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5. Specify in detail the alleged violation(s)

1.  The six charging parties are members in good standing of the United Federation of Teacher
(UFT).  They are class representatives of other similarly situated bargaining unit members.  They
and similarly situated bargaining unit members filed similar grievances.

2. The class action charge is that the United Federation of Teachers has violated its duty of fair
representation by failing to exercise complete good faith and honesty in its obligation to serve the
interests of all of its members with, by multiple UFT officials repeatedly making  unsubstantiated
and undocumented claims that the grievance process was frozen, and using this as a reason to
refuse to take above-mentioned grievances to Step 2.  This was despite these the charging parties
repeated requests to multiple UFT officials to be shown any document or evidence that the
employer, the New York City Department of Education (NYC DOE), was party to any agreement
to such a freeze.  In fact, at Step 1 of these grievances, there was evidence that the NYC DOE
was continuing to follow existing procedures for grievances.  No NYC DOE official mentioned a
freeze to any of the charging parties.  It should be noted that all UFT members employed by the
NYC DOE have remained on a regular daily work schedule despite schools being physically
closed, working remotely, and subject to attendance requirements and supervision.

3. UFT officials have repeatedly, without evidence, assured the charging parties that their
grievances may be submitted at an unspecified date in the future at which the grievance process
is “unfrozen.”  This, and the situation described in (2) above, demonstrates a failure to act with
good faith and honesty, because unless the employer is a party to an agreement that waives the
timeliness requirements for the submission of grievances, these grievances can be dismissed as
untimely if and when the UFT “unfreezes” the grievance process.   The charging parties have
repeatedly asked for evidence of such an agreement, and have not received any.  Furthermore, as
stated above, DOE officials at Step 1 have conducted themselves in a manner consistent with the
normal grievance process still being in effect.

4.   The customary way for a Chapter Leader to submit a first step grievance is to use a portal on
a page of the UFT website to which only Chapter Leaders have access.  Using this portal, they fill
out an interactive form and generate hard copies for the grievant, the Principal and the Chapter
Leader, while at the same time sending the information to the UFT.  The DOE - UFT contract,
however, allows any member to submit a grievance to the Principal and does not specify any
particular manner the grievance must be submitted.  Article 22B1.a states:“Any employee within the bargaining unit may, either orally or in writing,present a grievance to the head of the school within thirty school days after theemployee has knowledge of the act or condition which is the basis of thecomplaint.   A grievance which is presented in writing shall set forth specificallythe act or condition and the grounds on which the grievance is based, thecontractual provision which is alleged to have been violated and the remedysought.  A Step 1 Grievance From such as the one set forth in Appendix C shall beused, but failure to use the form will not result in forfeiture of the grievance.  A



Attachments 3grievance which is technically flawed at Step 1 may be promptly amended orrefiled without regard to the stated time limitations.The employee and the head of the school shall confer on the grievance with a view toarriving at a mutually satisfactory resolution of the complaint . . .“The head of the school shall communicate his/her decision to the aggrievedemployee and to his/her representative and to any Union representative whoparticipated in this step within five school days after receiving the complaint.”
5.  Some of the charging parties are Chapter Leaders who attempted to use the portal.  They saw
a message that “Due to the COVID-19 pandemic, the online grievance process is suspended. 
You are encouraged to attempt informal resolutions in the meantime.  If you have any questions,
please contact the UFT at 212 331 6311.” [Exhibit A] Since this merely said the “online
grievance process” was suspended, the Chapter Leaders simply adopted another means of
submitting the grievance: via email.  

6.  Other charging parties were not Chapter Leaders and therefore the above-mentioned portal
was not available to them in any event.  They therefore submitted their grievances via email. 

Submission of Step One Grievances:
7.  On April 24, 2020, Derek Hafner, who is a rank and file member at Franklin D. Roosevelt
High School in Brooklyn, submitted via email two grievances to his Principal, one signed by 19
members and the other by 27 members, via email [Exhibit B].   On April 23, 2020, David Price,
who is Chapter Leader of Bard High School Early College, submitted two grievances to his
Principal via email, one signed by 19 members of his UFT chapter, the other signed by 16
members of his chapter. [Exhibit C].  On May 5, 2020, William Russell, who is a UFT Delegate
at Liberty High School Academy for Newcomers, submitted two grievances to his Principal via
email one signed by 15 people, the other signed by four. [Exhibit D].  On April 17, 2020, Ellen
Schweitzer, a UFT Delegate at Stuyvesant High School, submitted two grievances, each signed
by 113 members of her chapter, to her Principal via email [Exhibit E].  On April 20, 2020,
Carolyn Sykora, Chapter Leader of Claremont International High School, submitted two
grievances, each signed by 22 members of her chapter, to her Principal via email [Exhibit F].  On
April 16, 2020, Andrew Worthington, Chapter Leader of Pace High School, submitted two
grievances, each signed by 23 members of his chapter, to his Principal via email [Exhibit G].

Step One Conferences 
8.  At Franklin D. Roosevelt High School, Principal Katz held a Step 1 hearing (conference) on
Tuesday, April 28, 2020, with Derek Hafner representing the grievants.  At the conclusion of the
hearing, Principal Katz told Mr. Hafner that she would consult with the DOE Legal Department
and then make her decision.  At Stuyvesant High School, Principal Contreras held a Step 1
hearing on April 23, 2020, with UFT Delegate Schweitzer representing the grievants.  At
Claremont International High School, Principal Demchak held a Step 1 hearing on April 22,
2020 with Chapter Leader (CL) Sykora representing the grievants. At Pace High School,
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Principal Glatz held a Step 1 hearing on April 17, 2020, with CL Worthington representing the
grievants.  

9.  The fact that four of the six Principals to whom the grievances were submitted proceeded to
hold Step 1 hearings is evidence that the DOE had no policy of freezing or pausing the grievance
process.  

Communications with Principals and Step One Decisions.
10.  At Franklin D. Roosevelt High School, on May 4, 2020, Principal Katz emailed Mr. Hafner,
“My response for both [grievances] is not complete.  Thank you for your patience.” [Exhibit H] 
At Bard High School, Principal Thomson emailed CL Price, “I am not able to award CAR days
for March 17 - 19.  I am escalating your request regarding the rights of our faculty outlined in
your letter (attached) by sending it to our Superintendent Elaine Lindsey.” [Exhibit I]   At
Stuyvesant High School, after the Step 1 hearing, Principal Contreras told UFT Delegate
Schweitzer informally in at least two phone calls he was consulting with the DOE Legal
Department.  He issued a decision denying both grievances May 5, 2020 [Exhibit J].    At
Claremont International High School, after the Step 1 hearing, Principal Demchak communicated
with CL Sykora by phone that she was consulting with the DOE Legal Department to make sure
her decision was consistent with DOE Legal Department policy.  On May 5, 2020, Principal
Demchak issued a decision denying both grievances [Exhibit K].  At Pace High School, at the
Step 1 hearing, Principal Glatz expressed agreement to CL Worthington with the spirit of the
grievances but said he would consult with the DOE Legal Department before issuing a decision. 
On April 27, 2020, Principal Glatz issued a decision denying both grievances [Exhibit L]. 

11.  The following facts in point 10 above support the charging parties argument that the DOE
was not party to any agreement with the UFT that the grievance process was paused: (a) Not a
single one of the six Principals to whom the charging parties submitted grievances ever
mentioned the grievance process was not operating normally. (b) Three Principals - Principal
Contreras of Stuyvesant, Principal Demchak of Claremont International High School, and
Principal Glatz of Pace High School - all consulted with the DOE Legal Department before going
ahead and issuing decisions.  Thus, not only did these three Principals follow the customary
grievance procedure, they did so following the advisement of the DOE Legal Department. This is
evidence that not only Principals, but the DOE’s Legal Department, were acting on the
assumption that the normal grievance procedure was in effect.  Two additional Principals in
some form acknowledged their intent or responsibility to produce a decision, is further evidence
that, as far as Principals had been informed, the grievance process was functioning normally

Proceeding to Step 2
12.  Article 22B (1) (b) of the DOE - UFT Contract states: 

“If the grievance is not resolved at Step 1 the Union may appeal from thedecision at Step 1 to the Chancellor addressed to the attention of the DeputyExecutive Director, Office of Labor Relations and Collective Bargaining within15 school days after the Step 1 decision was given to the employee.”
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  Thus the decision to proceed to Step 2 is not the grievants’ alone to make.  In practice, the
grievant decides whether he or she wishes to proceed to Step 2, and if the answer is yes, the
grievant or the Chapter Leader must contact the UFT District Representative (DR), who brings
the question of whether to proceed to Step 2 before the Grievance Committee of the Borough
Office.  In light of the fact that all six Principals all either issued decisions denying the
grievances, or issued no decision, which is legally a denial, the grievants took the actions
described in point 13 below.

The Grievants Request the UFT Take the Grievances to Step 2:
13. When Mr. Derek Hafner of Franklin D. Roosevelt High School did not receive a time
decision from the Principal, he forwarded the grievance to DR James Duncan on May 15, 2020,
asking that the Union consider taking them to Step 2. [Exhibit M] When UFT Delegate Russell
did not receive a timely decision from the Principal, he forwarded the grievances to DR Patricia
Crispino on June 2, 2020, asking that the Union consider taking them to Step 2. [Exhibit N]. 
When UFT Delegate Schweitzer did not receive a timely decision from her principal, she
forwarded the grievances to DR Alice O’Neil on April 17, 2020, with only the message “FYI.” 
On April 28, 2020, UFT Delegate Schweitzer emailed DR O’Neil that the Principal had failed to
issue a timely decision, and that the grievants were asking the UFT to consider taking the
grievances to Step 2. [Exhibit O] When her Principal issued a written decision on May 5, 2020,
[Exhibit J], UFT Delegate Schweitzer again wrote to DR O’Neil, sending her the Principal’s
decisions denying both grievances.  When her Principal denied both grievances on May 5, 2020,
CL Sykora forwarded the grievances to her DR, John Monteforte. DR Monteforte texted and
called her, and CL Sykora requested that their communications regarding the grievances be made
by email.  On May 9, 2020, CL Sykora formally requested in an email to DR Monteforte that the
grievants wished the UFT to take their grievances to Step 2 [Exhibit P]. CL Worthington cc’d his
DR O’Neil his submission of the grievances to his Principal on April 16, 2020.  

District Representatives Tell Grievants that the Grievance Process is “Frozen.”
14. Mr. Hafner waited for a week for a response to his email to DR James Duncan asking the
UFT to take his grievances to Step 2.  He emailed Mr. Duncan a second time on May 21, 2020,
[Exhibit Q].  Mr. Duncan replied, “I had discussed this with your schools [sic] chapter leader,
Ms. Dave.  The grievance process is now on hold.  Your grievance can be submitted when the
process reopens.” [Exhibit R] After his Principal referred his grievances to the Superintendent,
CL Price received an email from his DR, James Vasquez, stating “Since the grievance process
has been paused, all grievances will be held in abeyance.  We’ll pick up the process and present it
for Step 2 consideration when it resumes.” [Exhibit S]  On June 2, 2020, DR Patricia Crispino
replied by email to UFT Delegate Russell’s request that the UFT take his grievances to Step 2,
stating “The grievance process is currently suspended due to Covid-19.  The timelines will start
back up on the first day of school in September.  The principal will have five days to respond and
it can be reviewed for step 2.” [Exhibit T].  On April 24, 2020, DR Alice O’Neil replied to UFT
Delegate Schweitzer’s request that her grievances be taken to Step 2 in an email that stated, “The
correct contractual venue is a Salary Grievance . . .  As the process for all types of grievances is
currently frozen due to the COVID-19 pandemic, it will still be timely once the grievance process
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resumes. The principal of a school does not hear this type of grievance . . . ” [Exhibit U]  After
CL Sykora asked that the UFT consider taking her grievances to Step 2, her DR, John Monteforte
texted and called her, and she requested that their correspondence be conducted via email.  On
April 16, 2020, DR Alice O’Neil emailed CL Worthington “the grievance process is currently
frozen due to the pandemic.   Salary grievances are filed by a Salary Representative and are held
at OLR (not with the principal” [Exhibit V]

15.  All the District Representatives stated the grievance process was “on hold, in abeyance,
suspended, frozen.”  Unlike the other four District Representatives, in addition, DR O’Neil
claimed it was a “Salary Grievance” which Principals do not hear, despite three Principals having
held hearings, one sending it to the Superintendent, and none of them stating it was a “Salary
Grievance.”

Grievants expressed concern about timeliness, and asked to see an enforceable agreement with
NYC DOE waiving timeliness requirements.
16.  After DR Duncan emailed Mr. Hafner on May 21, 2020 that the former had told the latter’s
Chapter Leader that “The grievance process is now on hold,” Mr. Hafner replied by email on the
same day, “When I mentioned the grievance to FDR’s chapter leader, Leena Dave, she told me
that it could not be submitted via the online UFT process because it was frozen, but that I could
submit my grievance to my principal, Melanie Katz, via email for a step 1 hearing.  Indeed, as I
lay out in the timeline of my first email to you, my principal followed the step 1 grievance
process, holding a hearing on Tuesday, April 28.  Ms. Katz followed up the hearing by
apologizing for her decision taking so long, but never said anything about the grievance process
being on hold.  Since my principal followed the grievance process, and I have not seen any other
evidence that the DOE has agreed to waive timeliness, I am concerned that our grievance will not
be considered timely by the DOE if taken up at a later time . . .  Could you please provide
evidence from the DOE of the grievance process being on hold to put my concerns at ease?”
[Exhibit R] Also on the same date, DR Duncan replied to Mr. Hafner, “Your principal was
misinformed and should not have done the step 1 hearing or issued a decision . . .   I will look to
find you the other information you requested.   [Exhibit R]  Later that same day, DR Duncan
forwarded Mr. Hafner an email from the UFT with the foreword, “Derek, This is from one of our
recent updates.” [Exhibit W] On Friday, May 22, 2020, Mr. Hafner replied to DR Duncan,
“Thank you for sending me the chapter leader updates regarding expedited operational issues
process to resolve contract implementation issues.  This is a UFT document, though.  Are there
documents from the DOE that state the grievance process is on hold?   . . .I hope you can
understand why we might not trust the DOE without documentation which they (the DOE)
clearly state they will waive the timeliness of grievances when we return from PAUSE.” [Exhibit
R] The same day, DR Duncan replies, “This is the information as available at this time.  You will
not be harmed or your rights violated.  I will keep you informed as information becomes
available.” [Exhibit W]  As of June 16, 2020, Mr. Hafner had received no further communication
from DR Duncan.  On Friday, May 22, 2020, Mr. Hafner forwarded his communications with
DR Duncan to Brooklyn UFT Borough Representative, Elizabeth Perez, Mr. Duncan’s superior
in the UFT chain of command, writing, “As you can see, I have asked my UFT district rep.,
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James Duncan, for documentation from the DOE in which the DOE agrees to put the grievance
process on hold and waive timeliness . . . Mr. Duncan was only able to provide documentation
from the UFT, not official documentation from the DOE  . . . I am still concerned that me and my
fellow grievants will not have timeliness  . . . do you have any documents from the DOE that
state that the grievance is on hold?” [Exhibit X]  As of June 16, 2020, Borough Representative
Perez has made no reply to Mr. Hafner.

17.  When UFT Delegate Schweitzer received her Principal’s decision denying the grievances,
she emailed DR O’Neil, on May 5, 2020, writing “The fact that my principal held a hearing and
promised and provided a standard ruling seems to conflict with your statement that “‘the process
for all types of grievances is currently frozen.’”  At no point has he mentioned the grievance
process being frozen.  I also asked him whether he was aware of any agreement between the
DOE and the UFT that the standard timeliness requirement had been altered so as to make
grievances “still be timely once the grievance process resumes” (as you stated).  Are you able to
provide written documentation from the DOE stating that timeliness has been waived?  Without
that evidence, I cannot in good conscience reassure the chapter that their grievances will be heard
at a future date.  If I do not receive such documentation from you, I will take that as further proof
that no such agreement with the DOE exists, and proceed accordingly.” [Exhibit Y] DR O’Neil
replied by email, also on May 5, 2020, “Office of Labor Relations has it posted that it is closed
due to COVID - 19 - it was announced two months ago at the Delegate Assembly.” [Exhibit Z]. 
On the same date, UFT Delegate replied to DR O’Neil, “So, just to confirm, you are unable to
provide written documentation from the DOE, stating that timeliness has been waived?  As I said
before, I will take your inability to provide such documentation from the DOE as proof that no
such agreement with the DOE exists.” [Exhibit Z] On May 13, 2020, UFT Delegate Schweitzer
emailed Manhattan UFT Borough Representative Dwayne Clark,  which read, in part, “I am very
concerned about the issue of timeliness in the filing of grievances and have asked to see a
document indicating an agreement  between the DOE and the UFT to suspend the timeliness
rules that are spelled out in the contracts. Her only response to this has been to claim that the
Office of Labor Relations "is closed due to Covid-19." However, the OLR website says that the
offices are closed and that staff members are working remotely, similarly to how the school
buildings are closed and UFT members are working remotely. I've attached a screenshot of the
OLR website showing this.” [Exhibit AA]  UFT Delegate Schweitzer continued, “If the
grievances are not submitted to each step in the timeframe specified in the contract, I am
concerned they will ultimately be denied . . . There is no evidence of any agreement on the part of
the DOE to waive timeliness, thus if this grievance is not taken to Step 2 now it will be dismissed
by the DOE as untimely.” [Exhibit BB] In response, UFT Delegate Schweitzer received a phone
call from Special Representative Parniece Richardson on May 14, 2020.  At UFT Delegate
Schweitzer’s request, Special Representative Richardson memorialized the conversation in an
email on that same date, stating, “As per our conversation, the grievance process is currently
frozen.  Your grievance will be addressed once the process is opened.  I informed you that this
information was conveyed to me by David Campbell, Director of the Grievance Department and
can be found in the Chapter Leader Update.” [Exhibit CC]   During the phone conversation,
Special Representative Richardson told UFT Delegate Schweitzer that Director Campbell had
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told her there had been a meeting between the UFT and the DOE at which this was agreed upon,
although she did not know when this meeting took place, nor could she name one person in
attendance at the meeting.

18.  After sending her grievances to DR John Monteforte on May 9, 2020, CL Sykora sent him an
email on May 17, 2020, that read in part, “Just to clarify my concern: Because there seems [sic]
no notice from the DOE (in writing or otherwise) that they have agreed to the suspension of the
grievance process and/or the “timeline” for grievances, I am concerned that our grievances
(completed within the timeline) will NOT be considered as such by the DOE once the grievance
process is “unfrozen.”  This concern only grew when our principal proceeded with the grievance
and in concert with DOE legal [NYC DOE Legal Department] - acting in accordance with what
seems like a grievance process that is in operation on their side. In short, this does not seem to
indicate from the DOE side that things are frozen.  A memo from the DOE stating that they have
waived the timeline would go a long way to ease this anxiety . . .” [Exhibit DD ] On May 21,
2020, CL Sykora followed up with another email to DR Monteforte, “Just wondering if there are
any updates?”  The same day, DR Monteforte replied, “In addition to sharing with you that the
grievance process was frozen by mutual agreement with the DOE, I’ve also sent you that which
we have in writing from the DOE.  nothing [sic] has changed.”  To which CL Sykora replied at
11:56 A.M. on the same date, “I didn’t receive anything that is in writing.  Can you resend?” At
6:26 P.M. on that same date, CL Sykora emailed DR Monteforte, “You mentioned you would ask
further up the chain about this.  Did Mary by any chance have any input?  Is there something in
writing?” [Exhibit EE]   DR Monteforte replied almost immediately, “Caroline, I have shared
with you in conversation as well as emailed you in print is all we have. I’ve taken this all the way
up the line to the top of the grievance department.  I’ve given you everything I that I can.”  CL
Sykora responded in part, “So I just take it at face value - no official mou (or anything written)
between the doe and UFT around the grievance process . . . I have to say it does make me
nervous.  Especially in the light of the fact that principal Demchak and legal proceeded as if the
grievance process was in effect.”  DR Monteforte replied, “Caroline, I do understand your
positive intent on the matter, and, also, your frustration with the process as we understand it.”
[Exhibit FF] On May 22, 2020, DR Monteforte texted CL Sykora and then spoke with her by
phone.  He told her on the phone that her emails, and the fact that her principal went to the Legal
Department and then went forward with the grievance process did not sit well (or words to that
effect) with the UFT, and that now the issue is not dead and that the UFT will be addressing it
with the DOE.  DR Monteforte told CL Sykora he would be getting back to her after Tuesday. 
On May 25, 2020, DR Monteforte emailed CL Sykora “I am referring this matter to David
Campbell, the UFT’s Director of the Grievance Department as per our last conversation.”  To
which CL Sykora replied by email on May 26, 2020, “Thanks, John, I’ll be on the look out for an
update.” [Exhibit GG].  As of June 18, 2020, CL Sykora has heard nothing further from DR
Monteforte regarding his referral of the matter to Director Campbell.

19.  After DR O’Neil emailed CL Worthington on April 16, 2020, that the grievance process was
“currently frozen,” CL Worthington emailed her back on the same day, “How are grievances able
to be frozen?  Is the UFT okay with this?  I organized this based on my members’ concerns, not
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just my own, so I’ll need more of an answer from the UFT for my chapter members.  Can you
help me have the Salary rep file this in the appropriate format?”  Later on the same date, DR
O’Neil emailed CL Worthington, “the grievance process is frozen citywide (otherwise UFT
members would be placing their health at risk to report to OLR or arbitration).  When the
pandemic is over, the grievance process will resume.”  Later the same date, CL Worthington
emailed DR O’Neil, “I understand the need to socially distance but it would be good to have a
remote filing process for grievances available.”  DR O’Neil replies by email the same date
reiterating what has been stated in her previous emails. [Exhibit HH].  On May 20, 2020, CL
Worthington emailed the Manhattan UFT Borough Representative, Dwayne Clark, DR O’Neil’s
superior, stating “Alice [O’Neil]  . . . told me the grievance process was frozen, however I have
some more questions I think the union should address.  Do you know if there is anything in
writing with DOE - UFT on freezing of grievances?  Can you let me know how this will affect
the timeliness of the grievance process?  I’m worried if the DOE will eventually say these
grievances are void because of lack of timeliness . . . Could you please give me some guidance
on this?” [Exhibit II] CL Worthington never received any reply from Manhattan UFT Borough
Representative Clark.  However, he received a voicemail from Special Representative Parniece
Richardson, and called her back on June 1, 2020.  CL Worthington asked her if anything was in
writing regarding grievances being suspended and Special Representative Richardson replied no. 
CL Worthington asked Special Representative Richardson if the UFT was developing a process
for remote grievances or any sort of Memo of Agreement for remote learning and she said she
did not know.

Summary of Exchanges between Charging Parties and UFT Officials Regarding the Halt in the
Grievance Process, and the Existence of a DOE - UFT Agreement on Timeliness.
20.  Mr. Hafner, UFT Delegate Schweitzer, and CL’s Sykora and Worthington all expressed to
their DR’s their concerns about timeliness, their doubts about an agreement with the DOE in
light of their principals’ following the Step 1 process, often in consultation with the DOE Legal
Department, and asked to see any DOE document waiving timeliness.  

21.  No DR sent any DOE document to any of the above-named charging parties.  DR O’Neil
claimed to UFT Delegate Schweitzer that OLR was closed and UFT Delegate Schweitzer in reply
sent a screenshot to DR O’Neil of the OLR homepage stating its staff was working remotely.  

22.  Mr. Hafner, UFT Delegate Schweitzer and CL Worthington each emailed their concerns to
their respective UFT Borough Representatives, the position above DR in the UFT chain of
command.  The Brooklyn UFT Borough Representative never sent any reply to Mr. Hafner.  The
Manhattan UFT Borough Representative sent no reply to UFT Delegate Schweitzer or CL
Worthington; however, the same Special Representative, Parniece Richardson, contacted both of
them.  She provided no documentary evidence of any agreement between DOE and UFT on
timeliness either.

23.  Special Representative Richardson told UFT Delegate Schweitzer that David Campbell, the
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Director of the UFT Grievance Department had told her there had been a meeting between the
DOE and the UFT where an agreement to freeze the grievance process had been made.  She had
no evidence nor knew any details of the alleged meeting.  DR Monteforte told CL Sykora he
would “refer this matter” to Director Campbell, but never got back to CL Sykora after that.

24.   The Principals in this matter, often in consultation with the DOE Legal Department have
conducted themselves in a manner consistent with the grievance process being conducted
normally.  In light of this, the UFT institution of a halt to non-reorganization grievances (a new
process for reorganization grievances, covered by Articles 22B4 and 22B5 of the UFT - DOE
CBA, was announced by the UFT on June 14, 2020) is apparently unilateral.  Despite repeated
requests to DR’s and to Borough Representatives, the UFT has failed to give the charging parties
any evidence the DOE is party to any agreement and/or has waived timeliness of non-
reorganization grievances such as the ones they have filed.  

25. We believe this constitutes a violation of the duty of fair representation on the part of the
UFT, because it has failed to demonstrate honesty and good faith toward the charging parties
with relation to their grievances because it has failed to give the charging parties any evidence
the DOE is party to any agreement and/or has waived timeliness of non-reorganization
grievances such as the ones they have filed.  


