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SUMMARY

The court addresses Title VII claims alleging race and sex discrimination by Allegheny Airlines and a
labor union. It holds that the allegations sufficiently pleaded continuing discrimination and that the
union was effectively identified for purposes of EEOC exhaustion, but dismisses the complaint
without prejudice because the plaintiffs did not allege or demonstrate exhaustion of the Pennsylvania
state administrative remedy.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiffs brought a Title VII action alleging race and sex
discrimination in hiring, job classification, compensation, and
employment conditions. Defendants moved to dismiss for lack of
subject matter jurisdiction based on allegedly untimely EEOC charges
and the Union's omission from the EEOC charge. The court also
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the EEOC charges were timely when the supporting affidavit alleged a continuing pattern of
discrimination involving past acts and present effects.

2. Whether the federal court could hear the Title VII claim against the Union even though the Union was
not expressly named as a respondent in the EEOC charge or right-to-sue notice.

3. Whether the complaint adequately established exhaustion or deferral of Pennsylvania's state
administrative remedy before the EEOC filing.

HOLDINGS

1. The supporting affidavit and complaint adequately alleged a continuing discriminatory system, so the
plaintiffs sufficiently pleaded that the EEOC charges were filed within the applicable 300-day period.
The EEOC's contrary jurisdictional determination did not control the federal court's jurisdiction.

2. The Union was a proper defendant even though it was not expressly named in the EEOC charge because
the factual allegations reasonably identified and implicated the Union and should have prompted an
EEOC investigation of its role.

3. The complaint had to be dismissed without prejudice because it neither alleged exhaustion of the
Pennsylvania Human Relations Commission remedy nor included documents showing that the charges
had been filed with or deferred to the state agency.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“While the EEOC's expertise in Title VII cases may entitle its interpretations of the Act to deference by the
courts, its findings do not determine the scope of federal court jurisdiction. The court must determine its
jurisdiction.” (348)

“When the charge alleges such a pattern of discrimination continuing to the date of filing, the charges are
timely filed.” (350)

“For these reasons, we conclude that a plaintiff has "named" all parties who were reasonably identified in the
factual allegations and who should have been the object of an EEOC investigation which would reasonably
arise out of charges timely filed with the Commission.” (351)

“Under these circumstances, we must dismiss the Complaint without prejudice to renew in order to show state
exhaustion or to renew the suit upon first exhausting the state remedy and then properly presenting the
charges to the EEOC for conciliation and investigation.” (351-352)



FACTUAL BACKGROUND

The plaintiffs, all Black individuals and one woman, alleged that Allegheny Airlines discriminated in hiring, job
classification, compensation, seniority, and working conditions. Clarence Trent alleged that he was denied
mechanic opportunities, demoted to cleaner, lost seniority, and was denied premium jobs and shifts because of
race; he also alleged that the Union failed to assist him. The court treated the allegations and supporting affidavit
as asserting a continuing discriminatory system involving both the employer and the Union.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiffs filed suit in federal district court on December 9, 1976, within 90 days after Clarence Trent received an
EEOC right-to-sue letter. The defendants moved to dismiss, arguing that the EEOC charges were untimely and
that the Union had not been named as a respondent. The court rejected those grounds, but dismissed the
complaint without prejudice because it did not allege or document exhaustion or deferral of the required
Pennsylvania state remedy.
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