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UNI TED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTI CE
EXECUTI VE OFFI CE FOR | MM GRATI ON REVI EW
CFFI CE OF THE CH EF ADM NI STRATI VE HEARI NG OFFI CER

Jaime Banuelos, et al., Conplainants v. Transportation Leasing
Conpany (Fornmer Greyhound Lines, Inc.), Bortisser Travel Service, GL.I.
Hol di ng Conpany and Subsidiary G eyhound Lines, Inc., Bus Wash, M ssouri
Cor poration, Respondents; 8 U S.C. § 1324b Proceedi ng; Case No. 89200314.

CRDER DENYI NG COVPLAI NANTS' MOTI ON
FOR THE OFFI CE OF SPECI AL COUNSEL TO
I NTERVENE CONCERNI NG BCRTI SSER TRAVEL SERVI CE

On August 21, 1990, | issued an Order which directed Conplainants
to file on or before August 31, 1990, a pleading stating with greater
specificity the basis in law and fact for its allegations against
Respondent Bortisser. | also suggested that Conplainants should consi der
dism ssing its Conpl ai nt agai nst Respondent Bortisser, because Bortisser
was a defunct corporation with no assets and its counsel was seeking
attorney fees.

Instead of filing the appropriate pleading, Conplainants, on
Septenber 4, 1990, filed a Mdtion for the Ofice of Special Counsel to
I ntervene Concerning Respondent Bortisser Travel Servi ce.

On April 23, 1990, | issued an Order that "~ any new or suppl enental
notions nust be filed on or before May 7, 1990.''

The regulations require "““that any interested person or private
organi zation, other than an officer of the Imrigration and Naturalization

Service nmmy petition to intervene as a party in an unfair
immgration-rel ated enploynent case.'' 28 C.F.R § 68.10. Mreover, the
regul ations state that "~ Special Counsel may intervene as a nmatter of

right at any tine."''

It is clear fromthe record that Conplainants' Mtion to |Intervene
is not tinely. Mre inportantly, Conplainants do not have authority,
under the regulations, to file a petition to intervene on behalf of
Speci al Counsel. |f Special Counsel were allowed to inter-
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vene in this case, they, not Conplainants, would have to file the
petition to intervene.!?

ACCORDI NGLY, Conpl ainants' Mtion for the Ofice of Special Counsel
to Intervene i s DEN ED.

SO ORDERED: This 10th day of Septenber, 1990, at San Diego,
California.

ROBERT B. SCHNEI DER
Adm ni strative Law Judge

Y In view of the fact that Speci al Counsel denied Conpl ai nants' request to

prosecute this case on their behalf prior to the filing of this lawsuit and the |ack
of any evidence in the record proving Respondent Bortisser has discrinmnated agai nst
any of the Conplainants, | do not believe it is necessary to contact Special Counsel
to determ ne whether or not they now would want to intervene in this case.
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