
Re:  CSEA’s Response to District’s Information Request/Cease and Desist Letter 

s in 

receipt of the Alpine Union School District’s (District) letters dated March 30, 

2018, and April 6, 2018. The District’s letters, as referenced above, were in 

response to CSEA’s cease and desist/information request (RFI) letter dated 

he assertions in the District’s letters were both egregious and 

2018. In this letter, the District asserted that its “decision 

safely transport students to and from school.” However, in direct contraction to 

subsequently stated in its letter that “of the twelve 

District’s bus fleet.” By the District’s own wr

District’s decision to enter into a transportation services agreement with the 

nearly one year does not constitute a sudden change in the District’s ability to 

safely transport students. CSEA is therefore deeply concerned by the District’s 

four buses remained in service as of April 2017. However, the District’s letter 

later stated that “seven of those buses were t
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continue to be plagued by mechanical deficiencies.” If there were only four buses that remained 

questions the veracity of these assertions and is deeply alarmed by the District’s actions.

It is CSEA’s understanding that most of the District’s buses were 

could revoke the District’s motor carrier permit. 

Furthermore, given the District’s multiple claims that financial difficulties will exist in the 

The District further asserted in its March 30th letter that it “received several unsatisfacto

related inspections” related to District buses. Following CSEA’s RFI, the District furnished 

1.
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2.

correct the alleged deficiencies, CHP may recommend revocation of the District’s motor carrier 

3.

employees can only be subject to layoffs for “lack of work or lack of funds.” Ed. Code does not 

ct’s relationship with GUHSD is primarily 

predicated upon financial gain. There is a clear and definite financial incentive behind GUHSD’s 

Furthermore, considering that CSEA was not given written notice of the District’s intent to 

employer’s intent to make any change to matters within the scope of 

In the District’s March 30th letter, it is clearly stated that bus drivers’ working conditions will 
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H) An employer’s act of 

cost analysis for the operations of the Alpine Transportation department in response to CSEA’s 

The District’s March 30th letter also stated that it “met with CSEA on Feb 22, 2018 to 

Partnership with GUHSD and reduction in services to the District’s 

Transportation staff.” Dr. Newman, CSEA President Holly Hernandez, and I met over lunch to 

moving of the Transportation department or any of the District’s concerns about not passing a 

CHP inspection. Although the letter stated, “we understood then, as we do now...” 
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ing session

negotiations to meet the District’s self created crisis and deadline. Initially, it was the District’s 

approval on March 23, 2018, at 7:30 a.m. It was CSEA’s understanding that the only item going 

Association retirement incentive. The District’s email that was sent on March 22, 2018, at 4:19 

hindered CSEA’s ability to bargain or advocate on behalf of its members, and thus is also in 

rding “necessary and relevant” information in 

relation to EERA and thus the scope of question #1 as posed in CSEA’s RFI. “Necessary and 

relevant” information “pertains immediately to a mandatory subject of bargaining” and thus is 

member’s

CSEA’s information request may be available in other sources, it is CSEA’s ex
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“[D]isclosure, even if inadvertent, permanently destroy[s] any semblance of confidentiality by 

at any time for any reason.”  

GUHSD’s review. 

With regards to (RFI Question #11), District’s response does not comply with CSEA’s request. 

With regards to (RFI Question #12), District’s response does not comply with CSEA’s request. 

With regards to (RFI Question #13), District’s response does not comply with CSEA’s request. 

herefore CSEA’s 

202 2626.


