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This Section 8(a)(1l) case was submtted for advice as
to whether the Enployer's |awsuit, which has been w t hdrawn,
was basel ess and retaliatory, consistent with the hol di ng of
the Suprenme Court in BE & K.1 W conclude that the | awsuit
was not basel ess, and that there is insufficient evidence to
assert that the suit would not have been filed "but for a
notive to inpose the costs of the litigation process,
regardl ess of the outconme” to argue that the |awsuit,
al though not basel ess, was an unfair |abor practice.?

BACKGROUND AND FACTS

Interior Builders, Inc., (I1Bl, or the Enployer) is a
non-uni on drywall contractor |ocated in Southington,
Connecticut. Wayne Fasske is the president and sol e owner
of 1BI.

| . Key events preceding the Enployer's | awsuit

A. 1998 Board conpl ai nt

In early February 1998, Carpenters Local 24 (the Union)
began a salting canpaign against IBl. Al of the Union's
approxi mately 20 applicants were considered for hire, and at
| east six were actually hired. However, by the end of
February, three of those enpl oyees had been di scharged, and
t he remai nder had voluntarily resigned. As a result of the
di scharges, the Union filed an unfair |abor practice charge
agai nst | Bl (Case 34-CA-8253) on February 26, 1998. The
Regi on i ssued a conpl aint on August 14, 1998, all eging that

1 BE & K Construction Co. v. NLRB, 122 S.C. 2390, 170 LRRM
2225 (2002).

2 See | d. at 2402.
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| Bl violated Section 8(a)(3) by discharging the three

enpl oyees and Section 8(a)(1) by pronul gati ng and

mai ntaining a rule prohibiting its enpl oyees from engagi ng
in Union activities. Prior to trial, the parties entered
into a bilateral informal Board settlenment agreenent, which
was approved by the Regional Director in October 1998,
requiring IBl to provide full backpay to the three
discrimnatees and to post a Notice to Enpl oyees.

B. A& ADvywall |awsuit

I n Decenber 1997, Union counsel Christopher Souris sued
| Bl on behalf of A & A Drywall and Acoustics, Inc., a
uni oni zed drywall contractor, based upon a state statute
providing relief for contractors harned by the |loss of a
conpetitive bid to a fellow contractor who secured | abor
cost savings by m sclassifying enpl oyees as i ndependent
contractors. According to Souris, A & Awas his client in
the lawsuit, and he was paid by A & A,  Souris explains that
| Bl had stopped operating and that A & A, believing that it
woul d not likely recover any nonetary damages, allowed the
case to be dism ssed for |ack of prosecution.

C. Departnent of Labor investigation

Based on information it received fromthe Union, the
Connecti cut Departnment of Labor (DOL), Wage and Hour
Di vi sion, began a lengthy investigation of 1Bl for alleged
m scl assification of enployees and failure to pay overtine.
The investigation began in 1997 and continued until August
2001, when 1Bl entered into a settlenent agreenent with the
DOL.

Rel ati ons between I Bl and the DOL's investigator
deteriorated in early 1998, when the Enpl oyer accused hi m of
bi as, apparently in part because he was the fornmer president
of a |l abor organization with ties to the Union. Wen the
DOL sought to enforce a subpoena of all conpany records
since 1996, IBI filed a federal |awsuit against the DOL
seeking to enjoin the DOL's all eged harassnment. Shortly
thereafter, several DOL officials net wwth IBI's counsel and
Fasske, and IBl agreed to withdraw its lawsuit in return for
the replacenent of the current investigator with two new
investigators to performa new audit. The two new
i nvestigators thereafter conducted a detailed audit of IBI's
records from August 1998 to January 1999, which was foll owed
by questionnaires and subpoenas sent to IBl's subcontractors
and enpl oyees.
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D. The Union | eafl ets Fasske's nei ghbor hood

Meanwhi | e, in Decenber 1998, the Union distributed a
| eafl et in Wayne Fasske's residential neighborhood. The
leaflet, entitled "Spring is Here! Mther Nature Says Turn
up the Heat! T.J. Maxx did," stated:

Wayne Fasske, who |ives at 34 Desorbo Drive, is
the owner of Interior Builders. T.J. Maxx's
general contractor hired Interior Builders to work
on its new location in Handen. The Connecti cut
Carpenters infornmed T.J. Maxx that Interior
Bui | ders breaks the law, commts tax and i nsurance
fraud, and mstreats its workers. So T.J. Maxx
turned up the heat. As a result of receiving this
information fromthe Carpenters, M. Fasske was
informed that T.J. Maxx would not stand for his
unscrupul ous busi ness practices. Therefore, they
termnated the renmai nder of their contract and he
was not allowed to finish the project.

1. The Enployer's |lawsuit agai nst the DOL and t he Uni on

On May 12, 1999, during the DOL's investigation, IB
and Fasske, as joint enployers, filed in federal court the
lawsuit that is the subject of the instant charge. The suit
named as defendants both the Union and its parent, United
Br ot her hood of Carpenters and Joiners of Anerica, as well as
the DOL and certain nanmed DOL officials.3

The lawsuit, which sought punitive damages and
attorney's fees as well as a tenporary and per nanent
injunction prohibiting the DOL fromcontinuing its audit or
instituting new audits, alleged violations of the federal
and state Constitutions, 42 U S.C. 81983 and a state
defamation law. Specifically, the suit clained:

t he Defendants are working together with, or in
support of the efforts by [the Union] to, inter
alia: irreparably harmthe business of [IBI];
deprive I Bl and/or Wayne C. Fasske, its President,
of their constitutional rights to due process,
equal protection and to confront their accusers;
and defane both Fasske and IBlI. These goals of

t he Def endants are being acconplished through,

3 Specifically, the Conmi ssioner of Labor; Director of the
Wage and Wor kpl ace Standards Division; Assistant Director of
t he Wage and Workpl ace Standards Division; and the original

i nvesti gator.
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inter alia: intimdation and harassnment by both
Def endants of IBlI's past and present enpl oyees and
subcontractors; harassnment and oppression of |B

[ by] the [DOL] Wage and Wor kpl ace Standards
Division in the investigation and audit process,

i ncluding the use of auditor(s) w th actual
conflict(s) of interest and oppressive and bi ased
met hods of conplaint investigation and audit.

The plaintiffs alleged that the DOL was auditing 1Bl in
order to: cause "negative findings" sufficient to support
the lawsuit filed by A & A Drywall; harass the plaintiffs;
cause IBl to incur disproportionate costs in defending the
audit; and provide the Union with access to information
about IBl, its enployees and its subcontractors.

There were ten counts in the lawsuit. Six (Counts 1
through 5 and 9) were solely against the DOL and/or its
indi vidual ly named officials.4 Two counts (6 and 7) were
directed solely at the Union. Count 6 alleged that the
Union violated 42 U S.C. 81983 by "conspiring with the State
by harassing, intimdating and otherw se assisting and using
the assistance of the State, acting under color of state
law, in violating the federal constitutional and statutory
rights of [IBI]." Count 7 alleged defamation with respect
to the content of the leaflets distributed in Fasske's
nei ghbor hood. Two counts (8 and 10) were directed at al
defendants. Count 8 alleged that the plaintiffs suffered
econom ¢ and enotional harmas a result of the defendants’
conspiring to use the powers of the state to assist the
Union in causing economc or other harmto the plaintiffs.
Count 10 sought to enjoin all defendants from continuing the
then-current audit or instituting new audits.

In an affidavit supporting the |lawsuit, Fasske all eged
that the initial DOL investigator behaved abusively during
the audit, failed to show up for several appointnments made

4 Count 1 alleged a due process violation by DOL and its
named officials under the 14" Amendnent; Count 2 alleged a
due process violation by DOL and its nanmed officials under
Art. 1, 8 10 of the Connecticut Constitution; Count 3

al l eged an equal protection violation by DOL and its naned
of ficials under the 14" Arendnent; Count 4 alleged an equal
protection violation solely by DOL under Art. 1, 8 10 of the
Connecticut Constitution; Count 5 alleged a violation of 42
US C 8§ 1983 by the named DOL officials; and Count 9

all eged that the DOL had deprived the plaintiffs of their 6"
Amendnent "right to face their accusers” by failing to
provide IBl with the nanes of the enpl oyees who had
conpl ai ned about | BI
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to review docunents, subpoenaed information that had al ready
been revi ewed, "planted" a docunent where it did not bel ong,
had ties to the Union,® and apparently |eaked information to
the Union.® Fasske's affidavit further alleged that the two
DCL investigators who replaced the original one al so passed
on to the Union information produced by IBlI.7 Fasske noted
that the issues of enpl oyee/subcontractor classification and
"travel pay" were also the subject of the A & A Drywal l

| awsuit, which was filed by the Union's attorney

approxi mately one week after the initial DOL investigator
first appeared at I1Bl's offices. In support of the
defamation claim Fasske's affidavit stated that the |eafl et
di stributed by the Union contained "false information," and
stated that "IBl has been audited by the IRS, the State
Depart ment of Revenue Services, the United States Departnent
of Labor and ot her governnental and insurance agencies, but
has never been found to have committed any fraud."8

I[11. The charge

The Union filed the instant charge on May 26, 1999,
alleging that IBl violated Section 8(a)(1l) of the Act by
filing and maintaining a frivolous and retaliatory | awsuit
agai nst the Union. The Union anmended the charge in June
1999 to add Fasske as a respondent. Follow ng the judge's
ruling on the defendants' notions to dism ss, discussed

S5 The affidavit stated that the investigator was the
presi dent of the Greater Waterbury Central Labor Council, a
| abor organi zation "closely related" to the Union.

6 Fasske alleged that within a few days of the

i nvestigator's receiving enpl oyee and subcontractor nanes
and addresses, the Union would contact those enpl oyees and
subcontractors.

7 Specifically, Fasske alleged that on January 25, 1999, the
i nvestigators demanded to review a box of subcontractor

i nvoi ces that they had already had access to and had
apparently reviewed thoroughly between August 1998 and
January 15, 1999. Approxinmately four days later, the Union
sent a letter to IBlI's enployees and subcontractors, past
and present, containing (allegedly) false information about

| BI.

8 His affidavit also stated that, through the date of the
affidavit, "IBlI has not been found to have m scl assified
enpl oyees, nor has there been any violation found as a
result of its travel pay policy despite having been audited
W th respect to those issues by another agency or agencies."
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bel ow, the Region decided to defer the charge in |ight of
t he ongoi ng nature of the |awsuit.

V. The court's ruling on defendants' notions to dismss
and its decision to hold the lawsuit in abeyvance

In July 1999, after several conference calls and
nmeeti ngs between the parties and the judge failed to resol ve
the | awsuit, each defendant noved to dismss the suit. The
notions urged the court to abstain from exercising federal
jurisdiction in accordance with the principles set forth in
Younger v. Harris, 401 U S. 37 (1971) -- a doctrine known as
"Younger" abstention. The judge described the parties
positions as foll ows:

The defendants contend that abstention is proper
because the plaintiffs are seeking direct federal
judicial intervention in the DOL's ongoi ng

adm ni strative investigation of potential |abor
violations by the plaintiffs. The plaintiffs

di sagree and assert that their conplaint should
not be di sm ssed based on Younger abstention
because the state has no legitimate interest in
continuing the investigation. 1In addition, the
plaintiffs argue that they have sufficiently

all eged bad faith on the part of the defendants,
and that in so doing, have satisfied an exception
to Younger abstention. Finally, the plaintiffs
assert that, even if Younger abstention is
appropriate, it only requires dismssal of the
claimfor equitable relief, not the claimfor
nonet ary danmages.

The judge's ruling on the notions concl uded:

Younger and its progeny are clear that a district
court should not enjoin an ongoing state crim nal
or adm nistrative proceedi ng, absent bad faith,
harassnment or other highly unusual circunstances.
Because the plaintiff's allegations of inpropriety
by the DOL do not rise to the | evel of bad faith,
there is no ground on which to base an exception
to Younger abstention. Accordingly, the
plaintiffs' claimfor equitable relief is

di sm ssed.

The judge found, however, that the |law did not permt
dism ssal of the plaintiffs' clains seeking nonetary
damages. Thus, the renmainder of the |lawsuit was stayed
"pendi ng the outconme of the DOL's investigation and/or
adm ni strative proceedi ng."
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V. | Bl and Fasske settle with the DOL and agree to a
voluntary disnm ssal of the | awsuit

Based on its findings fromits investigation of |BI
the DOL conpleted an "Application for Arrest Warrant" in
Connecti cut Superior Court on Cctober 12, 2000. According
to the application, the DOL investigation showed that Fasske
failed to pay $195,424.17 in wages to 172 enpl oyees during
the period fromJuly 1996 to June 1998. The all egations
included: failure to pay prem umovertine on all eged
"travel" pay; failure to maintain accurate tine records;
failure to pay prem um overtime wages on "banki ng systent
hours; failure to pay prem umovertine wages to enpl oyees
i nproperly classified as independent contractors; and
failure to pay weekly all noneys due.

On August 2, 2001, the DCOL entered into a settl enent
agreenent with Fasske and IBI. In exchange for the conplete
cessation of any investigations, enforcenent actions, or
other attenpts at recovery of back wages or other danages,
fines or penalties on all wage matters filed with the Wage
and Workpl ace Standards Division prior to April 18, 2001,
Fasske and I Bl agreed that:

M . Fasske personally and in his capacity as a
corporate officer for each of the above nanmed
corporations agrees to pay a lunmp sum of $31, 986
in settlenment of the pending crimnal allegations
wi th final paynent due on Septenber 28, 2001; a
$15, 000 lunmp sumin settlenment of the disputed
civil penalties and a $70,000 lunmp sumin
settlement of the alleged back wage bill by June
30, 2002. Total paynments in checks payable to the
[ DOL] shall equal $116, 986.

On April 1, 2001, the district court approved a
"Voluntary Dismssal of Clains" against the Union.9 n
August 22, 2001, the court approved a "Voluntary Di sm ssal
of Clains" against the DOL and its nanmed defendants,
stating, "this dismssal is being effectuated in connection
wth a settlenment agreenent reached by and anong the
Plaintiffs and said Defendants."

VI . | Bl ceases operations

At sonme point after signing the DOL settlenent
agreenent, |BlI ceased all operations. A Choicepoint search
i n Novenber 2002 revealed that: IBlI is still listed as an

9 That docunment does not provide any reason for the
vol untary di sm ssal
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active corporation; another corporation named "Fasske
Enterprises, Inc.," which lists Fasske as its president, is
al so an active Connecticut corporation; and a corporation
named "Housing Solutions, LLC," which |ists Fasske as its
regi stered agent, was incorporated in Connecticut on
February 2, 2000.

The Uni on wi shes to pursue the instant charge because
it wants to recover the $14,000 in attorney's fees it
expended in defending the |awsuit.

ACTI ON

We conclude that the | awsuit was not basel ess, and that
there is insufficient evidence to assert that the suit would
not have been filed "but for a notive to i npose the costs of
the litigation process, regardl ess of the outcone" such that
an argument could be nmade that the |lawsuit, although not
basel ess, was an unfair |abor practice.

In BE & K, the Suprenme Court reconsidered the
ci rcunst ances under which the Board could find a concl uded
suit to be an unfair labor practice.10 Previously, in Bil
Johnson’ s Restaurants, 1! the Court held that in order for
the Board to halt the prosecution of an ongoing |lawsuit, it
had to find that the suit |acked a reasonable basis in fact
or law and was brought for a retaliatory notive.12 At the
sanme time, however, it said that a conpleted |awsuit could
be charged as an unfair |abor practice under a |esser,
alternative standard. Nanely, it could be charged as an
unfair | abor practice if the litigation was unsuccessf ul
(resulted in a judgnent adverse to the plaintiff, or if the
suit was withdrawn or otherw se showmn to be without nerit)
and was filed with a retaliatory notive.13 The Court in
BE & K reconsidered and rejected that alternative standard,
because the class of |awsuits sanctioned would include a
substantial portion of suits that involved "genui ne
petitioning" protected by the Constitution.14 The Court
thus indicated that the Board could no |longer rely on the
fact that the lawsuit was ultimtely unsuccessful, but nust
determ ne whether the lawsuit, regardless of its outconme on

10 1d4. at 2397.

11 461 U. S. 731 (1983).
12 | d. at 731, 742-743.
13 1d. at 747, 749.

14 122 S. Ct. at 2399.
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the merits, was reasonably based.1®> The Court in BE & K
expl ained that this Constitutional protection is warranted
in any case in which a plaintiff's purpose is to stop
conduct he reasonably believes is illegal.16 In such cases
petitioning, the Court said, "is genuine both objectively
and subjectively."17

The Court |eft open the question of whether, and under
what circunstances, a lawsuit that was reasonably based as
an objective matter m ght be considered an unfair | abor
practice. As to that question, a majority of the Court, in
dictum indicated that there could be no violation for a
reasonably based | awsuit unless one could find that the suit
woul d not have been filed "but for" a notive to inpose
l[itigation costs on the defendant, regardless of the outcone
of the case, in retaliation for protected activity.18

The Court in Bill Johnson’s articul ated the basic
standards for determ ning whether a lawsuit is baseless. It
expl ai ned that while "genui ne disputes about materi al
hi storical facts should be left for the state court, plainly
unsupportabl e inferences fromthe undi sputed facts and
patently erroneous subm ssions with respect to m xed
questions of fact and |aw may be rejected."19 Further, just
as the Board may not decide "genuinely disputed materi al
factual issues,” it nust not determ ne "genuine state-|aw
| egal questions.” These are |egal questions that are not
"plainly foreclosed as a matter of |law' or otherw se
"frivolous."20 Thus, a lawsuit can be deened basel ess only
if it presents unsupportable facts or unsupportable
inferences fromfacts, or if it depends upon "plainly
forecl osed” or "frivolous" |egal issues.

15 14. at 2399-2402.

16 | d. at 2401 (enphasis in original).
17 |1 d

18 |d. at 2402. Two of those Justices opined that the
decision in BE & Kinplies that the Court, in an appropriate
case, will rule that the Board can never find a reasonably
based lawsuit to be unlawful. [d. at 2402-2403 (Scali a,
concurring).

19 Bill Johnson's, 461 U. S. at 746, n.11.

20 14.
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1. Reasonabl e basis analysis

In the instant case, we conclude that the Enployer's
| awsuit was not basel ess.

a. Count dism ssed based on Younger abstention

Count 10, which sought to enjoin all defendants from
continuing the then-current audit or instituting new audits,
was di smssed by the district court based on Younger
abstention. The plaintiffs argued that Younger abstention
was not appropriate because the alleged bias or conspiracy
negated any legitimate state interest to be advanced by
abstention. The plaintiffs also argued that they had
sufficiently alleged bad faith on the part of the defendants
to satisfy an exception to Younger abstention. In granting
the Motions to Dismss as to count 10, the judge did not
find that there was no evidence of bad faith (which would
suggest that such a cl ai mwas basel ess), but rather found
that the plaintiff's allegations of inpropriety did not
"rise to the level" necessary to justify an exception to
Younger abstention. Accordingly, we cannot concl ude that
Count 10 was basel ess.

b. Section 1983 claim

Nor can count 6, which alleged that the Union violated
42 U S.C. 81983,21 be said to have been basel ess. To state
a clai munder 81983, two things nust be shown: (1) that the
def endant acted under color of law, and (2) that the
def endant deprived the plalntlff of a federal right, either
statutory or constitutional.22 The plaintiffs' evidence of
joint or coordinated action between the Union and the DO,
al though largely circunstantial, was arguably sufficient to
nmeet the state action/col or of IaM/reqU|renent 23 The

21 42 U.S.C. §1983 (2002) ("Every person who, under color of
any statute [or] ordinance ... of any State ... subjects, or
causes to be subjected, any citizen of the United States ..
to the deprivation of any rights, privileges, or inmunities
secured by the Constitution and |laws, shall be liable to the
party injured...").

22 See, e.g., Bacon v. Patera, 772 F.2d 259, 263 (6" Cir
1985), citing Gonez v. Toledo, 446 U. S. 635, 640, 100 S.C
1920, 64 L.Ed.2d 572 (1980).

23 See, e.g., Tower v. dover, 467 U S. 914, 920, 104 S.C.
2820 (1984) (conpl ai nt flled agai nst publlc def ender
adequately all eged conduct "under color of" state law in
vi ew of alleged conspiracy with state official).
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plaintiffs al so appear to have adequately alleged that this
conspiratorial behavior violated a nunber of federal
constitutional requirenents (e.g., due process and equal
protection). Accordingly, we cannot say this claimwas
basel ess as a matter of fact or |aw

c. Defamation claim

In a defamation case, only a small quantum of evi dence
IS necessary to denonstrate that a suit is reasonably
based.24 |In Beverly Health & Rehabilitation Services, an
enpl oyer’s state court defamation |awsuit alleged that the
union, in handbills and a radi o spot, accused it of
mai nt ai ni ng unsafe and unsanitary conditions in its nursing
homes. 25> Wile not explicitly contradicting this evidence,
t he enpl oyer proffered evidence that it had received fewer
citations for health care deficiencies than nost of its
conpetitors. Based on the Enployer’s position, the Board
hel d that although there were no actual credibility
conflicts created by the testinony, a "genuine issue of
material fact" had been raised as to the groper i nferences
to be drawn fromthe parties' testinony.?

Count 7 of the present case alleged that the statenents
in the Union's leaflets claimng that IBl "breaks the |aw,
commts tax and insurance fraud, and mstreats its workers"
defanmed the plaintiffs. W note that the | eaflet was
distributed in Decenber 1998, al nost two years before the
DOL conpleted its investigation and applied for an arrest
warrant against IBl. In support of the defamation claim
Fasske's affidavit stated that this was "false information,"
and that 1Bl had been "audited by the IRS, the State
Depart ment of Revenue Services, the United States Departnent
of Labor and ot her governnental and insurance agencies, but
ha[ d] never been found to have commtted any fraud." His
affidavit also clained that 1Bl had not been found to have
m scl assi fied enpl oyees or to have had an unlawful "travel

24 See, e.g., Beverly Health & Rehabilitation Services,
Inc., 331 NLRB 960 (2000), reconsideration denied 336 NLRB
No. 25 (2001).

25 I d.

26 |d. at 962. See also Citizens Publishing & Printing Co.,
331 NLRB 1622, 1635 (2000), review denied 263 F.3d 224 (3°
Cr. 2001), where a genuine issue of material fact was found
to have been raised by sinple but conflicting statenents
about whether a particular person had failed to "stand

behi nd" hi s word.
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pay" policy even though it had been audited with respect to
those i ssues. These statenents clearly constitute evidence
sufficient to raise genuine issues of material fact.

Mor eover, the Union now asserts that the leaflet statenents
were made so long ago that it has no witness available to
testify as to the their truth.27

d. General claimof harmfrom Uni on/ DOL conspiracy

Count 8 of the suit alleged that the plaintiffs
suffered econom ¢ and enotional harmas a result of the
def endants' conspiring to use the powers of the state to
assi st the Union in causing economc or other harmto the
plaintiffs. This claimappears to be essentially a
restatenent or variation of the plaintiffs' Section 1983
claim To the extent that it is a restatenent of that
claim it would not be basel ess for reasons expl ai ned above.
If, on the other hand, this were to be considered a separate
claim it is unclear what constitutional provision or
statute was allegedly violated or whether the claim of
viol ati on woul d be baseless. In any event, it would not
effectuate the purposes and policies of the Act to issue
conpl aint based on this single aspect of this nulti-count
lawsuit in the context of this lack of clarity.

2. Retaliatory notive analysis

We al so conclude that the Regi on should not take the
position that the lawsuit was an unfair |abor practice even
t hough it was not baseless. Since the |lawsuit nust be
vi ewed as reasonably based, its filing cannot be found to be
a violation unless, at a mninmum it can be shown that the
suit would not have been filed but for a notive to inpose
costs on the defendant, regardl ess of the outconme of the
suit, inretaliation for protected activity. As the Region
notes, there is significant evidence of retaliatory notive
inthis case, including the allegations in the prior Board
conplaint, plaintiff's request for punitive danages, and the
lawsuit's inclusion of the Union solely on the basis that it
provided the DOL wth evidence to launch its investigation.
However, there is also evidence show ng that the Enpl oyer
was notivated, at least in part, to stop the DOL's
i nvestigation, which was part of the relief it requested.
Therefore, we would not argue that the |lawsuit woul d not

27 See Beverly, 331 NLRB at 962, where the existence of a
genui ne i ssue of fact was found even though, in contrast to
the present case, the enployer had not even explicitly
contradicted the allegedly defanmatory statenent and there
was evi dence supporting the truth of the statenent.
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have been filed but for a notive to i npose costs on the
def endant, regardless of the outcone of the case.

For the above reasons, we conclude that the | awsuit
cannot be consi dered basel ess; nor can its filing otherw se
be found to constitute an unfair |abor practice.
Accordingly, the charge should be di sm ssed, absent
wi t hdr awal .

B.J. K



