
Greetings, Respected Directors of the Monterey Peninsula Regional Park District:  
 
My name is William Hyslop, and I am a former Park District Ranger who retired with 
honor three years ago. It is with interest and appreciation that I have read Lynn’s letter 
to you.  Out of respect for and in support of her effort, I would like to submit some 
addenda to the final category, “Violation of Individual’s Rights.”   
 
It is only with a view toward improving the future of the Park District that I reluctantly 
review these events of the past.  The events preceeding my sudden choice of early 
retirement are chosen as an example only because they comprehensively display most 
of these violations, not because they were at all unique.  Arbitrary dictates, threats and 
inappropriate discipline were this management’s rule for dealing with staff, not the 
exception. 
Lynn’s letter was admirably objective.  Let me apologize in advance for any emotional 
content in mine.  This is still a sore subject with me.   
 
You might agree that these are not unreasonable rights to expect during employment 
with a public service agency. 
 
To the list of violated individual rights, I would add these.  

         The right to communicate with all personnel without fear of retribution. 
Within months of the hiring of the now departing general manager, staff were 
forbidden to communicate directly with you, members of the Board.  This 
arbitrarily reversed a policy in place since PD inception and took the form of a 
direct order from the new general manager.  As such it was enforceable by 
disciplinary action. 

         The right not to be deceived by management. 
We were lied to repeatedly.  For example, at the staff meeting immediately 
preceeding the No Staff Dog edict, Mr. Donofrio stated that he had no intention of 
reversing the policy allowing staff dogs grandfathered in by the 30 year old 
agreement.   
In truth, a team of managers and lawyers had already been convened and a 
dictate cancelling the agreement was already in the works. 
The next time that staff heard about this issue was the memo implementing the 
new policy, enforceable under threat of disciplinary action, to be effective on 
August 27 of that year. 

         The right to a response. 
The right not to be psychologically ambushed.  
The right to a safe work environment. 
In an explicit e-mail, I challenged in enumerated detail the justification for  this 
reversal of policy.  More importantly, I objected to the date of enactment, stating 
that this was the anniversary date of my son’s fatal accident, and was already 
very painful to me.   
I requested that at least the date be changed for this reason. 
In response, I received a letter in my box at work.  It completely ignored the 
points I raised for which management had no response.  This “non-response” 



response was management’s standard opening whenever contradicted by the 
truth.  Inevitably, this non-response would be followed by power posturing, and 
then by a threat.  True to form, Mr. Donofrio’s letter to me, personally, dictatorially 
restated the date of enforcement, this time highlighting it by writing it out in 
longhand, with neither acknowledgement of nor condescension to my sensitivity 
regarding the prospect of losing my son and my long standing companion on the 
same day. 

         The right to an advocate in a disciplinary hearing. 
I opened the letter in my office, specifically because I wanted to be alone when I 
read it.  When I re-read that date, called out again, highlighted by being written 
out, I could not help but to cry out in frustration, anger and pain.  Again, 
management had ignored all of my objections.   Again, the date of my son’s 
death had been thrown right back in my face.  That crying out was overheard, 
and I was summoned to an interrogation.  Knowing that this issue was too 
emotionally charged for me to adequately defend myself, I requested an 
advocate beforehand.  That request was denied.  Predictably, in the meeting that 
followed, I fell apart emotionally and had to leave.  In order to continue working, I 
was then required to sign a letter of culpability in the incident.  These letters lay 
the groundwork for disciplinary action. 

         The right to a discipline that is just and appropriate.  This has three 
aspects:   
First, that the perpetrators should be punished for an alleged misconduct, 
not the innocent.  It was this management’s style to punish the innocent for the 
sins of the guilty.  In the staff/dog incident that allegedly precipitated the edict, it 
was a managerial oversight to inform a new staff person that her pet was not 
allowed on the job that led to the incident.  When confronted, management at first 
denied that this policy of “only grandfathered-in dogs allowed” even existed.  This 
was simply not true.   
The long-standing policy was confirmed not only by common knowledge, but also 
by interviewing the person last hired before the incident. Two years before, that 
person was told in no uncertain terms that he could not bring his dog to work, 
that only approved dogs already at work were allowed, and that the policy was 
being phased out as the dog expired, or the staff member retired.  The allegedly 
precipitating incident had resulted from a managerial error that had occurred not 
even in the same department, of Operations and Maintenance, in which I 
worked.   
I pointed this out in my letter and was completely ignored.   
No mention of managerial responsibility in the matter was ever acknowledged.  
Without further discussion, the entire field staff was punished, across the board, 
and each was threatened with disciplinary action.  
Secondly, that lies not be used to justify a managerial decision.  See above. 
Thirdly, that disciplinary action should be appropriate for the alleged 
misconduct. 
Even before the above mentioned incident, if an employee’s dog were caught 
sleeping in the wrong place, that is, within an (unspecified) distance of the 
Ranger Station buildings, the employee faced a two week suspension without 



pay (approx. $2000 fine), one year’s probation, and vulnerability to arbitrary 
termination at any time during that year.  A $2000 fine + one years probation, for 
a wayward sleeping dog!  Even without the threat of loss of livelihood, this is the 
punishment for a Class D felony!  This is the same penalty, threat of arbitrary 
termination, and possible forfiture of retirement benefits, that I faced for swearing 
on the job.  
That is why I chose to retire early from the Park District, because I feared this 
retaliatory edict.  

         The right to question a managerial decision without threat of retribution. 
When a co-worker questioned this crime/punishment inequity, simply by asking 
by what standard management had derived that level of threat for the crime of a 
mis-sleeping dog, he was told (and this is a direct quote), “It is not in your best 
interest, (name deleted), to pursue this matter any further.”  I am not making this 
stuff up.   
 
Place exorbitant managerial salary raises in the context of these lies, threats, 
enforced silence, dictatorial action, over-the-top discipline, and pressure exertion 
that led to the premature termination of four careers, and the act becomes 
something more than simple greed.  In law enforcement there is a word for this 
type of approach, but you can call it what you will.  This particular type of self-
aggrandizement was not just selfish.  It was an aggressive act.  People got hurt.    

         Staff’s lack of power and recourse is in itself a violation of individual 
rights. 
I write this not to whine, nor to castigate, nor to pile on, but rather that the 
conditions which enabled these violations of individual rights at the Park District 
might be identified and corrected: 

1.    That employees’ recourse to rights, representation, organization, 
neutral grievance moderation, and protection from arbitrary 
punishment be formally guaranteed. 

2.    That the omnipotent, adversarial, deceptive, dictatorial attitude of 
management be eliminated. 

3.    That it be replaced with an atmosphere of mutual transparency, 
evaluation, honesty, fairness, open communication, and safety 
throughout the District organization, from top to bottom. 

 
My goal in suggesting these changes is to prevent a recurrence of this most 
recent embarrassment for you and the Park District, and also to make it possible 
for Park District employees to someday be able to appreciate their jobs in the 
future as much as we had in the past, for years, before the advent of all this 
manufactured misfortune.   
 
 
 
Respectfully,  
 
William Hyslop, Monterey Peninsula Regional Park District Ranger 
(Retired)                                                            


