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Affirmed
No Disqualification

PROCEDURAL HISTORY: On January 23, 2025, the Oregon Employment Department (the
Department) served notice of an administrative decision concluding that claimant quit working for the
employer without good cause, disqualifying claimant from receiving benefits beginning November 10,
2024 (decision # L.0008859330).! Claimant filed a timely request for hearing. On March 20 and April
17, 2025, ALJ Griffith conducted a hearing, and on April 25, 2025 issued Order No. 25-U1-290655,
reversing decision # L0008859330 by concluding that claimant quit work with good cause and was not
disqualified from receiving benefits based on the quit. On April 29, 2025, the employer filed an
application for review with the Employment Appeals Board (EAB).

FINDINGS OF FACT: (1) Beaverton School District employed claimant as a custodian from February
1 through November 16, 2024.

(2) On February 5, 2024, claimant sent an email to her supervisor stating that another custodian, S., “is
harassing me, making rude comments.” March 20, 2025 Transcript at 10.

(3) On February 21, 2024, claimant sent an email to her supervisor stating, “[S.] has repeatedly come to
the school harassing me. . . I’ve already let numerous people know I called every time that he’s come.
Sometimes I get no answer. I really would appreciate it if he did not come to this school anymore. He’s
really starting to scare me. I’'m here alone at nighttime. . . [so] it’s very scary for me. If I can have
somebody work with me, that would be better. If not, maybe I can go to a different school where there’s
other custodians at the same time that I’'m here.” March 20, 2025 Transcript at 11.

! Decision # L0008859330 stated that claimant was denied benefits from December 1, 2024 to November 29, 2025. However,
because decision # L0008859330 found that claimant quit on November 13, 2024, it should have stated that claimant was
disqualified from receiving benefits beginning Sunday, November 10, 2024, and until she earned four times her weekly
benefit amount. See ORS 657.176.
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(4) In March 2024, two supervisors told claimant in person that S. “would no longer be allowed to go to
that school while [claimant was] working there.” March 20, 2025 Transcript at 17.

(5) At the “end of” April 2024, S. came to the school where claimant worked and “slapped [her] in [her]
behind.” March 20, 2025 Transcript at 17-18. Claimant called her supervisor, who said that he “would
call [S.] and make sure he leaves the school immediately,” and S. left. March 20, 2025 Transcript at 18.

(6) On July 9, 2024, claimant was working at the school, vacuuming, when S. appeared and “kind of
overpowered [her], threw [her] on. . . one of the little kindergarten tables and tried to pull down [her]
pants.” March 20, 2025 Transcript at 18. Claimant called her supervisor and said, “I’m leaving the
school right now. He’s back again, and he assaulted me this time. . . [Y]ou guys are not helping me, so
I’'m going to the sheriff’s.” March 20, 2025 Transcript at 18. Claimant then went to the sheriff’s office
and reported that she had been assaulted. The following day, claimant applied for and was granted a
temporary protective order against S.

(7) Claimant did not perform work for the employer after July 9, 2024. At some point between July 10
and July 17, 2024, claimant filed a claim for Paid Leave Oregon benefits. Claimant sought mental health
treatment regarding her experiences with S., and provided documentation from a doctor recommending
a period of leave in connection with the claim. Claimant was approved for leave and benefits from July
10, 2024 through October 1, 2024.

(8) On July 31, 2024, claimant was granted a permanent protective order against S., who appeared at the
hearing on that matter and “admitted to what he did.” March 20, 2025 Transcript at 19.

(9) On October 1, 2024, claimant did not report for work following the end of Paid Leave Oregon
benefits. The employer requested that claimant either return to work or provide documentation to
request additional time off. The following day, claimant provided a note from her doctor that she should
remain off work for three more weeks. On October 3, 2024, the employer advised claimant that the
deadline to obtain approval from their third-party administrator for additional leave had been extended
to October 28, 2024.

(10) On October 4, 2024, one of claimant’s coworkers reported to the employer that claimant had texted
them that “S. tried to rape her.” April 17, 2025 Transcript at 24. The employer’s executive administrator
for human resources (“H. R. administrator”) called claimant that day to discuss the allegation.

(11) On October 7, 2024, the H. R. administrator received copies of the protective order and supporting
documents in that case from claimant. The H. R. administrator believed that the information claimant
had provided to the court and in their October 4, 2024 conversation differed substantially from the
complaints she had contemporaneously made to the employer during her employment. The employer
therefore conducted an investigation into these allegations, including conducting witness interviews. S.
consistently denied having touched or harassed claimant, and the investigation found insufficient
evidence to corroborate or disprove claimant’s allegations. The employer therefore declined to discharge
S.

(12) On October 21, 2024, the employer’s third-party leave administrator denied claimant’s request for
additional leave.
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(13) On October 23, 2024, the employer sent claimant an email stating that they considered her to have
been absent without leave since October 1, 2024, and that she needed to return to work or provide
acceptable documentation to be granted further leave.

(14) On October 28, 2024, claimant provided a doctor’s note to the employer excusing her from work
for either two or three additional weeks.

(15) On October 30, 2024, the human resources representative spoke with claimant and told her that she
must provide acceptable documentation from her doctor by November 13, 2024 to request additional
leave, or return to work, or the employer would consider her to have resigned on that date. Claimant
believed at the time that she had provided sufficient documentation and did not provide any further
doctor’s notes after October 28, 2024.

(16) On November 13, 2024, the employer sent claimant an email stating that they considered her to
have resigned as of that day because she failed to return to work or provide documentation from her
doctor to request additional leave. Claimant did not work for the employer thereafter.

(17) As of November 13, 2024, claimant wished to remain on leave until the employer could transfer her
to a school where she would never be working alone. Claimant had conveyed to the H. R. administrator
on several occasions, beginning in August 2024, that she was willing to return to work only if reassigned
to a school where she would never be working alone, since she believed that S. would not respect the
protective order. Claimant was told that no custodial positions were open at other schools, but that they
would pursue a transfer when an opening occurred.

CONCLUSIONS AND REASONS: Claimant was discharged, but not for misconduct.

Nature of the work separation. If an employee could have continued to work for the same employer
for an additional period of time, the work separation is a voluntary leaving. OAR 471-030-0038(2)(a)
(September 22, 2020). If the employee is willing to continue to work for the same employer for an
additional period of time but is not allowed to do so by the employer, the separation is a discharge. OAR
471-030-0038(2)(b).

In their November 13, 2024 email to claimant notifying her of the work separation, the employer
characterized the separation as a resignation due to job abandonment. However, the record shows that
claimant was willing to continue the employment relationship on and after November 13, 2024 by
remaining on leave until the employer met conditions she felt were necessary to ensure her safety at
work. The employer was unwilling or unable to meet these conditions, and expected claimant to either
return to work or present satisfactory documentation of her need for additional leave. When claimant
failed to return to work or provide additional documentation by November 13, 2024, the employer
became unwilling to continue the employment relationship. Accordingly, the work separation was a
discharge that occurred on November 13, 2024.

Discharge. ORS 657.176(2)(a) requires a disqualification from unemployment insurance benefits if the
employer discharged claimant for misconduct connected with work. “As used in ORS 657.176(2)(a) . . .
a willful or wantonly negligent violation of the standards of behavior which an employer has the right to
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expect of an employee is misconduct. An act or series of actions that amount to a willful or wantonly
negligent disregard of an employer's interest is misconduct.” OAR 471-030-0038(3)(a). “‘[W]antonly
negligent’ means indifference to the consequences of an act or series of actions, or a failure to act or a
series of failures to act, where the individual acting or failing to act is conscious of his or her conduct
and knew or should have known that his or her conduct would probably result in a violation of the
standards of behavior which an employer has the right to expect of an employee.” OAR 471-030-
0038(1)(c). In a discharge case, the employer has the burden to establish misconduct by a preponderance
of evidence. Babcock v. Employment Division, 25 Or App 661, 550 P2d 1233 (1976). A conscious
decision not to comply with an unreasonable employer policy is not misconduct. OAR 471-030-
0038(1)(d)(C).

The employer discharged claimant on November 13, 2024 because she would not return to work or
provide additional documentation from her doctor to support a request for leave. The employer advised
claimant in writing on October 28, 2024 that they expected her to either return to work or provide the
documentation by that date, and that a work separation would occur if she did not do so. Claimant
declined to report for work on November 13, 2024 out of concerns for her safety, and to the extent she
provided doctor’s notes to the employer, understood that they did not meet the employer’s requirements
to grant her leave beyond November 13, 2024. The misconduct analysis therefore first turns on whether
the employer’s expectations were reasonable under the circumstances.

Claimant and the employer gave sharply contrasting accounts of the events leading to the work
separation, as follows.

Employer’s testimony. The employer’s H. R. administrator was their only witness at hearing. He
testified that according to personnel and payroll records, the “hire request” for claimant’s position was
submitted on February 1, 2024, and claimant began work on February 23, 2024.2 April 17, 2025
Transcript at 17. Claimant made no complaints to human resources, or that were otherwise documented
in the employer’s records, until June 2024. On June 6, 2024, claimant requested a change to dayshift.
When the H.R. administrator asked why, claimant stated that she felt “uncomfortable” working around
S., and, while she denied that S. had threatened her, made “sexual comments” to or about her, or had
engaged in “physical actions” toward her, she had “heard comments™ about S. “sexually abusing other
people” that made her feel uncomfortable working with him. April 17, 2025 Transcript at 18, 21. The
H.R. administrator denied the request. On June 10, 2024, claimant submitted a written complaint to her
supervisor against S., asserting that he had “tapped her on her butt one day while she was vacuuming.”
April 17, 2025 Transcript at 21.

Immediately following the written complaint, S. was directed not to enter the school where claimant
worked and not to interact with her. In mid-July 2024, claimant filed a claim for Paid Leave Oregon
benefits that was forwarded to the H. R. administrator because it contained allegations of sexual
harassment against S. On July 17, 2024, the H. R. administrator spoke with claimant, who said there
were “incidents in which [S.]. . . called her sexy, brought her lunch. . . [and] grabbed and squeezed her

2 Claimant’s start date is significant because claimant alleged that S. harassed her on February 5, 2024 and February 15,
2024, and during the hearing she purported to read from emails she sent on those dates reporting S.’s conduct, which she also
alleged were acknowledged by her supervisor in writing. See March 20, 2025 Transcript at 10-14. The employer suggested
that because, according to their records, claimant did not start working for them until February 23, 2024, this testimony
undermined her credibility as to the allegations against S., and generally. See April 17, 2025 Transcript at 14.
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butts.” April 17, 2025 Transcript at 22. The employer approved a leave of absence for claimant in
connection with her Paid Leave Oregon claim from July 10 through August 5, 2024, which was later
extended through October 1, 2024 after an additional doctor’s note was provided on August 26, 2024. In
investigating the July 9, 2024 incident that precipitated the Paid Leave Oregon claim and claimant’s
application for a protective order, the H. R. administrator determined that S. was directed by his
supervisor to drive to the parking lot of the school where claimant was working to receive a delivery,
and that while S. did not enter the building, claimant saw him in the parking lot while she was working
in the building.

On September 5, 2024, the H.R. administrator called claimant to ask “what would it take for her to
return” to work, and claimant replied that she “would not return unless [S.] is fired, or she. . . received a
different position in the district, and she was requesting a paraeducator position.” April 17, 2025
Transcript at 27. The employer was unwilling to discharge S. because “[t]here was no evidence to
substantiate the reports that were being made,” and the employer was unwilling to employ claimant in
“other than her custodial role.” April 17, 2025 Transcript at 27-28. Claimant “repeatedly” stated after
July 9, 2024 that she would not return to work unless S. was discharged, whenever the H. R.
administrator contacted her to develop a “safety plan” for her return. April 17, 2025 Transcript at 28.

On October 3, 2024, the H. R. administrator spoke with claimant after she failed to return to work on
October 1, 2024 following the end of her leave period. The H. R. administrator advised claimant that she
needed to return to work or submit documentation from her doctor sufficient to be granted additional
leave by their third-party administrator by October 28, 2024. Claimant told him that she had applied for
the additional leave with the third-party administrator. On October 21, 2024, the third-party
administrator denied claimant’s request for leave because no medical provider documentation was
given. According to the employer’s records, claimant had not submitted medical documentation
substantiating a need for leave since August 26, 2024, and on October 25, 2024 claimant forwarded an
email from the Department to the H. R. administrator, but it was “an automatic reply stating that they’d
received a communication from her,” apparently related to her exhausted Paid Leave Oregon claim and
containing no new information from claimant’s doctor.

On October 4, 2024, the H. R. administrator became aware of a text message claimant had sent to a
coworker that day alleging that S. had “tried to rape her.” April 17, 2025 Transcript at 24. When the H.
R. administrator spoke with claimant about this, she stated, “[H]e didn’t try to rape me. I wouldn’t let
him.” April 17, 2025 Transcript at 24. However, claimant explained to the administrator that S. “put his
hands on her genital area and threw her into a room, and that occurred in February.” April 17, 2025
Transcript at 24. On October 7, 2024, claimant sent a copy of the July 31, 2024 protective order and
documents supporting her application for it to the H. R. administrator. The H. R. administrator read that
claimant alleged in the protective order application only that S. “grabs my buttocks™ as her justification
for seeking the order. April 17, 2025 Transcript at 26-27. The H. R. administrator conducted “due
process interviews” with witnesses, including S. April 17, 2025 Transcript at 26. S. “continually denied
the allegations, from the initial tapping of the butt, to grabbing, to the rape allegations,” and the
employer concluded that there was “no supporting evidence to [corroborate the statements] one way or
the other.” April 17, 2025 Transcript at 26. Following the investigation and a consultation with the
employer’s legal counsel, the employer did not believe claimant’s allegations against S. due to
inconsistencies in her reports. April 17, 2025 Transcript at 28-29. Nonetheless, the employer intended to
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leave in place the directive that S. not contact or go near claimant, which was largely duplicative of the
protective order.

Claimant did not submit additional documentation from her doctor by October 28, 2024, or return to
work on that date. On October 30, 2024, the H. R. administrator spoke with claimant again, who stated
that she was still undergoing treatment and wanted an additional opportunity to request leave. The H. R.
administrator told claimant that she had until November 13, 2024, but if they did not receive acceptable
documentation by that date, or claimant had not returned to work, they “would move forward with the
resignation.” April 17, 2025 Transcript at 31. Claimant did not respond thereafter or offer further
documentation, and on November 13, 2024 the H. R. administrator sent claimant an email ending her
employment.

Claimant’s testimony. In contrast to the H. R. administrator’s testimony, claimant testified that she
attended orientation on January 31, 2024, which she specifically recalled because it was her birthday,
and began working for the employer the next day, February 1, 2024. April 17, 2025 Transcript at 35. On
February 5, 2024, claimant sent an email to her supervisor stating that S. “is harassing me, making rude
comments.” March 20, 2025 Transcript at 10. On February 21, 2024, claimant sent an email to her
supervisor stating, “[S.] has repeatedly come to the school harassing me. . . I’ve already let numerous
people know I called every time that he’s come. Sometimes I get no answer. I really would appreciate it
if he did not come to this school anymore. He’s really starting to scare me. I’'m here alone at nighttime. .
. [so] it’s very scary for me. If I can have somebody work with me, that would be better. If not, maybe |
can go to a different school where there’s other custodians at the same time that I’m here.” March 20,
2025 Transcript at 11. The supervisor responded by sending her blank incident reports, which she filled
out and returned by email and sent a hardcopy through the employer’s internal mail system. Two
supervisors came to the school in response, which claimant believed occurred in March 2024, and told
claimant that S. would no longer be allowed to go to the school where claimant worked.

Claimant further testified that at the “end of” April 2024, S. “[c]ame back around. . . and harassed me
again. That’s when he actually slapped me in my behind, and I called immediately from my work phone.
I called my supervisor. . . He said that he. . . would call [S.] and make sure he leaves the school
immediately. . . and he did leave.” March 20, 2025 Transcript at 18. “And then again, [on July 9, 2024],
he came back again, and | was vacuuming and I had like this big backpack on. So like, he kind of like
overpowered me, threw me on. . . one of the little kindergarten tables and tried to pull down my pants.
Then I took the backpack off and I immediately went to the sheriff’s after that.” April 17, 2025
Transcript at 18. Claimant called her supervisor and said, “I’m leaving the school right now. He’s back
again, and he assaulted me this time, and. . . you guys are not helping me, so I’m going to the sheriff’s,
and I went straight to the sheriff’s office.” March 20, 2025 Transcript at 18. Claimant went to court “the
next day to get a temporary restraining order on him,” and on July 31, 2024, “got a permanent one
because he admitted to what he did.” April 17, 2025 Transcript at 19.

Following the July 9, 2024 incident, claimant sought mental health treatment from various providers.
Between the time the temporary and permanent protective orders were issued on July 10, 2024 and July
31, 2024, she applied for and was granted benefits from Paid Leave Oregon. The employer approved
leave for the benefit period of July 10 through October 1, 2024. Claimant received a call from the H. R.
administrator on September 30 or October 1, 2024, asking why she had not returned to work, and
claimant said she believed that she had “maybe five days still on [her] doctor’s note.” March 20, 2025
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Transcript at 31-32. Claimant stated that she was “still scared to go back to work™ and requested to be
transferred to a school where she would not have to work alone. March 20, 2025 Transcript at 33.
Claimant testified that the H. R. administrator replied that he would “try his best to do what he can to get
me moved. But for now, | needed to. . . get into the school. His words were, ‘[T]he school doesn’t clean
itself.”” March 20, 2025 Transcript at 33. Claimant had also said this to the H. R. administrator in
August 2024. April 17, 2025 Transcript at 6.

Claimant testified that on October 2, 2024, she provided a doctor’s note to the employer that said, “I
needed a couple more weeks off, that’s all it said.” March 20, 2025 Transcript at 23. On October 21,
2024, the employer’s third-party leave administrator notified claimant that her request for additional
leave had been denied, and on October 23, 2024 she received notification by email that if she did not
provide acceptable documentation or return to work, they would consider her to have abandoned her job.
April 17, 2025 Transcript at 7-8. On October 28, 2024, claimant emailed another doctor’s note to the H.
R. administrator, excusing her for “[t]wo weeks through three weeks.”® April 17, 2025 Transcript at 11.
Claimant did not receive a written response until November 13, 2024, when she received an email
stating that the employer considered her to have resigned due to her failure to return to work or provide
documentation supporting a need for additional leave. Claimant testified that at some point between
October 23, 2024 and November 13, 2024, she had called the H. R. administrator to state that she had no
intention of resigning and had sent an updated doctor’s note, and during the call said, “I asked you guys
to please put me somewhere where I could be safe to where the sex offender’s not working.” April 17,
2025 Transcript at 13.

Analysis. In evaluating this conflicting evidence, claimant’s first-hand account is entitled to greater
weight than contrary hearsay accounts, such as what S. or her supervisors said to the H. R. administrator,
or what was reflected in the employer’s records or implied by the absence of records. Further, where
claimant’s account conflicted with the H. R. administrator’s first-hand account, the evidence is no more
than equally balanced, and as the employer bears the burden of proof by a preponderance of the
evidence, that burden was not met. The facts have therefore been found in accordance with claimant’s
account where it conflicts with other evidence.

The weight of the evidence therefore shows that claimant experienced increasingly serious acts of
harassment from S. beginning in February 2024, and that claimant made timely reports to her
supervisors of this conduct that they acknowledged. After claimant was advised by her supervisors in
March 2024 that S. had been directed not to come to the school where she worked or to contact her, S.
came to the school in late April 2024 and grabbed her buttocks, which was also timely reported to her
supervisor. Despite this violation of the employer’s directive, no additional action was taken against S.
On July 9, 2024, S. again came to claimant’s school, threw her on a table, and attempted to remove her
pants in an incident claimant characterized as attempted rape. Claimant was granted leave and received
mental health treatment from July 10, 2024 through October 1, 2024, and obtained a permanent order of
protection against S. on July 31, 2024.

By October 2024, the employer had investigated claimant’s complaints and did not believe them, due to
what the employer viewed as significant inconsistencies in claimant’s reports over time, or failure to

3 Claimant testified, “So it was three weeks because the first one was two weeks and then it went to three weeks, I believe.”
April 17, 2025 Transcript at 11. However, it is unclear what claimant meant by this.
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make contemporaneous reports, and a lack of corroborating evidence. The employer believed that their
directive to S. to stay away from claimant, now backed by the threat of criminal punishment for
violation due to the protective order, provided claimant with sufficient security that she should return to
work. Given that S. had violated the directive twice before in increasingly dangerous ways, claimant felt
that this “safety plan” was insufficient, and she repeatedly conditioned her return to work on a transfer to
a school where other employees would be present to deter S. from attempting to contact her, or to
protect her if he did. While the employer agreed to pursue transferring claimant when a position became
available, in the meantime they required her to provide doctor’s notes indefinitely excusing her from
work. Claimant provided a note excusing her for three weeks on October 2, 2024, and for either two or
three additional weeks on October 28, 2024. The employer either failed to receive the notes or found
them unacceptable for unexplained reasons. These circumstances culminated in the employer’s
expectation that claimant either provide an additional, acceptable note excusing her from work, or return
to work, by November 13, 2024. Claimant did not return to work or provide another note by that date.

Under these circumstances, claimant reasonably feared for her safety if she returned to work under the
same conditions that allowed S. to contact her after being directed not to do so. The employer’s
expectation that claimant either return to work under those conditions, or continually provide doctors
notes until a position became available to which she could transfer, did not involve a standard of
behavior that an employer has the right to expect of an employee. Accordingly, claimant’s conscious
failure to comply with the employer’s unreasonable expectations did not constitute misconduct under
OAR 471-030-0038(1)(d)(C).

For these reasons, claimant was discharged, but not for misconduct, and is not disqualified from
receiving benefits based on the work separation.

DECISION: Order No. 25-Ul-290655 is affirmed.

D. Hettle and A. Steger-Bentz;
S. Serres, not participating.

DATE of Service: June 5, 2025

NOTE: You may appeal this decision by filing a Petition for Judicial Review with the Oregon Court of
Appeals within 30 days of the date of service stated above. See ORS 657.282. For forms and
information, visit https://www.courts.oregon.gov/courts/appellate/forms/Pages/appeal.aspx and choose
the appropriate form under “File a Petition for Judicial Review.” You may also contact the Court of
Appeals by telephone at (503) 986-5555, by fax at (503) 986-5560, or by mail at 1163 State Street,
Salem, Oregon 97301.

Please help us improve our service by completing an online customer service survey. To complete
the survey, please go to https://www.surveygizmo.com/s3/5552642/EAB-Customer-Service-Survey. If
you are unable to complete the survey online and wish to have a paper copy of the survey, please contact
our office.
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@plmt Understanding Your Employment
partment L
Appeals Board Decision

English

Attention — This decision affects your unemployment benefits. If you do not understand this decision, contact the
Employment Appeals Board immediately. If you do not agree with this decision, you may file a Petition for
Judicial Review with the Oregon Court of Appeals following the instructions written at the end of the decision.

Simplified Chinese

EE - AARSEIE NIRRT . MREAT AR R, FLARARPL BRI S, WREAF R
e, G DAL IR RS U, AR X L URTABE SR H RIVA R HE

Traditional Chinese

ER - ARG EEENRERE . WREATEARFR, AR RE LFERE. WREAFRELH
TRy G DAL IEZ RS RITR IR, [ M _E BRI BB Y R AR A

Tagalog

Paalala — Nakakaapekto ang desisyong ito sa iyong mga benepisyo sa pagkawala ng trabaho. Kung hindi mo
naiintindihan ang desisyong ito, makipag-ugnayan kaagad sa Lupon ng mga Apela sa Trabaho (Employment
Appeals Board). Kung hindi ka sumasang-ayon sa desisyong ito, maaari kang maghain ng isang Petisyon sa
Pagsusuri ng Hukuman (Petition for Judicial Review) sa Hukuman sa Paghahabol (Court of Appeals) ng Oregon
na sinusunod ang mga tagubilin na nakasulat sa dulo ng desisyon.

Vietnamese

Chl y - Quyét dinh nay anh hudng dén tre cap that nghiép ctia quy vi. Néu quy vi khong hiéu quyét dinh nay,
hay lién lac v&i Ban Khang Cao Viéc Lam ngay lap tuc. Néu quy vi khéng ddng y v&i quyét dinh nay, quy Vi co
thé nép Don Xin Tai Xét Tw Phap vdi Toa Khang Céo Oregon theo cac hwéng dan dwoc viét ra & cudi quyét
dinh nay.

Spanish

Atencién — Esta decision afecta sus beneficios de desempleo. Si no entiende esta decisién, comuniquese
inmediatamente con la Junta de Apelaciones de Empleo. Si no esta de acuerdo con esta decision, puede
presentar una Aplicacion de Revisién Judicial ante el Tribunal de Apelaciones de Oregon siguiendo las
instrucciones escritas al final de la decision.

Russian

BHumaHne — [laHHOe pelleHne BNudeT Ha Bawe nocobue no 6espaboTtuue. Ecnu peweHne Bam HENnoOHATHO —
HemeaneHHo obpaTtuTech B AnennsaunoHHbin KomuteT no TpyaoyctponcTsy. Ecnv Bbl He cornmacHbl C NPUHATBLIM
pelleHnem, Bbl MoxeTe nogatb XopaTtancteso o lNMepecmotpe CynebHoro Pewenua B AnennsuuoHHbin Cyg
wraTta OperoH, cneaysa MHCTPYKLUMAM, ONMCaHHBIM B KOHLIE peLLeHus.
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Khmer

BANGEIS — EIGHUHGIS S SHIUUMIUE HADIINE SHSMBNIFIUANANAEA [TSIDINALEASS
WIUATTUGRAEGIS: AYBHRGHELN:RYMIGGINNMANIMYI I U SITINAHABS WL UGIMSIGH
FUIHGIS IS INNAERMGIAMRTR G SMIN Sl figiHimmywHnNiZgianit Oregon ENWHSIHMY
ieusAinN SR UannSINGUUMBISIUGR Y EIS:

Laotian

(B1R — fnFuilBunzfivafivgugoudienunoiguesiniu. frnwdElantiodul, nequitindmazuzniueny
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Employment Appeals Board - 875 Union Street NE | Salem, OR 97311
Phone: (503) 378-2077 | 1-800-734-6949 | Fax: (503) 378-2129 | TDD: 711
Email: appealsboard@employ.oregon.gov

Website: www.Oregon.gov/employ/pages/employment-appeals-board.aspx

The Oregon Employment Department is an equal opportunity employer/program. Auxiliary aids and services are available upon request to
individuals with disabilities. Language assistance is available to persons with limited English proficiency at no cost.

El Departamento de Empleo de Oregon es un programa que respeta la igualdad de oportunidades. Disponemos de servicios o ayudas
auxiliares, formatos alternos y asistencia de idiomas para personas con discapacidades o conocimiento limitado del inglés, a pedido y
sin costo.
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Case # 2025-U1-29950

Level 3 - Restricted
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