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“Collective bargaining is basically a two-
way street. Thus, although a union may
lawfully make demands designed to improve
existing employee wages and benefits, there
IS nothing in the Act that denies an
employer the right . . . to demand give-
backs.” Goldsmith Motors Corp., 310 NLRB 1279

—
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1967 ICC order, as contrasted with a
supplemental order under §5(10) in the
nature of clarification,! and of the
threat to labor cost savings that such
augmented protective conditions would
pose.’

Affirmed.
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LMRA when its officer threatened dis-
charge and plant closure in reprisal for
union activity.

Application for enforcement of an
NLRB order (96 LRRM 1187, 231 NLRB
No. 133). Enforcement granted in part;
denied in part.

Bernard P. Jeweler (John S. Irving,
General Counsel, John E. Higgins, Jr.,
Deputy General Counsel, Carl . Tay-
lor, Associate General Counsel, Elliott
Moore, Deputy Associate General
Counsel, and Paul J. Spielberg, Deputy

ssistant General Counsel, with him on
brief), for petitioner,

Robert Z. Lewis, Frank J. Donner,
and Leonard D, Polletta, on brief, for
intervenor.

Allan A. Tepper (Tepper & Berlin,
with him on brief), for respondent.

Before COFFIN, Chief Judge, and
CAMPBELL and BOWNES, Circuit
Judges.

Full Text of Opinion

BOWNES, Circuit Judge: — Mas-
sachusetts Machine and Stamping, Inc.,
seeks review and the National Labor
Relations Board seeks enforcement of a
Board order which, in a split decision,
reversed the administrative law judge

AL.J) and found U vhad

Is the
for all the employees
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are foreclosed from
e employer.” NLRB .v.

Mass. Machine & Stamping, 578 F.2d 15 (1% Cir.)

+ In Chesapeake and Ohio Ry Co. et al v. ICC, No.
75-2110 (D.C. Cir, Oct. 19, 1977), the ¢ found the
order to be a

5 As Indicated, it is unnecessary for us to decide
whether such discretionary authol i

to be found in §5(2)(b), as the majority of the Com
mission belleyed, or In §5(2)(0), as Commissioner
'0'Neal appeared to accept, in his concurrence to the
order here appealed.

agreement would remain in force. In
November, 1974, the Company notified
the Union that it planned to move from
its old and obsolete plant in Roxbury to
an as-yet unspecified location. Prelimi-
nary discussions between the Company
and Union were held during the next
several months. In April, 1975, the

THIS IS THE LAW!

*See HR, your manager, or your supervisor if you would like to review a copy of these cases.




