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SHANE R. AND RENEE MEE

YIA FACSIMILE TO: 916/795-3072
May 4, 2016

Cheree Swedensky, Assistant 10 the Board
CALPERS Executive Office

P.O. Box 942707

Sacramento, CA 94229-2707

Re:  Reference No. 2014-0755

In the Matter of Application for an Earlier Effective Date of Retirement of Shane R.
Mee, Respondent, and Californjs Department of Transportation - District 02, Respondent
Dear Ms. Swedensky:
Enclosed are two duly executed Declarations under pepalty of perjury, one by the Respondent,
Shane R. Mee and the other by his spouse, Renee Mee. These are being submitted in response to
a letter received from Summer Hazlen on March 25, 2016 regarding our opportunity to submit
written argument,

Very truly yours,

/- antone. ) ]Z@u

Shane and Renee Mee

Enclosures
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1 ||SBANE R. MEE
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3 BEFORE THE
BOARD OF ADMINISTRATION
3 PUBLIC EMPLOYEES’ RETIREMENT SYSTEM
6 STATE OF CALIFORNIA
7
g SHANE R. MEE, Case No.: 2014-0755
0 Respoadent,
(P DECLARATION OF SHANE R. MEE
11 {|CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF
12 {| TRANSPORTATION,
13 Respondent.
14
15 I, SHANE R. MEE declares s follows:
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1. 1 am over the age of cighteen. [ have personal knowledge of each of thi
matters set forth herein and, if called as a witness, I can and will competently testify to them under]

oath;

2. In2004 through 2005 and 2006 the undersigned went through a hearing
well as several appeals because of what was proven to be a defective drug test. Exhibit L is th
first and last page of California State Personne] Board’s Decision by Al.J Shawn P. Cloug
invalidating the defective drug test revoking Shane’s suspension. Despite this decision b::j
Judge, counsel for Caltrans effectively blocked the Judge’s Decision and filed a Writ of Mandate
Anached as Exhibit 2 is a letter dated June 26, 2006 (1 % years afier ALJ’s Decision) by oug

DECLARATION OF SHANE R. MEE
1
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attorney to the attorney for Caltrans, Sufficeit to say, this was an extremely difficult time for my
wife and me.

3. During this period my wife and 1 were having an extremely difficult time
financially, Therefore, my wife, Renee Mee made a telephone call to the local Caltrans® office
here io Redding who advised her that we had to pull out all of my CalPERS retirement benefits af
that time. Thereafter, my wife contacted a CPA who told us that that money weas ours and we did
not have to pull it out.

4. Thereafter, in 2005 my wife contacted the CalPERS office in Sacramentd
and was told 10 keep my retirement money in the CalPERS system until 1 could retire at age S0
From that point forward my wife and I concluded that I could not retire umil age 50. There were J
Jot of other reasons why, had I known, I could have retired earlier I certainly would have.

5. The CalPERS system in 2004 and 2005 was fully aware that I was no longeJ
working at Caltrans due to the problems with the defective drug test and the procedures that werd
taking place at that time,

6. In 2006 (November 2) [ received a fetter from the CalPERS system givinJ
me an “‘estimate of my disability retirement” at age 49. I was 44 years of age at that time and did
in no way interpret that letter to mean that [ could retire before age S0.

7. Again, on October 2, 2008, 1 received yet another letter “an estimate of m;
disability retirement” from the CalPERS systom, this time estimating my age at retirement at 46.7]
years. Again, this in no way altered my opinion, in my mind, we had been told by the CalPERS
system what my wife had been told by the CalPERS person in 2005, “You can keep your retiremen

money in the CalPERS" account uatil you retire at age 50.”

DECLARATION OF SHANE R. MEE
2
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8. During the 2004, 2005 and 2006 period, our then 18-year-old son, Rrandox
had to belp pay the monthly bills to kecp our household together,

9. In2008 I was referred to a psychiatrist, Dr. Thomas Andrews in Redding
Al that time Dr. Andrews diagnosed me with PTSD, ADHD and bipolar disorder, conditions
which in his opinion had existed for many years.

10.  In 2009 my wife and I had to file for relief under the bankruptcy laws.

H.  Ultimately, when I did attempt to apply for retirement at age 50, a CalPERS?
representative told me that I should have applied for an earlier disability retirement dated back tq

2007. CalPERS advised that [ make mm application at that tixe to have the disability retiremen
clear back to 2007 in that I was physically disabled as of that time. In 2005, Dr. Corkhill had to!
me that the back injury from which I was suffering, which ultimately led to my disability w
related to the work during the time | was employed Caltrans.

12. I only have an 10th grade education and epparently have been suffering
from bipolar disorder, PTSD and ADHD for many years. Being able to retire prior to age 50 would
have been a great blessing for my wife and me bad 1 known and understood that that was possible.

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that thd
foregoing is true and correct.

Dated: May &/ , 2016

DECLARATION OF SHANE R. MEE
3
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- CALIFORNIA STATE PERSONNEL BOARD
302 Capare) Mal: e Sacramento, o3 95024

el L
in the Matrer cf <he Appsal by

SHANE Mg Case Wo. 94-2474

JECIS{TON
Yrom disvissal from the Position of
Caltrans Squipmant Operator I~ with
the Desartment of Transportation at
Redding

WAFREAS, the State 2ersennel Boavd has sonsidared caterully
the findings of fmer and Proposed Dacision £iled by the
Riminisctracive Law Judge in the adcve MmateLer: ang

WHEREAS, Dy seid Proposed Cecision the dismisszal is rovoxea:

T IS RESOLVED that Lhe findings of fao:, determination cf
issves, and Preposed Secnsion of the Adminissy tive lLaw Judge ia
sald marver are hersoy adoptec by the State derscnnel Board as
ics cacision =n the case on the gate se: Zeven below, that a toue
¢cpy of the Prcposed Desis:or sheol ke altached ro this
Resoluticn for delivezy Lo the parties in accordanes with <he
lav, and hat adop:ion of the Resolutien snall hs retjscted in

the recerd of the meeling and the Board‘s minutes.

* * w . *
.

The forcegeing resvivtion a5 made and adoptec! by the Sta%e
Perscnrel 8osed ir Cesce No. 04+247¢ at its wekting on

Januazy 24, z(C&, as ref.ected in the record of the rceting and

f0ard winutes,

1d CErESeEots Wnibe wmeer  demera -
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{Mdee ceatinued)

urattanded) and that appellant coulé nave gasily excused himsels
fram the zest when Sea tolcd him that sha weuld rct test him
compels 8 ruling that &t cannct ke Zcund that respondernt
demcnstrated by a preponderance ¢L the evidarce that there was
act a mistake in the collectien process. As a resgult, it must be
found that resperdant did n>t prove by a preponcerence of the
evidence rtha: agpellant testecd wositive fer geLhamphesamine and
amphezariae on Sentembex 27, 2004. A5 a r=sule, the entire
adverse action must de dismissed.’

[ L 4 - » v

WHISREFORE 1T IS DETERMIMED that the disvrisss) taken by
respondent Department of 1:&nspc:nation egainst agpellant
Shane Mee effentive the end of his woxk snift on
Jctabaer 18, 2004, is herekby ravcked.

» - » - *

X hereby certify that the foregoing constitutes my Proposad
Pacizion in the ahave-entitled mattar and I recommend wts
adoption by the State Pezsornei Boanrd as ats decisacn in the
sase.

OATZI: January 18, 2004
Ao [ Chf~
Shawa P. Glouaghesy

Administrarive Law Judge
Stzte Personnel Beard

Because it 18 found chat Tmcpandant did not geta:lish the Blcive saapla
vay appellant 4, the ALJ does neot have o raach izsura of v:.:::\tian o2 pravacy
and vhetrer the test was truly randes or net.

15
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LAWYER
172t COURT STREET
POST QFFICE BOX 990450
REDDING, CA 96099.0a¢0

{530 244-0309 FAX- 243.092)
(€ND) 655-8160

VIA FACIIMILE TO: 916/223-4723

June 26, 2006

Linda Nelscn

DEPARTMENT OF FERSONNEL
1625 . Straet, N. Building,
Suite 400

Sacramento, CA 95614-7243

RE: CalTrans’ Petitionm for Writ of Adminigtrative Nandamus
Dear Ma. Nelsor:

Piesge consider this letter as a formal request =thar ycu
take the necessary steps to transfer venue of the Petitichn
for Writ cf Administrative Mandamus thas was recently fileg
in Sacramento County, Suaperiox Court. Clearly, this case
involves cthe dismissal of a pubiic exployee, The proper
councy for trial is the county in whick the dismissal takes
place; in othex words, the county ia which tae employee was
emp_oyad immediately before cthe dismissal (see Lyach v,
Saperior Coure [197C] ? (Cal.App.3d 529, _3931-933, s€
Cal.Rot. 925). The eviderce showei that all cthese events
have occurred in Shasta County.

Based en discuessions that you and I had many monthgz agc in
this case regarding the huge odds against prevailing in a
writ of mandate proceeding, as well as the evidence in zhis
case as expressed by tke Administrative Law Judge and the
Scate Personne. Board, I believe that your filing of th:us
petition is Zxivolous, in bad Ffaith and intended ro cause
urdue delsy JAn Mr. Mee’s effort to bring cthis case to a
regolution, Your Laving filed this cagse in Sacramento
Caunty, in clear contradiction of exieting case law and
apglicable venue statutes zitaed wichin that cage agpear to
be part of an ongoing effort on your parxt te harm Mr. Mee,

<

while igncring the clear evidence in this zase,

cd COYASEE0ES SO0 s

N cma -
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cane 3, 2006

Ru: My Qlient t GChana Moe
Your Cass Wo. : (4-2474
Pace 2
back to the Chief Administrative lew Judge and sset fox
hearing.
Very cruly s,

Cc: Shane & Renee Mes
Mark Krueger

&d 'mem ~ASmaam OPawrAn Ar wn Llad.
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SHANE R. MFF
BEFORE THE
BOARD OF ADMINISTRATION
PUBLIC EMPLOYEES' RETIREMENT SYSTEM
STATE OF CALIFORNIA

SHANE R. MEE, Case No.: 2014-0755

Respondent,
and DECLARATION OF RENEE MEE
CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF
TRANSPORTATION,

Respondent.

- 1, RENEE MEE declares as follows:

p.3

| 1 am over the age of eighteen. 1 have personal knowledge of each of
matters set forth bexein and, if called as a witness, I can and will competently testify to them und

oath;
2, 1 am the wife of Shane Mee and we have been married for 35 years.

3. In 2005 1 contacted the local Caltrans’ office about my husband, Sha
Mee’s retirement in the CalPERS system. [ was told at that time that J had to pull all of th
retirement out because of the fuct that Shane was no longer working at Caltrans due to the ongoin
problems with the failed drug test, which was ultimately proven to be invalid.

4, I then contacted a CPA who told us that that information regarding takin
ull of the retirement out was not accurate. Thereafter, I contacted the CalPERS system who told

DECLARATION OF RENEE MEE
)
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me 10 keep the money in there until Shane retires at age 50. At that point in time, it was in my
opinion as well as that of my husband’s that be would be unable to retire under any circumstanceg
until he was 50 years,

5. The 2006 and 2008 letters that we received from the CalPERS system did
nothing in any way to alter our opinion in that regard. We both assumed that the two letters we
zeceived, i.e. in 2006 and 2008 were simply estimates for calculation and in no way did they mean
that my husband could retire prior to age 50, which we have been told previously.

6. It was not until at or about the time my husband was age 50 that wy
contacted the CalPERS retirement system and were told that he should have applied for disability
in 2007 and that we should write & letter and ask that the retirement be deemed effective at that
date.

1 declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that tbé

foregoing is true and correct.

Dated: May 4/, 2016 ;

RENEE MEE

DECLARATION OF RENEE MEE
. 2
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