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Complainant,
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MOTION TO DISMISS
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INITIAL
DETERMINATION
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WISCONSIN - MADISON,
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Case Nos. 93-0059-PC-ER and
93-0132-PC-ER
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Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 (ADA).
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against based on his disability in vrolation of the ADA
in that the Respondent did not accomondate
(sic) him.
Durmg the investigation,
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and all relevant documents
were reviewed.
I have considered
all the
evidence disclosed during the investigatron and have determined
that there
is insufficient evidence to support the allegatrons.
This determination
and dismissal concludes the processing of this charge.
This letter will be the only notice of dismissal and the only notice of the
Charging Party’s right to sue sent by the (EEOC). Following
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(sic) involved.
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for the investrgatron and the (PC) would adopt the
EEOC’s findings.
On September
13, 1994, the EEOC found insufficient
evidence to support Mr. Vervoort’s allegations.
As such, the (PC) should
adopt that finding and dismiss the complarnt.
If Mr. Vervoort wants to appeal the no probable cause determinatron,
his
request is untrmely.
In order to make a timely appeal, Mr. Vervoort must
submit his request wrthm 30 days of the no probable
cause decision.
Because the (PC) adopts the EEOC finding, the no probable cause decision
was rendered on September 13, 1994. An appeal two years after that date,
wrthout question, is untimely.
Should the (PC) determine that it will consider Mr. Vervoort’s
request, the
University
requests an opportunity
to respond, in writing, to that decision.
In any event, the University requests the (PC) deny Mr. Vervoort’s
request
and dismiss, with prejudice, the above-cited cases.
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