dispose of this issue.

Vhile it is undoubtedly true that CSEA is not the proper
party to be charged for an alleged violation of the duty to
present proposals at a public neeting, | do not endorse the
majority's notion that the dismssal should be affirmed
for this reason. To me, reliance on such a basis puts "formover
substance"” and has the potential to |lead to dangerous results in
future cases, not just those limted to the public notice arena.

Further, this defect was inninentiy correctable at the
conpl aint stage but was not rectified by the Board agent. Again,

| amnot prepared to rule against someone, in part, because of



failure to correct a procedural defect in the pleading at an
early stage of the proceedi ng which would not have resulted in
any prejudice to anyone.

As | stated in ny dissent in Los Angeles Unified Schgo

District (Matts) (1992) PERB Deci sion No. 964:

Under EERA, the public has an opportunity to
make its views known at the beginning of the
col l ective bargai ning process. There is no
obligation on the part of the District to
receive any additional public input during or
at the end of the process when the fina
agreenent is to be voted/ratified upon. This
is true even if the final docunent bears
little, if any, resenblance to the initia
proposal which was subject to public comrent.

Accordi ngly, under such constrafnts, I wei gh
nore heavily to the side of an inforned
public and full conpliance with the public
notice requirenments than | do any derived
benefits of the interest-based bargaining
format on an initial proposal.

My vi ew has not changed nor does it change if the initia
proposal is made by the exclusive representative instead of the
District. | ndeed, one could envision an even nore conpelling
rationale of the need for detail and specificity if the initia
proposal in question is proffered by other than one's elected
representatives.

In my opinion, the initial re-opener proposal of CSEA in

Article IV (CSEA Rights), Article X (Evaluation Procedures),
Article XI'l (Wages and Sal ari es, Pay Allowances, Differentials
and Special Salary Practices), and Article XIll (Health and
Welfare), is lacking in sufficient detail and specificity so as

to comply with EERA section 3547(b).



| ndeed, in reading the Board agent's admnistrative
determ nation, one cannot help but be struck by the "assunption
" language" utilized in the decision. On page 7, the determ nation
reads, relative to Article IV, that "[t]he issue.regarding the
reinstatement of CSEA's right to use the school's mail system

can be reasonably understood to provide that the mail system

woul d be used as a vehicle for CSEA . . . ." (Enphasis added.)

Article X is addressed in the determ nation: "[a] |t hough

CSEA did not provide specific details indicating_how they

intended to evaluate . . . _it can be reasonably

~understood . . . ." (Enphasis added.)

Concerning Article XIl, again on page 7, the determ nation
states:

Per haps_CSEA could have been nore specific in
describing_the possible budgetary_inpact of
this proposal ., but consideration nust be
given to the fact that the District's :
financial situation has been well publicized.
It is comon knowl edge that the District is
facing a financial crisis.

(Enphasi s added.)

Finally, regarding Article XIl11, the Board agent states
that in the proposal, "CSEA indicated that they were 'interested
in mai ntaining and/ or inproving the current benefit package'" and
that "they woul d consider all suggestions and/or options which
woul d "inprove or maintain the current benefit package and stil
be cost-effective.'” The Board agent found this |anguage to be

satisfactory, holding that the "proposal proVides the public with

sufficient information regarding_what health and welfare-rel ated

issues will be discussed and negotiated, and the public is also

informed of CSEA's bargaining position.” (Enphasi s addéd.)
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| am concerned that affirmng the adm nistrative
determ nation which found CSEA's initial re-opener proposal to
adequately informthe public in conpliance with EERA section
3547(b), will result invirtually every future public notice
conpl aint case being decided in a simlar fashion.

It is hard to imagine | anguage which could be nmore general
or broad than that utilized by the Board agent in the |
admni strative determnation in finding that CSEA did not violate
EERA section 3547(b) or that CSEA could be nore general and |ack
any nore detail in its positions, particularly relating to
"Health and Welfare,” which was akin to "we want to keep what we
have at a m nimum and we mjllutry to get nnfe, and we are open
to any and all options to get us there."

| would reverse the administrative determ nation and find
“that there was a violation of EERA section 3547(b) due to a |ack
of sufficient detail and specificity concerning all four Articles

as previously discussed herein.
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STATE OF CALI FORNI A
PUBLI C EMPLOYMENT RELATI ONS BOARD

HOMRD 0. WATTS,

Conpl ai nant
. Case No. LA-PN 132

ADM NI STRATI VE
DETERM NATI ON

V.

CALI FORNI A SCHOOL EMPLOYEES

ASSOC! ATI ON, April 15, 1993

e N — SN\ Ny

Respondent .

This adm nistrative determ nation dism sses the above-
captioned public notice conplaint filed by M. Howard 0. Watts
(Conpl ai nant or Watts) ‘against the California School Enployeés
Association (CSEA). CSEA represents the Los Angeles Unified
School District's (Enmployer or District) Ofice Technical/

Busi ness Services enployees, unit D
BACKGROUND

On August 8, 1992,1! Conplainant‘filéd a public notice
conplaint in the Los Angeles Regional Ofice of the Public
Enpl oynment Rel ati ons Board (PERB or Board) pursuant to PERB
regul ati on 32190.% The conpl aint contends that CSEA viol at ed

Al dates herein refer to cal endar year 1992.
°PERB regul ation 32190 states in part:

0 32190. Filing of EERA. . . Conplaint. A
conpl aint alleging that an enpl oyer or an
excl usive representative has failed to conply
wi th Government Code section 3547 . . . may
be filed in the regional office. An EERA
conmplaint may be filed by an individual who
is a resident of the school district involved
in the conplaint or who is the parent or
guardi an of a student in the district. The
conplaint shall be filed no later than 30
days subsequent to the date when conduct




Gover nnment Code section 3547(b),2 by failing to adequately
develop its proposals to allow the public to understand what

i ssues were to be discussed at the bargaining table, and by not
maki ng their proposals available to the publi c.

On August 3 and 17 the District's Board of Education held
publ i c meetings where reopener proposals for 1992-93 were
presented for informati on and corment. CSEA asserts that during
t hese neetings proposals were nmade available to the public. M.
Watts confirms that on August 3 he received an entire copy of
CSEA' s proposal, but alleges that he received an inconplete
proposal on August 17.

A review of CSEA's 1992-93 reopener proposals indicates that-
their proposals were presented in an interest-based bargaining

format.* CSEA's proposals also indicate that specific contract

alleged to be a violation was known or
reasonably coul d have been di scovered.

%The Educational Enploynent Rel ations Act (EERA) is codified
at Governnent Code section 3540 et seq. Unless otherw se
indicated, all statutory references herein are to the Governnent
Code. Section 3547(b) states in pertinent part:

(b) Meeting and negotiating shall not take
pl ace on any proposal until a reasonable tine
has el apsed after the subm ssion of the
proposals 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.

* CSEA's proposal in section 1. _Reopener Agreenent
Negotiations indicated that the interest-based bargaining was
based on the follow ng el ements:

a. Focus on the interests of the parfies, not
posi tions;



| anguage woul d be "nutually devel oped by the parties after
reachi ng agreenent on specific options." Sections 2 and 3 of
CSEA's initial proposal read as follows:

2. ARTICLES EFFECTED

The followng articles of the collective bargaining
agreenent will or may be inpacted by negotiations of
our proposed interest. Such inpact may result in
amendnents, nodifications, and/or elimnations of
contract | anguage:

Article 1V CSEA Ri ghts

Article X Eval uati on Procedures

Article XL Wages and Sal aries, Pay all owance,
Differentials and Special Salary
Practices

Article XLLI Fbalth and Welfare

3. ARTICILE - Statenment of |nterest
lY CSEA Rl GHTS:

- CSEA is interested in having the district grant
reasonable release tine to CSEA officers, site
-representatives and job stewards. Such rel ease
tinme would be utilized for the above nentioned to
attend and/ or conduct CSEA Chapter Meetings, CSEA
Wor kshops and Site Meetings.

- CSEA is interested in having the district
reinstate the right of CSEA to use the school nail
system

X EVALUATI ON PROCEDURE;

- CSEA is interested in evaluating the need,
practice, ‘purpose, application and effectiveness
of the current eval uati on procedures.

b. Work hard on the problemand soft on the people;

C. Create "options"” which will satisfy the parties’
interests, measuring options against nutually
established criteria.
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X1

Wages and Salaries, Pay Allowance, Differentials

X

and Special Salary_Practices.

CSEA is interested in preserving and protecting
the income of Unit "D' enpl oyees.

HEALTH AND WEL FARE

CSEA is interested in nmaintaining and/or inproving
the current benefit package w thout out-of-pocket
cost to bargaining unit enployees. CSEA is open
to considering all suggestions and/or options

whi ch woul d inprove or maintain the current

benefit package and still be cost-effective.

The District's public notice policy® in pertinent part

 states:

V. Accessibility of Initial Proposals

A

Gl assified Proposals

The PIO and the O fice of Staff Relations shal
maintain a file of all initial classified
proposal s and subsequent new subjects for
negotiations. Each initial proposal or new
subject shall be available for public inspection
during regular working hours on the day follow ng
presentation and thereafter until the close of
negotiations. The Staff Relations Ofice wll
respond to questions of the public on classified
col l ective bargaining issues.

Each exclusive representative shall provide a
reasonabl e nunber of copies, not to exceed twenty
(20), of its initial proposals at the tine the
excl usive representative presents its proposals to
the District. These copies shall be made
available to the public at the Board neeting at

whi ch the proposals are presented.

| SSUES

Did CSEA s re-opener proposals adequately i nform the public?

Did CSEA nmake its proposals available to the public?

®The Conpl ai nant provided PERB with a copy of the District's
Public Notice policy, Bulletin No. 18 (Rev) Septenber 1988,

section V (C).

4



DI SCUSSI ON
Specificity_ of Proposals

The intent of the public notice requirenents is set forth in

Gover nment Code section 3547(e).®. PERB's regul ations
i npl ementing the provisions of section 3547 were adopted to fully

protect the public's rights in this regard. (Los _Angel es

Conmmunity College District (1978) PERB Order No. Ad-41.)
In Palo Alto Unified- School District (1981) PERB Deci sion

No. 184, the Board found that "the initial proposals presented to
the public nmust be sufficiently developed to permit the public to
conprehend them" PERB found a proposal "which is sinbly a
statenent of the subj ect such as 'magés' does not adequately
informthe public of the issues that will be negotiated." (l1d.)
The Board hel d, homevér, that a proposal for a cost of Iliving
adjustnenf based on the Consumer Price Index is "sufficiently

devel oped to informthe public what issue will be on the fable at

negotiations." (1d.; see also Anerican Federation of Teachers

College Guild. Local 1521 (Wwatts) (1989) PERB Decision No. 740.)

As noted by the Board in Los Angeles Unified School District

(1992) PERB Decision No. 964 (LAUSD), "EERA's public notice

®Section 3547 (e) states:

(e) The board may adopt regulations for the
pur pose of inplenmenting this section, which
are consistent with the intent of section;
nanely that the public be infornmed of the

i ssues that are being negotiated upon and
have full opportunity to express their views
on the issues to the public school enployer,
and to know of the positions of their elected
representatives.



statute, CGovernnment Code section 3547, contains no express
provi sion stating that the.initial proposals which it requires be
made public nust be 'specific' in nature."

The Board has noted that the "interest-based approach to
bargaining tends to produce initial proposals which do not
include a great deal of specific details,"” therefore, proposals
presented in the interest-based format nust be reviewed on an
i ndividual basis to determine if they neet the underlying EERA
public notice requirenent. However, the Board appiies t he sane
standard to the interest-based proposals as it does to the non
interest-based. Thus, the use of a new or different bargaining
techhique does not excuse the parties fromthe statutory
requi renents set forth in EERA. (SEE LAUSD) .

For CSEA to fulfill its public notice obligation, its
reopener proposals nust be sufficiently devel oped to.allow t he
public to conprehend the issues which will be on the table during
negoti ati ons.

A review of the CSEA s proposals to the District reveals
that it sought to focus on four subject areas: (1) CSEA Ri ghts;
(2) Evaluation Procedure; (3) Wages and Sal aries, Pay All owance,
Differentials and Special Salary Practices; and (4) Health and
Wel fare. These names of subject areas were reflective of the
articles fromthe current agreenent or standard reopener
proposals. Such references clearly identified the negotiable
I ssues.

In the area of "CSEA Rights" CSEA addressed two itens:



"release tine" and the "use of the school nail syéten1"
The "release tinme" proposal specifically identified who would be
using such tinme and how it would be spent:

The issue regarding the reinstatenent of CSEA's right to use
the school's mail system can be reasénably under stood to provide
that the mail systemwould be used as a vehicle for CSEA to
comuni cate with its menbers regarding representati on matters,
including negotiable issues. Both "CSEA Righté" proposal s
édequately informthe public of the issues that will be
negot i at ed.

In the area of "Evaluation Procedure” CSEA indicated a
desire to evaluate the "need, practice, purpose, application and
effectiveness of current the evaluation procedures.” Although
CSEA di d hot provide specific details indicating how they
intended to evaluate or study the current "Evaluation Procedure,”
it can be reasonably understood that there is a potential for
revising the existing procedure. Furthernore, the public can
identify the issue that mﬁll be negotiéted.

Regardi ng "Wages and Sal aries, Pay Allowances, Differentials
and Special Salary Practices,”" CSEA indicated an interest in
"breserving and protecting the incone of Unit "D' enployees."

Per haps CSEA coul d have been nore specific in describing the
possi bl e budgetary inpact of this proposal , but consideration
nmust be given to the fact that the District's financial situation
has been well| publicized. It is common know edge that the

District is facing a financial crisis. The public can easily



identify what CSEA is proposing when it uses the phrase
"preserving and protecting” at a tinme when the District is
consi dering how to nmake substanti al budgét cuts.

Finally, regarding the "Health and Wel fare" proposal, CSEA
indicated that they were "interested in maintaining and/or
inproving'the current benefit package.” They further state that

they would consider all suggestions and/or options which would

"inprove or maintain the current benefit package and still be
cost-effective.” It is clear fromthese statenents that the
focus of negotiations will be to naintain and/or_inprove the

current benefit package w thout out-of-pocket cost. This

pfoposal provi des the public with sufficient information
regardi ng what health and welfare-related issues wll be

di scussed and negotiated, and the public is also informed of.
CSEA' s bar gai ni ng position.

Availability_of Proposals

The Board has held in Los Angeles Unified School Distrjct
(Mat t s) (1980) PERB Deci sion No. 153 that there is no requirenent

for the exclusive representative or the enployer to make

avail abl e at each public conment neeting a copy of its proposals.
The issue regarding the availability of proposals at

subsequent public coment neetings was al so addressed by the

Board in Los Angeles Unified School District (1981) PERB Deci sion

No. 18la. In that case, the Board affirned the regiona
director's dismssal of a simlar allegation that the District

failed to make its proposal available at subsequent neetings. The



Board found that "M. Watts has failed to state any sufficient
facts to constitute a prim facie conplainf."

On August 3 and 17 the School Board conducted the required
public comment neetings where proposals mere.nade available to
the public and the public was given an opportunity to express
their views.

The Conpl ainant affirnms that on August 3 he attended a
'public notice meeting where he received a copy of CSEA's entire
proposal . ’ |

CSEA's actions of providing the District with copies of its
proposal s denpbnstrates a conscientious effort to fulfill both the
public notice requirenents as outlined in Section 3547(a),® and
the District's Public Notice policy. As evi denced in t he
conplaint there is no question that at the first public notice
neeting the District nade available to the public an entire copy
of CSEA' s proposals. Thérefore, CSEA' s obligation has been net.

CONCL US| ON

For the foregoing reasons, the instant conplaint is

I'n the instant conplaint the Conplainant asserts that on
August 17 at a public coment neeting the only proposal s that _
were available for public inspection were inconplete. This is a
noot issue. The issue that is being addressed in this
adm nistrative determnation is whether or not CSEA s proposals
were made available to the public as required under the EERA. -

"Section 3547 (a) states:

(a) Al initial proposals of exclusive representatives
and of public school enployers, which relate to matters
wi thin the scope of representation, shall be presented
at a public neeting of the public school enployer and
thereafter shall be public records.

9



DI SM SSED wi t hout |eave to amend for failure to state a violation
of CGovernnment Code section 3547.
Right to Appeal |

Pursuant to Public Enpl oynent Rel ations Board regul ati ons,
any party adversely affected by this ruling may appeal to the
Board itself by filing a witten appeal within twenty (20)
cal endar days after service of this ruling (California
Adm ni strative Code, title 8, section 32925). To be tinely
filed, the original and five copies of such appeal nust be
“actually received by the Board itself befpre t he cl ose, of
-buéiness (5:00 p.m) or sent by telegraph, certified or Express
United States mail postmarked no later than the last date set for
filing (California Adm nistrative Code, title 8, section 32135).
Code of Civil Procedure section 1031 shall apply. The Board's
address is:

Menmbers, Public Enpl oynent Rel ati ons Board

1031 18th Street
Sacramento, CA 95814

The appeal nust state the specific issues of procedure,
fact,. law or rationale that are appeal ed, nust clearly .and
concisely state the grounds for each issue stated, and nust be
singed by he appealing party or its agent.

If a tinely appeal of this ruling is filed, any other'party
may file with the Board itself an original and five copiés of a
statenent in opposition within twenty cal endar days follomjhg t he
date of service of the appeal (California Adninjstrative Code,

title 8, section 32635). |If no tinely appeal is filed, the

10



aforenentioned ruling shall beconme final upon the expiration of
the specified tine limts.
Service

Al'l docunents authorized to be filed herein nust also be
"served"” upon all parties to the proceeding and the Los Angel es
Regional O fice. A "proof of service" nust acconpany each copy
of a docunent served upon a party or filed with the Board itself.
(See California Administrative Code, title 8, section 32140 for
the required contents and a sanple form) The appeal and any
opposition to an appeél wi || be considered properly "served" when
personal ly delivered or deposited in the first-class mail postage
pai d and properly addressed. |

Ext ension of Tine

A request for an extension of time in which, to file an
appeal or opposition to an appeal with the Board itself nust be
inwiting and filed wwth the Board at the previously noted
address. A request for an extension nust be filed at | east three
cal endar days before the expiration of the time required for
filing the docunment. The request nust indicate good cause for
and, if known, the position of each party régarding t he
extension, and shall be acconpanied by proof of service of the
request upon each party (California Adm nistrative Code, title 8,

section 32132).

Dated: April 15, 1993 . _ _ —
Nora M Baltierrez, , ’
Labor Rel ati ons Speci ali st
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