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.. 1 tine and leaflettinr: in sho pintt centers and effect of recent TJnited

Suprc~c~ Co t cision ~

Tl c c f Lloyc ""orporntion v Tn ncr,. tT. f,. f.'uprcr.c Court oninion c1elivere~

Ju e 22 p 1972, loes not linit leaflettln~ a~~ picltetln~ rl~hts of unions cstabli9hec

i t c rl1cr Logan Valley Plaza casco In fnct, t c court in the Llovc case is

ref 1 to .01 tot hot] t~e Lo~an Valley case ans11ered a particular union activity

stt n 1.1 h vas not presented in t!le Lloyd case, so the Loron Valley case is

c ffi ed. Lloyd deals qith anti-,'ar leaflettinc:r, on octivity uhich has trno

relatio to a y p rpose for nhich the centl":!r uas huilt nnd betnr ur.ed. t'

Guid lines • icl) still apply to our cctivit1~~ ore set out in the Lo~an

Valley c1 ci!Jion. In Lor,an Valley there arc j!uidelines, revieeed and approved

1. Ll y, e ittinr. ptc1~etin:- and leaflettin"

1) tThich is "directly relater in its pur!'ose to the use to

, ich the ohonpi.r center !>roperty is bein~ put" (for example,

a erocery store ~ellinr. non-union produce);

2) ]~ich is "directed Bolely at one establ1sh~ent pithin the

Ghoppin~ centort' (thU!'l, the "food e tablishr,ent ll
)

3) or t1here public streets are at a distance ~Q:in~ it difficult

to cOt'lI:lunicate there uith pntrons of one st~re in t!-e shoppin~

center and to lir:it the effect of the picl~etinf'. to one store.

In the Lloyd case an enclosed mall t~as leafletted. ror the mall situations

to knOl~ tlte physic::ll setup and the dinensions of the coni'le~; the

y ntually d1stinr,uish the sta dard sho "in!, center and the r1all.


