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echno logy 
shou l d r i gh t l y 
be  cons i der ed a 

doub l e- edged  
swor d f or  
emp loyers .   On one 
h and,  t he  in t ern et  

p rov i des  an  emp loyer  
w i th  a s eeming l y 
l imi t l ess  amount  o f  
i n f ormat i on  

r egar din g  cur r en t  
and pot ent i a l  
emp loyees  at  h is  or  
h er  f inger t i ps .   On  

th e  oth er  h and,  th e  enhan ced ab i l i t y of  an  
emp loyer  t o in ves t i gat e  an  employee ‟s  
backgr ound and condu ct  has  cr eat ed a  l ega l  
m in e f i e l d for  employer s :  Shou l d employers  

mon i t or  or  r egu la t e employees ‟  us age of  th e 
i n t ern et  and  soc i a l  medi a  webs i t es?   What  s or ts  
o f  po l i c i es  can  emp loyers  cr eat e  t o r egu l at e  t ime  
s pent  on  th e s oc i a l  med i a Web s i t es?   A l l  o f  

th es e  issu es  h ave co me in t o th e  s pot l i gh t  due t o 
s ome r ecen t  po t ent i a l l y  p recedent -s et t in g cas es .    
  
What  Can  Emp loyers  Do t o Regu l at e Employee 
Condu ct  Du r in g Non -wor kin g  Hou rs  and on  S oc i a l  
Med i a Web s i t es?  
  

I n  Oct ober  2006,  Rober t  Ha l f  r e l eas ed a  sur vey 

r egar din g  emp loyers ‟  so c i a l  n etwor k in g 
po l i c i e s .   C IO ‟s  wer e as ked,  “Wh i ch  o f  th e  
f o l l ow ing  mos t  c l os el y  descr i bes  your  company ‟s  
po l i c y on  v is i t in g s o c i a l  n etwor k ing  s i t es ,  su ch  as  

Facebook,  MySpace  and  Tw it t er ,  wh i l e  a t  
wor k? ”   F i f t y- f our  per cent  r es ponded th at  th at  
th e i r  po l ic y  comp let el y  proh i bi t ed  such  
ac t i v i t y.   Nin et een  per cent  a l lowed  access  to  

th os e s i t es  f or  bus in ess  pur pos es  on l y.  S i xt een  
pe r cen t  permi t t ed access  f or  l im i t ed pers onal  
us e.   

 

Ten  per cent  perm it t ed access  for  an y t ype o f  
pe rs ona l  us e  and one  percen t  di d  not  know i f  
th ey  had  a po l i c y.  Ea r l ie r  th is  year ,  Rober t  Hal f  
su r veyed CIO ‟ s  again ,  as kin g,  “A s  s oc i a l  

n etwor k in g h as  become mor e o f  a bus in ess  too l ,  
h ow have  you  had  to  r e - evalu at e  your  IT  po l i c i es  
su r r oundin g  i t s  us e by  emp loyees  in  your  
company?”  Twent y- th r ee per cent  s ta t ed  th ey 

were  now s t r i c t er  w i th  r es pect  to  emp loyees ‟  
pe rs ona l  us e  o f  th e in t ern et ,  wh i l e t en  percen t  
were  mor e  l en i en t .  F i f t y - f i ve per cen t  r es ponded  
th at  th er e was  n o ch ange in  th e i r  po l i c y .  

Thes e two sur veys  i l lus t ra t e how impor t an t  i t  
i s  for  emp loyers  t o cr eat e po l ic i es  th at  addr ess  
emp loyees ‟  us e o f  s oc i a l  med i a.  B e for e  examin in g   

what  employers  can  do t o r egu l a te  employees ‟  
condu ct  on  s o c i a l  medi al  Web s i t es ,  i t  i s  
impor t an t  to  examin e th e i r  ab i l i t y t o r egu l at e 
emp loyee  condu ct  dur in g non -wor kin g  hours .    

  
98. 6 and  96 (k)  
  

 Cal i f orn ia  Labor  Code  s ect i ons  96 (k )  and  98. 6 

h ave caus ed s ome con cern  for  Ca l i fo rn i a 
emp loyers  in  r ecent  years  becaus e  th ey appear  t o 
p l ace l im i t s  on  the  “ a t  w i l l ”  n atu r e  o f  
emp loymen t .  S ect i on  98.6  s t at es  th at  “no  person  

sh a l l  d is cha rge  an  employee o r  in  an y manner  
d is cr imin at e  aga ins t  an y  emp loyee  or  app l i c an t  
f or  emp loyment  becaus e  th e employee or  
app l ic an t  engaged in  an y  conduc t  del in eat e d in  

th is  ch apt er ,  in c lu din g  th e condu ct  descr i bed  in  
subdi v is i on  (k ) o f  S ect i on  96. ”  S ect ion  96 (k ) 
s t at es  th at  th e Cal i f orn i a  Labor  Commiss i on er  
may  ass er t  “ c la ims f or  loss  o f  wages  as  th e r esu l t  

o f  demot i on ,  sus pens i on ,  or  d isch ar ge  f r om 
emp loymen t  for  l awfu l  condu ct  o ccur r in g dur in g 
n onwor kin g h ours  away f rom th e employers  
p r emis es , ”  on  beha l f  o f  employees .  Thes e  two 

s ect i ons  appear  to  l im i t  an  employer ‟ s  abi l i t y  to  
t erm in at e an  emp loyee fo r  condu ct  oc cur r in g 
outs i de  th e wor kpl ace dur in g n on -wor kin g  
h ours .   However ,  two  cases  in t er pr et in g  th es e 

s ect i ons  s er ve  t o a l l evi at e  some o f  th es e  
con cerns .  
  

I n  B ar bee v.  Househol d  Aut omo t i ve F inan ce 
Cor p.  (2003 ) 113 Cal . App.4 t h  525,  an  emp loyee 
was  t erm ina t ed  f or  dat in g a  subor di na t e.  The 
emp loyee  su ed a l l egin g  h e was  w rong fu l ly  
t erm in at ed  and h is  pr i vacy r i gh ts  and  h is  r igh ts   

under  96(k )  wer e  vi o l at ed.  The  emp loyee  
ass er t ed  th at  h is  r e l at i onsh ip  w i th  h is  
su bo rd in at e was  l aw fu l  and  condu ct ed dur in g  
n on-wor kin g  hours  away f r om th e  wor kp l ace.  The 

cour t  summar i l y adju d i cat ed  th e cas e,  con c lud in g 
th at  96 (k ) di d  not  ac tu al ly  prov i de employees  
w i th  subs t an t ive  r i gh t s .  Ins t ead,  i t  mer e l y 
es t abl i sh ed a  p ro cedur e by wh i ch  t he  Labor  

Commis s i oner  cou l d ass er t ,  on  beha l f  of  
emp loyees ,  r ecogn iz ed  cons t i tu t ion a l  r i gh ts .    
  

Th e cou r t  expl a in ed  th at  96 (k ) was  no t  an  

o r i g in a l  s our ce of  emp loyee r i gh ts ,  bu t  pr ovi ded 
a  supp l emen ta l  pr o cedur e  f or  as se r t in g  emp loyee 
c l a ims for  wh ich  a lega l  bas i s  a l ready  ex is t s  
e l sewher e in  the  l aw.  Emp loyees  a l r eady cou ld  

pursu e wr ong fu l  t erm in at i on  c l a i ms bas ed on  
Const i tu t ion a l  r i gh ts  v io l at i ons .  Labor  Code 96 (k )  
s imp l y a l l owed th e  Labor  Commiss ion  to  a ls o act  
on  behal f  of  emp loyees  to  v in d icat e  exis t in g 

publ ic  po l i c i es .  The cour t  went  on  t o s ay  th at  in  
o rder  t o be su ccess fu l ,  th e employee wou ld  h ave 
h ad t o ass er t  r ecogn iz ed  cons t i tu t ion a l  
r igh ts .  S ince  h e cou l d n ot  make th is  showing,  h is  

w rong fu l  t ermin at ion  c l a im cou l d  not  be  
es t abl i sh ed.     

  
Th e cou r t  fu r th er  examin ed  96 (k ) a  year  l at e r  

i n  Gr inz i  v.  S an  D i ego  Hosp ice  Cor p.  (2004)  120 

Ca l .App. 4 t h  72 when  i t  cons i der ed  a s i tu at ion  
where  an  employee al l eged  was  f i r ed becaus e of  
h er  membersh i p i n  an  in ves tment  gr oup.  The  
p l a in t i f f  a l l eged th at  h er  t erm in at i on  was  a  

v i o l a t i on  o f  he r  F i r s t  Amendment  r i gh t s  under  th e 
U .S .  Cons t i tu t ion  and a v io l at i on  of  h er  r i gh ts  
under  96(k )  and  98. 6.  The  cour t  r easoned tha t   
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a  common l aw caus e  o f  act i on  l i ke  wr ongfu l  
t erm in at i on  “cannot  be  b roader  t han  th e…st atu t e 
on  wh i ch  i t  depends . ”   I d.  at  86.  Ther e fo r e,  th e  

p l a in t i f f  must  a l l ege  th at  th e t erm in at i on  
o ccur r ed becaus e h e or  sh e ass er t ed  ar e  r e-
cogn ized  cons t i tu t ion a l  r igh t .    

  

Un for tunat el y,  for  th e employee in  Gr i nz i ,  th e 
compla in t  on l y  a l l eged  h er  r i gh ts  under  th e F i r s t  
Amendment  o f  th e  U.S .  Cons t i tu t ion .  The F i r s t  
Amendment  on l y pr events  th e government  f rom 

i n t er f er in g wi th  an  in di v i du a l ‟s  f r ee s peech  r i gh ts  
bu t  says  n oth in g  about  pr i vat e employers ‟  
i n t er f er en ce wi t h  f r ee s peech  r igh ts .  S ince  th e 
emp loyer  was  a pr i vat e employer ,  th e  cour t  f ound 

th at  Gr inz i  was  n ot  t e rm in at ed for  exerc is in g  a 
r ecogn iz ed  cons t i tu t ion a l  r igh t  as  des cr i bed  in  
96 (k ).  The  cour t  s t at ed tha t  n ei th er  s ect ion  96 (k)  
n or  s ect i on  98.6  suppor t ed  a  publ ic  po l i c y 

aga ins t  a pr i va t e employer ‟s  t erm in at i on  of  an  
emp loyee  for  l aw fu l  condu ct  oth erwis e  
unpro t ect ed  by  th e Labor  code  dur in g n on -
wor k ing  hour s  and of f  th e employer ‟s  

p r emis es .  The cou r t  avo i ded h avin g  to  cons ider  
wheth er  a pr i vat e employer  can  be l i ab l e for  
w rong fu l  d is ch ar ge  bas ed  on  th e Cal i f orn ia  
Cons t i tu t ion ‟s  f ree  s peech  guaran t ee .    

  
Wh i l e th e Bar bee and Gr inz i  op in i ons  pr ovi ded 

s ome r el i ef  t o  pr iva te  employers ,  i t  i s  s t i l l  
impor t an t  f or  employers  to  r ema in  caut ious  when  

d is c ip l in in g empl oyees  fo r  l awfu l  condu ct  ou t s i de 
o f  wor k.  I f  th at  conduct  i s  pro tect ed  by  th e Labo r  
Code or  even  th e Ca l i f orn i a  Cons t i tu t i on  i t  cou l d 
s t i l l  pot en t i a l l y  su bj ect  employers  to  l iab i l i t y.  An  

examp le of  th is  i s  th e  r ecen t  dec is ion  o f  th e  
Na t i on al  Labor  Rel at ion s  Boar d  to  ch amp ion  an  
emp loyee  who was  d isch ar ged f or  cr i t i c i z in g h er  
super vi sor  on  Facebook.   

  
Facebook cas e 
  

I n  November  2010,  th e Nat i on al  Labor  

Re l at i ons  Boar d issu ed an  un fa i r  labor  pr act ic e  
compla in t  aga ins t  Amer i can  Med i ca l  Response o f  
Connect i cu t  a l leg in g th at  a f i r ed  emp loyee ‟s  
Facebook commen ts  were  pro t ect ed  f r ee  s peech  

under  f eder al  l abor  l aws .  The  emp loyer  as ked  
med i cal  t echn i c i an  Dawnmar i e  Souz a  to  pr epar e  
an  in ves t igat i ve r epor t  a f t er  s eve ra l  pat i en ts  
compla in ed about  h er  wor k.   Ms .  S ouz a was  ups et  

by  th is  and  pos t ed  on  he r  Facebook page,  “ Looks  
l i ke I ‟m get t in g s ome t ime  o f f .  Love  how the  
company a l l ows  a  17  to  be  a super v isor . ”   The 
“17”  i s  th e company ‟s  code  for  a  ps ych i at r ic  

pa t i en t .  O th er  co-wo rker s  r es ponded  to  h er  
o r i g in a l  pos t  and  i n  subs equen t  pos ts ,  Ms .  S ouz a 
ca l led  h er  super v isor  two exp l i c at i ves .  Ms .  Souz a  
was  f i r ed s oon af t er  th e  Facebook pos t .    

  
Th e Nat ion a l  Labor  Rel at ion s  Boar d‟ s  Compla in t  

a l l eges  th at  Amer ican  Medi cal  Response vi o l a ted  
s ect i on  8 (a ) (1 ) o f  th e  Na t i ona l  Labor  Re l at i ons  

Act  wh ich  s t at es  th at  emp loyers  may  no t  
“ in t er f er e wi th ,  r es t ra in ,  or  coerce  emp loyees  in  
th e  exer c is e o f ”  cer t a in  pro tect ed r i gh ts .  Thes e 
r igh ts  inc lu de th e  r i gh t  “ to  s el f -o rgan iz at i on ,  to  
f orm,  j o in ,  or  ass is t  labor  or gan iz at ions ,  t o 

ba r gain  c o l l ect i vel y  th rough  r epr es ent at ives  o f  
th e i r  own  choos in g,  and to  engage in  oth er  
con cer t ed act i v i t i es  for  th e pur pos e of  co l l ec t i ve 
ba r gain ing  or  o th er  mutu a l  a i d  or  

p ro t ect ion . ”  N. L .R .A.  §  7 .  The NLRB  in ves t i gat ed 
and found  th at  Ms .  S ouz a ‟s  Facebook  pos t in gs  
cons t i tu t ed  p rot ect ed act i v i t y.  A ccor din g  to  th e 
NLRB ‟s  A ct in g  Genera l  Coun se l ,  La f e S o l omon,  

Ms .  S ouz a‟ s  Facebook pos t ings  were  th e 
equ i va l en t  of  “wat er  coo l e r ”  d is cuss i ons .   M r .  
S o l omon fu r th er  obs er ved th at  employees  h ave 

th e  r i gh t  to  t a l k  to  each  o the r  about  condi t i ons  
a t  wo r k.  He  fu r the r  s t at ed  th at  wh i l e th is  i s  a  
cas e of  f i r s t  impr ess ion ,  h e expect s  s im i l ar  i s su es  
i n  th e  fu tu re .    

  
Th e NLRB  als o found  th at  th e company ‟s  

b l oggin g and  in t ern et  pos t in g po l ic y  cont ain ed  
i l l ega l  pr ov is ions  th at  pr oh i b i t ed employees  f rom 

mak in g d is par ag in g r emar ks  when  d is cuss in g  th e 
company or  super v isors  and th at  proh i bi t ed  
emp loyees  f rom dep ic t in g the  company in  an y 
way  over  th e in t ern et  w i thout  company 

pe rmis s i on .  The NLRB  fe l t  th at  s uch  po l i c i es  had  
a  “ ch i l l ing  e f f ect ”  on  emp loyees ‟  r i gh ts  t o engage  
i n  pro t ect ed  concer t ed  ac t i v i t y su ch  as  Ms .  
S ouza ‟s .  The NLRB  h ear in g  on  th is  cas e  w i l l  be 

l a te r  th is  month .  
  

I n  a pr ev ious  op in i on ,  th e  NLRB pr ovi ded 
gu i de l in es  r egar d in g what  s or ts  o f  po l ic i es  h ave a  

“ ch i l l in g  e f f ec t ”  on  pr ot ect ed act i v i t y.  The  NLRB 
w i l l  cons i der  f our  th in gs  in  or der  t o det erm in e i f  
th er e  is  a “ch i l l in g e f f ect ” : (1 ) wheth er  th e  po l i c y 
exp l ic i t l y  r es t r ic t s  pr ot ec t ed  ac t i v i t y ; (2 )  

wheth er ,  f rom th e cont ex t  of  th e po l ic y,  
emp loyees  wou ld  r easonab le  cons t r ue  th e po l ic y  
as  pr oh i b i t in g  prot ect ed act i v i t y ; (3 ) wheth er  th e 
po l i c y h as  been us ed t o d is c i p l in e employees  who  

h ave engaged  in  prot ect ed act i v i t y ;  and  (4 )  
wheth er  th e  po l i c y was  promu lgat ed in  r es pon se  
t o con cer t ed or  pr ot ect ed act i v i t y.  Emp loyers  
wou ld  be w is e to  h eed  th es e gu i de l in es  in  

f ormu l at in g  th ei r  own s oc i a l  med i a po l ic i es .      
 

Con c lus ion  
 

A s  th is  i s  a  n ew l y emergin g f i e l d of  l aw,  th e re  
a r e n o cur r en t  appe l l at e  cas es  on  r ecor d to 
de t ermin e  th e fu l l  par amet ers  f or  emp loyers  to  
us e in  rev is ing  th ei r  ru l es  and pr ocedur es  

a f f ect in g  th e us e  o f  so c i a l  medi a by  th ei r  
emp loyees .   As  th es e Facebook  cas es  h ave  
r ecent l y  been  f i l ed  in  th e t r i a l  cour ts ,  i t  may t ake  
s ever al  years  for  th em to  r each  th e appel la t e 

cour t s  whereby  cas e  l aw w i l l  be  
de t ermin ed.   Unt i l  th en ,  and in  l i gh t  o f  th e  
r ecent  c l as s  ac t i on  l awsu i t s  and  th e NLRB  cas e,  
emp loyers  wou ld be wis e  to  r evi ew th e i r  

emp loyee  h andbook  and po l i c ie s  r egar din g 
emp loyees ‟  us e o f  s oc i a l  med i a at  wo r k and 
dur in g  non -wo r kin g h ours .  Employer s  a l so n eed  
t o ensur e  th ei r  s oc i a l  med ia  po l i c i es  do  not  h ave 

a  ch i l l in g e f f ect  on  emp loyee  r i gh ts .   
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By  Sc ott  A.  Fr eedman 

 
 

Under Computer and E-Ma i l  Po l i cy:  
  

n y cor r es ponden ce vi a  Company 's  f ax,  E -
ma i l  or  an y  oth er  e l ect r on i c devi ces  i s  
r es er ved fo r  th e  conduct  o f  th e Company 's  

bus in ess  and pr oh i b i t ed for  pe rsona l  us e.  A l l  
i n f ormat i on  t ran smit t ed  v i a and s tor ed  in  th e 
Company' s  e l ect r on i c equ i pmen t ,  su ch  as  but  n ot  
l imi t ed  t o,  E -  mai l  and f axes  ar e th e proper t y  o f  

th e  Company.  
  
Add i t i on al  ar eas  t o inc lu de ar e company  

i ssu ance  o f  cel l phones ,  PDA ‟s ,  persona l  d i g i t a l  

a ss is t an ts  such  as  B l ackber r i es ,  Pagers ,  and  
comput ers  prov ided  f or  h ome us e.  B e sur e  t o 
i nc lu de  th e Company ‟s  r i gh t  to  ins pect  such  
dev i ces  at  an y t ime.  Most  compan i es  a l r eady 
h ave in  pl ace comput er  and emai l  po l ic i es  in  

wh i ch  th e  company  r et ain s  th e  r i gh t  to  ins pect  
th e  compu t er  and E -ma i l s  at  an y  t ime,  bu t  be  
sur e  to  u pda te  th e n ew commun ica t i on  devi ces  
and s oc i a l  med i a.  

  
A ls o,  be su r e t o inc lu de comput er ,  ce l l  phone,  

t ext in g and oth er  PDA us es  in  th e o f f ic e  wh ich  
may  be d is ru pt i ve  or  o f f ens i ve to  oth ers ,  su ch  as  

s exual l y expl ic i t  images ,  or  r ac i a l  epi th ets .  Th is  
i s  t o be in c lu ded in  your  h ar assment  s ec t i on  as  
we l l .  

  

B e sur e t o inc lu de language in  wh i ch  an  
emp loyee  does  not  h ave an y r i gh t  o f  pr i vacy 
i n  an y company equ ipmen t ,  inc lu din g comput e r  
us e,  E -mai l ,  t ext s ,  at  th e of f i c e or  away f rom th e 

o f f i c e,  and  r ei t er at e  a l l  su ch  i t ems r ema in  th e  
p roper ty  o f  th e Company,  and as  su ch  may be 
r evi ewed at  an y  t ime.  

  

I ns er t  l anguage  in  your  h andbooks  th at  
emp loyees  may not  d iss emin at e  on  an y  so c ia l  
med i a such  as  Facebook  or  an y  bl ogs  in  w h i ch  
th e  emp loyee d is c l os es  t r ade  s ecr et s ,  or  an y 

company pr op r i et ar y  in format ion ,  and th at  an y 
su ch  condu ct  wou ld be  gr ounds  f or  immed i at e 
t erm in at i on .  
  

Under  Your  Company ‟s  Har assment  Po l ic es :  
  

I nc lu de in format i on  th at  l i s t ed acts  o f  s exua l  
h ar assment  may  als o inc lu de an y h ar assment  o f  

one  employee  to  anot her  th at  i s  pos t ed  on  an y  
s oc i a l  med i a,  su ch  as  web- ch ats ,  Facebook,  
Tw i t t er in g or  B logs .    

  

Add i t i on al l y be su r e t o l i s t  in  your  super vis or  
t r a in in g manua ls  th a t  th e i r  behavi or  r ema ins  
l ega l l y act ion abl e  beyond jus t  th e of f i c e 
i t s el f .  J us t  as  th ei r  behav io r  ou t  of  th e o f f ic e  

wh i ch  cou l d be deemed s exual  h ar assment  or  
d is cr imin at or y cou l d be act ion abl e,  so  does  any  
o f  th ei r  behav ior  th at  i s  pos t ed  on  an y  so c ia l  
med i a,  such  as  Facebook,  B l ogs  and web -

ch ats .  Be  ver y car efu l  in  f r iend in g a subor din at e  
and you  may want  t o h ave  spec i f i c  po l i c i es  
p r event in g  su ch  act i ons .   Updat e your  super v iso r  
t r a in in g to  in c lu de  soc i a l  medi a  pot ent i a l  

p rob l ems.  

  

 
     
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 

 
Scott A. Freedman  h as  an  ext ens i ve  

backgr ound in  l i t i ga t i on ,  pr imar i ly  in  th e ar eas  o f  
emp loymen t  law.  S cot t  spec i a l i z es  in  l abor  and 
emp loymen t  law and  has  an  ext ens i ve backgr ound 
h andl in g cas es  deal in g wi th  dis cr im in at i on  

becaus e  o f  gender ,  r ace,  age,  s exual  or i en t at i on ,  
d is ab i l i t y,  pr egnan cy and s exual  h ar assment .  
Add i t i on al l y,  S co t t  h andl es  a l l  t ype  o f  wage  and  
hour  c l a ims inc lu din g over t ime,  br eak issu es ,  and  
l abor  code  vi o l at ions .  Scot t  h as  a lso  de fended 

th r ough t r i a l  d i vers e  compan i es  inc lu din g  
r et a i l er s  Wal -Mar t  S tor es  and  Macy ‟s ,  as  we l l  a s  
s ecur i ty  compan i es ,  hosp i t a ls ,  l aw f i rms  and 
manufactu r ers .  S cot t  a ls o h as  ext ens i ve  t r i a l  

exper i en ce wi th  over  35 ju r y t r i a ls .  He h as  been 
a  member  of  th e Amer i can  Boar d of  Tr i a l  
Advocat es  s ince  1995.   
  

Mor r is  Po l ich  & Pur dy LL P is  a  l aw f i rm th at  
wor ks  w i th  i t s  c l i en ts  on  a n at ion a l  bas is .  MP  
r epr es ents  c l i en ts  in  ever y s ta t e,  as  wel l  as  many 
U .S .  po ss ess i ons .  The  f i rm a lso  h as  a  weal th  of  

i n t ern at i on al  af f i l i at ion s .  Ded icat ion  to  c l ien ts ,  
combin ed  w i th  ext ens i ve exper i en ce,  bo th  in  th e  
t r i a l  and  appe l l at e  cour ts ,  ar e th e  qual i t i es  th at  
d is t in gu ish  MPP  fr om oth er  l aw  f i rms .  The  f i rm ‟s  

a t t orn eys  ar e  known for  th ei r  vas t  exper i ence  
and su ccess .  MPP  prov i des  super ior  l egal  s er vi ces  
i n  a manner  cons is t en t  wi th  th ei r  c l i en ts '  bes t  
i n t er es ts  and  goal s .  The f i rm i s  commi t t ed t o 

exper t is e  in  a l l  th e i r  ar eas  o f  pr act i c e,  kn ow ing 
th e i r  c l i en ts '  bus in ess es  and  prov id in g c l i en t  
s er v ice  a t  i t s  h i gh es t  l evel .   
  

 
  



EMAIL AND TWITTER AND FACEBOOK, OH MY! 
 

THE IMPACT OF SOCIAL MEDIA ON EMPLOYMENT PRACTICES 

 
COMPLIMENTARY SEMINAR 

 

 
 

In this complimentary seminar, we will discuss the do's and don'ts in the ever-changing world of social media technology in 

order to avoid legal issues. A recent case filed in Connecticut, in which a woman was terminated after posting critical remarks 

about her supervisor on Facebook, may be precedent-setting, as this is the first case in this evolving area. As more cases of 

this type inevitably arise, it will become increasingly important for employers, managers and attorneys to understand how 

developments in social media can affect employment law. This seminar covers the following topics: 

 
•  Employer’s use of social media such as Facebook and Google for pre-employment investigation 

•  The types of investigation allowed for pre-employment, and authorizations needed 

•  Employer’s use of social media post-employment – what actions an employer can take if objectionable material is 

found on blogs or Facebook 

•  The use of employee’s email and what an employer is allowed to search 

•  Policies an employer may have regarding off-duty conduct 

•  Updating of employee handbooks to cover such conduct and possible harassment concerns 

•  Employee policies dictating how supervisors interact with subordinates online, as well as via text and email 
 
 
 

Presented by: Scott A. Freedman, Esq. 

Morris Polich & Purdy LLP 
 
 

Audience: This seminar provides an insight that is ideal for senior 

management in all types of businesses, 

as well as attorneys. 
 
 

Details: Wednesday, January 26, 2011 

 

MPP’s Los Angeles Office 

1055 West 7
th 

Street, 24
th 

Floor 

Los Angeles, CA 90017 

 

Registration/Lunch: Noon – 1:00PM 

Seminar: 1:00PM – 2:30PM 

Business Card Draw for chance to win one of three 4GB Flash Drives: 2:30PM 
 
 

RSVP: Jessy Asfahan at 213.417.5113 or jasfahan@mpplaw.com 

Please RSVP by Monday, January 24th 

 

 

*This seminar is hosted by Morris Polich & Purdy LLP, and will be provided free of charge to all attendees. A 

complimentary catered lunch will be provided. This seminar has been approved for MCLE credit. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

www.mpplaw.com 

http://www.mpplaw.com



