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'fEAMS'I'ERS , CHAUFFEURS;: WAREHOUSJiMEN , 
AND IlELPERS-- = NUMBER 45 , 

Canplainant , 

ULP-5-/Qr;3 
FINDINGS OF FJl.C'f , 
CaK:LUSIONS OF LlM , 
AND ORDER AS 
RECCMMENDED TO THE 
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LIBERTY COUN'l'Y NURSING HCME , 
llespondent. 

OOARD OF PERSONNEL APPEALS . 

I S'I'NfEMEN'l' OF CASE 

Upon charges filed on DeCEmber 28 , 1973 by the Chauffeurs , Teamsters, 

Warehousemen and Helpers , Local Number 45 , the Executive Secretary of the Board 

of Personnel Appeals of the State of Montana served the Notice of Hearing to be 

held on I'ebruary 19 , 1974 . Copies of the charge and Notice of Hearing were duly 

served upon llespondent. 

1'he Complaint alleges that the Liberty County Nursing Home, hereinafter 

referred to as ResfX::mdent , has engaged in and is engaging in W1fair lator prac-

tices within the meaning of Section 59- 1605 (1) (a) , (b) , (c) , and (d) , R.C .M. , 

1947 by discharge of Patricia FOX , threatened discharge of other employees , and 

continual harassrrent of employees. Also the Complaint alleges that by 'the above 

and other acts , the Resp::mdent has interferred with , restrained and coerced 

employees ~1 tile exercise of their rights guaranteed in R. C.M. , 59- 1603 . 

Resp:ll1dent I S answer , in substance , denies the aJ:ove- rrentioned allega tions . 

Pursuant to proper notice to the parties , a hearing was held on February 

19 , 1974 at the Liberty County Courthouse in Chester , Montana. The hearing was 

held before Jerry W. Toner , duly appointed Hearing Examiner , by the Board of 

Personnel Appeals. Said hearing was conducted in accordance with the provisions 

of Ule Montana AcDninistrative Procedures Act (section 82- 4201 , to 82- 4225 , Revised 

Codes of Montana , 1947) . 

UI.X>l1 the basis of the entire record of this case , including briefs of parties 

a::>l)cerned , and fran my observatiol1( ·of wiroesses l their demeanor on the wiroess 

stand and reliable evidence , I make the following \ 

II FINDINGS OF FAC1' 

1. 'l'he llespondent , Liberty County Nursing Home , is a public employer within 
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1 BEFORE THE BOARD OF PERSONNEL APPEALS 

2 

9 I STATEMENT OF CASE 

10 Upon charges filed on December 28, 1973 by the Cha uffeurs, 

11 Teamsters, Warehousemen and Helpers, Local Number 45, the Executive 

12 Secretary of the Board of Personnel Appeals of the State of Montana 

13 served the Notice of Hearing to be held on February 19, 1974. Copies 

14 of the charge and Notice of Hearing were duly served upon Respondent. 

15 The Compla in t alleges that the Liberty County Nursing Home, 

16 hereinafter referred to as Respondent, has engaged in and is engaging 

17 in unfair labor pract ices within the meaning of Section 59-1605 (1) (al 

18 (b), (e), and (d), R.C.H., 1947 by discharge of Patri cia Fox, threatenec 

19 discharge of other employees, and continual harassment of employees. 

20 Also the Complaint alleges that by the above and o th e r acts, the 

21 Respondent has interferred with, restrained and coerced employees in 

22 the exercise of their righ ts guaranteed in R. C .H. ,59-1603. 

23 Respondent's answer, in substance, denies the above-mentioned 

24 allegations. 

25 Pursuant to proper notice to the parti e s, a hearing was held 

26 before Jerry W. Toner, duly appointed Hearing Examiner, by the Board of 

27 Personnel Appeals. Said hearing was conducted in accordance with the 

28 provisions of the Montana Administrative Procedures Act (section 82-

29 4201 to 82-4225, Revised Codes of Montana, 1947) . 

30 Upon the basis of the entire record o f th i s case, including 

31 briefs of parties conce rned , and from my observat~on of witnesses, 

32 the'ir demeanor on the witness stand and reliable evidence, I make 

the following: 
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II FINDINGS OF FACT 

1. The RespOrident, Liberty county Nursing Home, 

e mplo y er within the meaning of R.C.M., 59-1602(1). 

is a p ublic 

2. Robert Brendgard was the Admin is trator of the Liberty 

county Nursing Home during the period of the alleged complaint. The 

Administrator carries out the policies established by the Hospital 

Bo ard and County Commissione rs and supervises a ll hospital em p loyees. 

3. The Complainant is the Chauffeurs, Teamsters, Warehousemen 

and He lpers, Local Number 45. 

4. Patricia Fox wa s employed by the Liberty County Nursing 

11 Home as a nurses aid for a pp roximat e ly fifteen months prior to Novembe r, 

12 1973 and was a public employee within the meaning of R.C.M., 59-1602 

13 (2). 

14 5. Patricia Fox was hired on a part time basis by Mr. Br e ndgarc 

15 and was working three days per week, with Monday and Tuesday off until 

16 November, 1973. 

17 6. Patricia Fox se cu re d additional employment outside the 

18 Nursing Home on Mondays and Tuesdays of each wee k in the early fall of 

19 1973. 

20 7. The Complaint of Local Number 45 alleged that P atricia 

21 Fox was discharged because of h er union s y mpathy or a c tivity and that 

22 the discharge of this employee resulted in violati o n of Section 59-

23 1603 and 59-1605, R. C .M., 1947. 

24 8. The Respondent's contend that the discharge was unrelated 

25 to union activity or sympathy ; and on the con trary was prompted by 

26 

27 

employee inSUbo rd ination and defiance of author i ty. 

9. Respondent has an established grievance procedure for 

28 aggrieved employees of the Nursing Home. An aggrieved employee can 

29 

30 

31 

32 

air his grievance before a personnel c ommitte. The personnel comm i ttee 

consists of a re p res e ntative from each department of the Hospital and 

Nursing Home. The Ho spital and Nursing Home p e rsonnel manual states 

the grievance appeal s mechanism is: "S t af f meeting, personnel 
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1 committee, administrator, hospital board, county commissioners, court 

2 of law." 

3 10. 

4 months ago. 

Union organizing efforts began approximately eigh te en 

Brendgard testified that Betty Peterson, a nursing home 

5 employee, wrote a letter to the Teamsters Union asking them to come 

6 down and talk to the empl oy ees. Brendgard said that Peterson was 

? ca lled to a personnel board meeting and that the personnel committee 

8 made a recommendation to Mrs. Peterson that she drop the Teamsters 

9 inquiry and she agreed. Brendgard also testified that whenever Fox 

10 was talking about unions and wages, he found her i nsulting, argument-

11 ative and defiant. Mrs. Foster, a nursing supervisor, testified 

12 that there was talk among the employees about th e pros and cons of 

13 

14 

unions. Fox te stified that at a October 31, 1973 staff meeting Brend-

gard was talking more about unions than the employees . She said 

15 none of the emp loy ees "were ab out to say much because they knew 

16 they could get fir ed if the whole thing sho uld come out." 

17 

18 

Mrs. SQhuhmache~,a hosp ital board member, made the sta te men t 

that she didn't want a union. Mr. Bill Fett, a member of th e per-

19 sonnel committee, testified that he asked Pat Fox at a Personnel 

20 Committee meeting wh e ther she was involved in the uni on . Fox said 

21 that she had attended meetings. 

22 11. The record is replete with evidence that Brendgard was 

23 aware of union organization ac t ivities at the nursing home prior to 

24 the discharg e of Pat Fox. Bre ndg ard testified that he was aware of 

25 union organizational activiti es in the fall of 1973 and that the 

26 Teamst er s Un io n had been talking to nursing home employ ee s. 

27 The record clearly establishes that Pat Fox was actively 

28 engaged in union activities. In Sept e mber of 197 3 , Pat Fox con tac ted 

29 Lloyd McCormick, Secre tary-Tr easu rer o f Teamsters Local 45 in Great 

30 Falls, and arr anged a me eti ng between Mccormick and hospital e mplo yee s. 

31 McCormick testified that his only contact with the hospital employees 

32 was Fox and that he kept Fox apprised of all progress that the Uni on 

was making to ward an election. 

-3-



1 The record shows that Brendgard was awar e of Pat Fox's 

2 participation in union activities . Brendgard attended a staff meetirlg 

3 at the nursi ng home, Oc tobe r 31 , 1973 with empl oyees of th e hospital. 

4 During the meeting, Brendga rd engaged in a heated discussion with 

5 

6 

7 

8 

Pat Fox about unio ns and wages. Although Brendg ard could not re-

me mber the details o f the di sc ussion, the testimony of Fo x and othe rs 

in attendance at the meeting estab l ishes that Fox was emphatic in her 

defense of unions and c ri ticized existing pay practices at the hosp ital. 

9 ~t one point in the d iscus sion, Brendgard was h ighly agit ated and was 

10 waving his arms and shaking his finger at Fox . Fox testified that 

11 afte r she had questioned ho sp ital pay practices , Brendgard stated tha t 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

he had heard that F o x had said that the nurses aides woul d have 

neve r received raise s unless they had ap p lied pressure. Brendgard, 

by this stateme nt seems t o be tacitiy admi tting Fox ' s partiCipation 

i n uni on activit ies . Fox also te sti fied t hat Brendgard told her 

that he had talked to four people and wa s told that he should find 

out who wa s at th e bot tom of o rganizing t his union and fire that 

18 o ne, to whic h Fox replied; "What is this , the Gestapo?" Th e c lear 

19 

20 

21 

22 

implicat ion of Brendgard's statement was that Fox's union activi tie s 

might jeopardize h er job with the hospital. Brendga rd d id not 

di rectl y den y mak ing the stat e ment bu t he did testify tha t he did 

not recall making that type of statement or tha t he dou bted that he 

23 wou l d make that type of sta temen t. However , other hospital employees 

24 

2 5 

26 

27 

28 

29 

30 

31 

32 

presen t at the staff meeting cor robor ated Fox's test imony th at Brend­

gard did indeed make the statement. 

12. Br endgard testified that th e sc h edul i ng of employees is 

do ne by the supe rvisors o f the Nursing Home , Mr s. Kul pas and Mrs. 

Foster. Shortly af ter the heate d staff meet i ng of October 31 , 197 3 , 

~ rendgard ordered a sc hedul e c hange. The schedule was posted on Nov-

e mber 9 , 19 73. Brendga rd testif ied that he wa s usually not involved 

in the scheduling process but ord ered it for two reasons: 

- 4-



1 1) "be ca u se t he h osp ita l was sho rt-ha nded and 2·) "afte r a d i scussion 

2 wit h o n e of the p hy s ic ians i t was ge n e rally dec id ed that Mrs . Fox 

3 wo rk as much as po s si bl e so she wouldn't have to be on we lf are." 

4 Af te r the Nov embe r 9th sc h edule wa s posted, but prior to t he 

5 me eting Fox had wi th Br e ridga rd on November 4th, Mr s . Foster testified . 

6 t hat she d id talk t o Brendg ard about Fox's schedule and he said he had 

7 mad e hi s de c i s io n and wa s going to s tand by it. 

8 13 . Brendgard te st ified th a t P at Fox came to his office o n 

9 November 14, 1 973 to d iscuss the s c hed u l e change. Bre nd g ard said 

10 

11 

12 

13 

that Fox t o ld him she had an o th e r jo b o n Mondays and Tuesdays. He 

also te s tifi ed that at this mee ti ng h e t o ld Fox " she was a well qual­

ified aide but there wa s no way that we co u ld p ut up with insu bord i nati o 

of this kin d . " Brendgard further testified that the defia nce o f 

14 auth o ri t y ch a rg e was s t ri c tly o n the ba s is of th e o n e mee ting on 

15 No vember 14th wh e n Fox came to ask about c h anging the s c hedule. Fox 

16 testifi e d that prior t o the heated staff meeting sh e had alway s h a d 

17 Mon day and Tu esda y o f each wee k off a t the Nur s ing Home. (S e e Fa c t 

18 

19 

20 

21 

#l3) F ox 's employment was termina te d on November 14, 1 97 3 aft e r t h e 

p r ivate meeting with Brendgard. F ox testified t h a t at that mee t ing 

she was fi r ed and given ten days not i ce. She state d that s he stopped 

in the hall an d ta l ked to Mr s. Kulpas about the s c hedule be i ng di s -

22 criminatory and shor tl y the re a fter Brendga rd came o ut of hi s of fi ce 

23 

24 

25 

and told h e r to go home immediate ly. He pi cke d u p h er time c ard a nd 

t o ok i t. Fox th e n went b ac k to Brendgard's office befor~ leaving and 

asked why she ha d b e en fi re d. Fo x testified Brendgard answe r ed »th ey 

26 w9~ld talk about th a t when she decided t o do s o mething about it." 

27 14. Fo x reque s ted a meeti ng with the Pe r so nnel Committee 

28 on November 19, 197 3 (Complainant Exh i bi t C-5). Th e Per sonne I 

29 Comm ittee met on the above date and recommended r e in stat e ment and ci t e c 

30 the fo ll o wing £ive reasons for reinstatement: "(1) Sh e wa s hire d a s 

31 a part time emplo y ee but wa s cha nged to full time wi thout h e r kn o w- ~ 

32 l edge . a change which con tributed t o the situation f o r which she was 
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1 fired; (2 ) Because of the consensus of the people she works with that 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

? 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

she is a capable nurses aide; (3 ) Employment in hospital is essential 

for the sale support of a 1 4 year old boy; ( 4 ) Her willingness to 

come back to work to fi ll in vacant shif t s when needed; ( 5) T O 

rehire her would keep it a hospital problem and not a community 

Problem" (Complainant Exhibit C -6). Mr. Fett and ~r. Will of the 

Personnel committee testified that Brendg ard said h e would not rehi r e 

Fox regardless of what the Personnel Committee recommended. 

15. On November 21, 19.73, Mrs. Fox requested a hearing be-

fore the Hospital Bo ard (Complainant Exhibit C-7). A meeting was 

scheduled for December 4. 1973 (Complainant Exhibit C-8). The Hos-

pital Board's decision at this meeting was that " Pat Pox be susp ended 

13 until after the first o f the year and then consider rehiring her on 

14 a tria l basis." (Complainant Exhibit C-9). 

15 1 6. The e v idence before the Hospital Board consiste d of thre e 

16 written documents in evidence at the hearing; a statement by Dr. 

I? McClure (Complainant Exhibit C-l ), a petition for reinstatement signed 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

by fellow employ e e s (Complainant Exhibit C-4) and recommendations of 

the Personnel Co,mmit tee (Complainant Exhibit C-6). Mrs. Mattson, 

Chairm an of the Ho spital Board, testified that the Board had seen this 

evidence, b u t felt that it was strictly a personality conf lict betwee n 

Fox and Brendgard. 

17 . Pat Fox wr ote to the county Commissioner, Chairman, 

Troy Lakey, on December 5, 19 73 and appealed for a h e aring before 

the County Commissioners (Complainant Exhibit C-lO). Fox received 

no f ormal hearing before t h e County commissioners but did receive 

a letter dated December 14, 1973 £rom Mr. Lakey stating that at a 

28 specialrneeting of the County Commissioners on Dece mbe r 13, 1973 the 

29 Comm issioners decided to abide by the dec i sion made by t h e Hospital 

30 Board on December 4, 1 973 (Complainant Exhibit C-ll). 

31 

32 
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14 
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17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

18 . The Nursing Home Sup erv isors, F oste r and Ku1pas , t estified 

that Fox was a goo d worker and goo d to h e r patien ts. Br endgard te s-

t i fi ed tha t he had not censured Fox for job performance prior to her 

discharge . 

II I DISC US SION 

I find tha t th e Re spondent ls disc harge o f Pa trici a F ox unde r 

the circumstances detailed were in violatio n o f the Co ll ec tive Ba r­

gai ning Act for ~ubli c Empl oy e es and t hat th e reasons giv en for her 

discharge are pretextua l. I have giv e n weight to th e fo llowing 

co nsiderat ions: 

The timing of t h e discharg e. The dis charge too k pla ce shor tly 

after a ve ry h e ated stai f meeting in which F o x and Brendgard part­

ic ipated , at whi c h time t he testimony cl early sho ws unio ns and wage s 

we r e th e major t opics . Ther e was t estimony by several witnesses 

t hat Br endgard was ver y angry with Fox d urin g t his staff me eting , 

particularly whe n union s and wag es were discussed. Al tho ugh Fo x ha d 

bee n worki ng as a par t time a ide for fi fteen months previou sl y, af ter 

t he Octobe r 31st staff meeting, Brendgard t old the Nursing Supe rvisor , 

Mrs . F oste r, to put her o n a f i v e day sch e dule. 

Rea sons for discharge. Acco rd i n g t o Brendgardls t estimony , 

the discharge wa s effe c ted as a result of in s u bordina tion at a private 

22 confer ence betwee n him and Mr s. Fox on Novemb e r 14. The employe e, 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

29 

30 

31 

32 

according to testimony, was not given any prior notice o f d ischarg e 

and Brendg ard, ac cord in g to testimony of FOX, which wa s not disput ed, 

wo uld not give any expla nation the day he fire d her . Ther e was an 

absence o f prior c ens ure , wa rning , criticism, o r dis sat isfa c tion by 

the Adm i nistrato r of Fox l s wo rk performa nce o r atti tude pri o r to the 

discharge day. 

I do no t credit Brendgar dls tes timony that the priv a t e 

No vembe r 14, 1973 mee t ing wa s the ba sis u pon which he based his decisio : 

to fir e ~o x. Bre ndgar d testif ie d that Fox was discha rg ed b eca use of 

her in s ubordi na tion and defiance of his a u thority a t t he private 

- 7-



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

intervi ew wi th him. I give little credit to this when nothing concr e te 

sho wing insubo r dinatio n to or ders was e st a blished. Wh en a Sked t "Hav e 

you ever given her any o r der?" Brendgard replied, "No." There is no 

evidence th a t Fox disobeyed Brendgard or was disrespectful to him on 

any other occasion other than October 3 1st and November 14 t h. Dr. 

6 MCClure's letter (Complainant Exhibit C-3) stated that Brendgard 

? to ld him on November 12, that Pat Fox would certainly be fired, since 

8 he had "tricked" her by s cheduling her for more days than she wan t ed. 

9 Dr. McClur e was v e ry r eluctant t o tes ti fy regarding his le t ter o f 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

Novembe r 21, 1973. The Do ctor t estified that this letter was true 

at the time he wrOte it--"True as I can recolle ct .~' Con siderable 

weight is given to th i s evidence in view o f the doctor's reluctance 

to r e ad the le t ter as well as his not denying its sUbstance. 

Brendgard's testimony is c o ntradictory and nat creditable 

regarding his conversation with th e d oc to r . Brendgard said Dr. Mc-

Clure just misunderstood him and what t he Doctor said, according to 

Brendgard was "when are you going to fire Pat Fox s o I c an have her 

house." Mc Clure' s letter stated that Brendgard a cknowl e dged this 

option was not open since the county house was open only to h ospital 

employees and he planned to fir e her before the e nd of the week. Also 

21 McClure's lett e r said "Bob implied that she wo uld not appear for 

22 work on the ex t ra days, the re by giving grounds for dismissal." 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

Union Activities of Employees. It is clear that P a t Fox 

and ot h er employees of the Respondent did enga ge in union activities 

and that the Res pondents had knowledge of those activit ies. Brendgard 

testified that he was aware o f union organizational ac-ti vity in the 

fall of 1973 and that the Team sters we r e halking to hospital employees. 

28 Although Brendgard denied kn o wing that he was awar e of Fox's union 

29 activities, thei r discussion at the staff mee,ting of October 31, 1973 

30 

31 

32 

shows otherwise. 
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1 The schedule ch ange. Brendgard's testimony is both confusing 

2 and contradictory wi t h r egard to scheduling and is given little 

3 credence . He t est ifi ed that h e did not handl e sc hedul i ng. Late r 

4 testimony by Brendgard wa s "I told Mrs. Foster to put her on five 

5 days, yes. U Brendgard's exp l anation of why th e sche dule was c hanged 

6 seems implausibl e . Reasons given were "m ai nl y because we are shor t 

? of help " an d "I had a discussion with one of the physicians of the 

8 hospita l and a we lfare representative and it was generally decided tha t 

9 Mrs. Fox work a s much as possible s o t ha t s he wou ld n 't have to be on 

10 welfare. " Fo x was not requested to work five day s per week p rio r to 

11 the heated discussion involv in g un i on and wages, e ve n when th e hos -

12 pital was bei ng ope r ated shor t -hand ed. Fur th er, t est imo ny in t he 

13 record c learly shows that Mrs . Fox was never consulted about the change 

14 and only knew about it whe n the schedule was posted on November 9, 

15 1973. The Dr . McClure lette r clea rl y ind ica tes that the sc he du le cha ng e 

16 was th e vehicle to be used to force grounds f o r dismissal . Brendgard 

17 orde red the change prior to the November 1 4th meeting wi th Fox , 

18 the mee ting he tes ti fie d tha t effe c ted h e r di smis sal. 

19 The Pers on nel Committee Recommendation. Testimony by 

20 com-mittee members c l early i ndicates that the comm i ttee believed that 

21 Pat F ox sh oul d be re hir ed. Mr. Fett a nd Mr. Wil l b o th testified that 

22 Mr. Br e ndgard told them he would not abide by the committee r ec -

23 ommendation. Neverthe l ess, the committee still recommended her 

24 rei ns tat em ent ( Comp l a inan t Exhibit Q- 6 ) . 

25 

26 1. 

IV CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 

That Respondent1s violated provisions of Section 59-1605, 

27 R.C.M., 194 7 , a nd ar e guil ty o f unfair la bo r practi ce s as s pe cif i ed in 

·28 Sec tion 59-1605 (1) (a), (e) , R.C.M " 1 947 by disc harging Patricia 

29 Fox . 

30 2 • The di~charge of s aid em plo y ee wa s motivated by the 

31 emp loyee ' s invo lvement in union o r ganizational ac t iVity, whi ch are 

32 rights of public employees protec ted by Sect i on 59 - 1603 , R.C.M., 1 947 . 

- 9-



1 V ORDER 

2 1. Having f oun d that the Resp onden t has engage d in a n unfair 

3 labor prac t ice within the meaning of Secti on 59- 1605 (1) (a), and (c) 

4 and in violatio n of 59-1603(1) of that Act , it is ordered that the 

5 Respondent cease and desist therefrom and take certain af firmativ e 

6 acti on d esig ned to effe ctuate the poli c ie s of th e Act . 

7 2. 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

29 DATED THIS 

30 

31 

32 

Take the fo l l owing affi rma tive . action. 

I a} 

(b) 

(e) 

Offer to Patricia Fox immediate and full reinstatement 

of her form er th ree- shift per wee k position and mak e 

her whole for any l oss of pay suffered in consequence 

of her dis c harge because of he r engagement in union 

activ ity. 

No tify th e EXecutive Secretary of the Board of 

Perso nnel Appeals in writing, within twenty (20) days 

from receipt of this d e cision what steps have been 

take n to comply herewi th . 

Post at its nursing home in Chester, Montana copies 

of the atta ched noti ce marked "A ppe ndix". Copies 

ox sa id notice on forms prov ided by the Bo ard of 

P ersonnel Appeals , ai"ter being du l y signed by 

Respondent' s authoriz ed representative, shall be 

p osted by it immediately upon receipt the reof and 

be maintained by it for 60 consecutiv e days there-

after, in conspi cuou s places, including all places 

where notices to employe es are customarily posted . 

Reasona bl e steps shall be t aken by Re sponde nt t o 

ensure that the noti ces ar e no t alte red, d e faced, 

or covered by any other material. 

day of June, 19 74. 

- 10-

PATRICK F. HOOKS, Chairman 
Board of Person nel App e als 



A p P E N o 

1 

2 

I x 

~OTICE TO EMPLOYEES. 
POSTED BY ORDER OF T~E 

BOARD OF PERSONNEL APPEA~S 
An Agency Of The State Of Monta~a 

3 We will not t hr eaten ou r employees with d isc harge b ecaus e of 

4 their union activities. 

5 We will not discharge or otherwise discriminate against ou r 

6 e mpl oy ees in r eg ard t o hire or tenure of employment, or any term or 

? condition o f employment, in order to di sco ur age membership in any la b Ol 

8 organ i2at i o n. 

9 We will mak e Pat r icia Fox whole fo r any l oss of pay suffered 

10 by reason of h er discharge fr om the Liberty County Nursing Home , and 

11 offer her re instateme n t to her former j ob . 

12 We will not in any other manner interfere with, restrain or 

13 coerce Qur employees in the exercise of th eir right to self -organ-

14 izat i on, t o f orm, join or assist Loca l No. 45, International Brotherhot 

15 o f Teamsters, Chauffeurs, Warehous eme n and Helper s of America, or any 

16 o ther labor organization, to bargain collectively through representati' 

I? of their own choosing, or to engage in other concerted activities for 

18 the purpose of collective barg ai ning or other mutual aid or protection 

19 or to refrain from any or all such activities. 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

DATED this ________ day of 

Liberty County Nursing Home, 
Emp loyer 

BY'-=~~~~~~~ __________ __ 
(Representative) 
(Title) 

This is an official notice and mu s t no t be defaced by anyone. 

This notice must remain posted for 60 cons e cutive da ys fr om 

27 the date of posting and must not b e alter ed, defaced, or cov ered by 

28 any material. Any q uesti o ns concerning this notic e or complianc e with 

29 its provisions ca n be directed to the Board's office, 1434 Roberts 

30 Street, Helena, Montana 59601, Telephone 449-2890. 

31 

32 



STATE OF MONTANA 

BOARD OF PERSONNEL APPEALS 

CERTIFICATE OF MAILING 

I, Robert R. Jensen, hereby state and certify that I did, 

on the 19th day of June, 1974, mail a true copy of the Board of 

Personnel Appeals ORDER in the matter of Teamsters, Chauffeurs, 

Warehousemen and Helpers -- Local Number 45, versus Liberty County 

Nursing Home, by depositing a t~ue and correct copy in the United 

States mail, in an envelope securely sealed with certified postage 

prepaid, addressed to them at their last known address as follows: 

George Rouff, Attorney 
P. O. Box 548 
Havre, Montana 59501 

Benjamin Hilley, Attorney 
1713 10th Avenue South 
Great Falls, Montana 59405 

Donald R. Marble, County Attorney 
P. O. Box "e" 
Chester, Montana 59522 

Robert R. Jensen 
Executive Secretary 

NOTARY PUBLIC for the State of Montana 


