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RECEIVED
Personnel CornmisSion
state of Wisconsin
131 west Wilson St., Room 202
Madison, Wisconsin 53702
Dear- Mr. Joseph Wiley

OCT 19

4-s 5//

1978

Personnel
Commission

Please be advised that I wish to appeal a personnel action taken by Job Serliice
Administrator
William Grenier and Acting Administrator
Verne Knoll of the
I believe Mr. Grenier violated
the intent of Chapter
Division
of Personnel.
230 of the Wisconsin Statutes
concerning
Employment Relations,
when he transferred Vidal Rodriguez,
a recently
appointed supervisor
of DILHR Migrant Services,
to the position
of Supervisor
of the Job Service Equal Opportunity
Unit.
I further
charge that Mr. Knoll knew or should have known that the requirements
Using trwwfer
frrrm Migrant
for the two positions
were quite dissimilar.
Services as the sole method of filling
the EO Supervisor
position
was therefore
inappropriate.
Such a transfer
from a bi-lingual,
single-purpose
position
serving one ethnic constituency
to a multi-purpose
position
serving “all the
protected
groups” constitutes
an arbitrary
violation
of equal access.
Mr.
Grenier and Mr. Knoll knew or should have known that members of non-Hispanic
protected
groups are not, as a rule, bi-lingual,
and were therefore
arbitrarily
excluded by the method (transfer
rather than examination)
used to fill
the
EO Supervisor
position.
Mr. Grenier and Mr. Knoll knew or should have known that Blacks have been excluded
from the Job Service Equal Opportunity
Unit since July 1972.
That exclusion
coincides
with the EO Unit’s
clear record of anti-Black
attitudes
and policies.
Further,
Hispanics
outnumber Blacks 4 to 1 in professional
positions
within
Job
Service Administration.
In this context,
Mr. Grenier and Mr. Knoll knew or
should have known that the personnel
action in question
could not but create
additional
strife
and distrust
among Blacks, Hispanics
and Indians.
Mr. Grenier and Mr. Knoll knew or should have known that the Equal Opportunity
Unit Supervisor
position
was under adjudication
by the Wisconsin Personnel
Commission at the time of the disputed transfer.
In the original
complaint,
Job Service and DILHR had been charged with circumvention
of the merit hiring
system through racial
discrimination.
Mr. Grenier and Mr. Knoll resorted
to an unusual procedure.
in violation
of
established
personnel practices,
to transfer
a probationary
supervisor
to a
highly
important
position,
thereby excluding
other employees from equal access.
I charge that, in so doing, they violated
the following
subchapters
of
Chapter 230: .01(2),
.09(1-2).
.14, .145, .15(1-4),
.16(1-4).
.18, .19(1-3),
.20 (l-3) , .25, and .28(1a,3).
These violations
occurred from 31611978 through
g/15/78 and constitute
an abuse of trust and authority,
and arbitrary
and
capricious
conduct.
In view of these violations,
I ask that Mr. Rodriguez be removed from the EO
Supervisor
position
for which he has not been examined.
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RECEIVED

Personnel Commission
State of Wisconsin
131 West Wilson Street,
Room 202
Madison, Wisconsin 53703
,
Dear Chairperson

NO’/ 2 2 li%l

Personnel
Commission

Joseph Wiley

Subsequent to my filing
racial discrimination
appeal case number 7S-240-PC,
other appealable
violations
have occurred which are clearly
related.
On or About’ November 6, 1978. I learned that Job Service had succeeded in
changing the Job Service Specialist
5-Monitor/Advocate
position
to a bi-lingualSpanish position.
I view this personnel
transaction
as yet another means of
excluding
Black and other minority
groups from the Equal Opportunity
Unit.
This position
had been non-bi-lingual
since its inception
in 1974.
The first
Monitor/Advocate
was Black.
On or about November 14, 1978, I learned that Job Service was petitioning
DILRR to announce its third Equal Opportunity
Unit position
- EO Specialist
I later learned that Job Service was on record requesting
an Indian female
for the job, again eliminating
Blacks and other protected
groups.
I suggest to the Coannission that
predicted
when Job Service acted
fear and bias.

4.

these last two episodes could have been
to circumvent
the examining process through

I ask the Coaraission to combine these two issues with case number 7S-240-PC
in order for me to prove racial
discrimination
on the part of Job Service.
I charge Job Service with violation
of the following
sections
of Chapter 230:
.Ol. .02, .14(1-Z),
.09, .16(Z),
.lS, .20(l).
I ask that

the Monitor/Advocate
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against

I ask that Job Service be restrained
from causing
groups by sowing distrust
through ambiguity,
fear
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and the Equal Opportunity
be filled
under the law and appropriate
union contracts.
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