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(I) 

QUESTION PRESENTED 

California Code of Regulations title 8, § 20900 (2020), 
requires agricultural employers to admit labor union or-
ganizers onto the employers’ property for up to three 
hours per day, 120 days per year, on an indefinite basis, 
for the purpose of organizing the agricultural employ-
ees on the property.  The question presented is whether 
the regulation effects a per se physical taking under the 
Fifth and Fourteenth Amendments to the United States 
Constitution. 
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