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FINDINGS OF FACT

1. - Complainants herein are Mildred Kreinbrook

Nist, of 315

and Carol Murray Westwood,

N. Chestnut Street, Scottsdale, Pennsylvania,

of R.D. 2, Jeannette, Pennsylvania.

2. Respondents herein are the Township of Hempfield,

Pennsylvania

(Township), and the Teamsters, Chauffeurs,

and Helpers of America, Local No. 30 (Union).

3. Complainant Nist has been employed by the

' Township as a clerical employee since 1964.

(T. 49-50)

4. Complainant Westwood has been employed by the

'Township as a clerical employee since 1966. (T.

77=78)

5. The Union has represented the clerical employees

since 1965.

6. 0

by the Union

the otk

purposes of t{

7. T

1ip as well as its road maintenance employees

T. 50)

'wo labor agreements were negotiated by the

1ts affecting employees of the Township represented
One agreement was effective December 12,

1er December 12, 1972. Employees were classified

irtments, clerical and road maintenance, for

rhe agreements. (T. 10, 13, Exhs. Cl, C2)

inder the agreements, all employees in each




department re
by each other

broken down 1

Cleri
1870 74
1:957.1 7¢
1972 20
1973 18

(T. 13-16, Ex

8. A

- clerical empl

9. B
received a to
employees rec

10.
employee rece
paild road mai
an increase o

11.
employee rece
paid road mai
an increase o

12.
received $3.0
employee rece
(Exhs. Cl1l, C2

i e

received $2.5

employee rece
(Exhs. Cl1, C2
14.

received a pe

ceived a flat| increase, equal to that received

employee in the same department.

The increases,

nto an hourly rate, are as follows:

cal Road maintenance
30¢
30¢

¢ 30¢

7 30¢

hs. Cl, C2)

11 road maintenance employees are male;

oyees are female. (T. 16)

all

etween 1969 and 1973, road maintenance employees

tal increase of $1.20 per hour.

Clerical

eived a total| increase of 52¢ per hour.

In 1969,

ived $3.40 per hour. In 1973,

the highest paid road maintenance

the highest

ntenance employee received $4.60 per hour,

f 35%. (Exhs.|Cl, C2)

In 1969,

ived $2.50 per hour. In 1973,

the lowest paid road maintenance

the lowest

ntenance employee received $3.70 per hour,

f 48%. (Exhs.|Cl, C2)

In 1969, the highest paid clerical employee

3 per hour. In 1973,
ived $3.52 per hour,

)

the highest paid clerical

an increase of 16%.

In 1969, the lowest paid clerical employee

0 per hour.
ived $2.72 per hour,

)

Between 1969 and 1973,

In 1973, the lowest paid clerical

an increase of 24%.

road maintenance employees

rcentage increase ranging from 35% for the




highest paid employee to 48% for the lowest paid employee.

Clerical employees received a percentage increase ranging

from 16% for the highest paid employees to 24% for the

lowest paid employees.

15

‘In 1969, the highest paid clerical employee

earned 53¢ more than the lowest paid road maintenance

employee.

In

1973, the highest paid clerical employee

earned 18¢ per hour less than the lowest paid road maintenance

employee.,

16.

Prior to 1969, there was a clerical employee

in the position of cost clerk. When he left, his duties

were assigned

to the rest of the clerical staff, and the

position was discontinued. (T. 34-35, 46-47, 152-153)

17.

At the time the cost clerk position was discontinued, .

the cost clerk received $3.72 per hour, making him the

?highest paid clerical employee by 63¢ per hour. The cost

clerk was male. (T. 46, 153)

?1969 agreement, the clerical employees receilved a percentage

rincrease of 22.14%. This was the largest increase received

18.

In 1969, just prior to the execution of the

by clerical employees and was due, in part, to the elimination E

of the cost clerk and the assignment of his duties to the

remainder of the clerical staff. (T. 47, 152-153, Exhs. C2, T3)

19.

The employees of the road maintenance department,

Jall male, and| the employees of the clerical department,

:all female,

were treated differently in the granting of

cannual increases, in that the clerical employees were

granted smaller increases, both on a flat rate and a percentage

.basis.

20.

The Township's attempt to justify the difference

?in treatment was based upon differences in job duties

fperformed by c¢lerical and road maintenance employees,




comparable wages paid in other jurisdictions, and the cost

of living. (T\

109-111, 121-127, 169,172-173,184-185,189-194)

21. Such justifications do not account for the

fact that equal flat rate increases were granted to all employees

in each department without regard to the specific job

performed, and that the road maintenance employees received

the same increase each vyear.

22. Supervisor Bricker told Field Representative

Kathleen Guinn that, "A woman cannot negotiate like a man

who has a family to support," as an explanation for the

. disparity in increases. Commissioner Bricker is Superintendent
of Roads for the Township. (T. 20-21, 180)
23. Supervisor Miller told Complainant Nist,

"If you are able to put on | overalls and take a shovel and

dig a ditch, then you would get the same as the men."

Mr. Miller is

department as

records of employees. (T.

24,
told Complain
receive as mu
have families

25. 1
increases to
of whom were 1
employees, in

women, was ba

respective em

no other adeq
in annual inc
26.

larger increa

employed by the township in the road maintenance
a road master, responsible for keeping time

51, 194)

Supervisor Morrazza, who voted on these agreements,
ant Westwood that office girls should not

ch in pay raises as men since they do not

to raise. (T, 80-81)

he Township's grénting of larger annual
all of the road maintenance employees, all
men, than that received by all of the clerical
cluding Complainants and all of whom were

sed upon consideration of the sex of the
ployees within each department, there being
uate justification to explain the difference
reases.

The Union put| forth its best efforts to obtain

ses for the clerical staff. (T. 52-61, 83)
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CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

all the evidence at the Public Hearing held

974, and upon the foregoing Findings of Fact,
nia Human Relations Commission makes the
clusions of Law:

he Complaint in this matter was properly filed

y Complainants, Mildred Kreinbrook Nist and

iCarcl Murray Westwood, according to the Pennsylvania Human

4
b
i

i
i
1

i

H

]
i

t
i

Relations Act
2. A
Human Relatio

and the subje

°

ct matter of this Complaint.

3. At all times referred to herein, Respondent

Township was
the Pennsylva
4. A
Union was a 1
of the Pennsy
5. T
to all of the
that received

for reasons o

each departme

an employer as defined by section 4(b) of

nia Human Relations Act.

t all times referred to herein, Respondent
abor organization as defined by section 4(d)
lvania Human Relations Act.

he Township's granting larger annual increases
road maintenance employees, all men, than

by all of the clerical employees, all women,
f the sex of.the respective employees within

nt, constitutes a violation of section 5(a)

reland County Courthouse, Greensburg, Pennsylvania,

t all times referred to herein, the Pennsylvania

ns Commission had jurisdiction over Respondents




of the Pennsylvania Human Relations Act.
6. Respondent Unicn's representation of the clerical

employees does not constitute a violation of any portion

of the Pennsylvania Human Relations Act.
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COMMISSION'S DECISION

OW, this day of : , 1975,

mmendation of the Hearing Commissioners and

evidence at the Public Hearing of this case,

eration of the Findings of Fact and Conclusions
ennsylvania Human Relations Commission finds i
s that Respondent Hempfield Township engaged !
1 discriminatory practice in violation of

of the Pennsylvania Human Relations Act,

r 27, 1955, P.L. 744, as amended, in that the

mpfield Township did discriminate on the basis
granting of annual increases-to employees,

that the Respondent Teamsters, Chauffeurs,

and Helpers of America, Local No. 30, did

ennsylvania Human Relations Act.
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FINAL ORDER

this

day of

r

ration of the foregoing Findings of Fact,

of Law,
of the Pennsylvania Human Relations Act, as

Pennsylvania Human Relations Commission hereby

The Complaint| shall be and is dismissed as to
eamsters, Chauffeurs, Warehousemen and Helpers
Local No.
Respondent Hempfield Township (Township) shall

sist from discriminating on the basis of sex

30.

and Commission's Decision,

ORDERS:

ing of annual increases to its employees.

Respondent Township shall pay Complainants
enting wages lost by them as a result of their

g annual increases equal to that received by

ance employees for the years 1970 through

nterest at the rate of 6%
Respondent Township shall adjust present wage
lerical employees so that present wages reflect

ases since 1969 equivalent to those received

per annum.

and pursuant



by road mai

5. Re
of the date
Relations C
reguired by
of the meth
to sections

6. Th
and reserve

of the Resp

ntenance employes.
sponcent Township shall, within thirty (30) days
of this Order, submit to the Pennsylvania Human
ommission notice and proof that the actions

-this Order have been performed, including disclosure
0d of computation of the amounts to be paid pursuant
3 and 4 of this Order, and the amounts so computed.
a.Commission retains jurisdiction of this complaint

s the right to order additional relief upon review
ondent's submission of

its manner of compliance.

PENNSYLVANIA HUMAN RELATIONS

COMMISSION
ATTEST:

By:
Dr. Robert Johnson Smith, Joseph X. Yaffe,
Secretary Chairperson




A

Ha. Carol lurray
R.b. #2
Jeannette, Penns

RE: b
H

W
3

June 4, 1975
Westwood

ylvania
and Mildred Yreinbrook Hist
ocket No. E-5643, Carol Muxrray Westwood /vs.

empfield Townihip and Teamsters, Chauffeurs,

;rehousemen and Helpers of America, Local Union

Dear Ms. Westwoo

Enclosed is a copy of the Fin ings of Facta, Conclusions of

Law, Commission'
Commission. As

peecision, and Final Order issued by the
f the date of this O rder please be advised

that the respondent has thirty (30) days from the date of
the Order to appeal from the Commission's Final Order.

You also have th
Order. This app
sidexr their Fina
Ceneral Rules of
the Commonwealth
wish to consult

The investigatin
will be in touch
respondent compl
Order. Should ¢
comply with the
mission will pet
the COrder.

As explailned abg
cccurring as far

Thank you for yo

JXY/cds

Enc.

right to appeal from ¢ he Commission's Final
al can eithe# be to the Commigsion to recon-
1 order, in accordance with 35,241 of the
Adminiatrati?e Practice and Procedure or to
Court. If you are not satisfied, you may
your legal counsel in this matter.

g Fleld Lepresentative, Kathleen A. Guinn
with you during this period regarding the
ying with those terms outlined in the Final
he reapondent|not appeal this Final Order nor
terms outlined in t he Pinal Order, the Com—~
ition CommonJealth Court for emforcemeant of

ve, you will be kept informed as to what is
as your case is concerned.

ur patience in this matter.

Very truly yours,

Joseph X. Yaffe
Ciairperson




June &, 1975

Hr. Jamed N. Falcon, Esquire

14 West Pittsburgh Street |

Greeusburg, Fenunsylvania 15601

RE:

vear dMr. Falcou:

socket No. E-5543, Carcl Murray and Mildred
Kreinbrook Hist vs.

tempfield Township and Teamstexs, Chauffeurs,
Warehousemen and flelpers of America, Local
tnion 30

Enelosed ie a copy of the Conmission’'s Findings of Fact,

Conclusions of

Law, Sommission’s secision, and tha Final

Grder entered by this Commigsion at its official meeting

on June 2, 197

You have thirt
tered this ord

ags to your com

appeal game in

Ji¥/cda

EneG.

ce: Larry (hr
John M. ¥

i

y {30) days from the date the Commiasion en-
ez, to notify the Commisgsion, in writing,
pliance with the tesrms of this Order or to
the Court.

Vexy truly vours,

Joseph X. Yaffe
Chairperson

zan, Preszident
eglice, President




June 4, 1975
“s. Carol Murray Westwood

R.D. #2
Jeannette, Pennsylvania . . o )

and ildred Ureinbrook HiIst

RE: |Docket No. E-5643, Carol Hurray Westwood/ vs.
Henpfield Township and Teamsters, Chauffeurs,
Warehousemen|and Helpers of America, Local Union
30 :

-

Dear Ms, Westwood:

Fnelosed 18 a ¢opy of the Findings of Facts, Conclusions of

Law, Commission's Decision,|and Final Order issued by the

Commission. As of the date of this O rder please be advised

that the respondent has thiity (30) days from the date of
peal from the Commission's Final Order.

the Order to a

You also have
Order. This a
sider their Fi
Ceneral Rules
the Commonweal
wish to consul

he right to appeal from ¢t he Commission's Final
peal can either be to the Commission to recon-
al Order, in| accordance with 35,241 of the

£ AdminiSCrakive Practice and Procedure or to

h Court. If‘you are not satisfied, you may
vour legal pounsel in this matter.

The investigating Field Representative, Kathleen A. Guinn
will be in toueh with you during this period regarding the
respondent complying with those terms oputlined in the Final
Order. Should the respondent not appeal this Final Oxder nor
comply with the terms outlined in ¢ he Final Oxder, the Com~
mission will petition Commomwealth Court for enforcement of
the Crder.
|

bove, you will be kept informed as to what 1s
ar as your case is concerned.

As explained
occurring as
Thank you for your patience in this matter.

Very truly yours,

Joseph X. Yaffe
Chairperson
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June &, 1975
¥s. Carol Murray Westwood
R.D. #2 ‘
Jeannette, Pennsylvania
and Mildred Xreinbrook .ist
RE: ocket MNo. E~3643, Carol HMHurray Westwood /vs.
empfield Township and Teamsters, Chauffeurs,
Jarehousemen Tnd Helpers of America, Local Union
0 | y
Dear Ms. Westwood::

Enclosed is a ¢
Law, Commission
Commission. As
that the respon
the Order to ap

py of the Findings of Facts, Conclusions of
s Decision, and Final Order iassued by the

of the date of this O rder please be advised
ent has thirty (30) days from the date of
eal from the Commission's Final Order.

You also have the right to appeal from t he Commission's Fimal
Order. This appeal can either be to the Commission to recoa-
sider their Finlal Order, in accordance with 35,241 of the
Ceneral Rules of AZdministrative Practice and Procedure or to
the Commonwealth Court. If you are not satisfied, you may
wish to consult| your legal counsel in this matter.

The investigating Field Representative, Kathleen A. Guinn
wiil be in touch with you durimg this period regarding the
respondent complying with those terms outlined in the Final
0rder. Should |the respondent not appeal this Final Order nor
comply with the terms outlined im t he FPinal Order, the Com-
mission will petition Commonwealth Court for enforcement of
the Order.

As explained above, you will be kept informed as to what is
occurring as far as your case is concerned.

Thank you for your patiemce in this matter.

Very truly yours,

Jogseph X. Yaffe
Chairperson
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COE
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the Commission,
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JXY/cds
Enc.
ce: Larry Chrzam, President
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vg, Carol Hurr
R.D. #2
Jeannette, Fen

RE:

June &4, 1975

ay Westwood

nsylvania ) ) o
and dildred Wreinbrook 4ist
Docket Mo. E-5643, Carocl lurray Vestwood/ vs.
Henpfield Township and Teamsters, Chauffeurs,

Warehousemen and Helpers of America, Local Union
30

Dear Ms. Westwood::

Enclosed 1s a

Law, Commlssio
Commission. A
that the respo
the Order to a

You also have
Order. This a
sider their Fi
Ceneral Rules
the Commonweal
wish to consul

The investigat
will be in tou
respondent com
Order. Should
comply with th
mission will p
the Order.

As-explained a
occurring as £

Thank you for

JXiY/eds

Enc.

opy cf the Findings of Facts, Conclusions of
's Decision, and Final Order issued by the

of the date of this O rder please be advised
dent has thirty (30) days from the date of
peal from the Commission’s Final Order.

he right to appeal from ¢t he Commission's Final
peal can either be to the Commission to recon-
al Order, in accordance with 35,241 of the

f Administrative Practice and Procedure or to

h Court. If|you are not satisfied, you may
your legal counsel in this matter.

ng Field Representative, Kathleen A. Guinm

h with you during this period regarding the

iying with those terms outlined im the Final

the respondent not appeal this Final Oxder nor
terms outlined in t he Final Order, the Com~

etition Commonwealth Court for enforcement of
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ar as your case 1is concerned.

your patience| in this matter.

Very truly yours,

Joseph X. Yaffe
Chairperson
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FINDINGS OF FACT

Complainants herein are Mildred Kreinbrook

Chestnut Street, Scottsdale, Pennsylvania,

and Carol Murray Westwood, of R.D. 2, Jeannette, Pennsylvania.

2.

Respondents herein are the Township of Hempfield,

Pennsylvania (Township), and the Teamsters, Chauffeurs,

Warehousemen and Helpers of America, Local No. 30 (Union).

35
Township as

4.
Township as

5.

Complainant Nist has been employed by the
a clerical employee since 1964. (T. 49-50)
Complainant Westwood has been employved by the
a clerical employee since 1966. (T. 77-78)

The Union has represented the clerical employees

of the Township as well as its road maintenance employees

6.

by the Unior

1969; the o

(T. 50) i

Two labor agreements were negotiated by the

. One agreement was effective December 12,

ther December 12, 1972. Employees were classified

into two departments, clerical and road maintenance, for

purposes of

T

the agreements. (T. 10, 13, Exhs. Cl, C2)

Under the agreements, all employees in each

snts affecting empldyées of the Township represented



T

= Cad st —— |

~a

. (Exhs.

department received a flat increase,

by each cother employee in the same department.

broken down

equal to that received
The increases,

into an hourly rate, are as follows:

Clerical Road maintenance
1970 T 30¢
1871 T 30
1972 204 30¢
1973 18¢ 30¢
(T. 13-16, Exhs. Cl, C2)

8.

clerical employees are female.

9.

received a total increase of $1.20 per hour.

All road maintenance employees are male; all
(T. 1l6)
Between 1969 and 1973, road maintenance employees

Clerical

employees received a total increase of 52¢ per hour.

10.

employee received $3.40 per hour.

In 1969, the highest paid road maintenance

In 1873, the highest

pald road maintenance employee received $4.60 per hour,

an increase
L1 .
employee re
paid road m:
an increase
1.2
received §$3
employee re
Cdye @
13.
received $2
employee reg
(Exhs. C1,

14.

received a J

of 35%. (Exhs. Cl, C2)

In 1969, the lowest paid road maintenance

ceived $2.50 per hour. 1In 1973, the lowest

1intenance employee received $3.70 per hour,

of 48%. (Exhs. Cl, C2)

In 1969, the highest paid clerical employee

03 per hour.| In 1973, the highest paid clerical

ceived $3.52 per hour, an increase of 16%.

ﬁ"))

s

In 1969, the lowest paid clerical employee

50 per hour.| In 1973, the lowest paid clerical

reived $2.72 per hour, an increase of 24%.
02)
Between 1969 and 1973, road maintenance employees

bercentage increase ranging from 35% for the




highest paid
Clerical emg
from 16% for
lowést paid
L5
earned 53¢ T
employee. 1
earned 18¢
employee.
1l6.
in the posi%
were assignd
position was
17=
the cost cls
highest paid
clerk was mg
18.
1969 agreems
increase of
by c¢lerical

of the cost

remainder of

19,
all male, ar
‘all female,
annual incrg
granted smal
basis.

20.

in treatment

performed Dby

1 employee to 48% for the lowest paid employee.
bloyees received a percentage increase ranging
r the highest |[paid employees to 24% for the
employees.
In 1969, the highest paid clerical employee
ore than the lowest paid road maintenance

n 1973, the highest paid clerical employee

er hour less than the lowest paid road maintenance

Prior to 1969, there was a clerical employee

rion of cost clerk. When he left, his duties

d to the rest of the clerical staff, and the

s discontinued. (T. 34-35, 46-47, 152-153)

At the time the cost clerk position was discontinued, !

2rk received $3.72 per hour, making him the

I clerical employee by 63¢ per hour. The cost
le. (T. 46, 153)
In 1969, just prior to the execution of the F

ent, the clerical employees received a percentage

22.14%. This was the largest increase received

employees and was due, in part, to the elimination
clerk and the assignment of his duties to the

the clerical staff. (T. 47, 152-153, Exhs. C2, T3)
The employees of the road mainténance department,
id the employees of the clerical department,

were treated differently in the granting of

»ases, in that the clerical emplcoyees were

|ler increases, both on a flat rate and a percentage

The Township's attempt tec justify the difference

was based upon differences in job duties

y clerical and road maintenance employees,




comparable wages paid in |other jurisdictions, and the cost
of living. (T. 109-111, 121-127, 169,172-173,184-185,189-194)

21. | Such justifications do not account for the
fact that equal flat rate increases were granted to all employees
in each department without regard to the specific job
performed, and that the road maintenance employees received
the same increase each year.,

22.| Supervisor Bricker told Field Representative
Kathleen Guinn that, "A woman cannot negotiate like a man
who has a family to support," as an explanation for the
disparity in increases. |Commissioner Bricker is Superintendent
of Roads for the Township. (T. 20-21, 180)

23.| Supervisor Miller told Complainant Nist,
"If you are able to put on overalls and take a shovel and
dig a ditch, then you would get the same as the men."
Mr. Miller is employed by the township in the road maintenance
department as a road master, responsible for keeping time
records of employees. (T. 51, 194)

24, Supervisor Morrazza, who voted on these agreements,
told Complainant Westwood that office girls should not
recelive as much in pay raises as men since they do not
have families to raise. (T. 80-81)

25. | The Township's granting of larger annual
increases to all of the road maintenance employees, all
of whom were men, than that received by all of the clerical
‘employees, including Co%plainants and all of whom were
women, was based upon consideration of the sex of the
respective employees within each department, there being
no other édequate justification to explain the difference
in annual increases.

26.| The Union put forth its best efforts to obtain

larger increases for the | clerical staff. (T. 52-61, 83)
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CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

1 all the evidence at the Public Hearing held
woreland County Courthouse, Greensburg, Pennsylvania,

1974, and upon the foregoing Findings of Fact,

the Pennsylvania Human Relations Commission makes the

following Cg

1.

and amended

nclusions of Law:

by Complainants, Mildred Kreinbrook Nist and

The Complaint in this matter was properly filed

Carol Murray Westwood, according to the Pennsylvania Human

Relations A

2«
Human Relati
and the subj
i
Township was
the Pennsyly
4.

Union was a

Bt

D>

lons Commission had jurisdiction over Respondents
ect matter of this Complaint.

At all times referred to herein, Respondent

At all times refer:ed to herein, Respondent

At all times |referred to herein, the Pennsylvania

an employer as defined by section 4 (b) of

rania Human Relations Act.

labor organization as defined by section 4 (d)

of the Pennsylvania Human Relations Act. !

B

The Township'!s granting larger annual increases

to all of the road maintenance employees, all men, than

that received by all of the clerical employees, all women,

for reasons

each department,

of the sex of the respective employees within

constitutes a violation of section 5(a)




of the Pennhsylvania Human Relations Act.
6. Respondent Union's representation of the clerical
employees does not constitute a viclation of any portion

of the Pennsylvania Human Relations Act.




PECOMMENDATION OF HEARING COMMISSIONERS

AND NOW, this 204 day gf June , 1975

upon consideration of all the evidence presented at the
Hearing on|the above matter and the argument of Counsel and
cf the briefs and proposed Findings of Fact and Conclusions
of Law, the Hearing Commissioners recommend to the entire
Commission|that an order be entered against the Respondent
' holding it |in violation | of Section 5(a) of the Pennsylvania

Human Relations Act and |providing for appropriate relief. *

]/ LA S /,f , ,‘}/ T
ALl i LT CAL
"Elizabeth M. Scott”

Presiding Commissioner

Hearing Commissioner

. w VA4 7/ ek e
i SR Lol v X 3168, i

.John P. Wisniewski
" Héaring Commissioner

*Commissioner Goode, the third member of the Hearing Panel,
participated in the deliberations and decisjon of the Panel but
resigned from the Pennsylvania Human Relations Commission prior

1

to the adoption of the Final Order by the Commission.
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. ATTEST:
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in an unlawf

Act of Octob
Reépondent H
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NBROOK NIST,
Complainants

Docket No. E-5643

WNSHIP and
HAUFFEURS,

AND HELPERS
LOCAL NO. 30,
Respondents

Mt S e N e M et M s et

COMMISSION'S DECISION

2nd June

NOW, this day of

, 1975,

ommendation of the Hearing Commissioners and

evidence at the Public Hearing of this case,

Pennsylvania Human Relations Commission finds
es that Respondent Hempfield Township engaged
ul discriminatory practice in violation of

of the Pennsylvania Human Relations Act,

e granting cf annual increases to employees,
that the Respondent Teamsters, Chauffeurs,

and Helpers of America, Local No. 30, did

Pennsylvania Human Relations Act.

COMMISSION

\;: K;uta\‘/\,/xkkﬁf: By 7% 7&/%

deration of the Findings of Fact and Conclusions

er 27, 1955, P.L. 744, as amended, 1in that the

empfield Township did discriminate on the basis

n an unlawftl discriminatory practice in violation

PENNSYLVANIA HUMAN RELATIONS

Dr. Robert [Johnson Smith)|,

Secretary

Joseph X. Kaffe,
Chairperson




a sum repres

CAROL MURRAY
MILDRED KREI
V.
HEMPFIELD TO
TEAMSTERS, C

WAREHOUSEMEN
OF AMERICA,

AND
upon conside
Conclusions
to section 9
amended, the
1.
Respondent T
of America,

2.
cease and de
in the grant

3

not receivin

road mainten

1973, plus i
4.

scales for c¢

annual incre

WESTWOOD and
NBROOK NIST,
Complainants

WNSHIP and
HAUFFEURS,

AND HELPERS
LOCAL NO. 30,
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GOVERNOR'S OFFICE

Docket No.

FINAL ORDER

NOW,

this 2nd

of Law,

Local No. 30.

day of

June

COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA

PENNSYLVANIA HUMAN RELATIONS COMMISSION

E-5643

p LB

and Commission's Decision,

ORDERS:

ration of thel foregoing Findings of Fact,

and pursuant

of the Pennsylvania Human Relations Act, as

Pennsylvania Human Relations Commission hereby

The Complaint shall be and is dismissed as to

eamsters, Chauffeurs, Warehousemen and Helpers

Respondent Hempfield Township (Township) shall
sist from discriminating on the basis of sex
ing of annual| increases to its employees.
Respondent Township shall pay Coﬁélaihants
enting wages lost by them as a result of their
g annual increases equal to that received by
ance employees for the years 1970 through
nterest at the rate of 6% pef annum.

Respondent Township shall adjust present wage
lerical employees so that present wages reflect

ases since 1969 equivalent to those received



by road mail

5. Re
of the date
Relations C
required by
of the meth
to sections

6. Th
and reserve

of the Resp

ATTEST:

FJ{ !\ - 'Lf':\\'

ntenance employes.

spondent Township shall, within thirty (30) days
of this Order, submit to the Pennsylvania Human
smmission notice and proof that the actions

this Order have been performed, including disclosure
5d of computation of the amounts to be paid pursuant
3 and 4 of this Order, and the amocunts so computed.
e Commission retains jurisdiction of this complaint
s the right to order additional relief upon review

ondent 's submission of 1its manner of compliance.

PENNSYLVANIA HUMAN RELATICHNS
COMMISSTION

JLLu{mdﬁi(.iﬁﬁx By: ﬁi’?‘*’“{ A _FoFs

Dr. Robert
Secretary

Johnson Smith,

Josdoh X. 14LE4,
{Chairperso

_lo_




