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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
BEFORE THE NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD

UNITED STATES INFRASTRUCTURE
CORPORATION (USIC),

Employer,

and CASE NO. 11-RD-000732

RALPH FINLEY, An Individual,

Petitioner,
and

COMMUNICATIONS WORKERS OF
AMERICA, LOCAL 3682,

N N N N N e e e N N N e s e i e

Union.

BRIEF IN SUPPORT OF EXCEPTIONS TO REPORT AND RECOMMENDATIONS
ON CHALLENGED BALLOTS

L. STATEMENT OF THE CASE
A. Procedural History And The Ballot Challenges

On August 26, 2011, the Region 11 Acting Regional Director ("ARD") approved
a Stipulated Election Agreement in the above-captioned matter. Report, p. 1. I On September 6,
2011, the Employer timely submitted to the Region the Excelsior list for a stipulated election in
the above-captioned matter. Ex. I, p. 12 Bass and Grizzard each provided their mailing address
to USIC and USIC provided their respective mailing addresses to the Region when it submitted

its Excelsior list. Id. at p. 2, fn 2. Bass and Grizzard submitted to USIC the same mailing

! The Report and Recommendations on Challenged Ballots is cited as "Report, p." followed by citation to page

number(s).
% The Employer's October 11, 2011 Statement of Position to the Acting Regional Director is cited as "Ex. 1, p."
followed by citation to page number(s), and is attached hereto.
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address, which was a post office box. Report, p.2; Ex. 1, p. 2, fn 2. Upon information and
belief, Grizzard is Bass's father. Ex. /,p.2.{n2.

According to Board Agent Jacqueline Jones' ("Jones"), who conducted the mail
ballot count, the Region assigned to each name listed on the Excelsior list a number that
coincided with its order on the Excelsior list. Ex. I, p. 1. According to Jones, it assigned the
number "6" to Erin Bass ("Bass") and the number "46" to Maurice Grizzard ("Grizzard"), which
numbers will be referred to herein as "Key Numbers." Id

According to Jones and consistent with established Board procedure, the Region
mailed mail ballot packages to each of the individuals on the Excelsior list, including Bass and
Grizzard. Id at pp. 1-2. The Region included in each of those packets a pre-addressed yellow
outer envelope on which the Region imprinted the intended recipient's corresponding Key
Number. Id. atp. 2. The instructions included in the packet required each voter to (1) mark the
ballot contained in the mail ballot packet the Region mailed to that employee, (2) insert it in the
blue envelope included in the mail ballot packet the Region mailed to that employee, (3) place
the blue envelope into the Key Numbered outer yellow envelope the Region mailed to that
employee, (4) sign the Key Numbered outer envelope included in the mail ballot packet the
Region mailed to that employee, and (5) mail or hand deliver the signed Key Numbered
envelope to the Regional Office. Id. at 4.

On September 28, 2011, a secret ballot ballot count was held under the ARD's
supervision among the following employees:

All full-time and regular part-time utility locators employed by the

Employer in the State of North Carolina; but excluding all other

employees, professional employees, confidential secretaries,

supervising clerks, and guards and supervisors as defined by the
Act.

Report, p. 1, 2.
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The Employer challenged the ballot in the yellow outer envelope bearing Bass's
Key Number ("Ballot No. 6") because the signature it bore did not reasonably appear to be Bass's
signature. Ex. 1, p. 2. The Employer also challenged the ballot in the yellow outer envelope
bearing Grizzard's Key Number ("Ballot No. 46"), because the signature it bore did not
reasonably appear to be Grizzard's signature. /d The Employer's counsel specifically stated the
Employer was challenging each of these ballots because the "name and number don't match." Id.
Jones stated she believed that, based on her own observation, the yellow outer envelope marked
"6" bore Grizzard's signature and the yellow outer envelope marked "46" bore Bass's signature
and because, according to the Excelsior list, Bass and Grizzard share the same post office box
address, she speculated that they must have returned their respective ballots in the "wrong
envelope." Ex. I,p.2, fn 1. While Jones wrote, "returned wrong envelope" on each of the
challenged yellow outer envelopes, the Employer's representative did not offer such explanation
as the Employer's "Reason for Challenge." Id.

A Tally of Ballots was prepared, which shows the following results:

Approximate number of eligible voters 144
Number of Void ballots 5
Number of Votes cast for the Communication Workers of
America, Local 3682 53
Number of Votes cast against participating labor
organization(s) 54
Number of Valid votes counted 107
Number of Challenged ballots 2

Number of Valid votes counted plus challenged ballots 109
Report, p. 1.

Because the challenged ballots are determinative of the results of the election, the
ARD caused an investigation of the challenged ballots to be made during which all parties were

offered the opportunity to present evidence on the issues involved. Id. On October 11, 2011, the
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Employer timely submitted to the ARD its Statement of Position in support of its ballot

challenges. Ex. I.

On December 6, 2011, the ARD issued "Report and Recommendations on

Challenged Ballots" in the above-captioned matter, overruling both challenges. Report, pp. 1-6.

Pursuant to Section 102.69 of the Board's Rules, United States Infrastructure Corporation

("USIC" or the "Employer"), by counsel, files its Brief in Support of Exceptions to Report and

Recommendations On Challenged Ballots ("Exceptions").

II. ISSUES

A.

Did the ARD properly overrule the Employer's challenge to Ballot No. 6
when the Regional Office assigned Key Number 6 to Erin Bass's name, but
the signature and printed name on Ballot No. 6's outer yellow envelope is not
Bass's name and, thus the individual who completed the outer yellow
envelope did not comply with the Board's secret ballot mail ballot

instructions?

This issue relates to exceptions no. 1-35, 37-75.

B.

Did the ARD properly overrule the Employer's challenge to Ballot No. 46
when the Regional Office assigned Key Number 46 to Maurice Grizzard's
name, but the signature and printed name on Ballot No. 46's outer yellow
envelope is not Grizzard's name and, thus the individual who completed the
outer yellow envelope did not comply with the Board's secret ballot mail

ballot instructions?

This issue relates to exceptions no. 1-34, 36-75.
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III. ARGUMENT

A. The ARD Improperly Relies On Space Mark, Inc. To Overrule The Ballot
Challenges

The ARD bases her decision to overrule the Employer's objections on one case,
Space Mark, Inc., 325 NLRB 1140 (1998). In Space Mark, the employer challenged a ballot on
the ground that the eligible voter had submitted two ballots. Id. at 1141. The Region conducted
a hearing, at which the eligible voter testified that he had been working at an Alaskan outpost
when the mail ballot was mailed to his Utah home. Id. The eligible voter further testified that he
instructed his wife, who had a general power of attorney, to complete his ballot and mail it in
because he feared that if she mailed the voter packet to him he would not receive it in time to
complete it and return it by the deadline. Id. The eligible voter then informed the Resident
Office that his wife had completed his ballot, stated that the Employer had erred in providing to
the Resident Office his Utah address, and requested a duplicate mail ballot kit, which was sent to
the eligible voter in Alaska. /d. at 1141-42.

The Resident Office first received the original ballot, which the eligible voter's
wife had completed, and then received the duplicate ballot, which the eligible voter had
completed. Id at 1142. At the ballot count, the parties agreed to void the first ballot. /d. The
employer challenged the second ballot on the ground that it was the eligible voter's second ballot
and the Board's Casehandling Manual specifies that, when two ballots are received from the
same voter, the first ballot should be counted. Id. The employer cited Section 11336.4 of the
Casehandling Manual, which states:

[[]n the event both the original and the duplicate envelopes are

received from the employee to whom the duplicate was mailed,

only the ballot in the envelope having the earliest postmark should

be counted. In the event postmarks are not discernible, only the

envelope bearing the earliest date stamp should be counted. In the
event two ballots are received in one envelope the voter's ballots

5
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should be challenged. If the parties agree, only one of the ballots
may be counted providing secrecy can be maintained.

d
The Board found that the foregoing facts concerning what had occurred with the

two ballots at issue were undisputed and noted that the eligible voter "clearly could not have
completed the first ballot, which was completed and signed by his wife." Id. The Board then
concluded that the first ballot was properly voided and, based on the facts gleaned at hearing,
"the second ballot was the only ballot actually completed by [eligible voter], and it should be
opened and counted.” Id.

The facts in Space Mark are inapposite to those in our case in two important
respects. In Space Mark, unlike in our case (1) there was no question that the eligible voter
completed the challenged ballot, and (2) the disputed ballot was completed in full accordance
with the mail ballot instructions. Both of these facts are critical distinctions, as they assuage any
concerns that the laboratory conditions were destroyed due to lack of Board supervision over the
employees' voting.

Nonetheless, based on her analysis of this case alone, the ARD held that the
Board had "sanctioned a deviation from the requirements of the Casehandling Manual in a
duplicate ballot situation when it permitted the second mail ballot received from a voter to be
counted, rather than the ballot received first." Report, p. 4. She further asserted that, while the
Board did not specify the rationale for "countermanding" the Casehandling Manual guidelines,
"the Board implicitly applied a rule of reason to the unique facts of the case." Id.

The ARD incorrectly analyzes the basis for the Board's Space Mark holding, as
the Board did not deviate from nor countermand the Casehandling Manual, but rather, properly
recognized it was inapplicable to the facts. After pointing out the employer's reliance on Section
11336.4 of the Casehandling Manual, the Board emphasized that it received the first ballot from

6
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the eligible voter's wife, not from the eligible voter, and it was properly voided. Space Mark,
325 NLRB at 1142. Thus, the Board properly did not apply the Casehandling Manual section to
which the employer referred because it pertains to different circumstances -- those that exist only
when both the original and duplicate envelopes are "received from the employee to whom the
duplicate was mailed." Casehandling Manual, Section 11336.4. Accordingly, the ARD's
determination that the Space Mark Board deviated from and countermanded the Casehandling
Manual guidelines is inaccurate and must be disregarded.

The ARD further asserts that the Space Mark Board "expressed no concerns about
delving into the unique facts and circumstances surrounding submission of the duplicate mail
ballots, which involved the actions of a voter and his non-voting spouse." Report, p. 4. This
statement fails to recognize that Board rules provide for challenged ballot hearings to be
conducted to obtain information concerning disputed issues, where necessarily one would delve
into the unique facts and circumstances related to the ballot challenges. Board Rules and
Regulations Section 102.69. In Space Mark, the Board merely explained that it based its
decision on facts gleaned at the challenged ballot hearing. Space Mark, 325 NLRB at 1142.

The ARD also opines that it "appears” that "the Board has found that some
inquiry into the circumstances surrounding the deviation may be appropriate, so long as there is
no opportunity for coercion or confusion in that process.” Report, p. 4. She further states that,
"when evaluating situations in which there have been deviations from specified mail ballot
procedures, the Board does not invariably apply a per se rule. Jd The ARD cites no legal
authority to support this conclusion other than Space Mark, which, as previously discussed, fails

to support this assertion. Compounding her error, the ARD, based on these unsupported
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conclusions, determines that that she may use a "rule of reason" rather than a per se rule to
decide this case. Report, p. 4. There simply is no Board authority to support the ARD's position.

B. Board Law Strictly Enforces Its Mail Ballot Identification Measures To
Protect the Mail Ballot System's Integrity

To protect the integrity of the mail ballot system, the Board strictly enforces its
mail ballot identification measures. "The danger that the laboratory conditions surrounding an
election may be destroyed are greater in mail balloting situations than in manual elections
because of the absence of direct Board supervision over the employees' voting." Brink's
Armored Car, 278 NLRB 141 (1986). In Brinks, the Board stated that if an individual had
picked up a mail ballot from the Region's office on an eligible voter's behalf, "the Board would
have had no way of determining with any degree of certainty that [the intended recipient] was the
one who received the ballot and ultimately voted it." Id. The Board explained that, in such
circumstances, the normal presumption of accurate mail delivery or personal delivery at a
Regional Office to a voter with proper identification would not have been available. Id.

Even if, as Jones speculated and the ARD apparently has decided (without
citation to substantiating evidence), Bass and Grizzard switched their respective numbered outer
yellow envelopes, under Brinks, this act destroyed the laboratory conditions with respect to the
challenged ballots. Brinks makes clear that a ballot should be voided whenever someone other
than the eligible voter touches the outer envelope, regardless of whether someone other than the
eligible voter touches the ballot inside. /d. In our case, the laboratory conditions were destroyed
because someone other than the eligible voter touched the outer envelopes of Ballot Nos. 6 and
46.

Further, as in Brinks, we cannot rely upon the normal presumption of accurate

mail delivery since the challenged ballots properly were mailed to the same address. Thus, we
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must rely upon proper identification. Voters in this election had just one means by which they
could present proper identification to the Board — placing their signature on the yellow outer
envelope bearing their assigned Key Number. But neither of the envelopes bear the signature of
the individual assigned the respective Key Number. These ballots, therefore, lack the requisite
safeguards to ensure the designated eligible voters cast them.

Section 11340.4 (e) of the NLRB Casehandling Manual further provides strict
safeguards to the election process, stating that "Only a Board agent will touch any ballot, even if
the ballot drops to the floor." While Board mail ballot procedures contemplate that postal
service workers will touch mail ballot envelopes deposited into the U.S. mail for delivery to the
Regional Office, they do not contemplate that anyone else will do so. Certainly, they do not
contemplate that individuals other than the eligible voters assigned the corresponding Key
Numbers would sign the ballots' outer envelopes.

There is no reasonable doubt that Bass' signature is not on Ballot No. 6 or that
Grizzard's signature is not on Ballot No. 46. The Employer presented to the ARD copies of
documents from Bass's and Grizzard's respective personnel files and copies of documents
bearing both individual's signatures. Fx. I, Exhibits 1-3. These documents make apparent that
Bass did not sign Ballot No. 6 and Grizzard did not sign Ballot No. 46. In fact, it appears that
someone other than Bass signed, and thus necessarily touched, Ballot No. 6 and someone other
than Grizzard signed, and thus necessarily touched, Ballot No. 46. Because someone other than
Bass signed, and thus touched, Ballot No. 6's outer yellow envelope and someone other than
Grizzard signed, and thus touched, Ballot No. 46's outer yellow envelope, there is reasonable

doubt that only the correctly designated eligible voter touched the ballot contained therein.
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Even if, as the ARD opines, Bass signed Grizzard's outer yellow envelope and
vice versa, their acts are as destructive of the laboratory conditions as those that exist when a
ballot drops to the floor and someone other than a Board Agent touches it, since the outer yellow
envelope is the only means to protect the integrity of the ballot contained therein. Further, the
outer yellow envelope is the only means to identify who cast the ballot inside. Identifying voters
is a fundamental purpose of election observers, whose job is to ensure the individual requesting a
ballot is, indeed, the individual who casts the ballot. NLRB Casehandling Manual §11322.1. In
the mail ballot election context, however, there is n§ election observer. Rather, the Key Number
system acts as the only means by which the Region can identify eligible voters and ensure the
integrity of the ballots and the election.

C. Established Board Precedent Strictly Enforces Its Mail Ballot Identification
Measures To Protect The Integrity Of The Mail Ballot System

The Board historically has taken seriously the importance of protecting the
integrity of the mail ballot system by enforcing its mail ballot identification measures. For
example, in Thompson Roofing, Inc., 291 NLRB 743-44, (1988), the Board voided a ballot
because the voter printed, rather than signed, his name on the ballot, explaining, "[t]he Board has
adopted specific procedures for mail ballot elections to preserve the integrity of the election
process. These procedures, including the pertinent instructions here that voters sign and not print
their names on the ballot envelope, are necessary because mail ballot elections are more
vulnerable to the destruction of laboratory conditions than are manual elections because of the
absence of direct Board supervision over the employees' voting."

The employer, who challenged the Board's decision to void the ballot, argued that
"at the heart of the Act is an employee's right to vote in a representation election and that absent

evidence of fraud or other types of ineligibility a voter should not be disenfranchised for the

10
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reason at issue." Id. Nonetheless, even after acknowledging there was no evidence of fraud, nor
any doubt that the ballot was, in fact, the ballot of the individual whose name was printed on the
envelope, the Board sustained the challenge. Id. The Board relied on the specific instructions
accompanying the mail ballot packets the Region mailed to the eligible voters, which stated that
voters were to sign and not print their names on the outside of the envelope. Id. In discussing
Casehandling Manual Section 11336.4, the Board noted that ballots returned in envelopes with
no signature similarly must be voided. Id.

Applying Thompson Roofing to our facts, the Board procedures, adopted
specifically to preserve the integrity of the election process, included the pertinent instructions
that the voter was to insert their completed ballot into the Key Numbered outer yellow envelope
and sign the Key Numbered outer yellow envelope before mailing or hand delivering it to the
Regional Office. Ex. I, p. 2. Such instructions, like those in Brinks directing the voters to sign,
not print, their names, are necessary because of the particular vulnerability to the destruction of
laboratory conditions because of the "absence of direct Board supervision over the employees'
voting." Brinks, 291 NLRB at 744. Moreover, Bass's and Grizzard's failure to follow the mail
ballot instructions are far more egregious than the Brinks voter's printed, rather than signed,
name on the ballot envelope, as there was no question who cast the ballot inside the Brinks
voter's envelope, while one can only speculate as to who cast Ballot Nos. 6 and 46. Our
circumstances are more similar to those instances when, as also discussed in Brinks, the Board
voids a ballot because the outer envelope is unsigned as, in both circumstances, one may only
speculate as to who actually cast the ballot inside.

Finally, in Mission Industries, 283 NLRB 1027 (1987), the Board took a similarly

strict approach to enforcing its mail ballot procedure, sustaining a challenge where the

11
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identification stub of each mail ballot envelope bore the voter's signature and Key Number but,
when the challenged mail ballot arrived at the Regional Office in the official envelope, the
identification stub was missing. The Board refused to entertain evidence of who actually cast the
ballot with the missing identification stub. Id.

As in Mission Industries, permitting inquiry into the source of Ballot No. 6 and
Ballot No. 46, which lack the signature of the eligible voters to whom the Region assigned these
Key Numbers, raises a reasonable doubt concerning whether only eligible voters participated in
the election and whether each of those eligible voters cast only one ballot. In addition, as in
Mission Industries, permitting inquiry into the source of Ballot No. 6 and Ballot No. 46, would
greatly increase the potential for confusion and coercion and would be unlikely to dispel the
reasonable doubt concerning the validity of these ballots.

IV. CONCLUSION

The Regional Office specifically instructed the individuals to whom it had
assigned Ballot No. 6 and Ballot No. 46 to follow the Board's secret ballot mail ballot
instructions, which they undisputedly failed to do. The Board has instituted these specific
instructions to ensure the integrity of the mail ballot system and, to that end, it consistently

sustains challenges to ballots where the instructions have not been strictly followed.

12
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For the foregoing reasons, the Board should sustain the Employer's challenges to

Ballot Nos. 6 and 46.
Respectfully submitted,

BAKER & DANIELS Lrp

é’wmﬁzﬁ VA me(u

Cynthia K. Springer

300 North Meridian Street
Suite 2700

Indianapolis, Indiana 46204
(317) 237-0300

Attorneys for Employer
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that on this 20th day of December, 2011, a true and correct copy
of the foregoing document was served via email to the following parties of record and the Acting
Regional Director:

Ray Finley (rayfinley@embarqmail.com)
11999 W. Finch Ave.
Middlesex, NC 27557-9320

John L. Quinn, Esq. (jquinn@cwa-union.org)
Communications Workers of
America, AFL-CIO, District 3
3516 Covington Hwy.
Decatur, GA 30032-1850

Jane P. North (Jane.North@nlrb.gov)
Acting Regional Director

National Labor Relations Board
Region 11

4035 University Parkway, Suite 200
P.O. Box 11467

Winston-Salem, NC 27116-1467
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BAKER®DANIELS

EST. 1863

CYNTHIA K. SPRINGER BAKER & DANIELS LLP
Partner 300 North Meridian Street, Suite 2700
Direct 317.237.1328 Indianapolis, Indiana 46204-1782
Fax (317) 237-8428 Tel 317.237.0300 Fax 317.237.1000

cynthia.springer@bakerd.com www.bakerdaniels.com

October 11, 2011

VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL (NANCY.WILSON@NLRB.GOYV)
AND VIA E-GOV

Nancy Wilson

Acting Regional Director
National Labor Relations Board
Region 11

P.O. Box 11467

Winston-Salem, NC 47116-1467

Re:  United States Infrastructure Corp. (USIC)
Case 11-RD-000732

Dear Ms. Wilson:

Please treat this letter as the Statement of Position of United States Infrastructure Corporation
("USIC" or "Employer") with respect to Case No. 11-RD-000732 concerning two ballots it
challenged during the conduct of the September 28, 2011 mail ballot election held pursuant to
the decertification petition Petitioner Ralph Finley ("Petitioner") filed against Communication
Workers of America, AFL-CIO ("Union"). USIC reserves the right to supplement this Position
Statement regarding all matters pertaining to the above-referenced petition.

Following is USIC's evidence and legal support for its ballot challenges:
L STATEMENT OF RELEVANT FACTS

On September 6, 2011, the Employer timely submitted to the Region the Excelsior list for the
above-referenced stipulated decertification election. Pursuant to established Board procedure
and upon information and belief (based on the explanation Jacqueline Jones ("Jones"), the Board
Agent who conducted the mail ballot count, provided at the mail ballot count), the Region
assigned to each name listed on the Excelsior list a number that coincided with its order on the
Excelsior list. Thus, according to Jones, and as relevant here, it assigned the number "6" to Erin
Bass ("Bass") and the number "46" to Maurice Lee Grizzard ("Grizzard"), which numbers we
hereafter will refer to as "Key Numbers." According to Jones and consistent with established
Board procedure, the Region mailed mail ballot packages to each of the individuals on the

BDDBO1 6886080v1



Nancy Wilson -2- October 11,2011

Excelsior list, including Bass and Grizzard. The Region included in each of those packets a pre-
addressed yellow outer envelope on which the Region imprinted the intended recipient's
corresponding Key Number. The instructions included in the packet directed the voters to insert
their completed ballot into the pre-addressed yellow outer envelope and sign the attestation
included on the envelope before mailing the envelope to the Regional Office.

The Employer challenged the ballot in the yellow outer envelope bearing Bass's Key Number
("Ballot No. 6") because the signature it bore did not reasonably appear to be Bass's signature.
The Employer also challenged the ballot in the yellow outer envelope bearing Grizzard's Key
Number ("Ballot No. 46"), because the signature it bore did not reasonably appear to be
Grizzard's signature. The undersigned specifically stated the Employer was challenging each of
these ballots because the "name and number don't match.""

1L DISCUSSION

A. Counting The Challenged Ballots Would Destroy The Integrity Of The Mail
Ballot Election Procedure Because The Ballots Lack The Requisite
Safeguards And Thus Destroy The Laboratory Conditions.

The Region should sustain the Employer's challenges to Ballot No. 6 and Ballot No. 46. "The
danger that the laboratory conditions surrounding an election may be destroyed are greater in
mail balloting situations than in manual elections because of the absence of direct Board
supervision over the employees' voting." Brink's Armored Car, 278 NLRB 141 (1986). In
Brinks, the Board stated that if an individual had picked up a mail ballot from the Region's office
on an eligible voter's behalf, "the Board would have had no way of determining with any degree
of certainty that [the intended recipient] was the one who received the ballot and ultimately voted
it." Id. The Board explained that, in such circumstances, the normal presumption of accurate
mail delivery or personal delivery at a Regional Office to a voter with proper identification
would not have been available. Id.

This case presents an even direr example of the laboratory condition-destroying dangers inherent
in mail ballot elections due to the lack of Board supervision. In our case, we cannot rely upon
the normal presumption of accurate mail delivery since the challenged ballots properly were
mailed to the same address.> Thus, we must rely upon proper identification. Voters in this

! Jones stated she believed that, based on her own observation, the yellow outer envelope marked "6" bore
Grizzard's signature and the yellow outer envelope marked "46" bore Bass's signature and because, according to the
Excelsior list, Bass and Grizzard share the same post office box address, she speculated that they must have returned
their respective ballots in the "wrong envelope." While Jones wrote, "returned wrong envelope" on each of the
challenged yellow envelopes, contrary to the "Reason for Challenge"” listed in your September 28, 2011 letter, the
undersigned did not offer such explanation as the Employer's "Reason for Challenge."”

2 Bass and Grizzard each provided their mailing address to USIC and USIC provided their respective mailing

addresses to the Region when it submitted its Excelsior list. As it turns out, Bass and Grizzard submitted to USIC
the same mailing address. Upon information and belief, Grizzard is Bass's father.
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Nancy Wilson -3- October 11, 2011

election had just one means by which they could present proper identification to the Board —
placing their signature on the yellow envelope bearing their assigned Key Number. But neither
of the envelopes bear the signature of the individual assigned the respective Key Number. These
ballots, therefore, lack the requisite safeguards to ensure the designated eligible voters cast them.

Even if, as Johnson speculates and the Union likely will argue, Bass and Grizzard switched their
respective numbered envelopes, this act destroyed the laboratory conditions with respect to the
challenged ballots. Section 11340.4 (e) of the NLRB Case Handling Manual states that "Only a
Board agent will touch any ballot, even if the ballot drops to the floor." While Board mail ballot
procedures contemplate that postal service workers will touch mail ballot envelopes deposited
into the U.S. mail for delivery to the Regional Office, they do not contemplate that anyone else
will do so. Certainly, they do not contemplate that individuals other than the eligible voters
assigned the corresponding Key Numbers would complete and sign the ballots. Attached as
Exhibit 1 are copies of documents from Bass's personnel records bearing her signature.
Attached as Exhibit 2 are copies of documents from Grizzard's personnel records bearing his
signature. Attached as Exhibit 3 are copies of documents bearing both Bass's and Grizzard's
signatures. These documents make apparent that Bass did not sign Ballot No. 6 and Grizzard did
not sign Ballot No. 46. In fact, it appears that Bass signed, and thus touched, Grizzard's mail
ballot envelope and vice versa. Accordingly, Bass's and Grizzard's acts destroyed the laboratory
conditions with respect to Ballot No. 6 and Ballot No. 46.

By way of analogy and example, had Bass, in a non-mail ballot election, offered Grizzard's name
to the election observers, the Employer's observer properly would have challenged Bass's ballot,
even though Bass's name was on the Excelsior list. Identifying voters is a fundamental purpose
of election observers, whose job is to ensure the individual requesting a ballot is, indeed, the
individual who casts the ballot. NLRB Casehandling Manual §11322.1. In the mail ballot
election context, however, there is no election observer. Rather, the Board has devised a Key
Number system whereby the Region assigns each Excelsior list name a corresponding number
and the person to whom that number has been assigned is mailed and must sign and return the
ballot envelope bearing that Key Number. This system acts as the only means by which the
Region can identify eligible voters and ensure the integrity of the ballots and the election. The
Regional Director must abide by this sole safeguard to the mail ballot election system.

B. Established Board Precedent Strictly Enforces Its Mail Ballot Identification
Measures To Protect The Integrity Of The Mail Ballot System.

The Board historically has taken seriously the importance of protecting the integrity of the mail
ballot system by enforcing its mail ballot identification measures. For example, in Thompson
Roofing, Inc., 291 NLRB 743-44, (1988), the Board voided a ballot because the voter printed,
rather than signed, his name on the ballot, explaining, "[t]he Board has adopted specific
procedures for mail ballot elections to preserve the integrity of the election process. These
procedures, including the pertinent instructions here that voters sign and not print their names on
the ballot envelope, are necessary because mail ballot elections are more vulnerable to the
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destruction of laboratory conditions than are manual elections because of the absence of direct
Board supervision over the employees' voting."

The employer, who challenged the Board's decision to void the ballot, argued that "at the heart of
the Act is an employee's right to vote in a representation election and that absent evidence of
fraud or other types of ineligibility a voter should not be disenfranchised for the reason at issue."
Id. Nonetheless, even after acknowledging there was no evidence of fraud, nor any doubt that
the ballot was, in fact, the ballot of the individual whose name was printed on the envelope, the
Board sustained the challenge. Id. The Board relied on the specific instructions accompanying
the mail ballot packets the Region mailed to the eligible voters, which stated that voters were to
sign and not print their names on the outside of the envelope. Id.

See also, Mission Industries, 283 NLRB 1027 (1987) (challenge to ballot sustained where the
identification stub of each mail ballot envelope bore the voter's signature and Key Number but,
when the challenged mail ballot arrived at the Regional Office in the official envelope, the
identification stub was missing.)

C. Established Board Law Necessitates That The Regional Director Sustain The
Challenged Ballots To Protect The Integrity Of The Mail Ballot Election
Process.

As in Thompson Roofing, Bass and Grizzard failed to follow the explicit mail ballot instructions.
In our case, the instructions required each voter to (1) mark the ballot contained in the mail ballot
packet the Region mailed to that employee, (2) insert it in the blue envelope included in the mail
ballot packet the Region mailed to that employee, (3) place the blue envelope into the Key
Numbered outer yellow envelope the Region mailed to that employee, (4) sign the Key
Numbered outer envelope included in the mail ballot packet the Region mailed to that employee,
and (5) mail or hand deliver the signed Key Numbered envelope to the Regional Office.

The individuals mailing Ballot No. 6 and Ballot No. 46 necessarily did not follow these
instructions. Ballot No. 6 and Ballot No. 46 do not bear the signatures of the eligible voters to
whom the Region assigned these Key Numbers. If they had followed these instructions, they
would have signed the envelope bearing the Key Number the Region assigned to them. Thus, as
in Thompson Roofing, Inc., the Region must sustain the Employer's challenge because the ballots
fail to comply with the Region's mail ballot instructions. In fact, while the Thompson Roofing
Board refused to count a ballot cast by the correct voter because he merely printed, rather than
signed, his name, in our case, there is no evidence that either Bass or Grizzard completed the
correct ballot. Thus, the Regional Director must sustain the Employer's challenge to these
individuals' ballots, which even more profoundly failed to comply with the Board's established
mail ballot instructions.

And, as in Mission Industries, permitting inquiry into the source of Ballot No. 6 and Ballot
No. 46, which lack the signature of the eligible voters to whom the Region assigned these
Key Numbers, raises a reasonable doubt concerning whether only eligible voters participated in
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the election and whether each of those eligible voters cast only one ballot. In addition, as in
Mission Industries, permitting inquiry into the source of Ballot No. 6 and Ballot No. 46, would
greatly increase the potential for confusion and coercion and would be unlikely to dispel the
reasonable doubt concerning the validity of these ballots.

III. CONCLUSION

The Acting Regional Director should promptly conclude the Region's investigation into the
Employer's ballot challenges and issue a report sustaining both of the Employer's ballot
challenges because established Board law requires the Board to enforce the mail ballot election
procedure strictly to protect the integrity of the mail ballot election system.

Very truly yours,

Cynthia K. Springer

CKS

Attachments
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JBO - Safety Audit Job Behavior Observation

ff/ﬂj &éf 4 -’52 7 - /l Wayne Peele
Employee Name Date Observer Name
A Vs
AMW ﬂbwﬂﬂdw ﬁ@% k@k%ﬁ/ ne | 7040
Street Address ity State Time
Parking Procedures Satisfac Unsatisfactory Not Observed ,
Parked in a safe place ) O

Flashers on

Cones placed around vehicle
Vehicle locked :
Vehicle off

Emergency brake on

Exit without using reverse

M

I I | [ |
(| [

5

PPE Satisfac Unsatisfactory Not Observed
Wearing safety vest ] O]

5

Wearing wark boots = (| |
Hard hat available (on if necessary) l%/./ O
Safety glasses available (on if necessary) O
Safety Awareness Satisfactory Unsatisfactory
Describes hazards in area O
Made adjustments to hazards O O
Manhole Safety Satisfactory Unsatisfactory
Proper manhole entry O ]
Gas Tester O O]
Blower O O
Pump O O
Hard hat O O
Safety glasses ] O
Cantilever style hook used O O
Driving Performance Satisfactory Unsatisfactory
Seatbelt in use
Obeys traffic control devices ] O
Yields right of way (when necessary) Ol O
Practices a safe following distance O O
Observes speed limit O O
Adjusts speed to driving conditions O] O
Checks mirrors frequently O O]
Aware of blind spot on vehicle ] O
Safe lane changes O O
Lifting Safety Satisfactory Unsatisfactory
Bends at the knees ] O
Object held close to body O ]
Lift with out twisting O O
Natural curve of spine maintained during lift O O
Traffic Hazard Satislgﬁyry Unsatisfactory Not Observed
Frequently used items on passenger side truck bed O O
Truck organization & cleanliness Q/ [l O
Locates/Stands facing traffic E/ O

Safety Notes / Comments to be completed on back

4-29-1

Employee Signature Date

er Signature




JBO - Safety Audit Job Béhavior Observation
?:Y’\,\r\ %54’:5 Cﬁ’/‘bor ' | ‘I Wayne Peele

Employee Name Observer Name

)

o
o}
N

H 2¢YA /ﬂwq 39 Zebu s ne | 3¢S

Street Addfess City State Time
Parking Procedures Satisfactory Unsatisfactory Not Observed
Parked in a safe place ’
Flashers on

Cones placed around vehicle
Vehicle locked

Vehicle off

Emergency brake on

Exit without using reverse

AN

PPE Satisfactory Unsatisfactory Not Observed
Wearing safety vest IZ)} ] .
Wearing work boots g O ]
Hard hat available (on if necessary) E]/ ]
Safety glasses available (on if necessary) E/ U
Safety Awareness Satisfactory Unsatisfactory Not Observed
Describes hazards in area ]
Made adjustments to hazards U U
Manhole Safety Satisfactory Unsatisfactory Not Oldserved
Proper manhole entry Ll Ll

Gas Tester ] , Ll

Blower U ]

Pump Ll U

Hard hat Il l

Safety glasses U ]

Cantilever style hook used U U
Driving Performance Satisfactory Unsatisfactory Not Observed
Seatbelt in use Ul
Obeys traffic control devices ] ] ]
Yields right of way (wher necessary) U | ]
Practices a safe following distance ] Ll [ ]
Observes speed limit Ul Ll ]
Adijusts speed to driving conditions ] Cl L
Checks mirrors frequently Ll Ll ]
Aware of blind spot on vehicle ] ] ]
Safe lane changes U U {1
Lifting Safety Satisfactory Unsatisfactory Not Qbserved
Bends at the knees Cl Ll [ ]
Object held close to body L1 1
Lift with out twisting U 1
Natural curve of spine maintained during lift O O
Traffic Hazard Satisfactory Unsatisfactory Not Oserved
Frequently used items on passenger side truck bed [ 1
Truck organization & cleanliness [l 1
Locates/Stands facing traffic O U

Safety Notes / Comments to be completed on back

(*i : ”:BQ C F 2116’//
mployee Signatdre Date




EXHIBIT 2



United States Infrastructure Corporation — North Carolina Region

EMERGENCY CONTACT INFORMATION

Employee's Name /YT AUR; ¢ o 4 ea &:22.@'/ —C -
Current_ Address p -O. Q)O)( &(,o _
City, State, Zip /hldile SQ/C 5 /'J C 3 ) 55 7

Home Phone#— a3 3D 35 - _§0&8 74

Cell Phone #

In Case of Emergency Pléase Contact:

Name Relationship Phone #

Dige < ™ Ca . gruds Spounse 1 U 2651178

S.S. #
Jre 4w// Y9 o8
Employee Signature Date
List any medical conditions, allegeric conditions, and treatment required Doctor Name & Number
1
2
3




FILL OUT C

DNLY AFTER APPLICANT HAS BEEN EMPLOYED | PLEASE PRINT OR TYPE

|REGION # COMPANY NUMBER POSITION CODE
O |2 o1 OFFICE USE ONLY 'DNEW Ju TERM‘.

- i "
RULES FOR HIRING (0 :; (} ”
Get approval from your General Forsperson before you hire anyone. - — - —
Do not hire anyone without a Social Security number. You must compare the Sodial Security number on this Employment Slip SOCIAL SECURITY NUMBER S
\gith !h: l/.-l\lpplicant’s SociaJ Se::lalrity Card.f If Aoolicant is under 21 ‘ of " ¢ birth certifcat driver's i - [INAME G LAST /, FIARST « MIDDLE

o not hire anyone under 18 years of age. If Applicant is under 21, proof of agd (copy of birth certificate or driver's license, - : ; -

otc.) must be attached to this Employment Slip. R } 2 TAAd (l 2) J”h AUZiIC ¢ L’ v
Do not hire anyone for private work without contacting your Supv. or Mgr. HOME ADDRESS =~y i R TELEPHONE NO. N
A new Employment Slip (Form PS-2) is not needed if a current employee transfers within the same Manager's Division. (STHEET OH P.O. BOX) gl' STV SN (‘, ' ( 153 J 'K\ TR i
g iJ;:iv(:“l.implayment Slip (Form PS-2) is needed if an employee transfers from_grie Manager’s Division to another Manager's COUNTY Y ‘ - ! ' STRTE VAL
A new Employment Slip (Form PS-2) Is needed for any former employee who has been rehired. N 'I {j \’\ ¢ ‘l 3 ‘)5—}( g ( J ? S > 7
Review the attached copy of “Protecting Your Life On The Job” with the new employee (a Spanish edition “Le Protegemos Su ASE OF EMERGENGCY NOTIRY / TELEPHONE NUMBEH
Vida En El Trabajo,” is also available). e 2.8 LB TAN ( RA P 5y - STVAN /
After you have hired the Appiicant, make sure the Withholding Exemption Certificate (W-4) is completed. Also, be sure the L
attached Employment Ellgibllity Verification (I-9) is completed. Both you and the new employee must sign the Employment  |PATE REHIBED RATE OF PAY JOB TlTLE x
Slip (PS-2) and the Employment Eligibiiity Verification (i-9). The new employee must aiso sign the Withholding Exemption ‘ ~ e \\ N ~N (e 3 Lu N \——
Certificate (W-4). The Aga Discriminalion Act of 1967 proRbis discrminaton or 11e basi of aga Wi fespect o TiaWiduale WG a7 &t [6ast 40 but

less than 65 years of age No question on this dios
ges the filing of aj jons by all quallﬁred persons 18 years of aqe or older.

be used for such purpose. The Company

MILITARY SERAVICE OYes [@H0 [DATE OF ENTRY

DATE OF DISCHARGE

DATE OF BIBT]
1Sh

D

PROOF OF AGE ATTACHED (IF UNDER 21 AND NEW EMPLOYEE)

DEFINITIONS: RESPONDING TO THIS SECTION IS VOLUNTARY.

“Special Disabled Veteran” means (i} a vetsran of the U.S. mllltary, ground, naval or air service who Is el
D retired pay would be entitied to under laws the Department of Veterans
rated at 10 or 20 percent in the case of a veleran who has been determined under section 38 U.S.C. 8
who was discharged or released from active duty because of a service-connected disabliity.

“Veteran of the Vieinam-era” means a veteran who: (i) served on active duty in the U.S. military, ground,
D who was discharged or released therefrom with other than a dishonorable discharge, if any part of sucl
between February 28, 1961, and May 7, 1975; or (B) between August 5, 1964, and May 7, 1975, In ali ot}
in the U.S. military, ground, naval or air service for a service-connected disahmty
February 28, 1961, and May 7, 1975; or (B) between August 5, 1964, and May 7, 1975, in any other locatid]

" means any veteran who served on active duty In the U.S. military, ground, ng

the date of such veteran’s dlscharge or reiease from active duty.
The term Includes: (i) Vetsrans who served in a “war” Since the last daclars
vetsrans with sctive duty servbe between December 7, 1941 and April 28, 1952 are considered velsrans
catagory. (fi) Vsterans who served in a campaign or on an expedition for which a

|

lianypartoisumaouveduly

titted to compensation (or who but for the receipt of military
Affairs for disability (A) rated at 30 percent or more, or (B)
06 to have a sarious employment handicap or (i) A person

inaval or air-service for a period of more than 180 days, and

COyes [INO  |IFNOT,WHY NOT?
CIRCLE LAST SCHOOL GRADE COMPLETED COLLEGE? _
1.2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 Y2 S E e

OTHER EDUCATION, INCLUDING MILITARY TRAINING

active duty was performed: (A) in the Republic of Vietnam
er cases; or (li} was discharged or released from active duty
was performed (A) in the Republic of Viainam between
n.
val or air service during the th

period b on

You are not required to disclose information about physical or msmal lmpaln'nems lhat yon feat will not interfere with
would fike us to consider speciat
the type of accommodation that you fesl wouid be appropriate.

your abliity to do this
6 you to identify that impalrment in the space pi

b. if, however,
dedandtosuggest

Y

RECRUITMENT SOURCE

ation of war was issued by Congress initlated World Wer I,
f World War I} and ara included in the Other Eligible Vaterans

badgs
duty in the Armed Forces, participated In a United States military operation for which an Armed Forces
12985.
The term “disabled veteran” is defined as a veteran who Is entitied o compensation (or who but for the red
undsr laws administered by the Department of Vaterans Affairs or & person who was discharged or release

O

(lii) Veterans who, while serving on active
ervice medal was awarded pursuant to Exscutive Order No.

‘eipt of military retired pay would be entitled to compensation)
d from active duty because of a service-connected disabiiity,

Fem W-4 | Employee’s Withholding Allowan

e Certificate 20

2 Your social s|

o D7

1 Type or print your full nams

;
riavreea ,!.4‘:9 gﬂ’?p,.ilr(// ;///.

ecurity number

A4

Home address (number and street or rural route)
L) G P wY 3G

City or town, state and ZIP + 4

m~(\i‘\ (J.«\}( /\.1(

3 Marital
Status

r D Single E Married
Marrled, but withhold higher Single
rate

NOTE: /f married, but legally separated, or spouse Is
a nonresident allen, check the single box

4 Total number of aliowances you are claiming
§ Additional amount, if any, you want deducted from each pay

6 | claim exemption from withholding because
a [] Last year | did not owe any Federal Income tax and had a right to a full refund of ALL{i

b 7] This year | do not expect to owe any Federal income tax and expect to have a right to a full
tax withheld. If both a and b apply, enter the year effective and “EXEMPT” here

c If you entered “EXEMPT" on line 6b, are you a full-time student?

I

income tax withheld, AND

Year

efund of ALL income
20

{3 07

................................. [Jves [ Jno

‘ ".' EMPLOYEE'S SIGNATURE
Iceryjy that,] havej evuewed with

,nd given to this employee a copy of “Protecting Your Life on ths Job".

= DATE

Under penalties of perjury, i certify that { am entitied to the number of withholding ailowance;
from withhoiding, that | am entitled to claim the exempt status

#
Employee’s signature ,/}/ L tnmnanant A

T e D

s claimed on this certificate or, if claiming exemption

ule)/j/d /

.20

/

%LYENL"\ (B

DTE{)E_O7

FORM PS-2 (REV. 5/05)

MAIL THIS FORM AT THE END OF THE WEEK WI,H YOUR TIMESHEET

RETAIN FOR YOUR FILE



EXHIBIT 3




Date:
Crew #:

Supervisor:

General ltem

Crew Meeting Sign-In & Cover Sheet

W6 9-12-11

SE RAL

7). Peelk

Specific Topic

Attached

Safety Tailgate-

T W,Z /%;}/’w;"a e

Ace Reports-

(oromsid /U‘csdl's

TTT's-

Recent Damages-

Production-

rinancials-

Customer Issues-

Other-

Employee Name

Employee Signature

Employee Name

Employee.Signature

Lee Grizzard

Charles Bryant

7~

Matt Puryear

rRicky Morgan

Robbie Jones

Mark Van Pelt

Erin Grizzard Bryan Nelms ﬁ,‘_,“,v C y

Danny Grizzard ' Larry Peedin [ At M
/ /

Charles Wallace M \LD&QL—ﬁ Tim Odom

Joseph Wallace

Justin Pridgen

Tim Odom

Dennis Schultz

/

Brandon Powell

Matt Taylor




Date:
Crew #:

Supervisor:

General Item

Crew Meeting Sign-In & Cover Sheet

WJB- 9-5-11

SE RAL

_ L), Pede.

Specific Topic

Attached

Safety Tailgate-

Ace Reports-

Po&i’ HD I r

TTT's-

Recent Damages-

Production-

E wd HPN ]
CirrarteiaisY

Customer Issues-

Qther-

Employee Name

Employee Signature

Employee Name

Employee Signature

Lee Grizzard

Charles Bryant

Matt Puryear

Ricky-Morgan
Il

Robbie Jones

Mark Van Pelt

Erin Grizzard ?ﬁ Bryan Nelms
] L
Danny Grizzard / %«/ Larry Peedin 107/465/42
: 7 '
™S
Charles Wallace \\Aﬂl Tim Odom 2 /m @:(,ow

Joseph Wallace

Justin Pridgen

Tim Odom

Dennis Schultz

()

Brandon Powell é

Matt Taylor

“ [t




Date:
Crew #:

Supervisor:

General ltem

Crew Meeting Sign-In & Cover Sheet

p 9-29

SE_Kal

10). Ped—

S'pecific Topic

Attached

Safety Tailgate-

Ace Reports-

Pee [fost _Laber TR

TTT's-

Recent Damages-

Production-

Rinancials
HHHRRGAS

Customer Issues-

Other-

Employee Name

Employee Signature

Employee Name

Employee Signature

Heer (gT'/?

L <
/& .

L.ee Grizzard Charles Bryant
Matt Puryear Ricky Margan /“‘4[ Mﬂg(_/
% B AYDIL

Robbie Jones

Mark Van Pelt

A ¢ Al

107 AT

Erin Grizzard Bryan Nelms

Danny Grizzard Or N T Larry Peedin Z At /&,/Zm
Cua Bads T

Charles Wallace /M M I

Tim Odom

Joseph Wallace

/

Justin Pridgen

q

Tim Odom

Dennis Schultz

£
2

/
\

Brandon Powell

A\

“

f

Matt Taylor

[ Pt A



Crew Meeting Sign-In & Cover Sheet

[8]8)

Date: 9 P
Crew #: S _E k)‘ L
Supervisor:

General ltem - Specific Topic Attached

Rack 0 3¢ 3

Safety Tailgate-

Ace Reports-

TTT's-

Recent Damages-

Production-

inancial

Customer Issues-

Other-

Employee Name Employee Signature Employee Name

Lee Grizzard Charles Bryant

Em(icf Signatyre

Matt Puryear Ricky Morgan

Robbie Jones Mark Van Pelt

B, pfn —
WP

Iuup. C

Erin Grizzard Bryan Nelms
f ’F / ’ / .
Danny Grizzard AN~ Larry Peedin Z I Att)
- / ¥
Charles Wallace M\ Lm\& Tirﬂﬁd’mﬂ/
- o

Josephﬂaﬂace/’ ‘"

Justin Pridgen

- 2 L ]

-

Tim Odom

A\

—— A ==

Dennis Schultz / '
\

Brandon Powell

Matt Taylor




Date:
Crew #:

Supervisor:

General ltem

Crew Meeting Sign-In & Cover Sheet

B - F-(5-/

SE RAL-

(2, Peete.

‘Specific Topic

Attached

Safety Tailgate-

fons Ewd Aeidert fesebin)

Ace Reports-

TTT's-

Recent Damages-

Production-

Customer Issues-

Other-

Employee Name

Employee Signature

Employee Name

Employesg, Signature

Robbie Jones

Lee Grizzard Charles Bryant /"
/
Matt Puryear M /%y Morgan K’V/\ PANT™N

Mark Van Pelt

DA

Josep m

Justin Pridgen

Erin Grizzard Bryan Nelms 7@).1& ( A !‘ Lé
14
Danny Grizzard cﬁ'-)‘ Larry Peedin /ZM /j;%:
7 7
Charles Wallace O\/\&' \)&Q&—"‘ Ti m

L2

Tim Odom

—

N U

Dennis Schuliz

Brandon Powell

Matit Taylor

ez 3y



Date:
Crew #:

Supervisor:

General Item

Crew Meeting Sign-In & Cover Sheet -

_pB- w-27-1l
SE KA
. Peele

Specific Topic

Attached

Safety Tailgate-

TJuly S r 5&044:1 54@19@}

Ace Reports-

TTT's-

Tuliy 15 Sald Blaoslows)

Recent Damages-

Production-

Financials=

Customer Issues-

Other-

Employee Name

Employee Signature Employee Name

Employee Signature

Lee Grizzard %7/}) é,, , 7 Charles Bryant }
> L i i \)
Matt Puryear v” 2\ P ' Ricky Morgan
LV z
Robbie Jones L4 Mark Van Pelt N
Erin Grizzard % R/M Bryan Nelms
A\ g 4
Danny Grizzard 0 0‘44(/1(444 Larry Peedin
, 14
Charles Wallace (@*Q* Tim Odom
Joseph Wallace 2 Justin Pridgen 'é(‘_//ﬂ‘_,__/
4 V)
Tim Odom L5
= o
Dennis Schultz / V
\__/ ) y
Brandon Powell
-

Matt Taylor




Crew Meeting Sign-In & Cover Sheet

Date: i )R- 7-4 -1l

Crew #: SE RA -

Supervisor: L,,_)J Pcelc’

General Item Specific Topic Attached

Safety Tailgate-
if J
Ace Reports- Quailf StadesO
¥ 1
TTT's-

Recent Damages-

Production-

Financials=

Customer Issues-

Other-

Employee Name

Employee Signature

Employee Name

Employee Signature

Ui

Lee Grizzard R Charles Bryant
Matt Puryear i) ‘jﬂ Ricky Morgan / “\ ﬂ(r—/
Robbie Jones Mark Van Pelt (o
Erin Grizzard Bryan Nelms ﬁﬂmh C /(){D,M Y,
¥
Danny Grizzard (7 (%1 M Larry Peedin W M
(Aa00. d
Charles Wallace Mo MQ/—' Tim Odom
Joseph Wallace Justin Pridgen ‘4_, do
v

Tim Odom

Dennis Schuliz

Brandon Powell

Matt Taylor




Crew Meeting Sign-In & Cover Sheet
Date: R 7-il-i{

Crew #: SE PAL

Supervisor: i, P eak,

General item Specific Topic Attached
Safety Tailgate- S‘Q_&, L:'ﬁdr‘di

Ace Reports- \J

TTT's-

Recent Damages-

Production-

F. ]
rinancials+

Customer Issues-

Other-

Employee Name Employee Signature Employee Name Employee Signature

Lee Grizzard z"' M Charles Bryant O A

Matt Puryear W Ricky Morgan % -
Robbie Jones ' , Mark Van Pelt /// M

4
L - -
Erin Grizzard i i | N@ Bryan Nelms ﬁ%, C V{'LQ‘J
’
Danny Grizzard JM M Larry Peedin Z R M
C -7
Charles Wallace — UQQQ)\_— Tim Odom

Joseph Wallace - Justin Pridgen »/,’/[,, ﬂ7 B
Tim Odom /%—v /%fﬂ g

7 > : -
Dennis Schultz / ;,ﬁ ;/

Brandon Powell

Matt Taylor M ;/ L




Crew Meeting Sign-In & Cover Sheet

Date: LB 2-17- i

Crew #: s& ?& L

Supervisor: L\).(I>e¢'(

General ltem Specific Topic Attached

Safety Tailgate- T+ e [(wg-) fo e

Ace Reports- sl s or-ﬂ_«_m' (oo el

TTT's-

Recent Damages-

Production-

Financials=

Customer Issues-

Other-

Employee Name Employee Signature Employee Name Emplo e Signaturg

Lee Grizzard ’ Zﬁ Charles Bryant ¥
Matt Puryear Ricky Morgan M n/\Af\/\

Robbie Jones

Mark Van Pelt

Ve

Erin Grizzard J\ /\/\W

Bryan Nelms 764,’93, C A/QA\@/
Danny Grizzard UM W Larry Peedin &WZLZ;’
7 7 7’
Charles Wallace w L20Q Tim Qeor®™

Justin Pridgen

d

Jos ace y o

Tim Odom

NS

"7:.,4/1
U

Dennis Schultz / A

f

Brandon Powell

Matt Taylor




Date:
Crew #:

Supervisor:

General ltem

Crew Meeting Sign-In & Cover Sheet

wh  4-9-

SE PAL

é!fef’/ﬂ

Specific Topic

Attached

Safety Tailgate-

7 _itetSectpd Kales

Ace Reports-

TTT's-

Recent Damages-

Production-

Fimancials=

Customer Issues-

Qther-

Employee Name

Employee Signature

Employee Name

Employee Signature

Lee Grizzard

Charles Bryant

)

Matt Puryear

Robbie Jones

Ricky Morgan

Mark Van Pelt

KN~

Erin Grizzard

Bryan Nelms
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