


intent t
Which there

frieng) ]

Pattern y

situatinn wh

e &ip loyee
e uniop actfyy Y.
. 10 LRRM l424
2d 1099 (7th ¢y .

'npmmn
Case 8?-ULP-3-0098, a7

REP-1, 0376
age 2 of
The Boary Upheld the Hear fng Officors Firdings of Fact ang Conclusiyp;
of  Law, fCorporateqd by r nce,  with ExCeption of
Caneiusy aw W y Which jg amenduq tq find that th Sue descripeq
n Finding of Fact No, 2¢ an unfair labop Pract
The Question « 0 was fyp the union at the high Schoolz» |, buseg 4
the Supervtsor f Buildings and a1ntenane tn Upbport Staff rployee at
the epng of a gy Ussion bout buildfng Mainteny - The emnI?y ANiwerey
that pe did pg v And p thing else was said py eithap part
The Hearing Offizap founy that ,
Coerc 2, nor delivarey in
utilizing- Standar
e

h a5 neithep threatenfng,

a4 ca ience Setting 4¢ W3S not unlawfy )
ds set forth by the Boarg in In e Lucag County Bd of

Menta) g tardation 3 Developmental Dfsabilitfes, SRS 33-535 i??~3-33) and

Tn re ﬂamvlfon Counfy B of Hental Retardation and Deve!oDmental

DTS3bTTT ties, Stig 86055 13 TT-8gT

\-_\_‘-. )

How'ver; this Boarg fings that g, 9 an employea ah

businegs by an employap is ercive 1p t

fnhipis emp lnyea

¢ ,

oyt union
hat it woy tend to

( Quaranteeq

§ ound  jp B

gation violates ]

unfaip a

Drﬁmises
. 105 LRRM 1434
festey itg

(NLRB
0 exteng this ¢+
was 4 ¢y
y dISCUssfon
nterroq tion
ere there ;

ng apparently
+ A0t showp to pe yy ed wity a
The M "Bd5oney that

Suppore manife

Coerce

¥ an emoloyee. Such
y Conveyip
Harrison S
ra

9 the emp loyep: ¢
tea] Castinq o., 26 NLrp
or e L L] L3

I3



i1
. Trf‘mw..f&vgg_:_ educ
"-—-._E___P_L%_t ’d,

\___:,_E_I-E.ﬂ
ffleklbu,- h v
tt. Amiv

Hy



OPINION
case 87-ULP-3-0098, 87-uULP-12-G602 & 89-REP-12-0376
page 4 of 4

CASE: 86-REP-12-0376

The issue ir this case is whether the Employer's conduct, in whole or in
part, prevented the employees from axercising their rights to make a free
choice in a representation alection, The Hearing 0fficer concluded that the
election was tainted by the Employer's activities and recommended that a
rerun election be conducted.

The Board agreed with the Hearing Officer's F 'ndings of Fact and
Conclusions of Law, with an amendment noted following, which are
incorporated by reference in this opinion,

Finding of Fact No. 25 in this case vas jdentical to Finding of Fact No.
25 in C(Case 87-ULP-03-0098. As in that case, the Board finds that an
employer Guestioning an employee about other employees’ support for a urion
constitutes a per se violation, due to the inherentiy crcorcive nature of
such tnterrogation, With the addition of Conclusion of Law. No. 8: "The
Employer's cuestioning of an employee about which employees were for the
union prevented a free and untrammeled election and constituted a violation
of O0.R.C. §4117.11(A}(1)," the goard adopts the Findings of Fact and
Conclusions of Law ard orders @a rerun etection pursuant to OAC Rules
4117-5-09(B) and 4117-5-10(B).

Chairman Sheehan and Vice Chairman Davis concur.
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