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Administrative Conference Recommendation 2011-1 
 
 Legal Considerations in e-Rulemaking 

Adopted June 16, 2011 

 
Agencies are increasingly turning to e-Rulemaking to conduct and improve regulatory 

proceedings.  “E-Rulemaking” has been defined as “the use of digital technologies in the 

development and implementation of regulations”1 before or during the informal rulemaking 

process, i.e., notice-and-comment rulemaking under the Administrative Procedure Act (APA).  It 

may include many types of activities, such as posting notices of proposed and final rulemakings, 

sharing supporting materials, accepting public comments, managing the rulemaking record in 

electronic dockets, and hosting public meetings online or using social media, blogs, and other 

web applications to promote public awareness of and participation in regulatory proceedings. 

 

A system that brings several of these activities together is operated by the eRulemaking 

program management office (PMO), which is housed at the Environmental Protection Agency 

and funded by contributions from partner Federal agencies.  This program contains two 

components: Regulations.gov, which is a public website where members of the public can view 

and comment on regulatory proposals, and the Federal Docket Management System (FDMS), 

which includes FDMS.gov, a restricted-access website agency staff can use to manage their 

internal files and the publicly accessible content on Regulations.gov.  According to the Office of 

Management and Budget, FDMS “provides . . . better internal docket management functionality 

and the ability to publicly post all relevant documents on regulations.gov (e.g., Federal Register 

                                                           
1
 Cary Coglianese, E-Rulemaking: Information Technology and the Regulatory Process at 2 (2004) (working paper), 

http://lsr.nellco.org/upenn_wps/108. 
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documents, proposed rules, notices, supporting analyses, and public comments).”2    Electronic 

docketing also provides significant costs savings to the Federal government, while enabling 

agencies to make proposed and final regulations, supplemental materials, and public comments 

widely available to the public.  These incentives and the statutory prompt of the E-Government 

Act of 2002, which required agencies to post rules online, accept electronic comments on rules, 

and keep electronic rulemaking dockets,3 have helped ensure that over 90% of agencies post 

regulatory material on Regulations.gov.4    

 

Federal regulators, looking to embrace the benefits of e-Rulemaking, face uncertainty 

about how established legal requirements apply to the web.  This uncertainty arises because 

the APA, enacted in 1946, still provides the basic framework for notice-and-comment 

rulemaking.  While this framework has gone largely unchanged, the technological landscape has 

evolved dramatically.    

 

The Conference has therefore examined some of the legal issues agencies face in e-

Rulemaking and this recommendation provides guidance on these issues.  The Conference has 

examined the following issues: 

 Processing large numbers of similar or identical comments.  The Conference has 

considered whether agencies have a legal obligation to ensure that a person 

                                                           
2
 OFFICE OF MGMT. & BUDGET, EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, FY 2009 REPORT TO CONGRESS ON  

THE IMPLEMENTATION OF THE E-GOVERNMENT ACT OF 2002, at 10 (2009), 

http://www.whitehouse.gov/sites/default/files/omb/assets/egov_docs/2009_egov_report.pdf. 

3
 See Pub. L. 107-347 § 206. 

4
 Improving Electronic Dockets on Regulations.gov and the Federal Docket Management  

System: Best Practices for Federal Agencies, p. D-1 (Nov. 30, 2010), 

http://www.regulations.gov/exchange/sites/default/files/doc_files/20101130_eRule_Best_Practices_Document_r

ev.pdf.  Some agencies rely on their own electronic docketing systems, such as the Federal Trade Commission 

(which uses a system called CommentWorks) and the Federal Communications Commission, which has its own 

electronic comment filing system (http://fjallfoss.fcc.gov/ecfs/). 
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reads every individual comment received, even when comment-processing 

software reports that multiple comments are identical or nearly identical. 

 Preventing the publication of inappropriate or protected information.  The 

Conference has considered whether agencies have a legal obligation to prevent 

the publication of certain types of information that may be included in 

comments submitted in e-Rulemaking.  

 Efficiently compiling and maintaining a complete rulemaking docket.  The 

Conference has considered issues related to the maintenance of rulemaking 

dockets in electronic form, including whether an agency is obliged to retain 

paper copies of comments once they are scanned to electronic format and how 

an agency that maintains its comments files electronically should handle 

comments that cannot easily be reduced to electronic form, such as physical 

objects.   

 Preparing an electronic administrative record for judicial review.  The Conference 

has considered issues regarding the record on review in e-Rulemaking 

proceedings.    

 

This recommendation seeks to provide all agencies, including those that do not 

participate in Regulations.gov, with guidance to navigate some of the issues they may face in e-

Rulemaking.5   With respect to the issues addressed in this recommendation, the APA contains 

sufficient flexibility to support e-Rulemaking and does not need to be amended for these 

purposes at the present time.  Although the primary goal of this recommendation is to dispel 

some of the legal uncertainty agencies face in e-Rulemaking, where the Conference finds that a 

practice is not only legally defensible, but also sound policy, it recommends that agencies use it.  

                                                           
5
 This report follows up on previous work of the Administrative Conference.  On October 19, 1995, Professor Henry 

H. Perritt, Jr. delivered a report entitled “Electronic Dockets: Use of Information Technology in Rulemaking and 

Adjudication.”  Although never published, the Perritt Report continues to be a helpful resource and is available at: 

http://www.kentlaw.edu/faculty/rstaudt/classes/oldclasses/internetlaw/casebook/electronic_dockets.htm. 
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It bears noting, however, that agencies may face other legal issues in e-Rulemaking, particularly 

when using wikis, blogs, or similar technological approaches to solicit public views, that are not 

addressed in this recommendation.  Such issues, and other broad issues not addressed herein, 

are beyond the scope of this recommendation, but warrant further study.6 

RECOMMENDATION 

Considering Comments 

 

1. Given the APA’s flexibility, agencies should:  

 

(a) Consider whether, in light of their comment volume, they could save substantial time 

and effort by using reliable comment analysis software to organize and review public 

comments. 

 

(1) While 5 U.S.C. § 553 requires agencies to consider all comments received, it does 

not require agencies to ensure that a person reads each one of multiple identical or 

nearly identical comments.  

 

(2) Agencies should also work together and with the eRulemaking program 

management office (PMO), to share experiences and best practices with regard to 

the use of such software. 

 

                                                           
6
 The Conference has a concurrent recommendation which focuses on issues relating to the comments phase of 

the notice-and-comment process independent of the innovations introduced by e-Rulemaking.  See Administrative 

Conference of the United States, Recommendation 2011-2, Rulemaking Comments. 
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(b) Work with the eRulemaking PMO and its interagency counterparts to explore providing 

a method, including for members of public, for flagging inappropriate or protected 

content, and for taking appropriate action thereon. 

 

(c) Work with the eRulemaking PMO and its interagency counterparts to explore 

mechanisms to allow a commenter to indicate prior to or upon submittal that a 

comment filed on Regulations.gov contains confidential or trade secret information. 

 

(d) Confirm they have procedures in place to review comments identified as containing 

confidential or trade secret information.  Agencies should determine how such 

information should be handled, in accordance with applicable law.   

 

Assessing Privacy Concerns 

 

2. Agencies should assess whether the Federal Docket Management System (FDMS) 

System of Records Notice provides sufficient Privacy Act compliance for their uses of 

Regulations.gov.  This could include working with the eRulemaking PMO to consider whether 

changes to the FDMS System of Records Notice are warranted. 

 

Maintaining Rulemaking Dockets in Electronic Form 

 

3. The APA provides agencies flexibility to use electronic records in lieu of paper records.  

Additionally, the National Archives and Records Administration has determined that agencies 

are not otherwise legally required, at least under certain circumstances, to retain paper copies 

of comments properly scanned and included in an approved electronic recordkeeping system.  

The circumstances under which such destruction is permitted are governed by each agency’s 
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records schedules.  Agencies should examine their record schedules and maintain electronic 

records in lieu of paper records as appropriate.   

 

4. To facilitate the comment process, agencies should include in a publicly available 

electronic docket of a rulemaking proposal all studies and reports on which the proposal for 

rulemaking draws, as soon as practicable, except to the extent that they would be protected 

from disclosure in response to an appropriate Freedom of Information Act request.7  

 

5. Agencies should include in the electronic docket a descriptive entry or photograph for 

all physical objects received during the comment period. 

 

Providing Rulemaking Records to Courts for Judicial Review 

 

6. In judicial actions involving review of agency regulations, agencies should work with 

parties and courts early in litigation to provide electronic copies of the rulemaking record in lieu 

of paper copies, particularly where the record is of substantial size.  Courts should continue 

their efforts to embrace electronic filing and minimize requirements to file paper copies of 

rulemaking records.  The Judicial Conference should consider steps to facilitate these efforts. 

 

Complying With Recordkeeping Requirements in e-Rulemaking 

 

7. In implementing their responsibilities under the Federal Records Act, agencies should 

ensure their records schedules include records generated during e-Rulemaking. 

                                                           
7
 See also Exec. Order No. 13,563, § 2(b), 76 Fed. Reg. 3,821 (Jan. 18, 2011) (requiring agencies to provide timely 

online access to “relevant scientific and technical findings” in the rulemaking docket on regulations.gov). 
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 Administrative Conference Recommendation 2011-2  
 

Rulemaking Comments 

Adopted June 16, 2011 

 
One of the primary innovations associated with the Administrative Procedure Act 

(“APA”) was its implementation of a comment period in which agencies solicit the views of 

interested members of the public on proposed rules.1  The procedure created by the APA has 

come to be called “notice-and-comment rulemaking,” and comments have become an integral 

part of the overall rulemaking process. 

 

In a December 2006 report titled “Interim Report on the Administrative Law, Process 

and Procedure Project for the 21st Century,” the Subcommittee on Commercial and 

Administrative Law of the United States House of Representatives’ Committee on the Judiciary 

identified a number of questions related to rulemaking comments as areas of possible study by 

the Administrative Conference.2  These questions include: 

 Should there be a required, or at least recommended, minimum length for a 

comment period? 

 Should agencies immediately make comments publicly available?  Should they 

permit a “reply comment” period?  

 Must agencies reply to all comments, even if they take no further action on a rule for 

years?  Do comments eventually become sufficiently “stale” that they could not 

support a final rule without further comment? 

                                                           
1
 5 U.S.C. § 553; see also Antonin Scalia, Judicial Deference to Administrative Interpretations of Law, 1989 DUKE L.J. 

511, 514 (1989) (describing the “notice-and-comment procedures for rulemaking” under the APA as “probably the 
most significant innovation of the legislation”). 

2
 SUBCOMM. ON COMMERCIAL & ADMIN. LAW OF THE COMM. ON THE JUDICIARY, 109TH CONG., INTERIM REP. ON THE ADMIN. LAW, 

PROCESS AND PROCEDURE PROJECT FOR THE 21ST CENTURY at 3–5 (Comm. Print 2006). 
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 Under what circumstances should an agency be permitted to keep comments 

confidential and/or anonymous? 

 What effects do comments actually have on agency rules? 

The Conference has studied these questions and other, related issues concerning the 

“comment” portion of the notice-and-comment rulemaking process.  The Conference also has a 

concurrent recommendation that deals with separate matters, focusing specifically on legal 

issues implicated by the rise of e-rulemaking.  See Administrative Conference of the United 

States, Recommendation 2011-1, Legal Considerations in e-Rulemaking. 

 

The Conference believes that the comment process established by the APA is 

fundamentally sound.  Nevertheless, certain innovations in the commenting process could 

allow that process to promote public participation and improve rulemaking outcomes more 

effectively.    In this light, the Conference seeks to highlight a series of “best practices” designed 

to increase the opportunities for public participation and enhance the quality of information 

received in the commenting process.  The Conference recognizes that different agencies have 

different approaches to rulemaking and therefore recommends that individual agencies decide 

whether and how to implement the best practices addressed. 

 

In identifying these best practices, the Conference does not intend to suggest that it has 

exhausted the potential innovations in the commenting process.  Individual agencies and the 

Conference itself should conduct further empirical analysis of notice-and-comment rulemaking, 

should study the effects of the proposed recommendations to the extent they are 

implemented, and should adjust and build upon the proposed processes as appropriate.   
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RECOMMENDATION 

1.  To promote optimal public participation and enhance the usefulness of public 

comments, the eRulemaking Project Management Office should consider publishing a 

document explaining what types of comments are most beneficial and listing best practices for 

parties submitting comments.  Individual agencies may publish supplements to the common 

document describing the qualities of effective comments.  Once developed, these documents 

should be made publicly available by posting on the agency website, Regulations.gov, and any 

other venue that will promote widespread availability of the information. 

 

2.  Agencies should set comment periods that consider the competing interests of 

promoting optimal public participation while ensuring that the rulemaking is conducted 

efficiently.  As a general matter, for “*s+ignificant regulatory action*s+” as defined in Executive 

Order 12,866, agencies should use a comment period of at least 60 days.  For all other 

rulemakings, they should generally use a comment period of at least 30 days.  When agencies, 

in appropriate circumstances, set shorter comment periods, they are encouraged to provide an 

appropriate explanation for doing so.3 

 

3.  Agencies should adopt stated policies of posting public comments to the Internet 

within a specified period after submission.  Agencies should post all electronically submitted 

comments on the Internet and should also scan and post all comments submitted in paper 

format.4 

                                                           
3
 See also Administrative Conference of the United States, Recommendation 93-4, Improving the Environment for 

Agency Rulemaking (1993) (“Congress should consider amending section 553 of the APA to . . . . [s]pecify a 
comment period of ‘no fewer than 30 days.’”); Exec. Order No. 13,563, 76 Fed. Reg. 3,821, 3,821–22 (Jan. 18, 
2011) (“To the extent feasible and permitted by law, each agency shall afford the public a meaningful opportunity 
to comment through the Internet on any proposed regulation, with a comment period that should generally be at 
least 60 days.”). 

4
 See also Office of Information & Regulatory Affairs, Memorandum for the President’s Management Council on 

Increasing Openness in the Rulemaking Process—Improving Electronic Dockets at 2 (May 28, 2010) (“OMB expects 
agencies to post public comments and public submissions to the electronic docket on Regulations.gov in a timely 
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4.  The eRulemaking Project Management Office and individual agencies should 

establish and publish policies regarding the submission of anonymous comments. 

 

5.  Agencies should adopt and publish policies on late comments and should apply those 

policies consistently within each rulemaking.  Agencies should determine whether or not they 

will accept late submissions in a given rulemaking and should announce the policy both in 

publicly accessible forums (e.g., the agency’s website, Regulations.gov) and in individual Federal 

Register notices including requests for comments.  The agency may make clear that late 

comments are disfavored and will only be considered to the extent practicable.5 

 

6.  Where appropriate, agencies should make use of reply comment periods or other 

opportunities for receiving public input on submitted comments, after all comments have been 

posted.  An opportunity for public input on submitted comments can entail a reply period for 

written comments on submitted comments, an oral hearing, or some other means for input on 

comments received.6 

 

                                                                                                                                                                                           
manner, regardless of whether they were received via postal mail, email, facsimile, or web form documents 
submitted directly via Regulations.gov.”). 

5
 See, e.g., Highway-Rail Grade Crossing; Safe Clearance, 76 Fed. Reg. 5,120, 5,121 (Jan. 28, 2011) (Department of 

Transportation notice of proposed rulemaking announcing that “*c+omments received after the comment closing 
date will be included in the docket, and we will consider late comments to the extent practicable”). 

6
 See also Administrative Conference of the United States, Recommendation 76-3, Procedures in Addition to Notice 

& the Opportunity for Comment in Informal Rulemaking (1976) (recommending a second comment period in 
proceedings in which comments or the agency’s responses thereto “present new and important issues or serious 
conflicts of data”); Administrative Conference of the United States, Recommendation 72-5, Procedures for the 
Adoption of Rules of General Applicability (1972) (recommending that agencies consider providing an “opportunity 
for parties to comment on each other’s oral or written submissions); Office of Information & Regulatory Affairs, 
Memorandum for the Heads of Executive Departments and Agencies, and of Independent Regulatory Agencies, on 
Executive Order 13,563, M-11-10, at 2 (Feb. 2, 2011) (“*Executive Order 13,563] seeks to increase participation in 
the regulatory process by allowing interested parties the opportunity to react to (and benefit from) the comments, 
arguments, and information of others during the rulemaking process itself.”). 
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7.    Although agencies should not automatically deem rulemaking comments to have 

become stale after any fixed period of time, agencies should closely monitor their rulemaking 

dockets, and, where an agency believes the circumstances surrounding the rulemaking have 

materially changed or the rulemaking record has otherwise become stale, consider the use of 

available mechanisms such as supplemental notices of proposed rulemaking to refresh the 

rulemaking record. 
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MEMORANDUM

To: Craig, Kent, Jeff, Steve, and Joel
From: Bob
Re: Public Availability of Initial Comments Filed by August 22
Date: November 10, 2011

You asked me to determine at what point comments filed by the deadline of 8/22/11 were
actually available online to those who wished to review them in order to file reply
comments. Because of the large number of comments and the limitations of the
computer programs we have used, it is not possible to answer this question with 100%
certainty. As discussed below, however, I believe that the Board can be confident that
entities opposing the rule that wanted to file reply comments had access to all the initial
comments that might have affected the substance of their replies by 8/24/11.

Background
There are a total of 65,958 document files in the system. The total number of comments,
however, is no more than 65,955. That is because the system includes one corrupted file,
one file that is merely a copy of the Federal Register notice for the rule, and one file that
is a duplicate of the NAM comment, which was submitted both via Regulations.gov and
via delivery to the ES office. There very well may be other duplicate comments, but
likely not many.

The table on the following page shows, as best I can determine, how many documents
were received in the system, and when they were posted to Regulations. gov. Documents
filed through Regulations.gov are "received" in the system immediately. Documents
mailed or delivered to the Executive Secretary's office need to be added to the system
manually before they are counted as having been received.

Documents filed online through Regulations.gov are generally "posted," and therefore
available to the public to review, the same day they are received or the next day.
Documents filed by mail or delivery are posted after they are received by being manually
uploaded. The lag time between the "received" and "posted" dates for such comments
varied depending on whether the documents were paper copies or groups of digital files
submitted on a CD. But, in either case, a large number of comments that were timely
filed by 8/22 via mail or hand delivery were received and posted after 8/24.
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Date Number Received Number Posted/Available

8/22 28,951 22,259
8/23 29,157 29,137
8/24 29,760 29,236
8/25 32,803
8/26 51,321
8/27 51,324
8/28 51,327
8/29 51,338
8/30 51,353
8/31 51,358
9/1 51,360
9/2 51,364 51,362
9/3 51,365
9/4 51,365
9/5 51,407
9/6 51,433
9/7 51,577 51,577
9/21 51,579 51,579
9/26
9/27 65,957
9/28 65,957
9/29 65,958 65,958

NLRB-00114446



Analysis
All comments that were timely filed via the web were posted and available for review by
Tuesday, 8/23/11. The total of 29,236 comments posted by 8/24/11 consists mostly of
such comments.

Based on painstaking review of the comments themselves, all but at most (and probably
considerably less than) 87 comments posted after Wednesday, 8/24 (other than the NAM
duplicate comment) fall into one of the following four categories:

1. Timely filed form letters submitted by the AFL-CIO (c. 21,992). (See attached
example.)
2. Timely filed form letters submitted by Americans for Prosperity (c. 12,385) or the
Coalition for a Democratic Workplace (c. 1,875), or mailed by individual businesses
working from a form supplied by a business organization (at least 256). (See attached
examples.)
3. Late filed comments submitted via the web. Regulations.gov had no way to
distinguish between a late filed initial comment and a timely filed reply comment. We
ultimately decided to accept and post all of these comments, but the posting was delayed
while the issue was considered.
4. Reply comments.

The documents in categories 3 and 4 obviously need not and should not have been
considered in preparing reply comments. The comments in categories I and 2 would not
have been significant for the preparation of reply comments.

It appears that a significant portion of the 87 comments unaccounted for in these specific
totals are letters from businesses. The ones I have reviewed so far seem to be based on a
form letter and rarely exceed a page in length.

Conclusion
29,236 timely filed initial comments were available for review by 8/24/11. While a large
number of timely filed initial comments were not available for public review until 9/2/11
or even later, virtually all of these comments were either form letters collected or
solicited by organizations supporting the management point of view on the rules or form
letters collected by the AFL-CIO. Thus, any comment that a management side
organization would have wanted to review prior to submitting a reply comment was
available for review at least I I days prior to the 9/6/11 deadline for submitting reply
comments.
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National Labor Relations Board
2120 L Street Northwest
Washington, DC 20037-1527

Dear National Labor Relations Board:

As a working person, I support your proposed rule to help level the playing field so workers
can make their own choice about whether to form a union.

This is a fundamental right under U.S. and international law. But too many CEOs, with
their armies of lawyers and anti-union consultants, exploit loopholes in the law to harass,
intimidate and even fire workers who want a union.

This year we have seen unprecedented state-level attacks on working families and the
worst economy for working people since the Great Depression. I welcome your rule to
improve the process for working people trying to form unions. Please continue to protect
the path unions provide for so many working families to good jobs, the middle class and
the Amedcan Dream.

Thank you again.

joe kincade
326bn. funk rd.
boyertown, PA 19512
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National Labor Relations Board
109914111 Street. NW
Washington. DC 20570

Re: Notice of Proposed Ruleiniking. Representation Case Procedures. RIN 3142-AA08

Tlii% proposed rule is all atfront to workerri it% and a naked powerplaybyLinion bosses %%hohave undUe influence oil
the recess-appointed Democratic inq iority oil the Board. The nile %%ould needlessly increase tension in tile Norkplace
and undennine the ability of Anerican companies to create jobs.

The current inedimi ot'38 davs, before all election is reasonable mid gives both sides an opportunity to explain tile facts
and enstire workers undersland tile high stakes in a representation election. Shortening it to as linle as 10 (Li%-,, %% ould
prevent employer% froni educating %%orkers- and result in %%orkers being forced into unions.

In addition. the rule's disclosure provisions would force confidential eillploye*e infonnation. including plione nunibers
and email addresses. to be niade available to union orgailizers. 'niis is a dangCrOLIS Invasion of privacy. mid %%ould
open the door to harassnient and iiiiiinidation of %%orkers. These activities. disrupt busineses. undeninining, economic
gro%%Ili.

Coining at a tinie %% lien the NLRB's acting general counsel is suing, four states to overturn state constitutional
protections forsecrel ballot voting and is accusing Boeing of mi titiffir labor practice-for nioving to a right to %%ork
Male. it is clear that this n1le is part mid parcel of all effort to force "ork-ers into unions tile%- do riot %%ant to joill.

I urge %-oil to %%itildra%% the n1le.

Brett Arbaugh
SC 29803
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Friday. Ally 22nd. 2011 11:22 ANI

From:
Mr. Tim Callander
se f
37029 S. Little McDonald Dr.
Perham. %IN 56573
701-367-8308
tcall0vot.com

To:
Mr. Lester A. Heltzer
Executive Secretam-
National Labor Relatiow, Board
1099 l4th Street. NW
Washington. DC 20570

Re: Notice of Proposed Rulemaking. Representation Case ProcedUres
RIN 3142-AA08

Dear Mr. Heltzer:

I am "riting to request that the National Labor Relations Board immediately
\% ithdra\\ the above-referenced Notice of Proposed Riflemaking. The proposed nile
is C0111pletel%' LllllleCeSaryuid would infringe oil ill\- rights ws all employer and 111%
employees"rights. create further tension bem een labor and management and. most
importantly. make it much harder for me to create jobs.

'flie proposal viould make drastic and U1111CCesary changes to the long-sumiding
procedures far conducting union representation elections ill all effort to promote
unionization at the expense of ill\- right to communicate %% ith ill\. employees and

their right to make all infanned choice about union representation. XI\
Ulidersitanding is that I could find myself facinga representation election ill as little

as 10 days after the union filing of a petition. as opposed to the CUrrent median of 38

davs before all elect ion. I%% OUld need to spend the ill ajorit yof the tell day's find ill g

and retaining legal counsel so I call Understand ill\- right% and don*t accidentally

violate the [aw This \%OUId leave me " ith almost no opportunity to talk to Illy

employees abOllt Ullion representation or respond to promises union organizers may

have made to secure union support. even though many of those promises may be

completel\ unrealistic. Not olll\ S thil, Ullfair to ill\. employees, and Ille. bUt it also

promises to destabilize ffiture relations a& parties would enter a bargaining

relationship With Unrealistic expectations. As President Obama recentl\. ob-%erved.

,-We can't afford to have labor and management fighting all the ti'lle. al a li'lle Wile"

\% e-re competing against Gennany and China and other countries that \% ant to sell
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goods all around tile world.- The new election nile% %% ould do exacily %% hat the
President i% waming againsi.

Also. allox% ing ine so little time to respond to a union petifion and requiring me to

tile complex ne%% document%. %% ith practically no margin for error. %% ould trample ill%
due proces-, rights. Under current I'LlIes. aftera petition is filed I can retain a lawyer.
figure oul %%hich employees the union wants to represent. make a simple list of

names and addresses. and then make sure my employee.s get both sides of the saory

before 1hey vote. Under the new rules. I lii%*e only seven days to find a lakyer and

put together a hastily compiled legal statement. If I fail to include to a legal

argument ill that statement. it has been %%aived forever.

I am also %-m- concemed that the new nile% would force tile to tum over confidential

information about ill%. employees. including plione numbers and email addresses.

The rules don't make it clear if I %%ould have to provide home or %%ork contact

infonnation. or both. Many people have unlisted phone numbers and use personal

email addresses for online shopping and binking. Forcing tile to disclose this

inforlmation is irresponsible. dangerous and unfair to my employee%. And providing

\%ork phone numbers and emails %%ould almost guarantee solicilation and distraction

during%\orkingtime. Tliisli.istie\-erbeeiiillo%%ediiitiiiiotic,uiipiigiiaiid%\otild

dim-tipt and hann my business.

Finally. not only are tile changes completely unfair to ill\. employees and tile. tile\-

are completely unnecesNan% A%% our own Act i ng General CounsC I noted ill all

official report. the Board's perfonnance using tile current election system is

--outstanding.- \% ith a medim of 38 days from petition to election. and a nukiority of

elections are being %\oil by 11111011s.

The proposed rule represent a devastating blo%% to my free specell and due process

rights and \\ill deprive ill\- employees* rights to make all infonmed decision about

union representation. For these reasons. I respectfully urge the Board to withdr-m

the proposed mlemaking in its entirely.

Respectfully submitted.

Mr. Tim Callander
sett,
37029 S. Little McDonald Dr.
Perham. NIN 56573
701-367-8308
tcallfireot.com
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Chairwoman Wilma B. Liebman
Notional Labor Relations Board
1099 14th SuutNW

Washington, DC 20570-0001

DeAt Chairwoman B. Liebman:

I am writing to oppose the NLkB's proposed rule to reduce the time fdr union-organizing elcaions to as
fittfe as 10 days.

When workers vote to organize a union, the election should involve a fair exchange of information from
bot ' h unions and employers. The NLRWs current election processes allow for this robust debate. But,
shortening the timelitie would deny employers an opportunity to express their views, leaving employees
with only 1he union bosses side of the issue to consider before they cost their ballot.

This is clearly an example of changing the rules of the game to get the outcome you desire.

There is no evidence that workers are rejecting unionization; instead, workers are rejecting unionization
because they have weighed the pros and cons of joining a union. Having an average 38 days gives
workersa good oppottunity to do this.

Shortening the election period will also impose a significant burden on business owners, giving them
only a few days to respond to the claims being made by union organizers.

I strongly oppose this proposed rule. In this struggling economy, we should be focused on job creation,

not advancing Big Labor's agenda.

Sincerely,
Jackie Oates
18789 Chaplains Chapel Rd
Bridgeville, DE 19933-4247
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Zap Area Zeuerage Utnpaq
(510) 965-6120

Lester A. Heltzer FAX (510) 965-6323

Executive Secretary
National Labor Relations Board
1099 14th Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C.

I am writing to oppose the proposed rule on Representation Case Procedures or what I
see as proposed 'Quick-Snap' election rules.

The Quick-Snap elections rules would give employers like me as few as 10 days to
communicate with their employees between the time they learn that a union is trying to
organize the workforce and the election, With the rules in place, unions could begin
organizing a workforce secretly and then ambush an employer once enough signatures
are collected. This is unfair and unwarranted and I urge you to oppose this proposed rule.

The NLRB's current election processes allow for healthy and adequate debate between
unions and employers. The median number of days for union elections in 2010 was very
prompt, taking only about 38 days. Shortening the timeline would deny employers an
opportunity to express their views, leaving employees witb only the union's side of the
issue to consider before they cast their ballot. Employees need to hear from all sides
when making the important decision whether or not they should join a labor union.
Employees also deserve enough time to consider any decision that has such a huge
impact on them and their families. Shortening the election period will also impose a
significant burden on business owners, giving them only a few days to respond to the
claims being made by union organizers.

Through these proposed regulations, the NLRB is attempting to fix a problern that simply
does not exist and would be implementing the most dramatic changes to labor election
rules in 75 years. Again, this is unfair and unwarranted and I urge you to oppose this
proposed rule.

As a employer, I strongly oppose this proposed rule. In this struggling economy, we

should be focused on job creation, not killing jobs.

Sincere
Tom J. Lou rback1 '55

700 Natio al Court
Richmond, CA 94804
WFIbivareabev.com PQ

-0

700 National Court, Richmond, California 94804
www.bayareabev.com
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August 10, 2011 PETE LEUNG

Mr. Lester A. Heltzer Senior Vice President - Brookshire Foods Operations

Executive Secretary 1600 WSW Loop 323
National Labor Relations Board P.O. Box 1411

1099 14th Street, NW Tyler, Texas 75710-1411

Washington, DC 20570 903.534,3000
brookshires.com

Re: Proposed Rule Governing Representation Case Procedures: RIN 3142-AA08

Dear Mr. Helmer:

Ile purpose of my letter is to provide comments in response to the National Labor Relations
Board's (NLRB) proposed rulemaking that would make significant changes to procedures 'now in
place for elections on the important question of whether or not employees wish to be represented by
a union.

In brief, the NLRB proposes to make changes that will dramatically shorten the time frame
for union elections from the current average of 38 days to between 10 to 21 days. In my view, this
compressed time frame is inadequate and unfair to employees as it will deny them the opportunity to
hear from their employer so that they can make an informed decision regarding union representation.

The NLRB proposed rules, if implemented, will hurt smaller grocery store operations in our
industry since these entities normally do not have the resources and legal expertise to understand all
the nuances-of a union election under an abbreviated time frame. Quite fiankly, I see no reason to
change current election time frames. 11ey are working extremely well for both employers and the
unions. In fact, unions won almost 68 percent of all NLRB conducted elections in 2010.

Additionally, I am opposed to the rules proposed requirement that employers would have to
provide the union with the names and addresses of all employees plus their phone numbers, email
addresses and other sensitive information. My concern here is that my employees will be inundated
with emails and phone calls from union organizers. Some of my associates have unlisted phone
numbers which they do not wanted shared without side entities for any purpose. To do so would be
an invasion of their privacy. Why is all this information suddenly needed especially when the Board
has stated since 1966 that the names and addresses of employees is all that is needed?

Finally, the NLRB proposal will substantially limit the opportunity for a full evidentiary
hearing or Board review on contested issues such as appropriate unit, voter eligibility and election
misconduct. As such, these changes are detrimental to an employer and will likely result in

increased costly litigation that would drag out the election process rather than expediting it.

In closing, I see no need to for the Board's proposed changes to the current election rules

and therefore, respectfully urge the NLRB to withdraw the rulemaking from any ftirther
consideration.

Sincerely,

( a "
Pete Leung

PUdo

M
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www.sba.gov/advo 

Office of Advocacy 
Advocacy: the voice of small business in government 

A Guide for Government 
Agencies 

How to Comply with the Regulatory 
Flexibility Act 

Implementing the President's Small Business Agenda 
and Executive Order 13272 

June 2010 

NLRB-00114463



  

 

   
  

   
     

  
  

  
    

   
 

  
  

 
   

  
 

   
 

  
   

 

  

 
 

 
 

 
 
 

  
  

 

                                                 
   

  
    

 
  

  
  
    

   
    

    
   

   
 

•	 A brief economic and technical statement on the regulated community, 
describing some of the following types of information:33 

a) The diversity in size of regulated entities 
b) Revenues in each size grouping 
c) Profitability in each size grouping 

2) Economic impacts on small entities 
•	 A fair, first estimate of expected cost impacts, or a reasonable basis for 

assuming costs would be de minimis or insignificant within all 
economic or size groupings of the “small” regulated community 

•	 The rationale for the certification decision, based on the analysis 
presented
 

3) Significant economic impact criteria
 
• The criteria used to examine whether first-estimate costs are 

significant
 
4) Substantial number criteria
 

•	 The criteria used to examine whether the entities experiencing 
significant impacts constitute a substantial number of entities in any of 
the regulated size groupings 

5) Description of assumptions and uncertainties 
•	 The sources of data used in the economic and technical analysis34 

•	 The degree of uncertainty in the cost estimates, when uncertainty is 
large
 

6) Certification statement
 

“Factual basis” requirement for certification 

What is a “factual basis?” The Office of Advocacy interprets the “factual basis” 
requirement to mean that, at a minimum, a certification should contain a description of 
the number of affected entities and the size of the economic impacts and why either the 
number of entities or the size of the impacts justifies the certification. 

The agency’s reasoning and assumptions underlying its certification should be explicit in 
order to elicit public comment. Again, agency certifications in final rules are subject to 

33 When an agency does not have quantitative data to support its certification, the agency should explain 
why such data are not available and request comments.
34 Section 607 of the RFA directs agencies to provide a “quantifiable or numerical description of the effects 
of the proposed rule or alternatives to the proposed rule” and allows a qualitative approach if 
“quantification is not practical or reliable.” Thus, agencies are expected to make reasonable efforts to 
acquire quantitative or other information to support analysis of the rules under sections 603 and 604 of the 
RFA. Such a standard is not required for section 605 certifications, but some agencies use section 607 as a 
model for preparing certifications. With regard to certification analyses, EPA wisely advises its rulewriters 
to employ the same approach: use quantitative analysis unless the “information necessary to conduct a 
quantitative analysis is not reasonably available.” Revised Interim Guidance for EPA Rulewriters: 
Regulatory Flexibility Act, as amended by the Small Business Regulatory Enforcement Fairness Act, 
Regulatory Management Division, EPA Office of Policy, p. 20 (March 29, 1999). This guidance is 
currently under revision. 
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Using the NAICS classifications, SBA defines small businesses in terms of firm revenues 
or employees. Different criteria may be helpful to agencies in assessing the composition 
of a small entity sector. The IRS categorizes firm (corporation and partnership) size by 
assets. Industry associations apply some or all of these three criteria (revenues, 
employment, and/or assets) and often add to or replace them with their own technical 
criteria. In addition to SBA definitions, federal regulators may use any one or multiple 
criteria to identify their universes of small regulated entities.52 

Definition of “significant” and “substantial” 

The agency’s second step in a threshold analysis is to determine whether there is a 
significant economic impact on a substantial number of small entities. The RFA does not 
define “significant” or “substantial.” In the absence of statutory specificity, what is 
“significant” or “substantial” will vary depending on the problem that needs to be 
addressed, the rule’s requirements, and the preliminary assessment of the rule’s impact. 
The agency is in the best position to gauge the small entity impacts of its regulations. 

Significance should not be viewed in absolute terms, but should be seen as relative to the 
size of the business, the size of the competitor’s business, and the impact the regulation 
has on larger competitors. For example, a regulation may be significant solely because 
the disparity in impact on small entities may make it more difficult for them to compete 
in a particular sector of the economy than large businesses. This may relate to their ability 
to pass costs through to customers or to reduce the marginal cost of such a regulation to 
an insignificant element of their production functions.  

One measure for determining economic impact is the percentage of revenue or percentage 
of profits affected. For example, if the cost of implementing a particular rule represents 3 
percent of the profits in a particular sector of the economy and the profit margin in that 
industry is 2 percent of gross revenues (an economic structure that occurs in the food 
marketing industry, where profits are often less than 2 percent), the implementation of the 
proposal would drive many businesses out of business (all except the ones that beat a 3 
percent profit margin). That would be a significant economic impact. 

However, the economic impact does not have to completely erase profit margins to be 
significant. For example, the implementation of a rule might reduce the ability of the firm 
to make future capital investment, thereby severely harming its competitive ability, 
particularly against larger firms. This scenario may occur in the telecommunications 
industry, where a regulatory regime that harms the ability of small companies to invest in 
needed capital will not put them out of business immediately, but over time may make it 
impossible for them to compete against companies with significantly larger 
capitalizations. The impact of that rule would then be significant for smaller 
telecommunications companies. 

52 The SBA definitions here are found in § 3(a)(2) of the Small Business Act and are not the RFA 
definitions referenced above. 
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As a default, section 601 of the RFA requires agencies to use size standards set by the 
SBA in determining whether businesses are small businesses. SBA’s Office of Size 
Standards set these standards using the North American Industry Classification System 
(NAICS).100 Agencies must identify each of the affected classes according to their 
NAICS code. Once the agency has identified all the affected industries by code, it can use 
the NAICS code in combination with the U.S. Census data101 to gain an estimate of the 
number of entities in each class. To help agencies with this element of the IRFA, the 
Office of Advocacy provides a full listing of NAICS codes along with the U.S. Census 
data for each class on its web page.102 

If the agency determines that the existing SBA size standards for small businesses are not 
appropriate, the RFA permits the agency, after notice and comment, to establish one or 
more alternative definitions of a small entity that are appropriate for the rule.103 The RFA 
requires an agency to consult with the Office of Advocacy when performing an RFA 
analysis using a different small business size standard than that provided by the SBA.104 

Estimating compliance requirements 

For the fourth element of the IRFA, the agency must describe and estimate the 
compliance requirements of the proposed rule.105 This is one of the two most important 
elements in the IRFA, because the alternatives the agency examines in the IRFA will be 
designed to minimize these compliance burdens. Provision of a list in the IRFA enables 
small entities to more easily identify potential burdens and tailor their comments in the 
rulemaking process to those burdens that most affect them without wading through many 
Federal Register pages. 

As stated by the RFA, some of the costs the agency must describe in the IRFA include 
the costs of any recordkeeping; professional expertise, such as lawyer, accountant, or 
engineering, needed to comply with recordkeeping; and reporting requirements. Section 
603 also requires that the agencies examine other compliance requirements, which may 
include, for example, the following: (a) capital costs for equipment needed to meet the 
regulatory requirements; (b) costs of modifying existing processes and procedures to 
comply with the proposed rule; (c) lost sales and profits resulting from the proposed rule; 
(d) changes in market competition as a result of the proposed rule and its impact on small 
entities or specific submarkets of small entities; (e) extra costs associated with the 
payment of taxes or fees associated with the proposed rule; and (f) hiring employees 
dedicated to compliance with regulatory requirements. 

Since all rules are different and impose different compliance requirements, the RFA 
contemplates that agencies will prepare analyses to determine all significant long- and 

100 See http://www.sba.gov/size/. 
101 See http://www.census.gov/. 
102 Office of Advocacy, Economic Statistics and Research (visited Sept. 26, 2002), 
http://www.sba.gov/advo/stats/us99_n6.pdf.
103 See the size standard discussion in Chapter 1.
 
104 5 U.S.C. § 601(3).
 
105 Id.at § 603(b)(4).
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Preface

The Commission on the Future of Worker-Management Relations
was announced by Secretary of Labor Robert B. Reich and
Secretary of Commerce Ronald H. Brown on March 24, 1993 to
report on the following questions:

1.  What (if any) new methods or institutions should be
encouraged, or required, to enhance work-place productivity
through labor-management cooperation and employee
participation?

2.  What (if any) changes should be made in the present
legal framework and practices of collective bargaining to
enhance cooperative behavior, improve productivity, and
reduce conflict and delay?

3.  What (if anything) should be done to increase the extent
to which work-place problems are directly resolved by the
parties themselves, rather than through recourse to state
and federal courts and government regulatory bodies?"

On June 2, 1994 the Secretaries of Labor and Commerce
released the Fact Finding Report of the Commission  and an
Executive Summary.

After release of the Fact Finding Report, the Commission
consulted widely through public hearings, working parties
comprised of several members of the Commission, and it
received a variety of views in correspondence, studies and
articles from representatives of business groups, labor
organizations, professional associations, academics, women’s
organizations, civil rights and other interested groups, and
individuals.  This material is included in the public record
of the Commission which was closed on November 14, 1994 by
notice in the Federal Register.  By this consultative
process the Commission has sought to receive the widest
possible comments on its Fact Finding Report as well as
proposals for its conclusions and recommendations for this,
its final report.

The Commission held four additional national hearings after
the issuance of its Fact Finding Report in Washington, D.C.,
making a total of 21 public hearings, including the 11
national and six public hearings in various cities around
the country held previously.  In the four most recent public
hearings, the Commission followed the practices developed in
It’s regional hearings to encourage representatives of
organizations or individuals to volunteer to make
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presentations or to file written statements, should adequate
time for all not be available.  The agenda of each of these
four sessions and a listing of those who testified and their
affiliations are presented in Appendix B.

The Commission appreciates the assistance of the various
organizations and individuals that helped to organize and
make presentations to the Commission and it’s working
parties.

A total of 57 persons testified before the Commission in its
four hearings in July to September 1994, making a total of
411 witnesses in the 21 public hearings.
The transcripts of the four hearings after the Fact Finding
report run to 823 pages, making a total of 4,681 pages for
all public hearings before the Commission.

The Commission has received since May 1994 a number of
studies and presentations outside of public hearings that
provide additional information to its fact-finding phase.
More than 160 statements have been received since the Fact
Finding Report that have been entered in the public record
of the Commission.  Among these items are the following:

(1)  United States General Accounting Office, Workplace
Regulations, Information on Selected Employer and Union
Experiences, Vols. I and II, June 1994.

(2)  Industrial Relations Counselors, Inc., Report on the
IRC Survey of Employee Involvement, August 1994, and Results
of the ORC Survey on the Use of Alternative Dispute
Resolution (ADR) in Employment Related Disputes, November
1994.

(3)  Princeton Survey  Research Associates, Worker
Representation and Participation Survey, Top-Line Results,
October, 1994.

(4)  U.S. Department of Labor, Report on the American
Workforce, 1994; Women’s Bureau, Working Women Count, A
Report to the Nation, 1994.

(5)  American Civil Liberties Union, The Private Arbitration
of Employment Disputes, November 1994.

A working party of the Commission has continued to meet with
a designated committee of the Small Business Council of the
Chamber of Commerce to receive views and perspectives on the
Fact Finding Report.  Another working party met with
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representatives of ten organizations reflecting the
interests of low-wage workers and received a statement of
potential Administrative and Regulatory Initiatives to
Protect Contingent Workers, October 1994.

A further working party of the Commission met on several
occasions to receive the further views of a group of women’s
organizations that had also testified before the
Commission.  Representatives of labor and management
organizations under the Railway Labor Act have met on
occasions with still another working party of the
Commission.  Meetings have also been held with a number of
representatives of the civil rights community.

The Chair of the Commission had held a series of meetings
with the Enforcement Council of the Department of Labor and
a number of its component agencies to secure data on
staffing, and on the flow and volume of investigations,
complaints, cases and litigation in the administration of
employment laws within the purview of these agencies with
reference to the third mission statement of the Commission.
 The National Labor Relations Board and its General Counsel
has provided similar data.  Discussions have been held also
with the Chairman of the Equal Employment Opportunity
Commission and the EEOC ADR Task Force.  The cooperation of
these agencies is appreciated.

The Commission has received a further letter from the
Republican members of the House Committee on  Education and
Labor dated September 29, 1994.  (See p. 111, note 5, of the
Fact Finding Report for reference to the first letter.)

The Commission deliberated on all the above information from
a variety of perspectives, the Commission reached broad
agreement on the issues it was charged to address.  A
separate perspective by Commissioner Fraser on some aspects
of employee involvement is included in Section II.

This report of the Commission is focused on the three
questions of its Mission Statement, considering each
question separately but also recognizing that these issues
and the Commission’s recommendations constitute a highly
interdependent whole.

In making its legislative recommendations, the Commission
has not proposed explicit statutory language.  Similarly, in
recommendations to administrative agencies and to private
parties it has proposed specific approaches rather than the
language of a regulation.

NLRB-00114473



6

A number of more specialized issues were raised in testimony
and statements to the Commission that it has not had the
time nor specialized information to consider fully. These
are significant issues to the workers and managers involved
and deserve more detailed attention and conclusions than the
Commission has had the time or resources to provide.  Among
these questions are the status of agricultural workers under
the National Labor Relations Act, as amended, and the system
of labor-management relations in the building and
construction industry under these statutes and subsequent
NLRB and court decisions.  Further, the Commission has
considered only in Section VII some of the issues raised by
worker-management relations in a few types of relationships
among those popularly designated as contingent.  The
Commission reports this unfinished business that deserves
further and ongoing consideration.

The Commission has sought the views of a wide range of
employers and employer associations, representatives of
unions, professional associations, women’s groups, civil
rights organizations and academics regarding how to deal
with the problems and challenges of the modern workplace.
 In addition, the Commission believes it is also significant
to hear how workers themselves and their supervisors view
their workplace beyond the reports of their attitudes from
managers or unions.  Thus, the Commission welcomes the
findings of the Worker Representation and Participation
Survey.  This survey provides a detailed and in-depth
analysis of workplace practices and the attitudes and views
in workplaces on many issues pertinent to the Commission’s
charges.  Appendix A presents a brief summary of the survey
procedures and highlights of its findings.

The Department of Commerce provided assistance to the
Commission through Under Secretary for Economic Affairs
Everett Ehrlich.  Within the Department of Labor, Roland
Droitsch, Deputy Assistant Secretary, Office of Policy and
Budget, coordinated a portion of the Commission’s work.
 Assistance was also provided by Seth Harris, Executive
Director of the Department’s Enforcement Council, on matters
related to this area.  Legal research support was given to
the Commission by Andrew Levin and Janet Herold.  The
Commission received comprehensive administrative and related
support from staff of the Office of Small Business and
Minority Affairs.  Ms. Artrella Mack and Mrs. Betty Cooper-
Gibson provided effective service in the technical
preparation of this report.  The Commission is deeply
appreciative.
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Report and Recommendations:  Executive Summary

The Commission on the Future of Worker-Management Relations
was appointed by Secretary of Commerce Ronald H. Brown and
Secretary of Labor Robert B. Reich to address three
questions:

1.  What (if any) new methods or institutions should be
encouraged, or required, to enhance work-place productivity
through labor-management cooperation and employee
participation?

2.  What (if any) changes should be made in the present
legal framework and practices of collective bargaining to
enhance cooperative behavior, improve productivity, and
reduce conflict and delay?

3.  What (if anything) should be done to increase the extent
to which work-place problems are directly resolved by the
parties themselves, rather than through recourse to state
and federal courts and governmental bodies?"

Over its twenty months of work, the Commission heard
testimony and evaluated the experiences of many employers
and employees, and received advice for answering its charge
from many groups and individuals.  This testimony, and
various survey and other evidence, guides the
recommendations and suggestions that we offer to the
Secretaries, and to the nation.

As reported in the Commission's May 1994 Fact-Finding
Report, there is a solid base of experience on which to
build more cooperative and productive workplace relations in
the United States -- the innovative partnerships in
collective bargaining and the array of employee involvement
programs operating in many workplaces across the country.
There are also disconcerting patterns -- increased earning
inequality, difficulties for contingent workers, increased
litigation, rigid and complex regulations, and conflict in
union organizing campaigns.

Our recommendations build on the positive experiences with
productive and cooperative worker-management relations,
support their adoption in additional employment settings,
and encourage further experimentation and learning.  At the
same time we face squarely and propose remedies for the
problems of too much conflict, litigation, inequality, and
regulatory complexity.
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We take an integrated approach to modernizing American labor
and employment law and administration for the future.  Taken
together, these recommendations give workers and managers
the tools and flexibility to do what they say they want to
do and are capable of doing to improve workplace
performance.  We recommend flexibility in employee
participation while insuring respect for workers' rights to
choose unions, if desired.  We encourage the development and
use of fair systems for resolving disputes quickly closest
to their source without going to court or to a government
agency.  We propose to modernize labor law to deliver
through a prompt and simplified process what the law
promises:  a free choice for workers on whether or not to
join a union of their choosing.  Our proposals define
employees and employers in ways consistent with economic
reality.  We encourage continued learning and dialogue among
private and public sector leaders to improve the quality of
policy making on employment issues.

The Commission could not address all the problems or
proposed solutions presented to us.  This does not imply
that those left out are unimportant or not valid.  Instead,
some need to be left to other groups and to further
discussion.  Moreover, the recommendations we offer here are
presented as starting points for improving the workplace
experiences and results for all Americans.

The full set of recommendations are contained in the
separate sections of this report.  Here we present fifteen
key conclusions and recommendations as they relate to each
of our three charges.

1.   New Methods or Institutions to Enhance Workplace Productivity

The evidence presented to the Commission is overwhelming
that employee participation and labor-management
partnerships are good for workers, firms, and the national
economy.  All parties want to encourage expansion and growth
of these developments.  To do so requires removing the legal
uncertainties affecting some forms of employee participation
while safeguarding and strengthening employees' rights to
choose whether or not they wish to be represented at the
workplace by a union or professional organization.
Accordingly we recommend:

(1)  Clarifying the National Labor Relations Act (NLRA) and
its interpretation by the National Labor Relations Board
(NLRB) to insure nonunion employee participation programs
are not found to be unlawful simply because they involve
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discussion of "terms and conditions" of work or compensation
as long as such discussion is incidental to the broad
purposes of these programs.  At the same time, the
Commission reaffirms the basic principle that these programs
are not a substitute for independent unions.  The law should
continue to make it illegal to set up or operate company-
dominated forms of employee representation.

(2)  Updating the definitions of supervisor and manager to
insure that only those with full supervisory or managerial
authority and responsibility are excluded from coverage of
the law.  We further recommend that no individual or group
of  individuals should be excluded from coverage under the
statute because of participation in joint problem-solving
teams, self-managing work groups, or internal self-
governance or dispute resolution processes.

(3)  Reaffirming and extending protections of individuals
against discrimination for participating in employee
involvement processes and for joining or drawing on the
services of an outside labor or professional organization.

These recommendations are linked to those that follow in
important ways.  In addition to eliminating the legal
uncertainties associated with many of the forms of employee
participation underway today, these changes allow and
encourage use of worker-management participation in applying
government regulations to the workplace and resolving
disputes through private resolution procedures.  Moreover,
these changes remove the threat that workers might lose the
protections of collective bargaining by taking on
supervisory or managerial responsibilities.  These changes,
therefore, should open up workplaces to a variety of new
experiments with employee participation and labor-management
partnerships and bring the benefits of these innovations to
more workers and workplaces.

2.   Changes in Collective Bargaining to Enhance
Cooperation and Reduce Conflict and Delay

The evidence reviewed by the Commission demonstrated
conclusively that current labor law is not achieving its
stated intent of encouraging collective bargaining and
protecting workers' rights to choose whether or not to be
represented at their workplace.  Rectifying this situation
is important to insure that these rights are realized for
the workers who wish to exercise them, to de-escalate
workplace conflicts, and to create an overall climate of
trust and cooperation at the workplace and in the broader
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labor and management community.  Accordingly, the Commission
recommends:

(4)  Providing for prompt elections after the NLRB
determines that sufficient employees have expressed a desire
to be represented by a union.  Such elections should
generally be held within two weeks.  To accomplish this
objective we propose that challenges to bargaining units and
other legal disputes be resolved after the elections are
held.

Beyond the reversal of the Supreme Court's decision in
Lechmere so that employees may have access to union
organizers in privately-owned but publicly-used spaces such
as shopping malls, access questions are best left to the
NLRB.  The Commission urges the Board to strive to afford
employees the most equal and democratic dialogue possible.

(5)  Requiring by statute that the NLRB obtain prompt
injunctions to remedy discriminatory actions against
employees that occur during an organizing campaign or
negotiations for a first contract.

(6)  Assisting employers and newly certified unions in
achieving first contracts through an upgraded dispute
resolution system which provides for mediation and empowers
a tripartite advisory board to use a variety of options to
resolve disputes ranging from self-help (strike or lockout)
to binding arbitration for relatively few disputes.

(7)  Encouraging railroad and airline labor and management
representatives to implement their stated willingness to
seek their own solutions for improving the performance of
collective bargaining in their industries.

These changes are essential to de-escalating the level of
conflict, fear, and delays that now too often surround the
process by which workers decide whether or not to be
represented on their jobs.  We distilled our recommendations
down to these basic and simplified changes in the law and
procedures from an extensive array of proposals offered to
the Commission in this area.  Therefore, it is vitally
important to monitor the effects of these recommendations
over time to see if they are adequate to achieve the goals
stated in our national labor law and shared by the American
public.
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3.   Increase the Extent to which Workplace Problems are Resolved by the Parties.

The Commission's findings and recommendations regarding
workplace regulations, litigation, and dispute resolution
fall into three categories:  (1) encouraging development of
high quality private dispute resolution procedures, (2)
encouraging experimentation with workplace self-regulation
procedures in general and with specific reference to
workplace safety and health,  and (3) protecting the
employment rights and standards of contingent workers.

The Commission endorses and encourages the development of
high quality alternative dispute resolution (ADR) systems to
promote fair, speedy, and efficient resolution of workplace
disputes.  These systems must be based on the voluntary
acceptance of the parties involved.  The courts and
regulatory agencies should hold these systems accountable
for meeting high quality standards for fairness, due
process, and accountability to the goals and remedies
established in the relevant law.  The Commission also
encourages experimentation with internal responsibility
systems for adapting workplace regulations to fit different
work settings.  Accordingly, we recommend:

(8)  Encouraging regulatory agencies to expand the use of
negotiated rule making, mediation, and alternative dispute
resolution (ADR) procedures for resolving cases that would
otherwise require formal adjudication by the agency and/or
the courts.

(9)  Encouraging experimentation and use of private dispute
resolution systems that meet high quality standards for
fairness, provided these are not imposed unilaterally by
employers as a condition of employment.

(10) Encouraging individual regulatory agencies (e.g., OSHA,
Wage and Hour Division, EEOC, etc.) to develop guidelines
for internal responsibility systems in which parties at the
workplace are allowed to apply regulations to their
circumstances.

America's workplaces must be made safer and more healthful
and workers' compensation costs need to be reduced.
 Workplace safety and health is an ideal starting point for
experimenting with internal responsibility  systems for
meeting public policy objectives, given the long-standing
and widespread experience with employee participation and
labor-management committees in safety and health matters and
the shared interests all parties have in improving safety
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and health outcomes.  Evidence presented to the Commission
shows that properly structured joint committees and
participation plans can significantly improve safety and
health protection.  Accordingly, we recommend:

(11) Developing safety and health programs in each workplace
that provide for employee participation.  Those workplaces
that demonstrate such a program is in place with a record of
high safety and health performance would receive
preferential status in OSHA's inspection and enforcement
activities.

The growth of various forms of contingent work poses
opportunities for good job matches between workers with
differing labor force attachments and employers needing
flexibility in response to changing market conditions.  At
the same time, some contingent work arrangements relegate
workers to a second class status of low wages, inadequate
fringe benefits, lack of training and, most importantly,
loss of protection of labor and employment laws and
standards.  This is a very complex set of developments for
which adequate data are not yet available to do more than
address the most obvious problems.  Our recommendations are
therefore cautious in this area, recognizing the need to
continue to monitor and evaluate the labor market
experiences of all forms of contingent work and to derive
policy recommendations as these data and analyses become
available.  Accordingly, we recommend:

 (12) Adopting a single definition of employer for all
workplace laws based on the economic realities of the
employment relationship.  Furthermore, we encourage the NLRB
to use its rule-making authority to develop an appropriate
doctrine governing joint employers in settings where the use
of contract arrangements might otherwise serve as a
subterfuge for avoiding collective bargaining or evading
other responsibilities under labor law.

(13) Adopting a single definition of employee for all
workplace laws based on the economic realities of the
employment relationship.  The law should confer independent
contractor status only on those for whom it is appropriate -
- entrepreneurs who bear the risk of loss, serve multiple
clients, hold themselves out to the public as an independent
business, and so forth.  The law should not provide
incentives for misclassification of employees as independent
contractors, which costs federal and state treasuries large
sums in uncollected social security, unemployment, personal
income, and other taxes.
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Implementing the recommendations in this report would open
up employment policy and practice to a period of
experimentation and opportunities for further learning.  To
channel this learning into constructive policy making we
recommend:

(14) Creating a National Forum on the Workplace involving
leaders of business, labor, women's, and civil rights groups
to continue discussing workplace issues and public policies.
In addition, we recommend establishment of a national Labor-
Management Committee to discuss issues of special concern to
the future of collective bargaining and worker-management
relations.  We encourage development of similar forums in
communities, states, and industries to further promote grass
roots experimentation and learning.

(15)  Improving the data base for policy analysis of
workplace developments, evaluation of labor-management
experiments in the private sector, and for assessment of the
economic condition of contingent workers.  This requires
amalgamation of existing data sets within the NLRB and
Department of Labor, and among these and other agencies as
well as coordination of research on workplace topics for the
National Forum and other interested parties.

The Challenges Ahead

From the views presented to us emerged a vision of the
Workplace of the 21st Century that is shared widely across
all sectors of society and the workforce.  These goals
appear at the end of this Executive Summary.  Achieving some
of them requires updating and modernizing labor and
employment law; others can be addressed through changes in
administrative processes to give more power and flexibility
to the parties  at the workplace to govern their
relationships and solve problems closest to the source.  All
will require leadership and sustained commitment to learning
and experimentation on the part of individual workers and
the labor and management leaders who shape employment
practices.  We urge that progress toward achievement of
these goals be assessed systematically on a continuous basis
and the results shared widely with the American public.

We can summarize the challenges facing America to improve
the quality and performance of workplace relations quite
simply.  They are to sustain the momentum underway in the
most innovative workplaces, to bring these innovations to
and share their benefits among more workers and managers,
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and to overcome the countervailing forces that stand in the
way of achieving the goals of the 21st Century workplace. We
see three such countervailing forces, two of which are
reflected directly in the charges to this Commission and in
our recommendations.

The first of these countervailing forces is the high level
of conflict and tension surrounding the process by which
workers decide whether or not to be represented by a union
for the purpose of collective bargaining.  Our
recommendations should result in a significant de-escalation
of these conflicts and a restoration of workers' promised
rights in this area, and thereby improve the overall climate
for cooperative labor-management relations.

The second countervailing force is the frustration that
managers experience in trying to respond to complex
workplace regulations and mounting litigation, and that
workers experience in trying to enforce their legal rights
on the job.  Our recommendations provide workers and
managers with the tools and flexibility to replace the
command and control system of regulation and the litigious
system for enforcing rights with opportunities for greater
self-governance and private, high quality, dispute
resolution.

The third force limiting the momentum toward higher quality
workplaces was highlighted in our Fact Finding Report but
its solution lies well beyond the mandate of this
Commission.  We refer here to the widening earnings
inequality and stagnant real earnings that have
characterized the American labor market over the past ten to
fifteen years. While the Commission makes no direct
recommendations focused on this serious problem, a number of
our recommendations should contribute to reducing this
growing disparity.  Among these recommendations are our
support for increased training at the workplace; increased
opportunities for employee participation to enhance
productivity, quality, and worker development; protections
against the use of contractors or contingent workers to
evade responsibilities under labor and employment law; and
changes to provide workers the opportunity for
representation and collective bargaining if they want it.

The recommendations of this Report are designed to
contribute to the achievement of the goals and relationships
required for the 21st Century workplace.
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Goals for the 21st Century Workplace

1.  Expand coverage of employee participation and labor-management partnerships to more workers and
more workplaces and to a broader array of decisions.

2.  Provide workers an uncoerced opportunity to choose, or not to choose, a bargaining representative and to
engage in collective bargaining.

3.  Improve resolution of violations of workplace rights.

4.   Decentralize and internalize responsibility for workplace regulations.

5.   Improve workplace safety and health .

6.   Enhance the growth of productivity in the economy as a whole.

7.   Increase training and learning at the workplace and related institutions.

8.   Reduce inequality by raising the earnings and benefits of workers in the lower part of the wage
distribution.

9.  Upgrade the economic position of contingent workers.

10.  Increase dialogue and learning at the national and local levels.
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III. Worker Representation and Collective Bargaining

 1.   GENERAL  OBSERVATIONS

 (1) The Role of Unions in Society

The preamble to the National Labor Relations Act declares it
to be the policy of the United States to `encourage  the
practices and procedure of collective bargaining and [to]
protect ... the exercise by workers of full freedom of
association, self-organization and designation of
representatives of their own choosing, for the purpose of
negotiating the terms and condition of their employment or
other mutual aid or protection.'

The Collective Bargaining Forum, a group of leading
corporate chief executives and national labor leaders,
reflecting on this policy, has stated:

"The institution of collective bargaining is an integral
part of American economic life and has proved capable of
helping our society adjust through periods of prosperity
and recession.  A democratic society must provide workers
with effective rights to join and be represented by unions
of their own choosing."<Footnote: New Directions for Labor
and Management, The Collective Bargaining Forum, Washington,
D.C.:  U.S. Department of Labor, 1988.>

Unions contribute to the economic health of the nation by
`leveling the field between labor and management,' as
Senator Orrin Hatch has stated.  `If you didn't have
unions,' Senator Hatch continued," it would be very
difficult for even enlightened employers to not take
advantage of workers on wages and working conditions because
of rivals."<Footnote: Business Week, May 23, l994, p.70.>
 Indeed, as we noted in the Fact Finding Report, and as the
President's Council of Economic Advisors also has concluded,
the recent decline in the proportion of workers represented
by unions has `contributed to the rise in inequality' in the
United States.

Unions likewise contribute to the political health of the
nation by providing a legitimate and consistent voice to
working people in the broader society.  As former Secretary
of State George P. Shultz has stated, `free societies and
free trade unions go together.'  Societies that lack a
vibrant labor movement which will `really get up on its hind
legs and fight about freedom' are sorely wanting.<Footnote:
Quoted in Leonard Silk, New York Times, Dec. 13, 1992, p.
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D2. >

The import of the worst features of political campaigns into
the workplaces by managers and unions creates confrontation
and is not conducive to achieving the goals outlined in
Section I.  The Commission remains persuaded   that, as we
said in our Fact Finding Report, `All participants --
employees, management, and unions - would benefit from
reduction in illegal activity and de-escalation of a
conflictual process that seems out of place with the
demands of many modern workplaces and the need of workers,
their unions, and their employers.'    (p. 141)

The Commission cannot hope to do more than propose first
steps on the necessary road to achieving a new direction and
approach to labor-management relations.  The process of
change will require a long, sustained effort.  But we
believe that American society -- management, labor, and the
general public -- does support the principle that workers
have the right to make a free, uncoerced and informed choice
as to whether to join a union and to engage in collective
bargaining.  Our recommendations seek to, as we said at the
outset, `turn down the decibel count' and to effectuate this
fundamental principle of our democracy.

(2)  Established Collective Bargaining Relationships

Not all aspects of collective bargaining are in need of
repair. The Fact Finding Report concluded that `In most
workplaces with collective bargaining, the system of labor-
management negotiations works well' (p.64).  Mr. Howard
Knicely, speaking for the Labor Policy Association, would
elevate this observation to a principal finding:
 `collective bargaining where it exists, is working very
well.'

The majority of managers and workers with experience under
collective bargaining agree with this assessment.  Both the
Worker Representation and Participation Survey and others
before it report that about 90 percent of union members
would vote to retain their membership if asked.
Approximately 70 percent rate their experience with their
union as good or very good.  Sixty-four percent of the
managers surveyed agreed that the union in their companies
makes the work lives of its members better.  When asked how
the union relationship affects their companies, managers'
views vary considerably.  Twenty-seven percent believe the
union helps their company's performance; 38 percent believe
it hurts performance, and 29 percent believe the union
neither helps nor hurts organizational performance.  By a
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two to one margin (32 to 16 percent) managers report that in
recent years their relations with unions have become more
cooperative rather than confrontational.

In general, though there are notable exceptions, collective
bargaining appears to be adapting to its changing economic
and social setting.  Work stoppages have declined
significantly, many grievance procedures are experiencing
more settlements through informal discussions or mediation
without resort to arbitration.  The AFL-CIO's February 1994
report, The New American Workplace:  A Labor
Perspective,<Footnote: The New American Workplace:  A Labor
 Perspective, AFL-CIO, Washington, D.C., February, 1994.> is
a significant statement endorsing workplace cooperation and
labor-management partnerships.

A number of collective bargaining agreements in 1994 extend
the frontiers of labor-management partnerships to new
issues, new levels of decision-making, and new workers.
 Among the more notable recent examples are the Levi-Strauss
and Amalgamated Clothing and Textile Worker agreement
governing manufacturing innovations in union and non-union
facilities, the Bath Iron Works and International
Association of Machinists agreement providing for
significant restructuring of jobs, training, and pay systems
among multiple trades, and the NYNEX and Communications
Workers of America agreement that provides for voluntary
procedures governing the organizing of new work units and
the negotiation and arbitration of initial contracts.

Innovations such as these need to be encouraged and extended
to more bargaining relationships.  But additional changes
will be needed in the attitudes and policies of many labor
organizations and managers if the goals of the workplace of
the future outlined in Section I are to be achieved.  One
area in need of greater focus is the responsiveness of
workplace practices to the needs of working women.  A large
scale survey of working women published by the Women's
Bureau of the Department of Labor in October 1994 reported
that, while most women are breadwinners and many are the
sole support of their households, `they are not getting the
pay and benefits commensurate with the work they do, the
level of responsibility they hold, or the societal
contribution they make.'<Footnote:  Working Women Count, The
Women's Bureau, U.S. Department of Labor, 1994, p. 5.See,
the testimony of Susan Bianchi-Sands and associates on July
25, 1994, and Judith L. Lichtman and a panel of women's
organizations and Gloria Johnson for the AFL-CIO and the
Coalition of Union Women on September 29, 1994.>
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Collective bargaining will need to continue to evolve and
adapt in the future as the diversity of the workforce
increases in terms of gender, race, ethnic background,
education, and location of work.  The Women's Bureau Survey,
the Worker Representation and Participation Survey, and many
others document the desire of workers for more say over a
wide range of workplace issues as well as a desire for
cooperative rather than conflictual processes for addressing
their concerns.

It is in the national interest to encourage continued growth
in the range of issues and workplaces governed by
cooperative labor-management partnerships.  The Commission
believes that existing collective bargaining relationships
are progressing in this direction, and considers it
important that new bargaining relationships achieve this
same level of cooperation and effectiveness as soon as
possible.

(3)  New Collective Bargaining Relationships<Footnote: For
the detailed policy proposals of representatives of labor
organizations and  managements, see the transcript of
September 8, l994 including the statement, `Recommendations
of the AFL-CIO to the Commission on the Future of Worker-
 Management Relations Concerning Changes in the National
Labor Relations Act and Related Laws,' (28 pages).>

The Fact Finding Report of the Commission documented the
findings of the Commission (pp. 77-79) with respect to new
organizing situations.

1.   American society -- management, labor, and the general
public -- supports the principle that workers have the right
to join a union and to engage in collective bargaining if a
majority of workers so desire.

2.   Representation elections as currently constituted are
highly conflictual for workers, unions, and firms.  This
means that many new collective bargaining relationships
start off in an environment that is highly adversarial.

3.   The probability that a worker will be discharged or
otherwise unfairly discriminated against for exercising
legal rights under the NLRA has increased over time.  Unions
as well as firms have engaged in unfair labor practices
under the NLRA. The bulk of meritorious charges are for
employer unfair practices.

4.   Consistent with other surveys reported earlier, the
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Worker Representation and Participation Survey found that 32
percent of unorganized workers would vote to join a union if
an election were held at their workplace.  Eighty-two
percent of those favoring unionization (and 33 percent of
all non-union workers) believe a majority of their fellow
employees would vote to unionize.

5.  Roughly a third of workplaces that vote to be
represented by a union do not obtain a collective bargaining
contract with their employer.

Together these facts document the need to improve the
process by which workers decide whether or not to be
represented at the workplace and engage in collective
bargaining.<Footnote: The Commission considered a proposal
to increase the NLRA's jurisdictional floors in view of the
substantial increase in wages and prices since the floors
were set in the statute in 1959.  The Commission raised this
issue by letter with each major business organization and
the AFL-CIO.  Most of the organizations that responded
opposed increasing the jurisdictional amounts.>

2.   RECOMMENDATIONS

The Commission believes that several revisions in the laws
governing the representation process will render employee
decisions about whether to engage in collective bargaining
simpler, more timely, and less conflictual, thus making this
institution more accessible to those employees who want it.
 Here is what we recommend:

1.  Representation elections should be held before rather
than after legal hearings about issues such as the scope of
the bargaining unit.  The elections should be conducted as
promptly as administratively feasible, typically within two
weeks.

2.  The injunctions provided for in section 10(l) of the Act
should be used to remedy discriminatory actions against
employees that occur in organizing campaigns and first
contract negotiations.

3.  Employers and newly certified unions should be assisted
in achieving first contracts by a substantially upgraded
dispute resolution program.  The program should feature
mediation and a tripartite advisory board empowered to
implement options ranging from self-help (strikes or
lockouts) to binding arbitration for the relatively few
disputes that warrant it.
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(1)  Prompt Certification Elections

The Commission's Fact Finding Report confirmed that the
process by which workers decide whether or not to engage in
collective bargaining is among the most contentious aspects
of American labor relations.  In order to have a union
certified as their representative, American workers must
seek an NLRB election to determine whether a majority of an
appropriate bargaining unit wishes to be represented by the
union.  Before holding an election, the Board must address
legal issues raised by the employer and union, most
importantly, the scope of the bargaining unit, and inclusion
or exclusion of particular employees therein. Either party
has a right to a formal hearing on these matters, which
causes a substantial delay.  NLRB General Counsel Frederick
Feinstein told the Commission that the automatic available
it of such hearing procedures means that a party seeking
delay `can safely assume' that it will be able to push an
election back three to six months.  In practice, it takes an
average of seven weeks for workers to secure a vote from the
time their petition is filed.

During this time, the union and employer typically face off
in a heated campaign.  The government has been hesitant to
regulate the two sides too closely during these contests in
order to preserve the parties' freedom of speech.  Both
sides  often hurl allegations, distortions, and promises
that poison the relationship and make it difficult to
achieve a collective bargaining agreement in cases where the
workers vote to unionize.  The Fact Finding Report revealed
that in recent decade’s employer unfair labor practices
during these campaigns have risen: both in terms of the
ratio of unfair labor practice charges against employers to
the number of elections and the percentage of such charges
found to have merit.  In particular, discharges of union
activists are up: the data show that improper dismissals
occur in one of every four elections.  American workers are
afraid of this prospect: 79 percent say it is likely that
employees who seek union representation will lose their
jobs, and 41 percent of nonunion workers say they think they
might lose their own jobs if they tried to organize.  This
fear is no doubt one cause of the persistent unsatisfied
demand for union representation on the part of a substantial
minority of American workers.  The Worker Representation and
Participation Survey reported that 32 percent of nonunion
workers would vote for a union and think their co-workers
would too.
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The Commission believes the NLRB should conduct
representation elections as promptly as administratively
feasible.  A lengthy, political-style election campaign
serves no useful purpose in the labor-management context.
 Each side would continue to have ample time to express its
views if the process were much shorter.  Furthermore, much
of the conflict that mars the election process would be
eliminated if the process was shortened, which would set the
stage for a more cooperative employer-union relationship if
the employees voted in favor of collective bargaining.

The requirement that the Board hold pre-election legal
hearings prevents it from expediting the election process in
a significant way.  General Counsel Feinstein, who has
initiated a major effort to conduct elections more promptly,
testified that the best he can hope for under current law is
to hold most elections within seven weeks and all elections
within eight weeks.  The Commission considers this
inadequate.  We conclude that the Board should conduct
elections as promptly as administratively feasible,
typically no later than two weeks after a petition is filed.
 To accomplish this, the Board must hold inquiries and
hearings on contested issues after the election (with any
disputed ballots sealed in the interim).  The Commission has
been assured by the NLRB that it would be perfectly feasible
as a logistical matter to conduct the vast majority of
elections in less than two weeks, as long as the appropriate
changes are made in the governing law and the Board
reorganizes its staff and resources to undertake this
important task.<Footnote: The NLRB is in the process of
deciding whether it may conduct pre-hearing elections on its
own authority.  The Commission takes no position on this
legal question of the Board's authority.>

Such a change would not only facilitate prompt elections and
eliminate a major locus of labor-management conflict, it
would also afford substantial administrative savings.
 Currently, many Board hearings are held despite the absence
of significant legal issues, simply because one of the
parties seeks a tactical advantage.  There are two principal
tactical reasons why parties demand hearings.  The first is
to give one party an advantage in the election by excluding
or including particular employees based on how they are
likely to vote.  The need for such hearings would be reduced
under our proposal because a party that would seek a pre-
vote hearing under the current system in order to gain a
bargaining unit more likely to vote its way would not be
interested in a post-election hearing as long as it either
(1) won the election or (2) lost it by a margin greater than
the number of disputed voters it had hoped to include.
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The second tactical reason parties seek hearings is to delay
the election in order to increase their chances of a
favorable outcome.  The Commission believes that a system is
poorly designed if it gives parties an incentive and
opportunity to seek delay for its own sake.  Hearings
motivated by a desire to delay the election would obviously
be eliminated altogether in a system that allowed hearings
only after the election had taken place.

The simple design change of holding prompt elections, before
rather than after certification hearings, is pivotal to our
recommendations for improving the representation process.
 In addition to reducing delay and conflict, this reform
would diminish the need for government regulation of the
labor-management relationship and make the government more
customer-friendly.  The NLRB would be more customer-
friendly because employees seeking elections would get them
quickly, without a spate of confusing litigation, and
usually with much less conflict between the union and the
employer.  As for regulation, in addition to eliminating the
need for many hearings, as described above, pre-hearing
elections would reduce the need for oversight of the
parties' conduct during the election campaign.  Such
regulation has always been extremely controversial because
it involves property and speech rights.  The need for it is
diminished to the extent that a protracted election campaign
and concomitant pitched battle between the antagonists are
cut down to a reasonable size.

We encourage employers and unions who desire a cooperative
relationship to agree to determine the employees' majority
preference via a `card check.'  Card checks are particularly
appropriate vehicles for enhancing worker-management
cooperation when a union already represents part of an
employer's workforce and the parties seek a non-conflictual
way to determine whether additional employees want that same
form of representation.  Card check  agreements build trust
between union and employer and avoid expending public and
private resources on unnecessary election campaigns.  Such
agreements are a classic example of potential or former
adversaries creating a win-win situation for themselves. The
opportunity to gain representation rights via a simple
majority sign-up gives the union an incentive to cooperate
with the employer to make the workplace more efficient.  In
return, the employer gains the cooperation of the employee
representative as partner in efforts to improve productivity
and flexibility, and often improved morale and reduced
turnover as well.
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(2)  Timely Injunctive Relief for Discriminatory Actions

The Fact Finding Report identified several areas of concern
about the tools available to the NLRB to remedy violations
of the Act. The Board can obtain injunctions against unions
(for organizational or secondary boycotts) far more easily
and swiftly than it can against employers, particularly for
discriminatory discharges of union supporters. In general,
the remedies the Board may prescribe against employers are
remedial and reparative rather than deterrent, and the
sanctions against employers for violating labor law are far
weaker than analogous penalties for breaking other federal
employment statutes. The increase in discriminatory
discharges documented in the Fact Finding Report indicates
that the remedies available to the Board do not provide a
strong enough disincentive to deter unfair labor practices
of some employers during certification elections and first
contract campaigns.

The Commission believes expedited injunctive relief offers a
first step toward improving compliance with the Act.  In our
judgment, this is not only the most effective, least
litigious, and least costly path, it will also complement
the holding of representation elections as promptly as
administratively feasible.  The combination of prompt
elections and immediate injunctive relief against
discriminatory actions would eliminate much of the incentive
for engaging in discriminatory behavior.  An injunction not
only undoes the harm caused by the illegal act, but also
weakens the position of the discriminator by making it look
bad and the other side look effective in the eyes of the
employees.  The Commission believes this `backfire' effect
would provide the greatest disincentive for wrongdoing.

Under current law the Board has two principal sources of
authority for seeking injunctions: NLRA sections 10(j) and
(l). Only the slower and weaker of these two provisions,
section 10(j), is available to remedy the general range of
employer and union unfair labor practices.  The swift,
automatic, and thus more effective section 10(l) applies
only to certain union-side violations.  Section 10(l) is the
more powerful instrument for two principal reasons:  (1) it
is mandatory, whereas section 10(j) is discretionary; (2) it
is faster, both because it is triggered by an unfair labor
practice charge whereas section 10(j) requires a formal
unfair labor practice complaint, and because the Board must
give section 10(l) cases `priority over all other cases.' As
a result of these differences, NLRB General Counsel
Feinstein told the Commission that section 10(l) cases take
the Board five days to process, whereas section 10(j) cases
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take 65 days or more just to get into court, let alone to
secure an injunction from the judge.

The Commission recommends that Congress make section 10(l)
injunctive relief available not only to employers harmed by
union secondary boycotts, but also to employees who are
victims of employer discriminatory actions from the
beginning of an organizing effort to the signing of a first
contract.  The timely use of injunctions in these situations
will help abate many of the problems the Commission was
instructed to address.  Most obviously, injunctions that can
be obtained within days rather than months will reduce
delay.  Quick resolution of unfair labor practice charges
during the crucial election and first contract period will
also increase labor-management cooperation by preventing
disputes from starting and then festering.  Prompt
injunctive relief will remove the coercive effect on
employee free choice.  The increased efficacy of this remedy
will deter discriminatory behavior as well as rectify it,
and will increase respect for the NLRB among the general
public and its primary constituency -- American workers.

 (3)  Resolution of First Contract Disputes

The Commission believes that once a majority of workers has
voted for independent union representation for purposes of
collective bargaining, the debate about whether a bargaining
relationship is to be established should be over.  At this
point, the parties' energies and the public's resources
should turn to creating an effective ongoing relationship
that is suited to the needs of their workplace.  Every
effort should be made to ensure that a satisfactory
agreement is concluded and that the process used to reach
that agreement leads to the development of a cooperative
bargaining relationship.

The Fact Finding Report noted that one-third or more of
certified units fail to reach a first contract, and that
strikes taking place in first contract negotiations tend to
be longer and to result in fewer settlements than strikes
occurring in established bargaining relationships.
 Moreover, evidence from studies presented to the Commission
document that the probability of achieving a first contract
is reduced in settings where unfair labor practices or other
hard bargaining tactics are carried over from the election
campaign into the contract negotiation process.  Clearly,
improvements in the effectiveness of the first contract
negotiation process are called for.

However, in developing a proposal one must guard against
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reducing the parties' incentives to negotiate a realistic
agreement.  Care should be taken to avoid any chance that
unworkable or harmful terms are imposed on the parties by a
neutral who is uninformed about the issues or unaccountable
to the parties or the public.  Several witnesses pointed out
to the Commission that negotiations sometimes fail because
one side or the other holds out for numerous, unrealistic
proposals.  The process must encourage parties to reach
their own agreements, accept the possibility that a strike
or lockout may be the most appropriate way to address
unrealistic expectations or demands, and allow for the use
of arbitration if in the judgment of experienced and
respected professionals this is the best way to assure that
an initial agreement will be achieved.

The Commission received a number of proposals for improving
the first contract negotiation process.  Some witnesses
suggested that arbitration be required of all first contract
disputes that remain unresolved after a specified period of
time.  Others proposed requiring arbitration if the NLRB
finds one of the parties to be bargaining in bad faith or
engaged in other unfair labor practices.  The Commission
finds both of these options unsatisfactory.  The first would
reduce the incentives of the parties to negotiate on their
own.  The second suffers from severe administrative
difficulties, because NLRB procedures for determining
whether or not bad faith bargaining has occurred are already
time consuming and would be newly taxed if arbitration
became available as a remedy.  Moreover, it is often
difficult to determine whether a violation of good faith
bargaining law has occurred, as opposed to permissible hard
bargaining about the issues.  Most important, the Commission
believes that if worker-management cooperation is to be
increased, the focus must shift from determining blame and
assessing punishment to facilitating agreement wherever
possible.

The Commission offers the following as a first contract
dispute resolution system that meets the above objectives.
 An employer and newly certified union would have early
access to the services of the Federal Mediation and
Conciliation Service or private mediation.  A tripartite
First Contract Advisory Board would be established to review
disputes not settled by negotiations or mediation.  The
Advisory Board would be empowered to use a wide range of
options to resolve disputes, including referring them back
to the parties to negotiate with the right to strike or
lockout, further mediation or fact finding, or use of
arbitration in the form that is judged to be best suited to
the circumstances of the particular case.  The
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`certification year' (in which the union's majority status
is presumed) would begin when the Advisory Board decides
which course to  take.

Making arbitration available in first contract cases is
crucial to the overall representation system.  The
Commission believes it will be necessary to invoke
arbitration only rarely, but the prospect of its use in
situations where one side or the other has been recalcitrant
in negotiations will motivate the parties to reach mutually
acceptable compromises.  Maximizing the number of such
voluntary agreements is the goal of any dispute resolution
system, and is vitally important at this stage in the
development of an enduring and cooperative labor-management
relationship.

(4)  Employee Access to Employer and Union Views on
Independent Representation

The Commission received many proposals to modify current
rules governing employee access to employer and union views
on collective bargaining.  We affirm the important role such
access plays in employee decision-making about collective
bargaining.  It is a central tenet of U.S. labor policy that
employees should be free to make an informed and uncoerced
choice as to whether or not they wish independent
representation at work.  The `effectiveness' of that right,
as the Supreme Court has stated, `depends in some measure on
the ability of employees to learn the advantages and
disadvantages of organization from others."<Footnote:
Central Hardware Co. v. NLRB, 407 U.S. 539, 543 (l972).>

The Commission is aware that there is an imbalance in this
area.  The ability of employers to present their views to
employees is assured at the workplace.  Employers have daily
contact with employees and are free to express their views
from the date of hire.  Employers may distribute written
material to their employees and post materials in the
workplace.  Employers also may require employee attendance
at so called `captive audience' meetings to hear the
employer's point of view.  In addition, the employer may
devote as much work time as it desires to supervisory
activity advising employees about the employer's position,
including one-on-one or small group meetings between
supervisors and employees.  Indeed, supervisors who refuse
to participate in the company's campaign against union
representation for the employees may be discharged for their
refusal.

By contrast, employees have little access to the union at
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work -- the one place where employees naturally congregate.
 Union representatives are typically excluded from the
worksite altogether and are all but uniformly excluded from
the meetings held by the employer.  Even non-working areas
which are accessible to the general public -- such as
parking lots or cafeterias -- are off-limits to the union
organizer.

In order to make up for these restrictions, the union is
given a list of employee names and addresses so it can
contact workers at home.  But the names of the constituents
the union seeks to represent become available only if the
union is able to achieve the 30 percent level of support
necessary to secure an election, and then only 10-20 days
before the election (in what typically is a fifty-day
campaign).  Efforts to communicate with workers when they
leave the worksite and disperse into the community are far
more costly and far less likely to succeed in reaching the
workforce than worksite communications.  As the Supreme
Court has stated, the workplace is `a particularly
appropriate place' for work-related communications `because
it is the place where employees clearly share common
interest and where they additionally seek to persuade fellow
workers in matters affecting their union organizational life
and other matters related to their status as employees.'
<Footnote:  Eastex,  Inc. v. NLRB, 437 U.S. 556, 574
(l978).>

The Commission has come to the conclusion that, as Professor
Matthew Finkin testified, `the law should allow the widest
practicable dissemination to employees of their statutory
rights and of the availability of representation.  It does
not.'  However, we are also cognizant of the difficulty of
regulating the access issue.

As a first step, Congress should reverse the Supreme Court's
decision in Lechmere v. NLRB<Footnote:  112 S.Ct. 841
(1992).> so that employees may have access to union
organizers in privately-owned but publicly-used spaces such
as shopping malls. It runs counter to our democratic
traditions to bar advocates of independent union
representation from these areas.  What is more, in practice
Lechmere harms not only advocates for unions but also those
of other causes, because of the way this decision interacts
with the other legal requirement that the employer can not
have discriminatory solicitation rules.  This means that, in
order to keep union representatives from having contact with
employees, many mall owners have barred groups like the
Salvation Army and the Girl Scouts as well.  Congress should
make it clear that labor groups and others have a right of
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access to this form of `public-private' space, which has
taken over the role of Main Street in so many American
communities.

Further revisions of the rules relating to access are best
left to the considered judgment of the NLRB.  We note that
 the Board has significant leeway in this area, and has not
visited it in a fundamental way in three decades.<Footnote:
See General Electric Co., 156 N.L.R.B. 1222 (1966).>  We
encourage the Board to examine its current practice
carefully to determine the extent to which it provides
employees a fair opportunity to hear a balanced discussion
of the relevant issues.  Should the prompt election system
we recommend be enacted, the Board may need to tailor the
access rules to fit new circumstances.  In any event, we
urge the Board to strive to afford employees the most equal
and  democratic dialogue possible.

(5)  Conclusion

Employee freedom of choice about whether to have independent
union representation for purposes of collective bargaining
remains one of the cornerstones of a flexible system of
worker-management cooperation in our democratic society,
whatever portion of the workforce decides to avail itself of
this form of participation.  A labor relations environment
marked by prompt, pre-hearing elections, effective
injunctive relief for discriminatory reprisals in the
representation process, and flexible dispute resolution of
first contract negotiations, including arbitration where
necessary, will provide American workers greater freedom to
choose collective bargaining if that is what they want.
 Taking these steps is an integral part of an effort to
reduce conflictual relations and to reform the regime
governing workplace participation.  Employee free choice
about independent union representation serves both as
guarantor of the integrity of employee involvement plans in
non-union facilities and as a voluntary worker-management
alternative to direct federal regulation of the employment
relationship.
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