STATE OF CALI FORNI A
DECI SI ON OF THE EDUCATI ONAL
EMPLOYMENT RELATI ONS BOARD

CRDER

AZUSA FEDERATI ON OF TEACHERS, )

AFT LOCAL 3298, )
Charging Party, ) Case No. LA-CE-32
VS. )) EERB Decision No. 38

AZUSA UNI FI ED SCHOOL DI STRICT, ) Novenber 23, 1977

Respondent . )

The Educational Enploynent Rel ations Board directs that:
Upon the findings of fact, conclusions of |law, and the
entire record of this case, and pursuant to Governnent Code
Section 3541.5(c) of the Educational Enploynent Rel ations Act,
it is hereby ordered that the Azusa Unified School District,
Board of Education, superintendent, and representatives shall
A CEASE AND DESI ST FROM
1. Contributing financial or other support to the
Azusa Educators Associ ation and encouragi ng
enpl oyees to join the Azusa Educators Associ ation
in preference to the Azusa Federation of Teachers
by rental of a District-owned building at Fourth
and Angelo Streets, Azusa, California, at |ess

than its fair rental val ue;



2. In like manner interfering with employees be-
cause of their exercise of rights guaranteed
by the Act;

3. In like manner denying to the Azusa Federation.
of Teachers rights guaranteed by the Act.

B TAKE THE FOLLOWING AFFIRMATIVE ACTIONS DESIGNED TO
EFFECTUATE THE POLICIES OF THE ACT:

1. TIf the Azusa Educators Association remains a
tenant of the District-owned building at Fourth
and Angelo Streets, satisfy the Los Angeles
Regional Director of the EERB, no later than
60 days from the date upon which this order
becomes final, that a rental fee in accordance
with the fair rental value of said building is
being charged to the Azusa Educators Association.
In making her determination of fair rental value,
the Regional Director shall consult an appropriate
expert in the field of real éstate appraisal.

2. Prepare and post at its headquarters office and
in each school for twenty (20) working days in
a conspicuous place at the location where notices
to certificated employees are customarily posted,
a copy of this order;

3. At the end of the posting period, notify the Los
Angeles Regional Director of the action it has
taken to comply with this order.

Educational Employment Relations Board

by

(r - -
STEPHEN BARBER

Executive Assistant to the Board
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STATE OF CALI FORNI A
DECI SI ON OF THE EDUCATI ONAL
EMPLOYMENT RELATI ONS BOARD

AZUSA FEDERATI ON OF TEACHERS,

)
AFT LOCAL 3298, ;
Charging Party, )
Case No. LA-CE-32
and A
AZUSA UNI FI ED SCHOOL DI STRI CT, ) EERB Decision No. 38
| Novenber 23, 1977
Respondent . )

App'ear ances; Anne Fragasso, for Azusa Federation of Teachers, AFT
Local 3298; Robert A Siegel, Attorney (O Melveny & Wers), for Azusa
Uni fied School District.

Before Al | eyne, Chairnman;' Gonzal es and Cossack, Menbers.

OPI NI ON,

This case is before the Educational Enploynent Rel ations Board on
Azusa Federation of Teachers' exception to the hearing officer's
attached recommended deci sion concluding that the Azusa Unified School
District has violated Sections 3543.5(a), (b) and (d) of the Educati onal
Enpl oynent Rel ations Act (EERA) by renting a school building to the
Azusa Educators Association (AEA) for one dollar per year. The
Federation's exception does not challenge the hearing officer's finding
of a violation of the EERA, but rather his recomended renedy that if
the District wishes to maintain AEA as a tenant that it charge AEA a
fair rental fee. The Federation argues that the hearing officer's
proposed renmedy should have provided for the eviction of AEA from the

bui l ding in question.



The Board has considered the record and the decision in light

of the exception and briefs. We affirm the findings and conclusions

of the hearing officer and adopt his recommended order, except that

the first paragraph in part "B" of the order is modified to read as

follows:

By: Reginald Alleyne, Chairman Raymonq Gonzalegj Méﬁber

If the Azusa Educators Association remains

a tenant of the District-owned building at
Fourth and Angelo Streets, satisfy the Los
Angeles Regional Director of the EERB, no
later than 60 days from the date upon which
this order becomes final, that a rental fee
in accordance with the fair rental value of
said building is being charged to the Azusa
Educators Association. In making her deter-
mination of fair rental value, the Regional
Director shall consult an appropriate expert
in the fi&ld of real estate appraisal.

/

T

Jerilou H.

—_—

Cossack, Member



EDUCATI ONAL EMPLOYMENT RELATI ONS BCOARD

OF THE STATE OF CALI FORNI A

In the Matter of:

AZUSA FEDERATI ON OF TEACHERS,
AFT LOCAL 3298, Unfair Practice
Case No. LA-CE-32

Charging Party,

S RECOMVENDED DECI SI ON
AZUSA UN FI ED SCHOOL DI STRI CT, June 22, 1977

Respondent .

o e e N !

Appear ances: Anne Fragasso, for Azusa Federation of Teachers, AFT Local 3298.
Robert A Siegel, Attorney (O Melveny & Myers)., for Azusa Unified School District..

Before Franklin Silver, Hearing Oficer.

STATEMENT OF THE CASE

On Cctober 12, 1976, the Azusa Federation of Teachers filed an unfair
practice charge against the Azusa Unified School District alleging violation of
CGovernment Code Sections 3543.5(a), (b), and (d) ,11! based on the District's
practice of renting one of its buildings to the Azusa Educators Assbciation for
a rental fee of one dollar per year. The District's answer denied that an unfair
practice had been conmitted and raised the affirmative defense that the charge
related to events occurring outside the six-nonth statute of limtations.

(Section 3541.5(a)).

1/

— Hereafter, all statutory citations are to the CGovernnment Code unl ess
ot herw se not ed.



At the tine the charge was filed, a question of representation existed
in the District based upon the filing of a request for recognition by the
Associ ation and an intervention by the Federati'c.)r%.2 On Decenber 6, 1976, the
Federation filed a request that the Regional Director proceed with the
representation matter notwithstanding the filing of the unfair practice charge.
This docunent was signed by the president of the Federation and contained the
statement, "It is understood that the Board will not entertain objections to any
election in this matter based upon the conduct alleged in the above-referred to
Unfair Charge (LA-CE-32)." On January 4 and 5, 1977, the parties to the
representation matter signed a consent agreenent for an election to be held on
February 9. The election was held as schedul ed, and the Associ ati on was
determined to be the winner. On February 22 the Regional Director certified
the Association as the exclusive representative.

The hearing on the unfair practice charge was held on January 14, 1977,
after the consent agreenent had been signed but before the el ection was held.
At the hearing the charging party took the position that ‘the appropriate renedy
woul d be that the Association be evicted fromthe D sltri ct building it occupied
and that a letter of apology be nailed by the District to each teacher in the
District. The Federation took the position further that the same remedy woul d
be appropriate even if an exclusive representative were certified as a result

of the pending election.

FI NDI NGS OF FACT

In 1966 a District-owned building at Fourth and Angel eno Streets on the
Sl auson School canpus was determned to be structurally unsafe for students

according to the provisions of the Field Act. Since that time the District has

’The hearing officer hereby takes notice of the official documents on file in
the representation matter, EERB Case No. LA-R-166.
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made the building available to any organi zation willing to pay the expenses for
mai nt ai ning the building. The Association has occupied the building since 1966,
and it currently pays the District one dollar a year for the use of the building.
Mai nt enance and janitorial expenses paid by the Association for 1976 anounted to
approximately $530. It is not clear whether the Association reinbursed the
District for those services or arranged on its own for the services to_be

provi ded. The local chapter of the California School Enployees' Association also
uses the building and pays to the Association $150 per year as its share of the

expenses.

The above arrangenent for the use of the building has a business purpose.
The District itself has no other use for the building and woul d either have to
pay mai ntenance costs or tear the building down if it were vacant. There is no
buil ding of a simlar nature which could have been provided to the charging
party on the same basis.

The building itself was built around 1900. There is one roomthat is
about 27 feet by 15 feet, or about half the size of a classroom and another room
27 feet by eight or ten feet. There are two other small roonms, one of which is
approximately ten feet by ten feet, and a restroom The roons are divided by thin
partitions. A sign on the front door reads "AEA Building" and the building is
referred to in the District by that nane.

On February 2, 1975, Shirley Spink, then president of the Federation
wrote to Dr. Lewis Beall, District superintendent, protesting the "discrimnnatory”
practice of providing office space for the Association and CSEA but not for the
Federation or AFSCME. A few days later a neeting was held in Dr. Beall's office
with Ms. Spink and a representative of the Association. at which arrangenents to
share the building were discussed. The possibilities that were considered
i ncluded dividing up the office sbace or using the building on alternate days.

The necessity for locks on files and tel ephones was al so discussed. Dr. Beal



made it clear that the Federation was wel cone to use the building if
arrangenents for sharing with the Association could be worked out.

A sharing arrangenent was never inplenented, and a year and a hal f
| ater, on Septenber 19, 1976, Jack Norick, the new president of the Federation
wote to Dr. Beall declining the previous offer to share the buil di ng-
M. Norick stated that use of the building by rival organizations in a
representation canpai gn was "out of the question", that granting use of the
building to the Association created the inpression of quasi-official preference
for the Association, and that the rental fee of one dollar a year for office
space created an unfair financial advantage for the Association. Norick
requested that the Association be notified that they nust vacate the prem ses.
Beal | responded on Septenber 24, stating that all organi zations had been
treated equally and that the offer to the Federation to share the building

with the Association remai ned open.

M. Norick testified at the hearing that no sharing arrangenent Tor
the building would be practical during an organizati onal canpai gn because
of the physical characteristics of the building; i.e., the partitions between
the roons were thin and it would be difficult or inpossible to have confidentia
conversations or neetings while representatives of the other organization were
in the building, there was a single door to the building so that anybody with
a key woul d have access to the entire building, there would be a constant
probl emwi th security of files and docurments, and in general the building was
too snmall for use by conpeting organi zations. It was felt that the sane
security problenms would be present if the building were used by the two
organi zations on alternating days since the Association would have access to

Federation materials when representatives of the Federati on were not present.



In addition, an alternating day arrangenent woul d cause inconveni ence because
the Federation was conducting business on a daily basis during the canpaign.
Al t hough the District contends that the building could have been
shared, and that the various security problenms could have been aneliorated
t hrough the use of |ocked files and tel ephones and an alternating day arrange-
ment, it is found that the Federation was reasonable in rejecting the District's
offer to share the building with the Association since the practical problens
and inconveni ences of sharing the building during an organi zational canpaign
woul d have outwei ghed the building' s useful ness as office space.
As stated above, the election was held subsequent to the hearing, no

objections were filed, and the Association was certified as the exclusive

representative.

CONCLUSI ONS OF LAW

A The Statute of Limtations

Al t hough the practice which gave rise to this dispute originated in
1966, long before EERA cane into effect and outside the six-nonth statute of
[imtations stated in Section 3541.5(a), the rental arrangenment alleged to
constitute unlawful support continued throughout. the limtations period.
In addition, Dr. Beall's unw llingness in Septenmber of 1976 to respond to
t he changed conditions in the District, i.e., the organizational camnpaign
t hen bei ng conducted under the provisions of the EERA, constitutes an
i ndependent basis for the charge. Thus, while evidence of earlier events
are properly in evidence to shed light on events within the linmtations period,
it is not necessary to rely solely on the earlier events to determne if an

unfair practice has been committed. For this reason, this action is not



barred by Section 3541.5(a). See, Local Lodge No. 1424, 1.A M, v. NLRB,

362 U.S. 411, 45 LRRM 3212 (1960); Coppus Engi neering Corp. v. NLRB,

240 F.2d 564, 39 LRRM 2315 (C. A I, 1957).

B. The Section 3543.5(d) Charge

The main thrust of the charge filed by the Federation is that the
District, by its rental of the Fourth and Angel o Street building to the
Association, has assisted the Association's organizational effort and
di scriminated against the Federation in violation of Section 3543.5(d)?3
That section prohibits the contribution of "financial or other support"”
to an enpl oyee organi zation and al so makes it unlawful for an enployer to
"in any way encourage enployees to join any organization in preference to
anot her.""—, Under this language, it nmay be an unfair practice to render

assi stance to an enpl oyee organization even if there is no other organization

3/ Section 3543.5(d) makes it unlawful for an enployer to "doninate or
interfere with the formation of administration of any enployee organization,
or contribute financial or other support to it, or in any way encourage
enpl oyees to join any organization in preference to another." The first
clause of this section is not involved in this case because there is no
al l egation that the District was actively involved in the original formation
of the Association or at any time has influenced or attenpted to influence
the manner in which the Association has been nanaged. Therefore, this
deci sion concentrates on the second and third clauses of Section 3543.5(d).

4"T'he prohibition against contributing support to an enployee organization
is based upon Section 8(a)(2) of the National Labor Relations Act, as
anended (29 U.S.C, sec. 158(a)(2)), while the language dealing with
encouragenent of one organi zation over another is apparently derived from
NLRA Section 8(a)(3). (29 U S.C, sec. 158(a)(3)). The relevant portions
of NLRA Section 8 are as follow
£al *It shall be an unfair |abor practice for an enployer —
(2) to dominate or interfere with the formation or admnistration of
any |abor organization or contribute financial or other support to it....
(3) by discrinination in regard to hire or tenure of enploynent or any
termor condition of enployment to encourage or di scourage nmenbership
in any |abor organization....



in conpetitionwith it, but it is clearly unlawmful to render assistance in
such a way as to discrimnate against another enployee organi zati on which
is conpeting for nmenbership.

The federal courts and the National Labor Relations Board, in cases
not involving enployer favoritism of one organization over another, have
establ i shed that use of conpany tine and property for organizational activity
is not per se unlawful. Rather, if an enployer extends benefits to a |abor
organi zation in a spirit of cooperation which does not constitute in sone
degree enployer control or influence over the organization, no unfair |abor

practice will be found. - Chicago Rawhide Mg. Co. v. NLRB, 221 F.2d 165,

35 LRRM 2665 ( CA. 7, 1955); Duquesne University of the Holy Ghost, 198 NLRB

891, 81 LRRM 1091 (1972); Coanp Knitting MIIs, Inc., 150 NLRB 579, 58 LRRM

1116 (1964). On the other hand, when there is nmore than one | abor organi zation
conpeting for nmenmbership, the enployer nmust be strictly neutral in extending

organi zati onal opportunities. NLRBv. Waterman S.S. Co., 309 U.S. 206,

5 LRRM 682 (1940); NLRB v. Corning dass Wirks, 204 F.2d 422, 32 LRRM 2136,

at 2140 (C. A1, 1953); Wco Metal Products, 183 NLRB 901, 74 LRRM 1411 (1970).

In the present case, there is no evidence that in renting office
space to the Association on favorable terms, the District in any way influenced
or attenpted to control the manner in which the Association represented its
menbers. Thus, if the District unlawfully supported the Association, it must
be because of discrimnation against the Federation rather than the sinple fact
that the District extended a financially beneficial arrangement to the
Associ ati on.

The District of course contends that it did not discrimnnate because

it consistently took the position that the Federati on was wel come to use the



building if it could work out arrangenments for sharing with the Association
The District, however, fails to recognize that this attitude placed the
Federation in an untenable position. The buil ding was not physically capable
of housing two conpeting organizations during an el ection canpaign. Therefore,
the Federation was faced with the choice of noving into the building al ong
with the Association -- sabotaging the building s useful ness for either
organi zation — or declining the District's offer altogether. Under these
circunstances, the District's offer to allow the Federation to share office
space with the Association was unrealistic, and the fact that office space
was provided on a financially beneficial basis to the Association during the
organi zati onal canpai gn constituted a discrimnatory contribution of support
to the Association. By assisting the Association in its organizationa
efforts, this support had the natural and probable effect of encouraging
menbership in the Association in preference to the Federation. Were the

nat ural consequence of an enployer's conduct is encouragenent or discourage-
ment of menbership in a |abor organization, it will be presuned that the

enpl oyer intended this result. Radio Officers' Unionv. NLRB, 347 U.S. 17,

33 LRRM 2417, at 2428 (1954).

It nust also be noted, however, that there is no evidence that the
District was notivated by a hostile attitude towards the Federation. In
cases of discrimnatory conduct having the effect of encouraging or discour-
agi ng ﬁenbership in a |labor organization (NLRA Section 8(a)(3), seen. 4
supra), proof that the enployer was notivated by an antiunion purpose is

not al ways necessary.



First, if it can reasonably be concluded that the
enpl oyer's conduct was "inherently destructive"

of inportant enployee rights, no proof of an anti-
union notivation is needed and the Board can find
an:unfair labor practice even if the enployer

i ntroduces evidence that the conduct was notivated
by busi ness considerations. Second, if the adverse
effect of the discrimnatory conduct on enpl oyee
rights is "conparatively slight,"” an antiunion
notivation nust be proved to sustain the chargeif
the enpl oyer has cone forward with evidence of
legitimate and substantial business justifications
for the conduct. Thus, in either situation, once
it has been proved that the enpl oyer engaged in

di scrimnatory conduct which could have adversely
affected enpl oyee rights to sone extent, the burden
is upon the enployer to establish that it was
notivated by legitinmate objectives since proof of
notivation is nost accessible to him NLRB v.
Geat Dane Trailers, Inc., 388 U S. 26, 65 LRRM
2465, at 2469 (1967). (Enphasis in the original.)

See al so, Republic Aviation Corp. v. NLRB, 324 U. S. 793, 16 LRRM 620, at 625,

626 (1945).

Appl ying the analysis of Geat Dane Trailers, it would appear that

in the present circunstances the effect of the discrimnatory conduct on

enpl oyee rights is "conparatively slight." Al though the Association was

gi ven an advantage in organi zing enpl oyees, there was no direct discrimnination
agai nst Federation nenbers thenselves and there is no evidence that enployees
were substantially inhibited from supporting the Federation due to the
District's conduct. Therefore, it nust be determined if the District has

come forward with evidence of legitinmate and substantial business justifications
for its conduct. The District did have a |egitinate business reason for
wanting to have its building occupied by one or nore enpl oyee organi zati ons:
enpl oyee organi zati ons appeared to the District to be the logical tenants for
the building, and if the building was not occupied the District would either

have to provide naintenance or tear the building down. Because the Association



paid for maintenance, the District was relieved of this cost. The District,
however, does not suggest why it charged only one dollar per year rather

than a fee based on the actual rental value of the building. In other

wor ds, the business pu}pose advanced by the District could have been satisfied
by charging a fair rent to the Association, and in this way the discrimnatory
effect of renting the building to the Association could have been neutrali zed.
The District did not prove a business purpose for renting the building at |ess
than its fair rental value, and therefore it nust be concluded that it

viol ated Section 3543.5(d).

C. The Section 3543.5(a) and (b) Charges

The Federation in addition has alleged violations of Sections 3543.5(a)
and (b).QL- These subsections deal generally with discrimnation against or
interference with enpl oyees and enpl oyee organi zations, and it follows that
violation of the nore specific provisions of subsection (d) constitutes
viol ati ons of subsections (a) and (b). Unlawful support of the Association
during an organi zati onal canpaign has the effect of interfering with enployees
exercising their Section 3543§!rights to form join, and participate in

enpl oyee organi zati ons of their own choosing, and of discrimnating against

t hose enpl oyees who support the Federation. Therefore, it nust be concl uded

5wSection 3543.5 states:

It shall be unlawful for a public school enployer to:
(a) Inpose or threaten to inpose reprisals on enpl oyees,
to discrimnate or threaten to discrimnate against

enpl oyees, or otherwise to interferewth, restrain, or
coerce enpl oyees because of their exercise of rights
guaranteed by this chapter. (b) Deny to enployee organ-
i zations rights guaranteed to themby this chapter...

E! Section 3543 states in part:

Publi ¢ school enployees shall have the right to form join,
and participate in the activities of enployee organizations
of their own choosing for the purpose of representation on
all matters of enployer-enployee relations...

-10-



that a violation of subsection (a) is stated. Support of the Association
al so denies the Federation its right to represent its menbers as stated
in Section 3543.1( a)zz-in vi ol ati on of subsection (b).

The Federation argues that a subsection (b) violation is stated
because it was denied equal access to District facilities required by
Section 3543.5(b)2 That section does not require, however, that enployee
organi zati ons be provided with access to office space, and so it does not
apply on its face to a situation where an enpl oyer chooses to make office
space available. It is sufficient in this case that there has been a

deni al of the Federation's organizational rights wi thout reliance on

Section 3543. 5(b).

D. The Renedy

The Federation proposes as a remedy that the Association be evicted
fromthe Fourth and Angelo Street building and that the District mail a
letter of apology to each teacher in the District. This proposed renedy,
however, is not suited to the facts of this case. The District has a

| egiti mat e busi ness purpose in retaining the Association as a tenant, and

7‘T”Section 3543.1(a) states in part:
Enpl oyee organi zations shall have the right to represent
their menbers in their enployment relations with public
school enpl oyers, except that once an enpl oyee organi zation
is recognized or certified as the exclusive representative
of an appropriate unit pursuant to Section 3544.1 or 3544.7,
respectively, only that enployee organizati on may represent
that unit in their enploynent relations with the public
school enpl oyer.

8Secti on 3543.5(b) states:
Enpl oyee organi zati ons shall have the right of access at
reasonable tines to areas in which enpl oyees work, the
right to use institutional bulletin boards, mail boxes,
and ot her neans of conmunication, subject to reasonable
regul ation, and the right to use institutional facilities
at reasonable tinmes for the purpose of neetings concerned
with the exercise of the rights guaranteed by this chapter.

-11-



especi ally now that the Association has been certified as the exclusive bar-
jgaining representative no purpose could be served by di srupting a cooperative
arrangenent for rental of the District building®. As indicated previously,
the District's business purpose can be satisfied without the taint of

unl awf ul support sinply by charging the Association a rental fee reflecting
the fair rental value of the building. No doubt the rent will still be
“reasonabl e, since an old building on school property is probably not in gr eat
demand. Nevertheless, in view of the expense of renting conparable
conmerci al property, the Association will undoubtedly be willing to pay

a higher rent than one dollar per year. For this reason it is recomended
that the District be ordered to satisfy the Los Angel es Regional Director
that it has entered into a new rental agreenent with the Association
reflecting the fair rental value of the Fourth and Angel o Street buil ding.

This requirenent will be satisfied by presenting the Regional Director

°Ar guabl y, the certification of the Association renders the necessity
for any remedy noot since the unlawful support occurred solely in the
context of the pre-election canpaign, and, having waived the filing
of objections to the election, the Federation cannot now claimto have
aright to equal treatment. Four federal courts of appeal have con-
sidered the question of whether an NLRB renedy of pre-election unfair
| abor practices is rendered noot by certification of an exclusive
representative. Three of these courts have held that the purpose of
the Remedy is in part to prevent a repetition of the unlawful conduct
in the future if the defeated organi zation attenpts to becone the
bar gai ni ng agent, and that on this basis enforcement of the remedy is
proper. NLRB v. Metelab Equipment Co., 367 F.2d 471, 63 LRRM 2321
(CA. 4, 1966); NLRB v. Marsh Supermarkets, Inc., 327 F.2d 109, 55 LRRM
2017 (CA.7, 1963); NLRBv. Cark Bros. Co., 163 F.2d 373, 20 LRRM
2436 (CA. 2, 1947). But see General Engineering, Inc. v. NLRB
311 F.2d 570, 52 LRRM 2277 (C. A 9, 1962).
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with figures reflecting the rent charged for commercial property of

conpar abl e age, condition, and floor area in the general nei ghborhood

of the building, and by discounting these figures by a reasonabl e anpunt,
to be approved by the Regional Director, to reflect the fact that the
building is |located on school district property and is unsuitable for nost
comerci al uses. The Regional Director nmay al so wi sh to consider other

appropriate evidence of the fair rental val ue.

RECOMMENDED CORDER

Upon the foregoing findings of fact, conclusions of |aw, and the
entire record of this case, and pursuant to CGovernment Code Section 3541.5(c)
of the Educational Enploynent Relations Act, it is hereby ordered that the
Azusa Unified School District, Board of Education; superi nt endent, and
representatives shall
A CEASE AND DESI ST FROM
1. Contributing financial or other support to the Azusa
Educat ors Associ ati on and encouragi ng enpl oyees to join
the Azusa Educators Association in preference to the
Azusa Federation of Teachers by rental of a District-
owned building at Fourth and Angel o Streets, Azusa,
California, at less than its fair rental val ue;
2. In like manner intérfering wi th enpl oyees because of
their exergise of rights guaranteed by the Act;
3. In like manner denying to the Azusa Federation of Teachers

rights guaranteed by the Act.
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B. TAKE THE FOLLOW NG AFFI RVATI VE ACTI ONS DES| GNED TO
EFFECTUATE THE PCLICIES OF THE ACT:

1. Satisfy the Los Angel es Regional Director of the EERB, no
| ater than 60 days fromthe date upon. whi ch this order
becomes final if .t he Azusa. Educat or s Associ ation remains
a tenant of the District-owned building at Fourth and
Angel o Streets, that a rental fee in accordance with the
fair rental value of said building is being charged to
the Azusa Educators Associ ation;

2. Prepare and post at its headquarters office and in each
school for twenty (20) working days in a conspicuous place
at the location where notices to certificated enﬁl oyees
are custonarily posted, a copy of this order;

3. At the end of the posting period, notify the Los Angel es
Regional Director of the action it has taken to conply
with this order.

Pursuant to Title 8, California Administrative Code Section 35029,
this recommended decision and order shall become final on July 5, 1977,
; --_unI_esS a party files a tinely statenent of exceptions. See Title 8,

" California Administrative Code Section 35030.

Dated: June 22, 1977

Franklin Silver
Hearing O ficer
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