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COMPTIIOLLER GENERANL, GF THE UN.TEOQ fﬂ'&"m
WASHINGYON, D.C, 2083

B-175638 JUL 21 1972
Dear Mr.‘Chnirman:

Your letter of Mavch 28§, 1972, voquested that we investi-
gate the amqunt. und legality of eXponditures made by the Na-
tional Labox Relations Board for matters relating to the
United Farm|Workers Organizing Committee, AFL-C{O, . Your lot-
ter expressed conceyn-that the Board's use of funds to inves-
tigate the accivities of the committee¢ violated the provision
attached to the Eoard's annual appropviatiocn law, most re-
cently Public Law 92-80, which states:

"A4% Thut no part of this appropriction shall be
available *** or used in conpection: with investi-
gations, hecarings, directives, or orders copcerning
bargaininpg units composed of agricultural labor-
ers kkk 0 \ |

We reviewad the Board's authority tp_i%Vcﬁtigate'thc'com-
mittee apd vetieve that there is substantial:support for
copciuding that the funds spent for the invéstigation were
properly spent in accordance with the letter‘pnd‘inteut”of
Public Lay 92-80, Our review included an examipation of the
velevant laws and legislative history, ipterviweivs with Board
officials, and analyses of the Board's justification for its
investigation, This justification was forwarded to us in a
letter daved May 10, 1972, from the Board's General Counsel
(copy enclosed). |

The Board was established in 1935 as a"-lndepéndoﬂt_ﬁou-
cral agency to administer the Nation's principal labor rela-
tions, Jaw, the National Labor Relations Act, The Bdard has
two prinary functions: (1) to prevent and remedy unfair labor
practices, by unions or by employers, and (2) to deturnine,
by conducting secret-hallot elections, whether workers wish
to have lnions represent them in collective bargaininy, The
Board docs not initiate action in either function hut proc-
csses only tiiose unfair lubor practice charges and petitions
for employece elections which are filed with it, For fiscal
year 1972, §548.5 million was uppropriated for Board
func.ions,
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The Board*lnvestigated the committee's activ1tieb after
upfair labor practice charges had been filed with' 18 of the
31 Board regional offices by the Free Marketing Coungil, the
Food Employers Council, and the H,‘§ 5. Pogue Company, The
charges, filed in late. December 1971, al]eged that ‘the coni-
mittce was engaging in conduct which violated the sceondary.
boycott provisions of the act, Similav vcharges against the
committee were subsequently filed by Burke's Village Liquors,
Dublin, Calif, In support of the charges,_the partlies sub-
mitted evidence that the committee was trying to organize,
and secure collective-bargaining contracts rovering, employ-
ees 1u vineries and other nonagricultural artivitles.

After the Board inV¢=tlgated, it concluded that t}ere was °

reasonable cause to believe that the committee was a lahor
organization subject to the provisions of the act and wa's
engaging in unfair labor practices as: charged After deter-
mining that formal proceedings were warranted, the Board
transferred all cases to region 21 (Los Angeles, Calif ).

n March 9, 1972, the regional dlrectox of rugxon 21\ .
fiied a etition with the District Court of the Unlted Statea
for the Eastcrn District of Califevnia for a temporary injunc-
‘tion to restr"in the ‘committee. from the .practices’ charged,

In sccoidance with section 10(1) of the act, whenever it is.

determined, that a complaint should be issued alleging u violu- .

tion of section 8(h)(4)(B) of the act--which forbids certain
types of secondary ‘boycott activity--the Board is required to
apply to a Federal.district court for an injunction prohibijt-
ing the continuatlon of such conduct pending a kerring by the
Board upon the charges and the Board's decision. ‘

Prior to the date of a hearing in thch the comm}ttee Wa s
required to show. cause why it should not be restrained as pe-
titioned, the court approved a postponement of the hearing to
permit the committee to engage in discussions with the Board
which might lead to settling the matters, Settlenient discus-
sions are a customary Hoard procedure in attempts to achieve
voluntary scttlement remedying the alle:ed violations.
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- In April 1972 the committee eptergd into*ﬁ\seft‘ehentf
agreament, with the loard, The committee agvesd. to refrain
from the practices charged, although it did not‘admit that -
it was 'a labor ovganijation or that it had comnitted any up:
fair laboy practices within the meaning of the ect, A a T
sult, the regional director decided not to institute further
proceedings.,, On May 22 1972, however, two charging parties,

as parmitted by Board rules and regulations, filed an apneal

of the vegional director's decision with the Board's General
Counsel, On July 6, 1972, the General Counsel informed the
two charging parties thet the appeals were denie! and the
settlement agreement was deemed appropriate.

The Board ostimates that it spent. ‘approximately $15,700
for investipation of the committee, preparation e€ papers for
the court, ahﬁ settlement discussions, ,

{ : B , A
Board officials have not been giver the opportuni<y to
consider and copnment formolly on the contents of this roport,

He tiust ghﬁa the above information is responsive to -

. your needs. This information is being pyovided to several ..

other Members of tha Coagress who have made similar requests,

Sinccrely'}ourg,

,_'_.;--"/ﬂ . . . /.7 | 'r ' '1‘
;2bﬁ¢cf ?if aCe ey

! '

Comptroller Gencral _ .
of the United States f
}

‘ 1
L]

' oo : '
The Honovable James G. O'lar: . *
Chalrmiin, Subcommittee on
Agricultural’ Libor . '

Committec on, Education snd Labor
Hoqsc of Representatives
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NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD

- OPFICK OF THE GENERAL COUNSUL
Washizgten, D.C. 20570 :

PR I

- !

May 10, 1972

r '
4

Honarable Elme[ B, Staats
Comptroller' Gej eral qf
the United 8tates
Guneral Accounting Office
Washington, D, C. - 20548 .

Dear Mr, Staats: |

Y o -
hsuistant Director Qeorge D, Peck adviaed us by letter uated
Apr11 11, 1972, that the Cemptroller Genaral has: been xequested
3% cqrrain memhers of Congriss to advise! 'them on the propriety
of this Aguncy's actinns in proceaaing cartain unfair labor.
practtce charges filed against the Uniteﬁ Farim Wor).ers Organﬂ‘
izing’ Committee’ (UFWuUC). These COngreas&ona ‘inquiries are
based ' cn a _concerh that n rider to-our a]prop iations bill may
pracluda the Aqency from making any eapaqditures ‘with respeuc
to unfair labor practice charges againat UFWOC.. Consistent’
with your request for information concarning the propriety- of
this Agency's actions, X am providing you. with our view of .tha
meaning of th\s rider and its application to this’ and! similar
cases. Inltlally. it is important that I describa’the natu:e

of the curxent proceeding and the underlying preceaﬂnt therefor.
1K -

-Baginning in lata Decenber 1971. a aubatantial number'of unfasir

labor practioe charges ware filed in: various of our Regional = "

Offices by the Frae Marketing COuncil. tha Food Employers counaml

and H, & S..Pogue Company, alleging, in essence, that UFWOC was’
engaging in zndvet violatiVB of the secondary boycott provisions
of the National Labor Relations Act. In supporq of these unfair
labhor practxve charges, the charging parties submitted evidence
that indicated 'that UFWOC was engaged in an effort to organize
and securc collective bargaining contractc covering employees in
wineries, or other non-agricultural activity. For example, a
number of such employees are engaged in the procese of converting

e
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wine into champagne, In aid of this cfrort, UFWOC had been
pickoting nwnerous retail outlets in various locations around
the .country which sell the nroducts of the winery or winecies

~nvolved, The cvidence also estakliished that an objezxt of the

picketing was to inducn customers not to patronize these
retail outlets; in short, to boycott the retail outlata,

Such conduct, if engzaged in by a labor organization subject

to the provisions of our Act, is violative of the Act. However,
the quastion piresented was whether UFWOC was a "lsbor organiza-
tion" within the mecaning of the Act, Upder Section 2(3) of the
Act, agricultural laborers are excluded from the statutory defi-
nition of "employee", S8ince the statutory definition of a

“"labor organization" requires employce participation, any organ-
ization in which only agricultural laborers participate would not
be a labor organization subject to the provisions of our Act,
UFWOC does, of course, represent agricultural laborers but the
charging parties alleged, apd our investigation revealed, that
employeea of commercial packing sheds, who are "employees" within
the meaning of cur Act, are members of UFWOC and, furxther, that
UFWOC vepresenteAd or sought to represent ' them. Indeed, in con-
nection with the -instant dispute, UFWOC sought to bargain for -
winery workers who are statutory employaes ‘under’ NLRB precedents.
Thus, on the basis of the investigation and under existing Board
precedents such as. Masters, Mates,.and Pilots, 144 NLRB 1172 and
Pacific Far EBast Lines, ).74' NLRB 1168, . 1 conuludea that UFWOC was
a labor organization within ‘the meaning of our‘ ct inasmuch as it
admitted to membership, repxesented and sought-to represent stat-
utory employees as well as agricultural lahorers, Moreover, my
decision is consistent with actions taken by my immediate prede-
cessor as General Counsel on similar.urfair ‘labor practice churges.
Thus, in 1967 and 1968 in Food Employers Council, Inc., Case No.
21-CC-987, and United Fress Fruit and Vegetable Association, Case
No, 2-CC-1u68, unfair labor practice complaints and- injunctive
proceedings were auvthorized against UFWOC based, on aec?ndary boy-
cott allegations relating to a grape boycott. The basis for those
decisions was the. finding that UFWOC had admitted statutory en-
ployees into the Union. These matters were resolved when thase
employees were separated frow UFWOC and organized into a separate
organization called the United Peanut Shelling Workers.

[
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Thuse cases did not, represent UFWOC's first experience with
vhis Agency. In earlier cnsas which I shall discugs more
tully below, UFWOC filed peticions for Board elections on at
least thrne occasions seeking represantation elections in
bargaining units of packing shed employess and on one occasion
filed an unfair labox practice chnrge concerning the discharge
of an employee allagedly in violation of Sectlon 8(&)(3) of the

‘hct.\ Moxeover, in 1970 jin Giumarra Vineyards, Cases Nos, 20~

cc-904 and 930, an unfair labor pructice complaint was authorized
againat UFWOC and the AFL-CIO where it was determined after an
1nveet$gatlon that these two prganizations were acting in a joint

-venture with respect to certain secorndary boycott awutivities,

\

While th&e Agency é-.d dismiss an unfair labor practice charge
against USWOC in 1971, the dismigsal was based upon an investi-
gation which did not. produce qvidence sufficient to support a
f£inding thit UFWOC was a labor organization. As noted above,
there is euvh evidence in the present case,

Turning now Eo the rider that has -been attached to this Agency's
appropriatione bill since 1946. This rider provides;

" That no pa:t of this aypropriation shall be availabls
to organiae or ainist in organizing agricultural
laborers qr used \n connection with investigations.
hearings, directives. ne orders concerning bnrgaining
units compused of agricultural labcrers as referrced
to in Sectiop 2(3) of the (National Labnr Relations
Act) and. as defined in Section 3 (f) of the (Fair Labor
Standards Hek) ...

/.‘
Section 3(f) of f:he Fair Labor Standards Aﬁt defines "agricultyre”
as follows: ‘

‘-

"Agriculture" includes farm;ng in“all its branches
and among other things includes the cultivation and
tillage of the soil, dairyipg, the production. cul- .
tivation, growing, and ha“veetinn of any agricultural
or horticultural commodities (including commodities
defined- as agricultural commoditice in Section 15(qg)
of the Agricultural Marketing Act, as amended), the

i o
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raising of livestock, bees, fur-bearing animals, or
poultry, and any practices (including any forestry
or lumbering operations) performed by a farmer or
on a farm as an incident to or in conjunction with
such farming operations, including praparation for
market, delivery to storage or to market or to

_ carriers fur transportation to markat,

The Board reccgnlzed that it is direoted to follow the definltion
of "agriculture" st forth in the Fair Labor Standards Act and

in addition “has ftequently stated that it considers it its duty
to folleow, whenevsl possible, the interpretation of Section 3(f)
adopted by the Depprtmant of Lahor, cthe agency which is charged
with the responsibility for and has the experienca in adninis-
tering the FLSA." Bodine Produce Company, 147 NLRB 832 at 834,

. A ST
From the tbove discussion, 't is readily appurent that the subject

unfzis labor practice proceuvdings are not related in any way to
thhe organization of, o) assistance in the organization of, agri--
cultural lakorers, Indeed, anp investigation of certain of the
employees in question by the ¥Wage and Hour nivision of the
Department of Labor confirmed the findings of the iwwestigction
' that these individuals are not engaged in agriculture, Nor was
this matter in any way concerned with "bargaining units composed
of agricultural laborers," Rather, the instant cases involve -
allegations that a labor organization was engaged in a secondary
boycott of stores and supermarkets (non-agricultural enterprisws)
with a purpose of bringing pressure on wineries to' compel them 'to
recogniza UFWOC as the representative of cercain of the wineries
statutory and non-statutory employees. These allegations, as
wall as the allegations that UFWOC also represented other stat-
utory emnloyees, established prima facie bases for an investiga-
txon_and indeed, sworn testimony received during that investi-
gation supported theuse allegutions.

As you know, the processes of this Agency are not self-initiatxng.

An unfair lebor practice proceeding is initiated by a charge
which can he filed by ‘any person", Absent some indication from
the face of the charge or known fact that the charge is based on
matters beyond the reach of the Act, investigarion must be u; der-
taken to permit a determination of the issues involved, including
Jurisdiction ‘issaes, In the instant cases, as noted, there were




o o _ TRCLOSURE

" such al&egétiona and accordingly, this Agency, coasistent with

its oLligations under the Act, conducted an investigation of
all aspects of the charges, including the allegition that UFWoOC
represented statutory employees. Although the inveatigation in
this case did not involve a review of employees who were, in
fact, agricultural workere in an agricultural unit, such might
hay 2 heen the case, For thal reason our investigation of this
mat ‘e1 proceeded first to detarmine if the employee units
investigated were agricultural or non-agrictltural in nature,
Had they been determined to be the former, the investigation of
that unit would have ceased, In so proceeding we insured that
the full intent of tii: rider was curried out. Thus, ‘it is
axionatic that the rider cannnt operate to forestall an inves-
tigation of unfair labor practice charges simply because an
allegation is made that the union nr employees involved ace not
covered by the Act, However, if thke face of the charges or a
preliminary invesvigation sustains such an allegacinn, the
charges would, of course, be dismissed. However, in this par-
ticulac case the charges were svpported by our investigation.

Specifically, the evidence adduced during this invest.igation
revealeds

l. One of the purposes of the wine boycott was to obtain
recognition for some 110-120 winery employees, These, .employees
work in the wineries of F. Korbel & Bros., Inu.,'Hanns,Korrell
Champagne Cellars and'Sebastiani Wirnazy. dany of them ‘ara
engaged in th‘ processing of wine into chawpagna, a clearly .
nonnagricultural pursuit,

L]

2. UFwnc‘represented-QO-loo commercial packing shed
laborers, who are not "agricultural laborers" within the
meaning of nhe Acc. :

That the appropriatiqns bill rider was not intended to exclude
thege packing shed empluvees from cov.rage under the Act is
apparent from the legislativce history of the rider and of the
1947 Amendment3 to the Act. Thus, the original appropriations
bjll rider in the House of Representatives provided that the
dlefinition of "agricultural laborers" was to be tied to the
definition utilized by the Social Security Act. Although there
was opposition to the rider in the House bhased on the view that
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under that definition, workers lin packing sheds would b¢
eliminated fyom coverage of the Act {(Cong. Rec., House,
June 11, 1946, p. 6689 ept seq.), the fipal House varsion
contained the Social Security Act dafinition.

" The Senate rejected the House version and, after the coinferees
were unabie to agrze, the House and Senate earh reconsidered
the mattev. - The language contained in the present rider is

the product of further conference committee efforts. In the
report of the rider to the Senate bill, Senator Pepper stated:
' v+. then the vice uf the former amendment does not appear,
because where a packing house or a packing shed is operated
away from the farm and carried on not as a farming operation,
but as an independent enterprise, it ccuid vell bg arid I assume
would be construed as an industrial operation, and not a farming
operation, ...." (Cong. Rec., Senate, July 20, 1946, p. 9515.)

At one point during 1947, one of the pr0poaed lamendments to ‘the
Act contained the FLSA definition of agriculture. In explaining
its presence Senator Ball stated; f

}

It simply adopts the definition of "agriﬂultural worker"
which is in the Fair ‘Labor .Standards Acty and which, by
redson of a rider of the appropriations Pill last year,
is the definition which the NLRB is now following, and
to which, as I understood the teetimony, the Board it~
self has no substantial objection, The]definition does
leave covered by the proposed.act, pack/iiy sheds and tie
so-called “industrial operations" in copnection with
farming, and merely excludes packing actually done on
the farm ay an incident to the farmer's operations.,
(Cong, Rec., Senate, April 25, 1947, p. 4150.)

In its treatment of the coverage of employees, the Board has
relied heavily on whether the packiny shed;is used to pack only
its own produce or is usad to pack produce of other growers.

In the former situatxon, the workers have been considered
"agriculturaltlaborers" and therefore not: subject to the Act..
Bodine Produce Conipany, supra, fn. 1. However, where produce
is packed for other growers, even 15 percent of the total, the
enterprise becomeu commercial in nature and the workers in that

Y
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shed are not "agricultural laborers" withip the meaning of
Section 2(3) of the Act, The Garin Company, 148 NLRB 1499,
relied on in Mikami Brothers, 188 NLRB No, 78.

Thus, the legislative history of the appropriations rider and
the 1947 anendments and the Board's treatment of the cases
indicate that Congress intenied to be rnertain that commerciatl
packing shed workers, such as those involved in the instant
cases, would not be excluded from coverage of the Act.

The diatinction!betwaen commercial sheds and non-cormercial
sheds is so well-established that UFWOC itself has utilired

the Board's proceeaea for conmerclal shed employees, This, as
noted earlier, 'in lute 1966, UFWOC, as a labor organization,
£iled represendation petitions seeking an election in Earl PFruit
Co., Case No, 31-RC~381, and Mosesian and Goldberg, Case No,
31~RC~392, 1he parties stipulated that these two packiny sheds
had at least 50 "employees" within the meaning of uhe Act,
UFWOC was certitled by the Board in Earl Pruit Co. and the
representaticn petition in Mosesian and Goldberq was withdrawn
after the e.ployer recognized UFWOC as the representative of
its agricultural laborera and its shed employees,

In Starr Produce Cnmpany, Inc., Case No, 23-Car2583' UFWOC, as

a "labor organization”, filed unfair .labor practice charges
alleging that the employer had violated Section 8(a) (1) znd (3) .
of the Act by diucharging certain packing' shed employees. While .
the case was being investigated, UFWOC fjiled a representat.ion
patition, Case No, 23-RC~2882, seeking to represent that: =
employer's packing shed employees., An alaction was_held and
UFWOC filed ohjections to the election. A complaint jesued i

the unfair labor vractice case and was consolidated for’ he(:ing
with the representation case., A hearing was held and in ta
trial examiner's decision (TXD-697-67, issued NDecember 18, 1967)
UFWOC was found to be a "labor organiaation" within the meaning
of the Act, 'and the employer found tn have committed the unfair
lahor practice charged., It is significant to note that while
'UFWOC was urging "“labor organization" status, the employer.
respondent in the cace arxgued that the rider to the appropriations
act prohibited the Board f: ym pursuing the case. In answering |
this argument, the trial examiner stated:

o —_
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Howevsr, tﬁqtrxdnn to the. approprlationﬁ act docs
not alter the definition of a labor organization
contained in tha-Act. ‘Rather it resiricts the
activities by or on behalf of labor organizations
with which the Board may become involved in the
administratiou of the Aect ,... The history, appli-
cation, and provisions of the appropriatione acts
indicate that the rider was designed only to supply
a definition of agricultural laborer otherwise
migsing Erom the AcL and not to deny all access to
the procestes of the Board to an organization which
could satisfy the definition of labor organization
but which had domipant interests in the organizing
of agricultural -labore ‘s, It is the immediate
object of an organization's activity in a particular
case and not its long range institutional objective
with which the rider to the appropriations acts is
concerned, (Ibid.'at pp. 7-8.)

After the triil examiner's decision was issued, the employer
agreed to comply with the decision and UFWOC withdrew its
objections and petition for certification.

As noted abcve, the unfair labor practice. charges in this case
involved allegations of urlawful prossures on' stores and super=~ .
markets (clearly statutory employers) with an object, in part,
of forcing wineries (again clearly sfatutexy employers) to
recognize and bavygain with UFWOC Jan ornanizatiou which already
represented. some statutory employees (packing shed employees))
as the collective barqaiping representative of certain statutory
employees of the wineries,

To view the appropriations rider as precluding the investigation
of a "secondary nﬂyPﬂff" rharae raia{nn 5nﬂh ieenng gqomg uho‘ln
at odds with the language of the Act and the statutory scheme for
the processing of unfair labor practice charges. Tt is alen

quite inconsisten. with Court of Appeals and Supreme Court drg- T

cuzsions and analyses of the meaning of Section 8(b) (4) of ths
Act.
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wWhile it is true that the Courts have never considerad the
meaning gf the rider directly, thay have consiupxed cagec
where tha primary employer was- a "farmer" and wnere the

object of the unlawfvwi gecondary aclivity was to secure
recognition of agricultural laberers. Thus, in 195), the

Court of Appeals for the District of Coiumbia had occanicn

to consider thn then Section B(b)(d)(A) of the Act, Althiugh
 the court'in that case fourd that the respondent Parm Union
was not . a “la)>or qrranization“ because theyre waira no statutcry
"employees in the Farm Union, Judye Prettyman, after a detajled
discussion, stakted: "The statute urquesticnably protects farmerg
from senondary boycotts Ly nvgauizaticns in which teamsters,
etc,, not classified as agricultura) workers, participata,”

191 F,2d 642, 645 (D.c. Cir, 1951), cert, den, 342 1,5, 369,
enforeing 67 NLRB 720, Under the Court's analysis, it is cleayr
that a secondary boycott lnvolving farmers would be proscribed
by tha then Section 8(b) (4) (A) if it couid ke shown that a
"labor organization" nad engaged in ine then proscribed w)ans.
i.e,, inducing statutory employees to strika, And, there is

no indication that a secondary koycott as *0 which farmers weére
"unquestionably” protectcu’ could not be investigated or heard
berause of the svpropriations rider which had been continuously
ir. existence since 1946, i.e., before the introduction of the
gsecondary bovcott provisions of the NLRA .

One of the purposes of the 1959 dnendmants to the Act was to
close’ certain loopholes in Section 8(b) (4) (A). 0One such loop-
hole was that the proscribad means was to induce or encourage
the ermployees of any employer, so that inducing a non-sta*utory
worker, for example, agricultural or railroad employees, wWas not
prohibited, Recognjzing this, the Supreme Covrt in NLRB v,
Servette, Inc., 377 U,S, 46, statud at fqotroto 6;

In view of these definitions, it was permis;able for
a union to induce work ztoppagas by minor supervisors,
and farm, rdilway or public employees .... Cocmpare
DiGiorgio Fru.t Corp .-...

The Court went. on to state "to closs these loopholes, subsection
(i) substjtuted the phrase 'any individual employed kv any person’
for 'the employeus of any employexr,’' ...." (Ibid. at 52.,)

4
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Thus, it 18 clear that the, 1959 amendmﬂnts reached sacondary
boycott conduct involving farmera which had not been covered
under old Section 8(b) (4) (A). This was au additional pro-
scription to that already existing. Juct as':nothing appears
to support the view that the appropriations rider would pre-
clude the investigation or hearing of a secondary boycott
involving farmera by a "labor brganization” under DiGiorgio,
supra, so it seems even less supportable to find that the
Congressional intent reflected in the 1959 amendments to
extend the reach of the secondary boycott sections of the
Act and to close previously existing loopholes was to be
negated by the language in the appropriations rider since
1946,

For the reasons’'set forth above, it is my judgment that the
actions of this Agepcy with respect to the instant charges
were a proper exercise of the Agency's responsibility under
the Act and were well within and consistent with the Con-
gressional intent and indeed, the literal language of our
appropriations rider.

Turning now to the question of expenditnres in this matter,
I have had our Regional Offices provide me with preliminary
estimates of the time and travel expenses in these cases.
Their reports to me indicate that the cogt, including time
in the investigation of this matter, preparation of papers
for the court and settlement discussions with UFWOC is -
approximately $15,700. This is a rough'estimate, at best,
and is roughly divisible into “he following categories:

_ Hours Cost-"

Professional ' 1,262.5 $13,784
Clerical (GS~6 and'below) 339.0 1,429
Compensation and Benefits 1,601.5 15,213
Travel (Mileage, Per Diem and e _ o
Car Rental) . 454
Telephone 2
Total Cost $15,669

Considering the fact that this proceeding is not merely one °
case, but rather involves unfair labor practice charges filed
in eighteen different Regional Offices throughout the country,

10






