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Union Organizing Case Study
World Tea & Coffee, Inc. (World Tea & Coffee), owned and operated a retail store in the Westtown Shopping Plaza in Westtown, New York. Eleven other stores were located between the World Tea & Coffee store and the parking lot, which was owned by World Tea & Coffee, Inc. 
The property in question is owned by the employer World Tea& Coffee, Inc.  Although they have other business that occupy this shopping plaza and patrons for all business utilized this parking lot World Tea & Coffee does have the right to prohibit leafleting.

The United Food and Commercial Workers Union, AFL-CIO (Union), attempted to organize World Tea & Coffee’s 230 employees, all who were non-union. When a full-page advertisement in the local newspaper failed to attract the employees to unionize, nonemployee union organizers entered World Tea & Coffee’s parking lot and began putting handbills on car windshields parked in the employee parking lot area. 
The Union is making an attempt to unionize a group of employees but they have been unsuccessful in getting a response from the employees. The unions advertisement did not get a response from the employees. 

World Tea & Coffee’s manager informed the union organizers that World Tea & Coffee prohibited their unionizing efforts of solicitation and placing handbills of any kind on the property and directed them to get off the property. After they left, World Tea & Coffee personnel removed the handbills. Union organizers repeated their handbill efforts in the parking lot on several following occasions. On each event, nonemployee union organizers were directed to get off the property, and the handbills were collected and removed. 
As the owners of the parking lot property World Tea & Coffee prohibited the labor union from leafleting on their property.  The union made several attempts to leaflet and each time they were asked to leave the property.  The employer was wrong for telling the union that they prohibited their efforts to solicit their employees.

The union filed a grievance with the National Labor Relations Board (NLRB). What should the result be in this case? Should the NLRB rule in favor of the union or in favor of the employer?  
Based on the facts presented in the in this case study the company is within their rights prohibit soliciting by the union. The manage should not have made the statement that the company prohibited their unionizing efforts of solicitation. The case should be accepted by the NLRB.  The employer would have to prove that soliciting is prohibited for everyone not just the union. The employer would have to prove that their property had signage stating “No Soliciting” on the property.   

The NLRB should rule in the favor of the employer because it is apparent since the personnel not the managers removed the handbills from the property.
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