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CASE NO(S).

JOSEPH H. CAMPOS II, Ph.D,
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Complainant(s),

19-CU-07-374

FINDINGS OF FACT, CONCLUSIONS OF
LAW, DECISION AND ORDER

and
UNIVERSITY OF HAWAII
PROFESSIONAL ASSEMBLY,
Respondent(s).

FINDINGS OF FACT, CONCLUSIONS OF LAW, DECISION AND ORDER
The Hawaiʻi Labor Relations Board (Board) issued a Proposed Findings of Fact,
Conclusions of Law, Decision and Order (Proposed Decision) in this case on June 17, 2022. The
Proposed Order, among other things, found that Complainant JOSEPH CAMPOS II, Ph.D.
(Complainant or Dr. Campos) did not meet his burden of proof at the hearing on the merits. The
Proposed Decision further provides, in relevant part:
5. Filing of Exceptions and Motion to Set Aside
Any person adversely affected by the above Proposed Findings of
Fact, Conclusions of Law, Decision and Order may file exceptions with
the Board, as laid out in HRS §91-11, within ten days after service of a
certified copy of this document. The exceptions must specify which
findings or conclusions are being excepted to with citations to the factual
and legal authorities for such exceptions. A hearing for the presentation of
oral arguments will be scheduled if such exceptions are filed, and the
parties will be notified of such hearing.
No party filed Exceptions to the Proposed Order within the provided ten-day period.

Accordingly, the Board hereby adopts the Proposed Decision, filed on June 17, 2022 and
attached to this Order as the Final Order in this case and dismisses Dr. Campos’ complaint. This
case is closed.
DATED: Honolulu, Hawaiʻi,

June 28, 2022

HAWAIʻI LABOR RELATIONS BOARD

MARCUS R. OSHIRO, Chair

SESNITA A.D. MOEPONO, Member

J N. MUSTO, Member
Copies sent to:
Joseph Campos II, Ph.D.
David Sgan, Esq.
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,
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PROPOSED FINDINGS OF FACT, CONCLUSIONS OF LAW, DECISION AND ORDER
1.

Proposed Introduction and Statement of the Case
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Proposed Order
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Filing of Exceptions and Motion to Set Aside
posed Findings of Fact, Conclusions of
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findings or conclusions are being excepted to with citations to the factual and legal authorities
for such exceptions. A hearing for the presentation of oral arguments will be scheduled if such
exceptions are filed, and the parties will be notified of such hearing.
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