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OPINION AND ORDER

This matter comes before the [1linois Educational Labor Relations Board (“Board,” or“IELRB”) on exceptions
filed by the University Professionals of lllinois, Local 4100, IFT-AFT (“Union”) to the Administrative Law Judge’s
Recommended Decision and Order dated August 13,2001.

On February 23,2000, the Union filed an unfair labor charge against Western [llinois University (“University’)
alleging that the University violated Sections 14()(L) and (3) of theIllinois Educational Labor Relations Act (“Act”) by
retaliating against Fran Hainline for requesting and receiving a job reclassification and upgrade. The Union contends that
the University retaliated against Hainline by denying her request for payment of conference expenses, denying her paid
leaveto attend the conference and reviewing Hainline’s time cards after attending the conference.

On October 27, 2000, following an investigation, the Executive Director issued a Complaint and Notice of
Hearing. OnNovember29 and 30,2000, a hearing washeld before the Administrative Law Judge (“ALJ”). The ALJ
detemined that the University did notviolate Sections 14()(1) and (3) of the Act. Rather, the ALJ concluded that the
evidence showed that the University did not disallowpayment of travel expensesand paid leave or require Hainline to
submither time cardsto the Dean’s office in retaliation for Hainline ’s successful job audit and/or subsequent reclassification
froma Secretary 111 positiontoa Secretary 1V position. On September 7, 2001, the Union filed timely exceptions, in the
form ofa brief,to the ALJ’s Recommended Decision and Order. On October1,2001,the University filed a response to the
Union’sexceptions.

We have considered the ALJ's Recommended Decision and Order and applicable precedents. We have also
considered the Union’s exceptions and the University’sresponse to those exceptions. For thereasons in this Opinion and

Order, we affirm the ALJ’sRecommended Decision and Order.



I

We adoptthe ALJ’s statement of the factsas supplemented below. We restate the facts here to the extent
necessary to decide the issuespresented.

Fran Hainline wasemployed as a Secretary 111 for the Department of African-American Studies for the University.
Hainline served as the vice presidentand grievance chair for her Union androutinely helped other Union members re quest
and receive job auditsfor reclassification. OnAugust 7, 1998, Hainline requested a job audit of her position. She sought
reclassification asa Secretary IV, a higher paid secretarial position. Her supervisor, Department Chair Michael Cooke,
approved and signed her request for the job audit. Cookealso helped Hainline rewrite her job audit request. While
Hainline’s direct supervisor, Department Chair Cooke, was aware of her audit request, hissupervisor, Dean ofthe College
of Liberal Arts and Sciences Phyllis Farley Rippey (“Dean”), wasnotaware of Hainline’srequest for a job audit.

On August 16, 1999, the University’s Human Resources departmentsent a letter to Hainline stating that, after
analysis of Hainline s duties, it recommended that Hainline be reclassified to a Secretary IV position. Copiesof the letter
were also sentto Cooke and the Provost Burt Whittuhn. On August 17, 1999, the Provost contactedthe Dean to inquire
whether there was any reason why he should not approve Hainline’sreclassification to a Secretary [Vposition. The Dean
informed the Provost that thiswas the first time she heard of the job audit and reclassification. After the Provost’scall, the
Dean contacted Cooke by email and stated that she was unaware of Hainline’sauditrequest and Cooke’s support of that
request. Further, the Dean informed Cooke that she did not support Hainline’sreclassification upgrade because Hainline’s
increased job requirements were Cooke’s responsibility (i.e. managingthe Department budget and supervising staff) and
should nothave been assigned to Hainline. The Deanalso stated thatshedid not support the upgrade because “Fran
[Hainline] is not in the office enough hours of the day or daysoftheweek nor does she work for a sizeable enough
department to justify this upgrade.” The Dean also suggested that Cooke needed to manage his own budgetandrearrange
supervision of staff to delete the Secretary I'V responsibilities from Hainline’s position.

After Cooke received the Dean’s email, he contacted Hainline ather home and indicated thathe was upset about
the job audit process andHainline’s subsequent upgrade. Cookealsotold Hainlinethathefelt that she had misled him
aboutthe upgrade and her motivation for it. Lastly, Cookealso indicated to Hainline thatthe Dean also seemedtobeupset
abouttheupgrade and was planning on modifying Hainline’s job responsibilitiesin order to avoid the reclassification. After
Cooke’scall, Hainline contacted Union President Karen Ault to request help in sustaining her upgrade and to discuss the

possibility of filing a grievance against the University to uphold the job upgrade.



On August23, 1999, Hainline contacted the Dean’s secretaty, Jan Mix. Hainlineand Mix discussed theupgrade
and the Dean’s response to it. Mix informed Hainline that she thoughtthe Dean was angry with Cooke and not with
Hainline. Hainline also complained to Mix about Cooke calling her athomeaboutthejobaudit. On August 23, 1999,
Karen Ault also contacted the Dean’s office and spoke with Mix about Hainline’s job audit and subsequent upgrade.
During the telephone conversation, Ault requested a meeting with the Deanto discussthese matters.! Mixrelayed Ault’s
requestto the Dean, but the Dean refused to meetwith Ault because she felt that Aultshould meet with someone in Human
Resources. No conversation ever occurred between Ault, the Dean,and/or Hainline regarding the job audit and subsequent
upgrade.

Several days after August 23,1999, Hainline was notified that the Dean approved her job upgrade. The Dean
testified that she decided to approve the upgrade because of Cooke’s call to Hainline ather home and the fact that Hainline
had been performing the additional job responsibilities for approximately one year.

On August 26, 1999, Hainline submitted a request to the Dean forfinancial assistance (i.e. travel and lodging
expenses, registration fees, etc.) to attend a conference where she would be presenting a paper addressing support staff and
technology issues. Previously, Hainline had received financial support and release time fromthe University for attendance
at other conferences. The Dean did notrespond to Hainline’s request at that time. On September7, 1999,Hainline again
contacted the Dean, this time by email, to request financial assistance to attend the conference. Thatsame day, the Dean
responded to Hainline’semail. The Dean explained that the University only provided financial assistance to faculty
members whose job dutiesincluded presentations aspart of their job or for professional development of support staff. The
Deanalso stated that the University also provides financial assistance to support staff to attend a conference if it will further
any skills required for their position. The Deandetenmined that Hainline’srequest did not fulfill any of these requirements
anddenied her request forfinancial assistance to attend the conference.

Karen Ault, the Union president, worked as a Secretary | I1in the Computer Science Department forthe College of
Business and Technology. She also requested financial assistance to attend the business and technology conference where
she and Hainline would be presenting a paper conceming support staff and technology. Dean Beverageofthe College of

Business and Technology approved her request for financial assistance and paid release time to attend the conference.

! Beforeanemployeefiles a grievance, a meeting occurs between a union representative and an administratorto discussthe
matter.



From October 27-29, 1999, Hainline attended the conference with Ault andpresented their paper. Before the
conference, Cooke approved Hainline’s use of release time to attend the conference, which allowed her toreceive full pay
while attending the conference. Hainline’s timecard indicated the days she spent at the business technology conference as
“otherhours” onher timecard. AfterHainline submitted her timecard, the Deannoticed that it reflected that Hainline
received three days of leave with payinsteadof vacation time. After reviewing the timecard, the Dean contacted Jeri Scott
in Human Resources at the University to determine the University’spolicy for granting ordenying leave with pay. On
November 3, 1999, Hainline received a letter from the Dean stating that her timecard had been reviewed and corrected to
reflectthe three days used to attendthe conference as vacation time and not leave with pay. The Dean further explained that
“[e]mployees who perform duties away fromcampus at the behest of the institution or for reasons required by the nature of
their work usethe category ‘leave with pay’ to denote that they were wotking for the institution, albeit at a remote site.
Employees who spend time away for reasons of their own are considered to be on vacation and are required to take vacation
days during their absence.” Previously, Hainlinehad never discussed heruse ofleave with pay to attend the conference
with the Dean. The Dean also wroteto Cooke and criticized him for authorizing Hainline ’s use of leave with pay for
attending the conference. Following several critical letters andemails between the Deanand Cooke, the Dean directed
Cooketodeliver Hainline’s timecards to heroffice for review before being submitted to the payroll department.

The Dean and the Dean’s secretary Janet Mix testified that the Dean had previously requested and reviewed
Hainline’s timecards for the months of August-December 1998, due to problemsconcemingunanswered phore callstothe
African American Studies department and student complaintsthat no one wasavailable during office hoursto addresstheir
concems. After October 2000, the Dean’s office did not again request andreview Hainline’stimecards.

.

The ALJ dismissed the Union’s 14(a)(1) and(3) clhimsagainstthe University. The ALJ determined that the
Union could not establish that the University took adverse employment action against Hainline because of her protected
concerted activity and/orunion activities. Specifically, the ALJ held that the Dean did not deny travel expensesand leave
with pay orrequire that Hainline’s time cards to be brought to the Dean’s office in retaliation for Hainline’s successful job
auditand reclassification.

In his decision, the ALJ concluded that Hainline engaged in the following union activity: vice -president of the
Union, grievance chair of the Union,and requested a meeting with Ault regarding herjob audit andsubsequent upgrade.

She alsoengaged in protected concerted activity when she utilized the job audit process. The ALJ also determinedthatthe



University had knowledge of Hainline’s protected concerted activity and union activity. However, the ALJ determined that
the Union failed to establish that the District’s actions were unlawfully motivated under Sections 14()(1) or14()(3) of the
Act. Instead, the ALJ concluded that the Dean’s criticisms of Hainline’s jobaudit and subsequent reclassification were
directed toward the Department Chair Cooke and not Hainline. The ALJ also determined that, while the Dean expressed
dissatisfaction with the auditing process in unrebutted testimony, her criticismswere directed toward the delay in notifying
her of jobaudit requests and not the process itself. Next, the ALJ determined that the University provided an unrebutted,
legitimate business reason for denyingHainline’srequest for financial assistance to attend the conferenc e and, therefore,
there was no disparate treatment between Hainlineand Ault. Lastly, the ALJ concludedthat the Dean’s correction of
Hainline timecardsto reflect vacation time were notunlawfully motivated, but instead, was consistent with the Dean’s
previous denial of financial assistance from the University for Hainline to attend the business and technology conference.
1.

The Union filed exceptionsto the ALJ’s Recommended Decision and Order on September 7,2001. On appeal,
the Unionasserts that the ALJ gave insufficient weight and credibility to testimony presented at hearing. Specifically, the
Union contendsthat the Dean’salleged disapproval of job audits and reclassifications show that the Dean harbored union
animus, which motivated her actions against Hainline.

In responseto the Union’s exceptions, the University contends that, under existing case law, the ALJ’s
detemination of credibility of witnessesand weight of evidence should be accorded deference. Moreover, the University
assertsthatthe ALJ’s findings of fact are consistent with the evidence presented athearing. To supportits assertions, the
University contends that the Union’s re-analysis of evidence of alleged union animus distorts the facts presented at hearing.

v.

Section 14(a)(1) of the Act prohibits employers, their agents or representatives from “interfering, re straining, or
coercing employees in the exercise of the rights guaranteed under this Act.” 115ILCS5/14()(1).

Section 14(a)(3) of the Act prohibits educational employers, their agents or their representatives from
“[d]iscriminating in regard to hire, or tenure of employment orany term orcondition of employment to encourage or
discourage membership in any employee organization. Section 14(a)(3) protects only unionactivity. Crete-Monee School
DistrictNo. 201-U, 7 PERI 1068, Case No. 89-CA-0009-C (IELRB Opinionand Order, May 24, 1991).

To establisha primafacie violation of Section 14(a)(3)of the Actor 14(@a)(1) ofthe Act involving retaliatory

action, the charging party must showby a preponderance of the evidence that:



(1) the employee’s activity was protected concerted activity and/or union activity, and
(2) the employer knewof the protected concerted activity and/or union activity,and

(3) the adverse employment action wasmotivated by the employee’s protected
concerted and/or union activity.”

Neponset Community Unit School Dist. No. 307, 13 PERI 1089, Case No. 96-CA-0028-C (I ELRB Opinion and Order, July
1,1997)atp. 1X-275 (case in which the Board adopted the elements for a prima facie violation of Section14(a)(1) of the
Act involving retaliatory action); Hardin County Community Unit School District No. 1, 3 PERI 1076, Case No. 85-CA-
0032-S(IELRB Opinionand Order, June 17, 1987),af’d 174 11l. App. 3d 168, 528 N.E. 2d 737 (4" Dist. 1988) (case in
which the Board established the elements for a prima face violation of Section 14(a)(3) of the Act).

Unlawful motivation for an adverse employmentaction can be inferred froma variety of factors including: (1)
timing of the employer’saction and the employee’s protected concerted and/or union activities, (2) an employer’s expressed
hostility toward the unionization and/orprotected concerted a ctivities coupled with the knowledge of the employee’s
protected activities, (3) disparate treatment or a pattern of conduct which targets those employees supportingunion and/ or
protected concerted activity comparable to non-supporting employees, (4) inconsistentexplanations from the employer
about the proffered reason for the adverse employment action, (5) and/or inconsistencies between the employer’s reason for
its actions and other actions taken by theemployer. City of Burbankv. Illinois State Labor Relations Board, 128 I11. 2d 335,
538 N.E. 2d 1146,1150 (111. 1989); Neponset Community Unit School District No. 307, supraatp. 1 X-276.

Once a prima facie case has been established under Sections14(@)(1) or (3), the burden shiftstotheemployer to
demonstrate, by preponderance of the evidence, that the employer had a legitimate business reason for its actions and that
the employee would have received the same treatment in the absence of union and/or otherprotected concerted activity.
City of Burbank, supra. Nevertheless, merely proffering a legitimate business reason for the adverseemployment action
does not end the inquiry, as it must be determined whether the proffered reason is bonafide or pretextual. 1fthe proffered
reasonsare merely litigation figments or werenot, in fact, relied upon, then the employer’s reasonsare pretextual and the
inquiry ends. However, when legitimate reasons for the adverse employmentaction areadvanced, and are found to be
relied upon atleast in part, then the case may be characterized as one with “dual motive,” and the employer must establish,
by a preponderance of the evidence, that the action would have been taken notwithstanding the employee’s union and/or
other protected concerted activity. 1d.

Here, the Union established that Hainline engaged in protected concerted activitieswhen she requested a job audit.

The rightto requesta job audit s set forth in the parties’ collective bargaining agreement. Accordingly,evenanindividual



request fora job auditwould constitute protected concerted activity. NLRBv. City Disposal Systems, Inc., 465 U.S. 822,
104 S. Ct. 1505(1984). The Union also established that Hainline was an active Union participant. She wasvice-president
of the Union as well as grievance chair. Sheroutinely helped other Union members withtheir grievance and job audit
requests. She also enlisted the support of the Union president Karen Ault in pursuingher ownauditrequest. Thus, it is clear
thatHainline engaged in protected concerted activity under Section 14(a)(1) of the Actand unionactivity under Section
14(a)(3)ofthe Act. Itisalsoclear, and the University doesnot contend otherwise, thatthe University had knowledge of
Hainline’s union and/or otherprotected concerted activities. However, we conclude thatthe University did not retaliate
against Hainline because she engaged in union and/or other protected concerted activity.?

In its exceptions, the Union argues thatthe ALJ incorrectly credited the University’s witnesses. In his
Recommended Opinion and Order, the ALJ credited the Dean’s and the Dean’s secretary’s testimony, as it was unrebutted
by the Union. The ALJ also determined that the testimony about the Dean’s purported negative viewsaboutjob upgrades
was notcredible because it was based upon hearsay testimony.

Under East Maine School DistrictNo. 66, 15PERI 1070, Case No. 98-RC-0015-C (IELRB Opinion and Order,
November 30, 1998), (quoating from Fox Lake Elementary School District 114, 11 PERI 1020, Case No. 93-CA-0028-C
(IELRB Opinionand Order, January 27, 1995) and Consolidated High School District 230, 7 PERI 1079, Case No. 90-CA-
0058-C (IELRB Opinionand Order, June 19, 1991), the Board hasstated that “itis our established policy notto overtule an
ALJ’s resolutions with respect to credibility unless the clear preponderance of all of the relevant evidence convince us that
the resolutions are incorrect.” Moreover, “[t]he Board accords great weightto Administrative Law Judges’ credibility
resolutionswhich are based on the witness’ demeanor. Id. at1X-271 Inthisinstance, we find no basis on which to
overturnthe ALJ’s credibility resolutions. As the trier of fact,the ALJ listened and observed each of the witnesses during
hearing. The ALJwitnessed the demeanor and credibility of each witness, and based hiscredibility determinations upon

thoseobservations. Accordingly, his credibility resolutions stand.

2 Chaimen Berendt: As set forth in my dissenting opinion in Neponset, | would not require a showing of unlawful m otive
to establisha primafacie showing of a violation of Section 14(a)(1) of the Act. Section 14(a)(1) casesshould be decided
subjecttoan objectivetest. InBoard of Education, City of Peoria School DistrictNo. 150v. IELRB,31811l. App. 3d 144,
741 N.E. 2d 690,695 (4" Dist. 2000), quoting Georgetown-Ridge Farm Community Unit School DistrictNo.4 v. IELRB,
239 Il App. 3d 428, 46566, 606 N.E. 2d 667,690 (4™ Dist. 1992), the Appellate Court stated that “the test [underSection
14(a)(1)ofthe Act] is whetherthe District’s conduct ‘may reasonably be said to have a tendency to interfere with the free
exercise of employee rightsunder the Act.””” Applying this objective standard, | conclude that the reasonable employee in
Hainline’s position would not have been restrained in the exercise of her protected concerted rights.



Next, the Union assertsthat the Dean’sinitial reaction to Hainline’sjob audit and subsequent upgrade shows her
expressed hostility towards Hainline’s protected concerted a ctivity. To supportits contention, the Union highlights the
Dean’s firste-mail to Cooke. Inthate-mail, the Dean stated that she could not support the job upgrade be cause Hainline
was performing duties that the Dean considered Cooke’s responsibility as department chair. Whilethe email to Cooke does
show thatthe Deanwas not initially supportive of Hainline’sjob upgrade, this evidence does not support the Union’s
allegation. Likethe ALJ, we conclude thatthe email fromthe Dean to Cooke demonstrated the Dean’s displeasure with
Cooke, rather than Hainline’s job audit and subsequent upgrade. The ALJcredited the Dean’stestimony that her e-mail was
directed toward Cooke because she was displeased that Cooke had assigned duties to Hainline that she felt were Cooke’s
responsibility. The Dean also credibly testified that she spoke to Cooke the weekend after he called Hainline at her home
and instructed him to correct the impression that she wasangry at Hainline for her job audit request, when in fact she was
frustrated with Cooke. Based uponthe evidence presented, we conclude that the Deandid not express hostility toward
Hainline because of her union activities and/or because she requested a job audit.

The Union further contends, however, that the comments made by the Dean show her general opposition to job
audits and reclassifications. The Union relies upon Hainline’s testimony that she heard from Cooke that the Dean generally
did notsupportjob audits. The Unionurgesthe IELRB to view these commentsas evidence of the Dean’s expressed
hostility towards Hainline’sunion and/or protected concerted activity. However,the ALJ determined that Hainline’s
testimonyregarding the Dean’s opposition to job audits washearsay atbest and therefore not credibleevidence. Further,
the Union presented no evidence to substantiate these statements. Instead, the University presented evidence, through the
Deanand the Dean’s secretary’s testimony, that the Dean hadencouraged and supported her own secretary’s job audit for
reclassification. Most importantly, the Dean approved Hainline’s request for reclssification toa Secretary 1V position.

The Unionalso contends that, at the hearing, the Dean provided shifting explanations for her denial of Hainline’s
travel expenses and subsequent review of her timecards. We disagree with the Union’s contention. The Dean’s explanation
forthoseactionsdid not change fromthe time she first informed Hainline about changing her timecard and denying her
travel expenses to her explanation at the hearing. At most, the Deanand Human Resources Director Jeri Scott, at hearing,
merely elaborated on the reasons that Hainline’s timecard was changed.

The Dean credibly testified that she had previously reviewed Hainline’stimecards because of her predessor’s
concems that the Department of African-American Studies office hours and telephones were notbeing covered. Due to

these concems, the Dean reviewed Hainline’s timecards from August-December 1998. Later, the Dean discovered



Hainline’s timecard reflected leave with pay while she attended the business and technology conference. The Dean then
wrote to Hainline and explained that the time that Hainline attended the conference would be changed toreflect vacation
time instead of leave with pay. Inthat letter, the Dean explained that leave with pay was reserved for employeeswho were
performing duties away from campus at the behest of the institution orfor reasons required by the nature of their work.
Further,the Dean explained that Hainline’s involvement at the conference did not fit into any of these situations, and
therefore was considered vacation time. The University presented evidence that the Dean had checked with the Human
Resources Director before changing Hainline’s timecard to ensure that she was following the University’s policy in granting
ordenying leaves with pay. Accordingly, the University did not give shifting explanations regarding the Dean’schange of
Hainline’s time card.

Next, the Union contendsthat there wasa disparity of treatment between Ault and Hainline regarding approval o f
travel expenses and paid leave to attend the business and technology conference. Under the Burbank analysis, disparity of
treatment relates to disparity of treatment between those employeeswho support union activity and thosewho donot. City
of Burbankv. Illinois State Labor Relations Board, supraat 1150. Inits exceptions, the Union contends that Ault,who has
a position similar to Hainline, was given paid time off and expensesto attend the conference. However, upon close
examination, this doesnotshow a disparity of treatment between union supportersand non-union supporters. Aultwas the
Union president and Hainline wasthe Union’s vice-president. As Aultand Hainline were both active unionsupporters, it
cannotbesaid that the University treated union and non-union supportersdifferently. Inaddition, the Dean of Businessand
Technology approved Ault’s paid leave and expenses for the business and technology conference, while the Deanof Liberal
Avrts and Scienceswas responsible for supervising Hainline and ultimately denying her paid leave and expenses to attend the
same conference. Finally,the University established that it had a legitimate business reason for granting Ault’s request and
denying Hainline’s request. Aultworked as a secretary for the College o f Business and Technology. This college
sponsored the conference,and the subject of the conference was closely related to Ault’s work. On the other hand, Hainline
workedasa secretary for the College of African Studies, and her work was not closely related to the subject of the
conference. Accordingly, therewasno disparity of treatment between Hainlineand Ault.

Lastly, the Union contends that the timing of the denial of expenses and review of Hainline’stimecards were in
close proximity to Hainline’srequest for a job upgrade, thus, establishing unlawful motive. The Union argues that the

Dean’s denial of travel expenses occurred within weeks of Hainline’sreclassification approval. Althoughthese incidents



occurred relatively close in time, timing alone is not sufficient to establish a primafacie case of discrimination. Hardin
County Education Associationv. IELRB, 174 11I. App. 3d 168,528 N.E. 2d 737 (4" Dist. 1998).
V.

We hereby conclude that the Union did not present adequate evidence to demonstrate that the University had an
unlawful motivation for denying Hainline travel expensesand paid leave or for reviewing her timecards. Thus, the Union
has failed to establish a primafacie case of a violation of Sections 14(a)(1)and (3) of the Act. Instead, evidence showed that
the Dean’s initial opposition toward Hainline’sjob audit was directed at hersupervisor and not at Hainline’s union or o ther
protected concerted activity. Moreover, the Dean ultimately supported and approved Hainline’sjobupgrade. Evidence ako
showed that the Dean supported other job audits and upgrades, including her own secretary’s request for a job audit.
Evidencealso showed that the Dean did not provide shifting explanations for denying Hainline’s request for financial
supporttoattend a businessand technology conference, but instead the Dean elaborated on herreasons at hearing. The
evidencealso failed to establish a disparity of treatment between Hainline and Ault. Finally, while the Dean’s denial of
Hainline’s request for travel expenses and paid leave occurred within several weeks of Hainline’sjob upgrade, timinga lone
is insufficient to establish a prima facie case of discrimination. Accordingly, the ALJ’s Recommended Decision and Order
is affirmed.

VI.

Thisis a final order of the I llinois Educational Labor RelationsBoard. Aggrieved partiesmay seek judicial review

of thisOrder in accordance with the provisionsof Administrative Review Law, exceptthat, pursuantto Section 16(a) of the

IELRA, such reviewmust betaken directly to the appellate court of the judicial district in which the Board maintainsan

10



office (Chicago or Springfield). “Any directappeal to the Appellate Court shall be filed within 35 days fromthe date that a

copy of the decision sought to be reviewed was served uponthe party affected by the decision.” 115ILCS 5/16(a).

Decided: January 15,2002
Issued: January 18,2002
Chicago, Illinois

Gerald E. Berendt, Chairman

Mary Ann Louderback, Member

Michael J. Gavin, Member

Keith A. Snyder, Member

JanisCellini, Member

Michael H. Prueter, Member

LynneO. Sered, Member

Ilinois Educational Labor Relations Board
160 North LaSalle Street, Suite N-400
Chicago, Illinois 60601-3103

Telephone: (312)793-3170

11



