The Association of Legal Aid Attorneys
Legal Division, District 65/UAW, AFL-CIO
13 Astor Place, New York, NY 10003-6980 ,
(212) 674-4188/673-5120/(800) 221-5011, ext. 340/FAX: (212) 475-6091

April 1, 1991

Kalman Finkel, Esq.

. Attorney-in-Charge

The Legal Aid Society
Civil Division

11 Park Place - 18th Floor -
New York, NY 10007

BY FAX

Dear Kalman:

We have just been informed by the Legal Services Staff Association (District 65/UAW) that
its striking members will picket the Civil Courts in Brooklyn, Bronx and Manhattan
tomorrow, April 2, 1991, between 8:30 a.m. and 10:30 a.m.

Please be advised that while our members will report for work tomorrow and perform their
usual tasks, they will not cross that picket line, in reliance on their rights pursuant to Section
7 of the National Labor Relations Act, unless they are actually engaged in trial.

Our members will make every effort to schedule their appearances at hours other than those
affected by the picket line. Nonetheless, if management intends to appear on a case during
the picket hours, our members will explain the relevant facts and issues of the case to
supervisors for that purpose.

-
Sincerely,

Michae Z. Letwin
President

cc:  Civil Division Attorneys-in-Charge
ALAA Delegates
Lenny Leibowitz
Robert Batterman

_ . Founded 1969
Michael Z. LetwinPresident/Annette DePalmalice President/Martha Conforti Secretary/Stephen DeanTregsurer
R. David AddamsExecutive Director/isabel LobeloOffice AdministratoriRon LucianoOffice Secretary



The Association of Legal Aid Attorneys
Legal Division, District 65/UAW, AFL-CIO
13 Astor Place, New York, NY 100(03-6950
(212) 674-4188/673-5120/(800) 221-5011, ext. 346/FAX: (212} 475-6091

April 1, 1991

Robert Baum, Esq.
Attorney-in-Charge _
The Legal Aid Society
Criminal Defense Division
15 Park Row - 16th Floor
New York, NY 10038

BY FAX

Dear Bob:

We have just been informed by the Leghl Services Staff Association (District 65/UAW) that
its striking members will picket the Civil Courts in Brooklyn, Bronx and Manhattan tomorrow,
April 2, 1991, between 8:30 a.m. and 10:30 a.m.

Please be advised that while our members will report for work tomorrow and perform their
usual tasks, they will not cross that picket line, in reliance on their rights pursuant to Section
7 of the National Labor Relations Act, unless they are actually engaged on trial.

Our members will make every effort to schedule their appearances at hours other than those
affected by the pxcket Ime Nonctheless if management mtends to appear on a case during

and weeks.

Sc‘ere:ly

Michael¥Z.. Letwin
President

cc: Boro Attorneys-in-Charge
ALAA Delegates
Lenny Leibowitz
Robert Batterman

] Founded 1969
Michael Z. LetwinPresident/Annette DePalmalice President/Martha Conforti Secretary/Stephen DeanTreasurer
R. David AddamsExecutive Director/Isabel LobeloOffice Administrator/Ron LucianoOffice Secretary
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Business Services by Manpower, Inc. arm’ Rich
Cordes end Craig Monroe. Casas 3-CA-1GSOS
and 3-CA-10505-2

17 October 1984
DECISION AND ORDER

By CHAIRMAN DoOTSON AND MEMBERS
ZIMMERMAN AND DENNIS

On 3 February 1983 Administrative Law Judge
James L. Rose issued the attached decision. The
Respondent filed exceptions and a supporting brief.

The National Labor Relations Board has delegat-
ed its authority in this proceeding to a three-
member panel.

The National Labor Relations Board has consid-
ered the decision and the record in light of the ex-
ceptions and brief and has decided to affirm the
judge’s rnlings, findings,® and conclusions and to
adopt his recomimended Order,? as modified.

The judge concluded that the conduct of Rich-
ard Cordes and Craig Monroe of honoring a picket
Line at Spaulding Bakery, where the Respondent,
Business Services by Manpower, Inc. (Manpower),
had referred them for employment, was protected
by the Act, and therefore the Respondent’s dis-
charge of them for pursuing such activity violated
Section &a)(1) of the Act. We fully agree with his
‘conclusion.

The Board has consistently held that the right to

protecied by the Act.® In this connsction, the
Board has not distinguished between picket lines at
the facilities of the employee’s own employer and
picket lines 2t other facilities where the emploves
may be required to work (“stranger” picket lines).
In contrast to the dissent, we continue to find that
under Section 7 of the Act no such distinction is
warranted.

In Eastex, Inc. v. NLRB,* the Supreme Court
stated:

1 The Raspandent has excepted to semae of the judes's credidility find-
ings, The Board's ssrakbiished policy i not 18 overrule sn sdministrative
law judge’s eregibility fesclutions upless the elear preponderancs of all
the relevant evidence canvinces up that they sre incerrect. Signdard Dy
Wall Produces, 51 NLREB 544 (1950), enfd. 183 F.2d 362 3d Cln (951
We have carefilly sxamined the record ang find no basie for reversing
the fndings,

* We shalf modify the judge's recommended Order to require the Re-
spondent to cxpunge from its flies any reference to the discharges of
Richsrd Cordes and - Craig Monros, snd o notify them in writing thet it
hag taken this pction and that cvidenoe of its unlawfol conduct will not

Sugars, 161 NLRB 472 (1982).

3 See. e.g., Torringron Construction Cp., 235 MLRE 1540 (1978 News
bery Emergy Corp. 227 NLRE 436 (1978); Rodwing Corviers, 137 NLRB
1545 (1962), enfd. sub mom. Tromsers Loes! 79 « NLRE 322 F.2¢ 1001
(D.C. Cir. 1953), cert, denied 377 ULE. 905 (1964),

4437 U, 56, 564463 (157H). Tn that case, the Court found protected
2 unign's distribution of & newsletier urging smployest 10 Jupport it snd

272 NLRE No. 119

honor & union's picket line is a right created and-

be used 2x o basi for future persennel notisns agnet them, See Sterfing

The "employees" who may engage in concert.
ed activities for “mutual aid or protection” are
defined by § 2(3) of the Aet, 29 US.C §
152(3), to “include any employee, and shall
oot be Limited to the employees of a particular
amployer, unless [the Act] explicitly states oth-
erwise | . This definition was intended to
protect cmployees when they engage in other-
wise proper coneérted activities in support of
employees of employers other than their own
In recognition of this intent, the Board and the
courts long have held that the “mutual aid or
protection” clause encompasses such activity

k

We also find no warrant for petitioner's
view that employees lose their protection
under the “mutpal aid or protection” clause
when they seek to improve terms and condi-
tions of employment or otherwise improve
their lot as employees through channels out-
side the immediate employvee-employer rela-
tionship. The 74th Congress knew well enough
that labor's cause often is advanced on fronts
other than collective bargaining and grigvance
settlement within the immediate employment
context. It recognized this fact by choosing, as
the langnage of §7 makes clear, 10 protect con-
certed activities for the somewhat broader pur-
pose of “mutuzl aid or protection” as well a5
for the marrower purposes of “self-orgasiza-
tion” and “collective bargaining."”

More recently, the United States Court of Appeals
for the Seventh Circuit stated:

But it does not strain the language of section
7 to regard the two drivers as having engaged
in & concerted activity that consisted of picket-
ing on the part of some workers and refusing
10 cross the picket line on the part of others,
and that was, at least in part, for the drivers’
own aid or protection and therefore satisfied
the mutuality requireraent . , . ., The drivers
may have felt that strengthening the umon
movement by honoring 2 union's picket line
would promote their own economic interests
as workers, “[Tlhe solidarity so established [by
aiding another employse’s grievance against
his employer] is ‘mutual aid' in the most literal
sense,” NLRB v Peter Cailler Kohler Choco-
lates Co., 130 F.2d 503, 505-506 (24 Cir. 1942)
(L. Hand, 1.).5

ustion® in gencral, oppusing incorporation ¢f z sime “rightdowark™ law
inte the State's eonstithlion, 4nd erigicizing the President for vatding 2
Federal minimum wage bill,

5 NLRB v, BrowningFerris Industeizs, 700 B2d 385, 387 (mh Cir,
1983).
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Similarly, the Court of Appeals for the Ninth Cir-
cuit reasoned as follows:

An integral part of any strike iz persuading
other employees to withhold their servicss and
join in making the strike more effective. It
cannot be denied that respect for the integrity

- of the picket line may well be the source of
strengih of the whole collective bargsining
process in which every union member has a le-
gitimate and protected economic interest,”
NLRRE v. Union Carbide Corp., 440 F.2d 54, 56
(4th Cir.), cert. demied, 404 U.S. 826 ...
(1971). Employees who honot a primary
picket line in effect join the strike. NLRE v
West Coast Casket Co., 205 F.2d 902, 908 (9th
Cir. 1953). Such activity is assistance to a

. labor orgamization for “mutual aid or protec-
tion” . . . . Although reciprocity may be indi-
rect, respect for ancther union’s picket line
leads to 4 stronger labor movament . . .

Activities for “mutual aid or protection”
within the meaning of section 7 are not limited
to those within the employer-employee rela-
tienship or those aimed at changing terms and
conditions of employment.®

These decisions persuasively refute the dissent's
contention that Section 7 only minimally protects
the Charging Parties’ activity. The suggestion that
“mutual ajd or protection” is confined to narrow
workplace concerns derives no support from the
express language of the Act, nor is it based in case
iaw or logic. Moreover, in this case, Cordes and
Monree had reason 0 be personally concerped
with Spaulding’s personnel policies and employ-
ment conditions because they expected to be work-
ing for Spaulding, albeit for a limited time.

The dissent suggests that Cordes and Monrog re-
fused to cross the picket line for vague ideological
reasons rather than because of any interest in the
particular issues in the dispute. Such reasoning
misses the point.” A longstanding tactic of the
American trade union movement, sooted in cardi-
nal union principles, is honoring picket lines._Sgo-
tion 7 strongly protects such conduct, and the pro-
tection is not contngent on an empiovee's ability

to demonstrate 3 detailed understanding of the

¢ NLRR v. Southern Colifornia Edizon Co., 646 P.2d 1352, 136364 (th
Cir. 1981). Several other circuit courts of appeals have ales heid that the
Act protects smplovee afutals to cross sitanger picket lines. NLAS v
Gould, Ine., 638 F.2d 159 (0th Cir. 1980% NLRE v Alame Express, Int.
430 F.2d 1032 (Sth Cir. 1970); Tematers Local 637 v NLEB, 419 F2d
204 (D.C. iz, 1970}

' & is also incorrect. The record indicates that befors lmaving the
Spaulding facility Cordes and Monros spoke to the picketers and ascer-
toined thelr purpose. They thos made an itfarmed declsion 1w sapport the
picketers” pogitiom.

“cassity”

DECISIONS OF NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD

issues invelved in a specific dispute.® Thus, it is it
material whether Cordes and Monroe were famili
with the issues involved in the Spaulding disput
or whether they refused gemerally to cross unic
picket lines.

Our dissenting colleague finds the Respondent
action proper after balancing the Employer's “bug
ness interest” and the employees’ interests. Fro
his reasoning, however, it appears that he acton
the employees’ interests only minimal weigh
indeed, it is difficult to envision circumstances :
which the dissent’s balancing test would result in
decision favorable to employees. The balancing te
thus effectively remders nonexistent an essentt

- Section 7 employee protection,

* The dissent also errs in finding that “business n
required the Respondent to remon

Cordes and Monroe from its referral list perm:
nently. This removal was tantamount to dlscharg
lover :

LRB 1340, 15 (1978) ¥

The Respondent, to protect its business intérest
could lawfully have refrained from refersin
Cordes and Monroe to Spauiding or to any othe
company known to be involved in a labor disput
1t violated the Act, however, by discharging then

ORDER

The National Laber Relations Board adopts th
recommended Order of the administrative la
judge as modified below and orders that the Re
spondent, Business Services by Manpower, Inc
Binghamtion, New York, its officers, agents, sncees
sors, and assigns, shall take the action set forth L
the Order as modified. _

1. Insert the following as paragraph 2(b) and re
fetter the subsequent paragraphs.

“(b) Remove from its files any reference to th
unlawful discharges of Richard Cordes and Crai
Monroe on 22 May 1981, and notify them in writ
ing that it has taken this action and "that the dis

- charges will not be used against them in any way)

2. Substitute the attached notice for that of th
administrative Iaw judge.

® Indeed. we rooepily held in AZ3 Cp. 269 NLRR 774, 773 (1984), ths
the Agt protesi en r.mphyaas sefusei 10 croms a picke! line even when

. the employesa's sole reason it x fepr of pesonal badily injury, We stated

“ITihe focal point of the Boerd's inquiry it the nature of the mw‘!!
itacll: the enrployes's motives for & in the setivity are irzclevant,

® See alan Nesbery Energy Corp, 227 NLRE 426, 437 {1976,
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Similarly, the Court of Appeals for the Ninth Cir-
cuit reasoned as follows:

An integral part of any strike is persuading
other employees to withhold their services and
join in making the strike more effective. “Tt
cannot be denied that respect for the integrity
of the picket line may well be the source of
strength of the whole collective bargaining
process in which every union member has a le-
gitimate and protected economic inmterest.”
NLRE v. Union Carbide Corp., 440 F.2d 54, 56
(4th Cir), cert. denied, 404 US. 826 ...
(1971). Emplovess who honor a primary
picket line in effect join the strike. NLRB v
West Coast Casker Co., 205 F.2d 902, 908 (9th
Cir. 1953). Such sctivity js assistance to a
iabor organizztion for “mutual oid or protec-
tion” . Althaugh re«::iprocity may be indi-

. reet, re:spect for another union’s picket line
leads to a stronger Iabor movement .

Activities for “mutual aid or protection"
within the meaning of section 7 are not lirmted
to those within the employer-employee rela-
tionship or those aimed at changing terms and
conditions of employment.®

These decisions persuasively refute the dissent’s
contention that Se¢ction 7 only minimally protects
the Charging Parties' activity. The suggestion that
“rmutual aid or protection” is confined to aarrow
workplace concerns derives no support from the
express language of the Act, nor is it based in case
iaw or logic. Moreover, in this case, Cordes and
Monroe nhad reason to be personally concerned
with Spaulding’s personnel policies and employ-
ment conditions besause they expected to be work-
ing for Spaulding, albeit for a limited time.

The dissent suggests that Cordes and Monroe re-
fused to cross the picket line for vague ideological
reasons rather than because ©f any interest in the

“pessity”

issues involved in a specific dispute.® Thus, it s im.
material whether Cordes and Monroe were familia:
with the issues involved in the Spaulding dispute,
or whether they refused generally to cross union
picket lines.

Our dissenting colleague finds the Respondent’
action proper after balancing the Employer's “busi.
ness interest’” and the employees’ interests. From
his reasoning, however, it appears that he acconds
the empicyees’ interests only minimal weight
indeed, it i3 difficult to envision circumstances in
which the dissent’s balancing test would result in =
decision favorable to employees, The balancing test
thus effectively renders nonexistent an essential
Section 7 emplovee pwtcmon

The dissent also errs in finding that “business ne.
required the Respondent to remove
Cordes and Monroe from its referral list perma.
nently. This removai was tantamounz to dl$Ch&1’gw

] (1978).7
The Respondent, to protect its business interests,
could lawfully have refrained from referring
Cordes and Monroe to Spaulding or to any other
company known 10 be involved in 2 labor dispute.
It violated the Aet, however, by discharging them,

ORDER

The National Labor Relations Board adopts the
recommended Order of the administrative law
judge as modified below and orders that the Re-
spondent, Dusiness Services by Manpower, Inc,
Binghamton, New York, its officers, agents, succes-
sors, and assigns, shall take the action set forth ir
the Order as modified.

particular isspes in the dispute. Such reasoning
misses the point.” A longstanding tactic of the
American trade union movement, rooted in cardi-
nal ynion principles, is honoring picket lines. See-
tion 7 strongly protects such conduct, and the pro
Tection is NOt contingent of an employee's abiity
to demonstrate a2 detailed understanding of the

1. Insert the following as paragraph 2(b) and re-
letter the subsequent paragraphs.

“{b) Remove from its files any reference to the
unlawful discharges of Richard Cordes and Craig
Monroe on 22 May 1981, and notify them in writs
ing that it has taken this action and “that the dis-
charges will aot be used against them in any way.”

2. Substitute the attached notice for that of the
administrative lIaw judge.
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b NLRB v, Sowthern Calffornia Edivon Ce., 546 F.2d 1352, 136354 (Sth
Cir. 1581), Several other circuit cowrts of sppéaly have alss held that the
Act protects smploves refusals 1o cross stfanger picke! lnes. NLRA2 w
Gauwld, [ne. 938 F.2d 15% (it Cir. 1980y NLRE v Aleme Express, Ine.,
430 F.2d 1032 (5th Cir. 1970); Teamsters Local 857 v NLER, 423 P24
204 (D.C. Ciz. 1970).

* % is alo incomreet, The record indicatss thw before lesving the
Spaulding facility Cordes and Meonroc spoke to the ploketers and ascer-
toingd thelr purposs. They thus made an informed dechion to support the
picketare” pogition.

4
0
a4 b

® Indeed, we recently held in ABF Cop,. 265 NLRE 774, 775 (1984), that
the Act protesis Rn cmpiayee s Tefuse] $0 ¢Fo%s & picke! line cven whert
the employae's sole reasch i a fegr of p"smnl bodily injury, We stated,
“[Tihe focal point of the Bowrd's inquiry it the nature of the setivity
itaeil the smiployee's motives for g in the stivity are irrclevant.”

¥ See aleg waez}' Enerey Corp,, 227 WLRB 436, 437 (!976)
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Business Services by Manpower, Inr.:. and Rich
Cordes and Craig Monroe. Cases 3-CA-10505
and 3-CA-10505-2

17 October 1984
DECISION AND ORDER

By CHAIRMAN DOTSON AND MEMBERS
ZIMMERMAN AND DENNIS

On 3 February 1983 Administrative Law Judge
James L. Rose issued the artached decision. The
Respondent filed exceptions 2nd a supporting brief.

The National Labor Relations Board has dejegat-
ed its authority in this proceeding to a three-

.member panel.

The National Labor Relations Board has consid-
ered the decision and the record in light of the ex-
ceptions and brief and has decided to affirm the
judge’s rulings, findings,® and conclusions and 1o
adopt his recommended Order,? as modified.

The judge concluded that the conduct of Rich-
ard Cordes and Craig Monroe of honoring a picket
line at Spaulding Bakery, whete the Respondent,
Business Services by Manpower, Inc. (Manpower),
had referred them for employment, was protected
by the Act, and therefore the Respondent’s dis-
charge of them for pursuing such activity violated
Section §(2)(1) of the Act. We fully agree with his
conclusion. : )

The Board has consistently held that the right 1o
honer & union’s picket lpe is a right credted and
protected by the Aet® In this connection, the
Board has not distinguished between picket lines at
the facilities of the employes’s own employer and
picke: lines at other facilities where the emploves
may be fequired to work (“stranger” picket lines).
Ir contrast to the dissent, we continue to find that
under Section 7 of the Act no such distinction is
warranted, )

In Eastex. fnc w I\!LR.E,* the Supreme Court
stated.

t The Raspondent has srceptad 1o some of the judpe's eredibility find-
ings, The Boerd's ssrablished poliey i not 18 overrule sn sdministrative
iaw judpe’s credibiiity resolutions wunless the elear preponderance of all
the relevant evidence convineas we that they sre incorreet. Siinderd Dry
Wall Producn, 91 NLRB 544 (1950) ¢ofid. 183 F2d 362 (3d Cir 1931)-
We have carefuily examinsd the tecord and find no basis for reversing
the findings,

* We shel) modify the Judgcs recomnmengded Osder to raquire the Ra-
spondent to sxpunge from it fles any reference 16 the discharges of
Richard Cordes and Craig Monroe, snd to notify them in welting thet it
hag taken this sctien and that evidence of its unlawial conduet will not
be used a5 & basit for fuwere personnel petions againe: them, See Sterfing
Sugars, 261 NLER 431 (1682),

® See. =g, Teringron Commruction Co., T35 NLEB 1540 {197%) News
ber Energy Corp. 227 NLRE 436 (1976); Redwing Comiers, 137 NLRB
1545 (1962}, aafd. eud nom. Trometers Loce/ 70 v NLRA. 325 F.28 1011
(T.C. Cit. 19635 errt. denicd 277 U5 905 (1964),

4437 U5, 556, 564585 (1978} In that case, the Court found protested
& union's distribution of & sewsletter yrging emplayess 16 support it and

272 NLREB No. 119

fDL(lB $7 sFuLpa Mﬁﬂ-f nght net fo trosr Gaofhe
E Varons pd erf 1 M Busmass sanvrrﬁ BY MANPOWER J’L\k@, §27

The “empioyem” who may engage in concert
ed activities for “mutual aid or protection”™ are
defined by § 2(3) of the Act, 29 U.S.C. §
C152(3), to “include any employee, and shall
not be limdited to the employees of a particular
amployer, uniass {the Act] explicitly states oth-
erwise . * This definition was intended to
protect cmployees when they engage in other-
¥ wist proper coneested activities in support of
employees of employers other than their own.
In recognition of this intent, the Board and the
courts long have held that the “mutual &d or
protection” clause encompasses such activity

We also find no warrant for petitioner's
view that employees lose their protection
under the “mutual aid or protection” clause
when they zeek to improve terms and condic
tions of employment or otherwise improve
their lot as employees through channels out-
side the immediate emplovee-amployer rela-
tionship. The 74th Congress knew well enpugh
that labor’s cause often is advanced on fronts
other than collective bargaining and grievance
settlement within the immediate emplovment
context. [t recognized this fact by chioosing, as
the language of §7 makes clear, to protect con.
¢erted activities for the somewhat broader pur-
pose of “mutual aid or protection’ as well as
for the narrower purposes of “selfrorganiza-
tion" and “collective bargaining.”

More recently, the United States Court of Appeals
for the Seventh Cirenit stated:

But it does not strain the language of section
7 to regard the two drivers as having engaged
in 3 concerted activity that consisted of picket-
ing on the part of some workers and refusing
to cross the picket line on the part of others,
and that was, at least in part, for the drivers’
own aid or protection and therefore satisfied
the mutuality requirement . . . . The dnvers
may have felt that strengthening the umion
movement by honoring a2 union's picket line
would promote their own economic interests
as workers, “[T1he solidarity 50 established [by
aiding another employee's grievance against
his employer] is ‘mutual aid' in the most literal
sense.” NLRB v Peter Cailler Kohler Choco-
lares Co., 130 F.2d 503, 503-506 {24 Cir. 1942)
(L. Hand, 1.).3

unions i genersl, opposing incorporstion of & swte “rightuo-werk" law
inte the Sigte’s copstituiion, ang eritivizing the Prosident for vetoing 3
Federal minimem wiage bifl,

% NLRB v, BrowningpeFervir Industrips, 700 F.id 385, 387 (i Cur,
1983}



The Association of Legal Aid Attorneys
568 Broadway, Room 702A, NY, NY 10012-32100212.343.0708 FAX: 212.343.0966

Emergency Bulletin
December 1, 1993
Union Reps: Please distribute immediately to_all members

Legal Services Union on Strike
ALAA to Honor Picket Lines and Lend Aid

Our attorney and support staff colleagues of the Legal Services Staff Association (LSSA) struck yesterday after
LSNY management (represented by Legal Aid management counsel Bob Batterman) unilaterally imposed health cuts,
refused to permanentlv build salary steps into the contract, and demanded a two-year wage freeze.

LN
Although Lezal Services workers provide the same civil representation as Legal Aid Staff Attorneys in the Civil
and Volunteer divisions, their salary scale is substantially lower than that at Legal Aid. LSSA held a successful 16-week
strike in 1991.

In response, the ALAA Executive Committee {made up of officers and delegates) voted last night {o support the
Legal Services strikers in the same ways we did in 1991:

Honor Picket Lines
ALAA members will honor Legal Services picket lines as we would our own. These lines will begin this Friday
and Monday from 8:30 - 10:30 a.m. at Civil and Family court buildings. The lines will also impact CDD attorneys who
have scheduled appearances in criminal parts at 111 Centre Street in Manhattan and in Queens Civil Court. Except for
Staff Attorneys who are actually engaged on trial, ALAA members should enter such affected courthouses only before
or gfter -- but not during - picket line hours.

Where non-trial appearances (e.g. grand jury testimony, etc.) conflict with picket lines, Staff Attorneys should
inform management, in advance where possible, that a supervisor will be required to cover the case.

Note that our right to honor the picket lines of another union is legally protected under §§ 7 and 8(a)(1) of the
National Labor Relations Act. See, e.g., Business Services by Manpower, 272 NLRB No. 119 (1984). Legal Aid
management did not attempt to violate this legal right in 1991. The Association is in the process of notifying management
and the appropriate administrative judges of our policy. This bulletin may be useful in making the Union’s policy clear
to supervisors and/or court personnel. Please immediately report to the Union office any attempts to violate our legal
rights.

Financial Aid

The EC voted to make an initial contribution of $1000 to the LSSA Hardship Fund. Members are also invited
to send individual contributions to LSSA Hardship Fund, 71 Fifth Ave., Suite 6B, NY, NY 10003.

Further Support
Staff Attorneys are invited to join the strikers tomorrow morning from 8:30 - 9 a.m. in a demonstration at the
firm of Cleary Gottlicb (home of LSNY Board chair Chris Lunding), 1 Liberty Plaza (1 block from WTC). ALAA
members are also invited to: join Legal Services picket lines and demonstrations during non-work time; refuse "struck
work" (i.e. cases referred from Legal Services to Legal Aid offices); donate holiday gifts for strikers’ children; and lend
other appropriate aid and comfort to the strikers. Contact LSSA at 212-989-1407 for details for further information.
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