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IN THE 

HO-CHUNK NATION TRIAL COURT

	Gale S. White,

            Petitioner,

v.

Jean Day and Ho-Chunk Nation Grievance Review Board,
            Respondents. 
	
	Case No.:  CV 07-54


ORDER

(Affording Petitioner an Opportunity to Supplement)


On December 9, 2008, the Court entered a judgment in which it remanded several issues to the respondent, Ho-Chunk Nation Grievance Review Board (hereinafter GRB), for further, or initial, consideration.
  Order (Remanding), CV 07-54 (HCN Tr. Ct., Dec. 9, 2008) at 21, 25-26.  The Court did not dictate the manner of review, choosing to defer to the expertise of the agency.  The GRB selected to review the accumulated administrative record for purposes of answering the questions on remand.  GRB Decision at 1.


The Court anticipated that the petitioner, Gale S. White, would participate in a February 4, 2009 GRB meeting, but the GRB apparently deemed this participation unnecessary.  See Order (Denial of Mot.), CV 07-54 (HCN Tr. Ct., Feb. 4, 2009) at 2.  The Court refrains from criticizing the action of the GRB.  However, the Court shall afford the petitioner, Gale S. White, an opportunity to supplement the evidentiary record below, provided that she specifically identify facts not previously presented to the GRB, which could directly impact the answers to the questions on remand.  The petitioner shall provide such a response to the Court within thirty (30) days of the issuance of this judgment.  The Court shall determine whether a further remand is necessary on the basis of the submission. 


IT IS SO ORDERED this 3rd day of March 2009, by the Ho-Chunk Nation Trial Court located in Black River Falls, WI within the sovereign lands of the Ho-Chunk Nation.
Honorable Todd R. Matha

Chief Trial Court Judge
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� Upon subsequent examination, the Court notices that it inadvertently substituted “October” for “January” in two (2) questions posed to the GRB.  Order (Remanding) at 25-26.  The intentional breadth and, at times, seeming redundancy of the several remand questions has mitigated any detriment associated with the judicial error.  For example, the Court inquired whether “respondent Day or another supervisory employee attempt[ed] to contact the petitioner prior to processing the October 17, 2007 [sic] HCN Disciplinary Action Form?”  Id. at 26.  Despite the error, the GRB responded to this query within the following question.  In the Matter of:  Gale S. White v. Jean Ann Day, GRB-003-07-D/H (GRB, Feb. 9, 2009) (hereinafter GRB Decision) at 4.   
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