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O February 10, 1977, Admnistrative Law Gficer David C
Nevi ns issued his decision dismssing the conplaint in this case and
denying respondent's request for renedies inits favor. Tinely
exceptions were filed by respondent. The general counsel's answer
to respondent's brief in support of exceptions was not tinely filed
and, pursuant to respondent's notion, we decline to consider it as
part of the record in this case. Atinely answer was, however,
filed by the charging party.

Havi ng reviewed the record, we unani nously adopt the
admnistrative [aw officer's reconmendation with regard to di smssal
of the conplaint. The conplaint in this case was properly dismssed
in accordance with the Board' s Iunch-time access rulings in K K [to
Farnms, 2 ALRB No. 51 (1976), Tonooka Brothers , 2 ALRB No. 52 (1976)
, and Dessert Seed Conpany, Inc., 2 ALRBNo. 53 (1976). After
granting respondent's nmotion to dismss the conplaint, the

admnistrative law officer indicated he woul d accept post-hearing
menor anda concerning the respondent's request for litigation costs
and enotional distress damages.



Mich of respondent's argunent in support of its request is based on

evi dence which was submtted for the first time as part of respondent's
post - hearing nenoranda. W5 do not consider such evidence to be a part of
the record in this case

A ngjority, Menber Hutchinson dissenting, denies
the respondent’'s request for renedies.? Separate opinions follow

Accordingly, pursuant to Labor Code Section 1160. 3, the conplaint
herein is hereby dismssed inits entirety and the respondent’'s request for
remedies is denied.

Dated: July 26, 1977

GERALD A. BROM, Chai rman

R GHARD JGHNSEN JR., Menber

RONALD L. RU Z, Menber

~ YRespondent requests that this Board take oral argunent as to the
remedi al aspect of the case. The admnistrative |aw officer has given
adequate treatnent to the issues raised by res?ondent's request for
remedies inits favor. W deemfurther argument to be unnecessary.
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CHA RVAN (ERALD A BROM  Goncurri ng:

| note that the admnistrative |aw officer assumed,
wi thout deciding, that this Board has inplied power to award
litigation costs and enotional distress damages to a respondent
whi ch has been exonerated of unfair |abor practice charges. As
regards the [itigation costs issue, ny dissenting colleague has
adopted this inplied authority concept. In ny view this approach
I's unsound. The broad renedial power which this agency possesses
derives from Section 1160.3 of the Act. That section clearly
indicates that it applies where respondents have been found to have
engaged in conduct violative of the Act. Wth that fact established
the Board is enpowered to devise renedies which are directed to the
unl awful conduct and its effects. Unlike ny colleague, | nowhere
find in this statutory scheme a general charter enpowering this
Board to renedy all of the evils disclosed in a given case by the
I nposi tion of sanctions upon parties whether or not they have
viol ated the Act.

In addition, such a claimof inherent authority is
inprudent in view of the present state of California law. The claim
arrogates to this agency a power not yet determned to reside even
in the superior courts. It is evident that the California Suprene
Court did not decide this issue in D Amco v. Board of Medical
Examners, 11 C 3d 1, 27 (1974). And, while in Santandrea v.
Siltec Corp., 56 Cal. App. 3rd 525 (1976), an appellate court
expressly uphel d such an exercise of power by
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the trial court, in Young v. Redman, 55 Cal. App. 3rd 834 (1976),

after a careful review of California |aw another appellate court

expressly rejected simlar trial court action. Wsdom dictates

restraint in the face of such anbi guous authority.

Dated: July 26, 1977

GERALD A. BROM, Chai rman

MEMBER RU Z, Concurri ng:

Since the majority has concluded that the record
in this case does not support the award sought by the
respondent, | find it unnecessary to reach the issue of
whet her the inplied power attributed to this Board by the
ALO exi st s.

Dated: July 26, 1977

RONALD L. RU Z, Menber
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MEMBER JOHN\SEN  Goncur ri ng:

| agree wth the admnistrative lawofficer that in [ight
of Labor (ode Section 1160. 3 sone inplied authority woul d have to
exist inorder for this Board to nake an award of attorney's fees or
enotional distress danages to a respondent. The admnistrative | aw
of fi cer concludes that even if such authority does exist, attorney's
fees and enotional distress damages are not warranted in this case.
In arriving at that conclusion, the admnistrative |law officer does
not rely on any precedent under the NLRA

Wth respect to attorney's fees, there is NLRB
precedent setting forth criteria for an award to charging
parties and the general counsel.?¥ W shoul d not overl ook the
possibility of the sane reasoni ng bei ng applied to respondents who
defeat unfair |abor practice charges.

Lhli ke the situation wth respect to attorney's fees, no
NLRB precedent exists for the awarding of enotional distress
danages. The | ack of such precedent is, in ny opinion, an inportant
consideration in not naki ng anards of enotional distress damages
under our Act.
Dated: July 26, 1977

R GHARD JGHNSEN JR. , Menber

UTiidee Products, Inc. and | . U. E., 194 NLRB 1234, 79 LRRM 1175
51972); Tiidee Products, Inc., and | . U. E., 196 NRB 158, 79 LRRM
692 (1972); and|.U. E. v. NLRB (Tiidee Products, I nc. 2 502 F. 2d
349, 86 L 2093£ C.A.D.C. 1974). See VESTERN QONF
TEAVBTERS ( V aninovich & Sons, I'nc.), 3 ALRB No. 57 ( 1977
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MEMBER HJUTCH NSCN D ssent i ng:

| respectfully dissent fromthe najority' s concl usi on
that this record does not support an award of attorney's fees and
litigation costs to the respondent.

| agree that we cannot consider evidence submtted by
the respondent after the close of the hearing. However, the
record discloses sufficient reasons for awarding fees and costs
w thout considering this material.

It is obvious fromthe pleadings and the transcript of
the hearing that neither the charging party nor the general
counsel knew of any evidence that organizers were ever denied
access other than at times outside the protection of our access
regul ation as interpreted in K K Ito Farns, 2 ALRB No. 51

(1976). Qur decision in that case was issued in Cctober of
1976. The hearing in the present case did not commence unti
January 24, 1977. It should have been imrediately recognized
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that the K K Ito Farms decision clearly disposed of the

charge in the present case.
The ALO observed, "this case never shoul d have come to

trial." However, he concludes somewhat charitably, the failure to
dismss the charge and conplaint was due to an "innocent m stake."
Had there been any testinony available to indicate some

doubt as to the applicability of K K Ito Farns, supra, whether

or not ultimately proved, the conduct of the general counsel and
the charging party mght be so excused. Since there was not, the
I nescapabl e conclusion is that the matter was pressed to hearing
either to achieve some other purpose or out of a reckless
disregard of the rights of the respondent to be free fromthe
expense of defending against utterly nonmeritorious clains.

| amwel|l aware of the fact that neither the general

counsel nor the charging party have coomtted an unfair |abor
practice. Thus, any power we derive fromLabor Code § 1160.3 is
I nappl i cabl e here. However, for the reasons expressed in ny
concurring opinions in Robert S. Andrews, et al., 3 ALRB No. 45
(1977), and Western Tomato G owers & Shippers, Inc., et al., 3
ALRB No. 51 (1977), | would use this Board s inherent regulatory
authority to inpose sanctions on conduct abusive of the agency's

processes in the formof an assessment of litigation costs and
attorney's fees to the aggrieved party.

The, majority concludes that a split of authority,
see, e.g., Santandrea v. Siltec Corp., 56 Cal. App. 3rd 525
(1976), and Young v. Redman, 55 Cal. App. 3rd 827 (1976),
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requires inaction by this Board in the face of what all agree

IS a serious concern.? Assumng, arguendo, that Code of G vil

Procedure § 10212 prohibits California's trial courts from
awarding litigation costs in the absence of statutory authority it
does not followthat this Board is simlarly prohibited. Unlike the
state trial courts this agency has the affirmtive obligation to
effectuate the purposes and policies of a specific enactnent.
Labor Code 8§ 1142( b) . To fulfill that obligation the Board
possesses | egislative, admnistrative, investigatory, and judicial
povers. See, e. g., Labor Code §81142( b) , 1144, and 1151. If our
power can be used to adopt regulations that effect the substantive
rights of the parties, see, e. g., Cal. Admn. Code § 20900, then,
innm view, it is not an arrogation of power to adopt, by case
deci sion, reasonable neasures for

YThe court in Young v. Redman, 55 Gal. App. 3rd 827, 838,
(1976), expressed its frustration as follows:

It may well be advisable in light of the ... ever
I ncreasi ng cascade of civil litigation that the
ower to inpose such sanctions in California's

rial courts should exist, thus adding a much
needed el ement of discipline on the trial court

| evel toward a reduction in the burning UB of
val uabl e court time handling frivolous, 'bad faith
matters devoid of nerit and make whole |itigants
who were forced to expend noney on legal fees to
meet such unfounded positions.

2That section provides, in pertinent part:

[e] xcept as attorneys' fees are specifically
provided for by the statute, the neasure and
nmode of conpensation . . . is left to the
agreement, expressed or inplied, of the parties

As is clear fromthe |anguage of § 1021 its primary thrust is to
exclude attorney's fees as itens of conpensabl e danmage in civil
actions. | think a valid distinction exists where the award iIs

I nposed as a sanction by a court charged with the responsibility
of admnistering the judicial machinery.

3 ALRB No. 59 8



the purpose of deterring msuse of our adjudicatory processes.
The source of the power is the same in either case.

| see no reason to withhold the use of our authority
sinply because we woul d be dispensing this agency's funds by |evying
an assessnent agai nst the general counsel. Such a result did not
deter the trial court, nor offend the appellate court in D Amco v.
Board of Medical Examners, 11 Cal. 3rd 1 (1974). There the Attorney
General of the State of California was ordered to pay $750 in

attorney's fees for engaging in frivolous litigation. This Board's
power to protect its processes fromabuse and insure agai nst
unnecessary costs to the parties flows down a two-way street.

The opportunity to deter future msconduct is here and
now. The responsibility to provide such deterrence is the
Board's; the choice to avoid the undesirable consequences of the
sanctions is the litigants'.

Dated: July 26, 1977

RCBERT B. HUTCH NSON, Menber
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA
BEFORE THE
AGRICULTURAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD

S. L. DOUAASS,
Respondent

UNI TED FARM WORKERS, AFL-C Q
Charging Party

N N N N N N N N N N

A berto VY. Balingit, for the General o o
Gounsel ; bt T e e
John T. Hayden and Thonas Canpagne, of i~ e N =
Littler, Mendel son, Fastiff and Tichy, N \
San Francisco, Galifornia, for the NURTI
Respondent ; -

Sster Jean Hlers, of Del ano,
Gilifornia, for the Charging Party.

DEC SI ON

STATEMENT GF THE CASE

DMMDC NEMNS Admnistrative Law Gficer: This case
was heard by ne on January 24 and 25, 1977, in Exeter, Galifornia.
The original conplaint inthis natter was i ssued on Novenber 18,
1975, and was formal |y amended on January 19, 1977, five days before
the hearing. Qher anendnents to the conpl aint were nade at the
outset of the hearing. The conplaint was based on a charge filed by
the Lhited FarmVWrkers, AFL-AQ O (hereafter the " UFW' ), and duly
servied on the Respondent, S L. Douglass, on ctober 17, 1975.

Al parties were represented at the hearing and given a
full opportunity to participate in the proceeding. Shiftily after
the close of the General Gounsel's case-in-chief, and after a brief
w tness was preferred by the Respondent, the Respondent noved to
dismss the conplaint. As noted below, | granted the Respondent's
nmotion. Follow ng ny dismssal of the conplaint, the parties
submtted witten nenoranda i n respect to certain renedi es requested
by Respondent agai nst the UFWand the

-1-
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General Counsel .

Based upon the entire record, including my observ-
ation of the demeanor of the w tnesses, and after consideration of
the argunments and nenoranda submtted by all three parties, | nake
the follow ng findings of fact and concl usions:

FI NDNGS CF FACT

Juri sdiction.

The Respondent was alleged and admtted to be an
agricultural enployer within the meaning of Section 1140.4(c) of the
Agricultural Labor Relations Act (hereafter referred to as the
"Act"). The Respondent is admttedly engaged in the grow ng,
packing, and shipping of grapes, in Tulare County. The UFW was
al leged and admtted to be a |abor organization within the meaning of
Section 1140.4(f) of the Act, and | so find.

|I.  The Alleged Unfair Labor Practices.

The General ounsel's amended conplaint charged the
Respondent with a single violation of the Act. The conplaint alleged
that on ctober 16, 1975, the Respondent, through its supervisors,
"denied to representatives of the URW access to its premses for
purposes of engaging in organi zational activity wll respect to its
enpl oyees in accordance wth Section 20900 of the 1975 Board
Regul ations." The General Gounsel asserted that the denial of access
violated Section 1153 (a) of the Act.

The Respondent denied it violated the Act.
[11. The Facts.

A The EBEvidence And Respondent's Mtion To DO smss The
Gonpl ai nt :

The undi sputed testinony put forth by wtnesses for the
General Gounsel indicated that on Qtober 16, 1975, three WW
organizers visited the Respondent's property for purposes of
organi zing the Respondent's enpl oyees. The three organi zers began
their enpl oyee solicitations at about 10 o' clock in the nmorning. It
was undi sputed according to those organizers that they nade their
solicitations while the enpl oyees were working, picking and packi ng
gr apes. ¥

1/ The Respondent's enpl oyees work on a "pi ece-rate" basi s,
and it was stipulated that they have no designated | unch hour.
h the day in question, the enpl oyees apparent!|y began--(conti nued)

_D-
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Wien the organi zers first began their enpl oyee sol -
icitations, they were asked to | eave the property by soneone
(unidentified) who they assumed was a supervisor for the Respondent.
The organi zers refused to | eave, believing they had the right to
organi ze workers on an enpl oyer's property for one hour during any
tinme of the day so long as the enpl oyer had no designated | unch hour
for its enpl oyees. The UFWs organi zing activity continued, but
about ten mnutes later at |east two of themwere again asked to
| eave the premses, this tine by M. Harmons, an admtted supervisor
under the Act. Again they refused, continuing their enployee
solicitations while slowy returning to their vehicle. Eventually,
a pickup truck carrying Armen Shuklian, an admtted supervisor, and
Candido Smlla, whose supervisory status is in doubt, arrived on
the scene. Shuklian placed the three organi zers under a citizen's
arrle:st/; deputy sheriffs then arrived and took the organizers to
jal.2

No di spute existed anong the two organi zers who
testified that the foregoing activity all took place sonetine between
10a.m and 11 a. m., on Qtober 16, 1975. Nor did they dispute
that their organizing activity took place while the enpl oyees were
physi cal |y working, the organi zers talking to the workers and aski ng
themto sign UFWaut hori zation cards while work was in progress.

The organi zers admttedly nade no effort to | earn when the enpl oyees
woul d take their lunch break that day.

Based on the above-described testinony, the Respondent
moved to dismss the complaint inits entirety, or, in the
alternative, for sumary judgnent inits favor, citing K K Ito
Farns, 2 ALRB No. 51 (1976), Tonooka Brothers. 2 ALRB No. 52
(1976), and Dessert Seed Gonpany, Inc., 2 ARBNo. 53 (1976). Those
three cases all dealt, at least in part, with that portion of the
Board's "Access Regul ation"" in issue in this proceeding.

1/ (continued)--work at 9: 00 a. m., having waited an hour before
wor ki ng because of the danpness, and then ate their lunch after 1:00
p. m According to Juanita Hammons, the Respondent's quality control
supervisor at the tine, enployees nornally ate their lunch after

12: I30 Er 1:00 p. m. on those days when they began work as late as 9
o' cl ock.

2 O course, what passed between the organi zers and Shuklian had a
little-nore color than described above, but the detention and
eventual arrest of the organizers were the key el enents established
in the General Counsel's presentation.



In K. K Ito Farms, the Board stated, "we interpret Subsection 5(b) to grant
access during a one-hour period which enconpasses the established |unch tineg,
or if there is none, the tinme when enployees are actually taking their |unch
break, whenever that occurs during the day." The Board expressly found
erroneous the UFWs interpretation of the Access Regulation which would
entitle organizers to come onto an enployer's property to organi ze enpl oyees
for one hour at any tine of the day, regardless of whether the enpl oyees were
eating lunch, so long as that enployer had no designated |unch hour. Tonooka
and Dessert Seed reconfirmed the foregoing application of the Access
Regulation to mad-day organizing visits, the latter of those two cases
reiterating the Board's "strong" condemnation of "the failure of the union to
abide by the access regulation in good faith." Those three cases make clear
that organizing visits neither before nor after work nust be confined to the
tine when enployees are on their established lunch break or are actually
eating |unch,

After the Respondent's motion and after an overnight recess,
the General Counsel announced that the UFW had wthdrawn the unfair |abor
practice charge in this case with the Regional Director's approval. The
General Counsel noved that the instant conplaint be dismssed as moot. The
General Counsel's request to dismss the conplaint as noot was denied, and
instead | granted the Respondent's notion to dismss the conplaint, relying
on the authority and interpretations expressed in K K Ito Farns, Tonpboka
Brothers, and Dessert Seed. The General Counsel did not oppose the
Respondent's motion to dismss the conplaint based on the nerits of the case.

B. The Respondent's Requested Renedi es;

~ Following dismssal of the conplaint, the Respondent noved
that certain remedies be inposed against the General Counsel and the UFW
Those renedies are as fol |l ow

1. The issuance of a fornmal statement witten and
signed by an officer of the ALRB or the Genera
Counsel's office that the facts formng the
basis of the instant case did not constitute a
viol ation of the ALRA.

2. That the above-nentioned formal statement be
read by an officer of the ALRB or the Cenera
Counsel's office to the Enployer's enployees
during the next seasonal peak.

3. The '"issuance of an order requiring the

-4
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General Counsel and the UFW jointly and
severally, to conpensate the Enployer, its
supervi sors, agents, and enployees, for al
enotional distress suffered by themas a
result of this proceeding.

4, The issuance of an order requiring the
General Counsel and the UFW jointly and
severally, to reinburse the Enployer, its
supervi sors, agents and enpl oyees, for al
expenses incurred in the investigation,
preparation, presentation and conduct of the
case, including but not limted to reasonable
counsel fees, salaries, witness fees, transcript
and records costs, travel expenses and per diem
and any other reasonabl e costs and expenses.

5. For such other and further relief as m ght
effectuate the policies of the Agricultural Labor
Rel ations Act.

As earlier noted, each of the parties submtted a

post - hearing menorandum concerning the Respondent's request ed

remedi es.

ANALYSI S AND QONCLUSI ONS

| . Introduction.

The Respondent seeks renedi es against the UFW the

Board, and the General Counsel, complaining bitterly that the

Respondent has been the victemof frivolous litigation, has had to

I ncur substantial legal costs to defend itself, and has been
prevented fromreaching a just and fair settlement of this case

through the actions of the UFWand the-General Counsel's office.3/

3/ Many facts alluded to by Respondent in its Menorandumare facts

not found in the existing record, although Respondent offers to
provi de evidence of those facts through affidavits or a further

heari ng.

| do know, however, that during a settlement conference

conducted in ny presence on the first day of the hearing, the

Respondent indicated its willingness to settle this case by posting
appropriate notices, mailing such notices to enpl oyees, assuring
enpl oyees that no breach of the Board's Access Regul ation woul d occur

inthe future, and indicated the possibility of allowng a
representative of the Regional Director--(continued)

5



The Respondent argues that the Board possesses
I nherent or inplied power to protect the integrity of the Act's processes and
to police its constituent bodi es such as the Genera Counsel. A though the
Respondent clains no right to its requester renedi es under Section 1160. 3 of
the Act, that provision pertaining to the renedy of unfair |abor practices,
the Respondent does claimthat the Act generally, as well as accepted notions
wthin Gdlifornia as to an admnistrative agency's authority, together
establ i sh the power for the Board to carry out the Act's purposes, achieve
the ends sought by out legislation, and the right to thus deter the General
Gounsel and a charging party fromengaging in frivol ous and i nproper
litigation that frustrates the Act.

The General Gounsel opposes the Respondent' s

requested renedi es for several reasons. The General Gounsel argues that his
of fice has not engaged in nalicious prosecution of the Respondent but in a
good faith--al beit mstaken--attenpt to carry out its statutory obligations,
that no precedent exists to support the Respondent's renedial requests, and
that the Act does not allow for renedi es other than those associated wth
unfair |abor practices. The URWopposes the requested renedi es, clai mng that
this case fails to present facts warranting the inposition of renedi es agai nst
either it or the General (ounsel. The UFWclains that, at worst, this case
only denonstrates that it and the General Gounsel proceeded agai nst the
Respondent in a mstaken view that Respondent violated the Act.

1. @ncl usions.

It seens readily apparent that the Act, and in particul ar
Section 1160. 3, does not expressly furnish a statutory basis for proceedi ng
against or granting a renedy agai nst a party who does not engage in an unfair
| abor practice. Indeed, not even the Respondent clains such an express
statutory basis for its requested renedies. Qearly, the explicit

3/ (continued)-- to address enpl oyees during the next peak season to advise
themof their access rights to union organizers. This offer by the Respondent
was refused by the General (ounsel and strongly opposed by the UFW As far as
any other or past attenpts nade by the Respondent to settle this case are
concerned and as far as any other facet concerning the past history of
conflict between the UFWand Respondent over access to Respondent's property,
as, described in Respondent’'s Menorandum the present record is silent.



© o0 N o o b~ O w NP

e T e e e
o o A W N B O

17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28

provisions of the Act are directed toward remedying and prohibiting
unfair labor practices, and just as clearly no claimcan herein be
raised that either the UFWor the General Counsel conmtted an unfair
| abor practice against the Respondent.

It mght be, however, as the Respondent argues, that
sonme inplicit power exists under the Act to grant a renedy in favor
of a respondent where circunstances denand such a remedy. Al though |
cannot now conceive of what circunstances mght warrant the necessity
or appropriateness for such a renmedy, it mght be that sone egregious
conduct could occur on the part of the General Counsel's office or on
the part of a charging party in an unfair |abor practice proceeding
which mght warrant the Board to take action against one or both of
those parties in order to preserve the integrity of the Act or to
insure the efficacy of its provisions. At this juncture, however,
and in the absence of any guiding precedent (either under our Act or
the National Labor Relations Act), there is great difficulty in
pi npoi nting what egregi ous degree of msconduct the General Counsel'’
representatives or a charging party's representatives would have to
engage in to warrant the inposition of sanctions against such a party
or bestow exceptional remedies in favor of a respondent._4/

Nonet hel ess, assumi ng wi thout deciding that the Board
has inplied power to grant the kind of remedies requested by the
Respondent herein; | do not find the circumstances appropriate for
granting such remedies in this case. It is true, as clainmed by the
Respondent, that this case never should have cone to trial. Wth but
the nost general know edge or review of the Board' s existing case
authority, or with a basic understanding of the facts surrounding
the charge in this case, the General Counsel's representatives shoul d
have known that no arguable nerit attached to its unfair |abor
practice conplaint. |Indeed, even the UFWs original unfair |abor
practice charge in this case only clainmed that the Respondent's
deni al of access to the UFWorganizers occurred between 11:00 and 11: 30
a. m., which should have been sufficient notice to the Genera
Counsel 's office

4 O course, the Board's Regulations provide for the power to
exclude from an unfair [abor practice hearing persons engaging in
di sruptive conduct or for citing such persons with contenmpt, as well
as providing for barring from practice before the Board those
persons engaging in certain prohibited conduct or engaging in
disruptive or abusive conduct. See, Sections 20270, 20760, 20820 of
the Board's Regul ations.
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that some |iklihood existed that the UFWorgani zers had no
protected right under the Board's Access Regulation to be on the
Respondent's property at the tines in question.

The Act is new and practice under it has been brief.
M stakes are to be anticipated. In this case, regretfully, m stakes
prevented both the Board and the General Counsel's office from
husbandi ng their resources wisely and efficiently, as well as
causing an unneeded burden on the Respondent

But, at most the record indicates to me that an honest
m st ake was nmade by the CGeneral Counsel's office, rather than the
exi stence of any ill notive on its part. At worst, that office did
not exercise sufficient independent discretion or use its resources
wi sely. Were, as here, the record does not denonstrate that conduct
in bad faith was engaged in agai nst a respondent, | believe an
insufficient basis exists to warrant granting the type of relief that
Respondent seeks.

The Respondent has been exonerated of the charge
against it. It now has a declaration fromthe admnistrative |aw
officer that it did not violate the Act on Cctober 16, 1975, when it
renoved fromits property the UFWorgani zers, who had no right in
the first place being there under the Access Regul ation. The
Respondent is surely free to dissemnate this conclusioninits
favor to its enployees or to the public, as it sees fit. But, in
t he absence of unusual circunstances, the Respondent's vindication
here under the Act should serve it as its consolation, as it nust
seer ot her respondents found innocent after a full evidentiary
trial.

GROER

Havi ng found that the Respondent engaged in no
violation of the Act on Crtober 16, 1975, the conplaint hereinis
dismssed inits entirety. Respondent's request for renedies inits
favor, however, is denied.

Agricultural Labor Rel ations Board,

By: /Aff;ﬁf [ . ;A’/tﬂ'f?;"f?*

David C Nevi ns,
Admnistrative Law Gfi cer

Dated: February 10, 1977
- 8-
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