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CEG S OGN AND CERTI FI CATI ON G- REPRESENTATI VE

Pursuant to the provisions of Labor Code Section 1146, the
Agricultural Labor Relations Board has delegated its authority in this
proceedi ng to a three-nenber panel .

A secret ballot election was conducted on June 23, 1978, anong the
agricultural enpl oyees of Point Sal Gowers and Packers (Enployer), in the
state of Galifornia followng a Petition for Certification filed by the
International Union of Agricultural Wrkers (IUAY, on June 16, 1978, and
intervention by the Lhited FarmVWrkers of Awerica, AFL-A O (UFW on June 20,

1978. The official Tally of Ballots showed the foll ow ng results:
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1 = 2 40
ND UNEiON «+cvvrrrrrnnnnnn. 12
(hal l enged Ballots «---- - 9
Total - 143

The chal l enged bal |l ots are not sufficient in nunber to effect the results of
the el ecti on.

O Septenber 26, 1978, after a hearing held on August 22, 23 and
24, 1978, Investigative Hearing Examner (IHE) Newran Strawbridge i ssued his
Deci sion in which he recoomended that the Intervenor's objections to the
conduct of the election be dismssed and that the | UAWbe certified as the
col I ective bargai ning representative of the enpl oyees of the Epl oyer. The
Intervenor filed tinely exceptions to the IHEs Decision and a brief in
support thereof. The Enployer filed a brief in opposition to the Intervenor's
excepti ons.

The Board has consi dered the objections, the record, and the |HE s
Decision in light of the exceptions and briefs and has decided to affirmthe
rulings, findings and conclusions of the |HE and to adopt his recomendati ons
to dismss the objections and to certify the | UAW

CERITI Fl CATI ON (F REPRESENTATI VE

It is hereby certified that a najority of the valid votes have been
cast for the International UWnion of Agricultural Wrkers and that pursuant to
Labor Gode Section 1156 the said | abor organization is the excl usive
representative of all agricultural enployees of Point Sal Gowers and Packers

for purposes of

4 ALRB No. 105 2.



col I ective bargaining, as defined in Labor Gode Section 1155.2(a), concerning
enpl oyees' wages, working hours and other terns and conditions of enpl oynent.
Dat ed: Decenber 26, 1978

RONALD L. RJU Z, Menber

RCBERT B. HUTCH NSO\, Menber

JGN P. MCARTHY, Menber

4 ALRB No. 105 3.



CASE SUMVARY

Point Sal QG owers and Packers 4 ALRB Nb. 105
Case Nb. 78-RG 3-SM

ALODEQ S N

A secret ballot election was conducted on June 23, 1978, anong
the agricultural enployees of Point Sal G owers and Packers
(Bwl oyer), followng a Petition for Certification filed by the
International Whion of Agricultural VWrkers (1 UAW, on June 16,
1978, and intervention by the Uhited Farm Wrkers of Anerica, AFL-
AO (UW on June 20, 197/8. The official Tally of Ballots showed
the followng results: 82 votes for the |UAW 40 votes for the UFW
12 for no union, and 9 chal |l enged bal |l ots.

_ The IFWtinely filed three objections, alleging: (1) enpl oyer
violence; (2) enployer interference wth a UFWagent's access; and
(3) failure to conply wth enployee-list requirenent. The |HE
recommended di smssal of all three objections for insufficient
proof, also recommended that el ection be upheld, and that
certification be granted.

BOARD DEA S ON _ _ o _

The Board affirned the rulings, findings, and concl usions of
the |HE disnmssed the objections, and certified the | UAWas
col l ective bargaining representative of the Enployer's agricultural
enpl oyees.

* * %

This Case Summary is for infornation only and is not an official statenent
of the case, or of the ALRB.

* * %
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In the Matter of:
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and
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AR QLTWRAL WIRKERS,

Petitioner,

and

WN TED FARM WIRKERS -
AVBR CA AFL-AQ
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M. G Witkins, of Point Sal
QG owers and Packers

M. Arturo Castro, for the International
Uhion of Agricultural Wrkers

M. Jeffrey P. Sweetland, for the
Lhited Farm\Wrkers of America, AFL-AO

DEQ S AN

. Satenent of the Case

Newnan Strawbridge, Investigative Hearing Gficer: This case was
heard in Santa Maria, California on August 22, 23, 24, 1978. n Friday, June
16, 1978 the International Unhion of Agricultural VWrkers (hereinafter the
IUAW filed a Petition for Gertification. The Uhited FarmVWrkers of Anerica,
AFL-A O (hereinafter "UAW) intervened on June 20, 1978. A representation



el ection was held on Friday, June 23, 1978, of all the agricultural enployees
of Point Sal Qowers and Packers (hereinafter "Point Sal" or enployer) in

Giifornia. The results were:

| UAW 82
UAW 40
No Uhi on 12
Chal | enges 9
Tot al 143
Nanes on the

Bigbility List 158

The UFWtinely filed objections to the el ection, alleging that
the enpl oyer engaged i n msconduct which affected the el ection. Pursuant
to his authority under 8 Cal. Admn. Code 820365 (g), the Executive
Secretary set the foll ow ng objections for hearings

1. That UWFWorgani zer M. Peter Vel asco was subjected to physical
viol ence by a foreman of the enployer in an attenpt to expel himfromthe
enpl oyer's property on June 22, 1978; and

2. That access and the organi zing activity of UFWorgani zer M.
Peter Vel asco were unlawfully interfered with by agents of the enpl oyer;
and

3. That the enployer failed to conply with the enpl oyee i st
requirenents of 8 Cal. Admn. Code 820310, thereby prejudicing the outcone of
the el ecti on.

The enpl oyer, the 1UAWand the UFWwere represented at the hearing
and were given full opportunity to participate in the hearing, including
examni ng w tnesses and presenting closing arguments. Uoon the entire record,
i ncl udi ng ny observation of the deneanor of the w tnesses, and after
consideration of the argunents nade by the parties, | nake the fol |l ow ng

fi ndi ngs



of fact and concl usi on of | aw

1. WFWorgani zer M. Pete Vel asco was subj ected to physical violence by a

foreman of the enployer in an attenpt to expel himfromthe enpl oyer's

property on June 22, 1978.

A Summary of Testi nony

It was the policy of Point Sal to allow access to workers at any
time they were not working. Practically this meant that access coul d be taken
during the norni ng conpound break whi ch generally occurred around 7: 00 a. m
each day. On Thursday norning, June 22, 1978, two UFWorgani zers cane onto
the fields to speak to workers during this break. Shortly after turning onto
the enpl oyer's property, they were net by a field supervisor, M. Pritchett,
who told themthey woul d have to | eave because the break was over. The WW
organi zers testified that they thought the break tine had been nani pul ated so
as to prevent access.” e of the organizers got out of the car
and wal ked to the truck of another supervisor, M. d@enn Gonrad, to find out
why the break tine had been changed and when | unch woul d be. The UFW
organi zer testified that when he spoke to the supervisor he did so in a |oud

voi ce to nake sure the

1/ The URWproduced no direct evidence that the break tine was nmani pul at ed.

Al agree that the break is usually around seven. The exact tine is controlled
?K when the conpound nan decides to go in to tow and get the food and cof f ee.
ere was testinony that the sane nan had been conpound man for a long tine.

There was al so testinony that the tinme of the conpound was control |l ed by the
workers wth the enpl oyer having no say init. The UFWfailed to establish
any agency between the conpound rman and the enpl oyer or the UAWand t herefore
there is no basis upon which to construe that the conpany attenpted to
nmani pul at e access agreenents to frustrate organi zi ng.



workers coul d hear what was happening. M. Vel asco, the organi zer, then
testified that while he was talking to the supervisor who was sitting in his
pi ck-up, M. Agapito Alvarado, a long tine enpl oyee of Point Sal and a forenan
inthe lettuce crew cane to the truck and pushed him This was done in full
view of the entire |lettuce crew nade up of 40 to 50 peopl e, nost of whom
according to M. \elasco, were in fact |ooking at hi mthe nonent he was
pushed.

The enpl oyer does not disagree wth any of the above stated facts
except as to what M. A varado did and whether the other workers noticed it.
M. Avarado and M. @ enn onrad, the harvest supervisor who was in the pick-
up truck present at the scene, both testified for the conpany that M.

Vel asco, the UFWorgani zer, came up to the truck and began shouting. Upon
seeing this take place and noticing that it was causi ng sone unrest anong the
workers M. A varado wal ked over to the truck. He did this to show his
appreciation for M. Vel asco and to suggest that he, M. \elasco, mght better
achieve his purposes if he were nore respectful of the rights and needs of

workers on piece-rate production.Z M. Avarado' s testinony is that he

2/ Transcript, Vol |I, page 62, Drect examnation of M. A varado:

Vel | why did you go up to hi mand shake hands w th hin?
A Vell, because | just want to show ny appreciation to himthat he cane over
there wth the crew that's all. | amnot going to argue or anything wth
him or anything |ike that, because | know, on the purpose, but then ny _
understanding is just to -- when they cone around, that neans that he 1s going
to canpaign or sonething. If that's his intention to do, why not talk to the
boys in a very smart way, or nmaybe tell themthat -- what his purpose of going
there, instead of open up his nouth and start hollering and with his |oud
voi ce and ever yt hi ng.



wal ked up to M. Vel asco, they shook hands, and then M. A varado

patted M. Vel asco on the shoulder.¥ This version of events
is corroborated by M. @ enn Conrad.

| credit M. Avarado's version of events. In naking this
decision | have found several factors inportant. Qie, M. Avarado' s version
is internally consistent and reasonabl e under the circunstances. Two, M.
A varado' s deneanor was that of a honest man trying as best he could to state
what happened as clear as he could. Third, M. Avarado' s version is
corroborated by the only other person present in the immediate vicinity M.
A enn Gonrad and who testified that he saw everything that took place. Fourth,
while M. Velasco testified that he took a nental picture just as he was
pushed and that he sawthe najority of the |lettuce crew!looking at him the
UFWfailed to call any of these witnesses to corroborate M. Vel asco's story
inspite of the fact that a version contrary to their ow was corroborated by

an eye witness. Ffth, Ms. Vel asco, another UWorgani zer

3/ Transcript, Vol. Ill page 56, Drect Examnation of M.

Al var ado: _

Q ((j:kay. As you wal ked up to Aenn and M. Vel asco, what did
you do?

A | shake hand with him right in front, and then | pat him
How are you, and said -- everything like that, we are like a
friendly manner. And then he -- | shake hands with himright
there in the pick-up right by the pick-up. And there pat his
shoul der like that, too.

Ibid, page 68: Q "Dd you push M. Vel asco?"

A No, sir, | didn't push M. Velasco. To the best of ny nenory,
this is the second night nowthat | have been thinking about it,
but honestly, | didn't do anything but shake hands with him |
don't know why he tell ne that, when he nake that denonstration
here to you, In front of the public, but | feel that -- it just
kind of, | think that shocked ne for | don't -- know what reason
he say that, but honestly, | didn't push him that's the truth.
There is no reason why | push him



who took access wth M. Velasco and who testified that she was wat chi ng
the incident fromher car, failed to testify that she saw any assault take
place. S xth, the testinony of M. Fabian Wo inferentially supports M.
Avarado's version in that M. Ugo was working in a rowclose to the
incident and testified that he saw nost of what was goi ng on and that he
nei ther saw any pushing nor |ater heard of any fromthe other crew nenbers.

B. Legal Anaylsis and Goncl usi on

Physical assault wll not be allowed under the ALRA Such conduct,
even if against a trespasser who knows (s)he is trespassing i s considered

i nherently coercive to the free choice of workers. Tex-Cal Land Managenent

G., 3 ALRB 14, (1977) However in this case | find that no assault took pl ace.

C Recommendati on

| recormend the Board dismss the objection for failure
to prove conduct violative of the Act.

[11. The UFWobjected that access and the organi zing activities of UFW

organi zer Pete Vel asco were unlawfully interfered wth by agents of the
enpl oyer .
A Summary of Testi nony

This objection is based on events that allegedy occurred during
the regul ar lunch break al so on Thursday, June 22, 1978. Ms. Vel asco
testified that she, M. Vel asco and two ot her organi zers took access to the
fields of Point Sal in order to distribute |eaflets, present the benefits of
uni oni zati on and answer questions fromthe workers of the lettuce crew M.
Vel asco was the speaker and the others were to mll around, distribute

| eaflets and tal k



individually to workers. M. and Ms. \Velasco testified that the forenan, M.
Agapito Alvarado, interfered wth this protected activity. Each testified
that M. A varado pl aced hinsel f between the workers and M. \el asco, and
continually talked to M. Velasco while the latter attenpted to communicate to
t he workers there gathered.

M. Avarado testifies that he only began talking to M. \el asco

after the workers were goi ng back to work, at which tine he told M. Vel asco

that he shoul d | eave, "because they don't seeminterested in what you are
tal king about." (Transcript Vol.Ill, pages 72-73) M. Avarado testified that
bef ore he began talking to M. Vel asco he was wal ki ng around checki ng t he
| ettuce. Wiile doing this he was all around the area, at one point in front of
M. \Welasco and at another behind himand so on. He testified that he was
not, during the period before the workers started back to work, very close to
M. \el asco.

The essential difference in the testinony seens to be when M.
Avarado started to interfere wth M. Velasco' s attenpt to communicate with
the workers. M. and Ms. \elasco say fromthe start of the break and M.
A varado says only after the workers were returning to work.

S nce M. \elasco' s version of when things happened is
i ndependent |y corroborated and, absent any other basis to determne which
version nore accurately reflects what happened that day, | find that M.
Avarado interfered wth M. Velasco's access in that he instructed himto
| eave at sone point before it was clear that the break was over. The UFW

of fered no direct



proof that the effect of this was sufficiently coercive to have affected
the out cone of the election.

M. and Ms. Velasco testified that M. Velasco's attenpt to
comuni cate to the |lettuce crew workers was further disrupted by a
"cheerl eadi ng" section led by M. Tinoteo Rabara, a worker and | eader in the
| ettuce crewas well as a high official of the victorous union, the | UAW M.
Rabara is alleged to have nocked M. Vel asco' s attenpts to di scuss uni on
benefits by overstating and jeering about union dues while at the same tine
getting other workers to do the sanme. M. Velasco testified that when this
happened M. Rabara had already returned to his row and was begi nning to work.
The characterization provided by the Vel ascos is not directly contradicted by
other evidence. M. Rabara, who was present during the hearing, did not take
the stand. M. Avarado did testify that he did not renmenber anyone yelling
other than M. Melasco. He did not testify about the specific conduct of M.
Rabar a.

| find that M. Rabara interfered wth M. Velasco' s attenpt to
communi cate with other |ettuce workers by nocking what M. Vel asco was sayi ng.
The WFWfailed to offer any evidence of agency (neither dom nance, coll usion
or ratification) between M. Rabara and the enpl oyer. Nor did the URWprove
that the conduct affected the free choi ce of workers, nuch | ess an effect
sufficient to change the outcone of the el ection.

B. Legal Anaylsis and Goncl usions of Law

Interference wth access does not per se constitute m sconduct

affecting the results of the election. K K Ito Farns, 2 ALRB No. 51

Wiet her or not the interference once proven
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is likely to have affected the outcone of the election is a separate question

and nust be eval uated on a case by case basis. K K Ito Farns, 1 ALRB Nb.

51. There has been no proof that the conduct described coerced the workers
such that the outcone, absent the interference, woul d have been different than
the tally.

C Recommendati on

| recommend the Board dismss this objection for failure to prove
sufficient effect to overcone the presunption in favor of certification.
Perez Packing, Inc., 2 ALRB No. 13 (1976); Chula Vista Farns, Inc., 1 ALRB No.
23 (1975).

V. The UFWobj ected that the enpl oyer failed to conply wth the enpl oyee |i st

requi renents of 8 Cal. Admn. CGode 820310 t hereby prejudi cing the out cone of

the el ecti on.

A Summary of Testinony ¥
The enpl oyer had a duty under 8 Gal. Admn. Code §20310(d) to

provide an accurate list of all eligible voters, their hone addresses and
their job classifications on Monday afternoon. The enpl oyer had know edge of
this duty before the Petition for Certification was filed. The enpl oyer
provided a list by 12:55 on Monday. This |list however was deficient. 0 the
158 nanes on the list 27 had only post office box nunbers, four out of town

addr esses where | ocal addresses exi sted,

4/ 1 have reviewed the testinonial and docunentary evi dence presented. |
find Attachnent 1 to be the chronol ogy of events upon which the fol |l ow ng
sumary as well as ny concl usi ons are based.



and fourteen (14) inaccurate addresses. The UFWintervened on Tuesday, June
20th, 1978 at 4:30 p.m and requested the list on VWdnesday June 21st, 1978 at
7:45 a.m Three experienced UFWorgani zers testified that the purpose of the
list was to direct themto eligible voters hones in order to carry out hone
visits. Each further testified that hone visits were essential to an inforned
vote since in their experience it is in the hone where the workers open up,
ask questions, demand answers and devel op trust. The infornational inportance
of the list inthis electionis, according to these organi zers, enhanced by
the fact that the UFW as an intervenor, had to conpete in a | abor force nore
famliar with the petitioning union and its perspective. | credit these

opi nions as those of experts and find themto be true and applicable to the
election at hand. (Ca. Bvid. ode §720).

The UFWfirst used this list to conduct hone visits on Védnesday
afternoon. By this tine the |ist had been anended to include 26 horne
addresses previously reflected by only a post office box nunber. That evening
at the pre-el ection conference the UPWconpl ai ned only of several out of town
addresses. At this tine there were nine such addresses. F ve workers from
xnard had no | ocal addresses since each in fact comuted from Qknard each
day. ne local address was provided by the | UAWthat evening and the others
the next norning. Therefore on Vdnesday afternoon, the first afternoon the
UFWcoul d have worked with a list provided by the enpl oyer, the list was
conpl ete except four (4) out of town addresses, one post office box nunber and

what turned out to be 14 incorrect addresses.

-10-



The rest of the out of town addresses were provi ded on Thursday
norni ng. Fourteen corrected addresses were provi ded by Thursday afternoon in
time for hone visits, if they had been on the UFWs agenda. The UFWtestified
that Thursday afternoon was used to remnd people to vote and not for the nore
i n-depth hone visit.

B. Legal Analysis and Goncl usi ons

The enpl oyer testified that he knew that he had a duty to provide
accurate hone addresses of all eligible voters. The enpl oyer did nothing to
insure that he could conply wth this requirenent. In this regard the
enpl oyer failed to exercise due diligence and | find it negligent. Yoder
Brother, Inc., 2 ALRB No. 4 (1976); Valley Farns, Maple Farns and Rose J.
Farns, 2 ALRB No. 42 (1976).

However, | find nothing in the record to indicate that the effect
upon the workers was sufficient to set the election aside. Actually we are
tal king about the effect of fourteen (14) incorrect addresses, one post office
box reference and four (4) out of town addresses on the hone visit canpai gn
for VWdnesday afternoon al one since the UAWdid not ask for the list until
VWednesday norning and did not carry on the in-depth type hone visit on
Thursday afternoon. There were 158 names on the list. The UFWhad at nost
nine (9) organi zers. The vote spread was eighty-two (82) to forty (40). The
only specific testinony of prejudice was that of M. Peter Gohn who testified

that he went to one hone that turned out to be
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an incorrect address. |If we were to assune none of the workers, whose
addresses were deficient on Vednesday, voted for the UFWand that none of
these workers were in fact seen by the UFWat their homes and further, if seen
woul d have voted for the UFW the result of the el ection would still be the
sane. It is ny conclusion that wthout nore evidence of prejudice the UPWhas
failed to overcone the presunption in favor of the el ection. Perez Packing,
Inc., 2 ALRB No. 13 (1976); Chula Mista Farns, 1 ALRB NQ 23 (1975)

C Reconmmendati on

| recommend the objection be dismssed for failure to prove the
election result was sufficiently affected by the deficient |ist.

V. Over-all Recommendati on

| recormend the el ection be upheld and the 1UAWbe certified the
excl usive bargaining representative for the workers at Point Sal.

DATED.  Septenber 26, 1978

Respectful |y submtted,

- L
o Koy e o A £

NEWVAN STRAVBR DCE .
I nvestigative Heari ng Exam ner
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Attachnent 1

Chronol ogy of Events

Friday June 16, 1978

3:30 pm -

The ALRB received a Petition for Certification

filed by the lTUAW (Point Sal #4) M. Lorenzo Canpbel I,
board agent in charge of the el ection, phoned M. Kenneth
Belier, the general nanager of Point Sal between 3:30 and
4:00 p.m M. Belier was infornmed that it woul d be necessary
to supply lists of enpl oyees, nanes and addresses and j ob
classification by Mnday norning, June 19, 1978. (Transcript
Vol Il page 78) M. Belier, later testified that the conpany
was aware of the address requirenent |ong before the petition

was filed. (Transcript Vol |1, page 99-102)

Monday June 19, 1978

12: 55 -

2:30 (Est) -

M. Belier delivered the list to the ALRB.

(Transcript Vol |1, page 78, UFW#1)

M. Canpbel | of the ALRB tel ephoned M. Belier

that the list was deficient. M. Belier was asked to provide
hone addresses for 27 workers whose addresses on the |ist
were a post office box nunber. M. Belier told the ALRB t hat
he would go right to work on it and they woul d have the
corrected list by the next norning. M. Belier then took the

peopl e who

- 13-



Tuesday June 20,
7:00 am -

10: 00 aam -

4:30 p.m -

had post of fi ce box nunbers and put themon a |ist according
tocrew By the tine this was done the workers had al ready
gone hone so the list was given by M. Belier to the crew

| eaders early Tuesday norning. (UFW#1, Transcript Vol. Il
page 80)

1978

M. Belier gave the field superintendent the

nanes for whom hone addresses were needed.

(Transcript, Vol Il page 80, Point Sal #1)

Addresses obtai ned by crew | eaders given to

M. Belier. (Mol 11 page 81)

The UFWintervened. (Point Sal #6)

M. Belier testified that he turned the addresses over to the
ALRB sonetine around 10: 00 a.m on Tuesday the 20th. Hs
nenory at this point is inconsistent wth other evidence

I ntroduced by the enpl oyer. Point Sal #8, the
trustworthiness of which has been stipulated to by both
parties, indicates that the mssing addresses were not
provided the ALRB until 2:15 p.m on Vednesday June 21, 1978
Throughout M. Belier's testinony he seened confused about
the exact dates events occurred. For these reasons | find
the addresses were delivered to the ALRB on Vednesday June
21, 1978 at 2:15 p.m (Point Sal #8)
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V¢dnesday June 21, 1978

7:45 am -

8:20 am -

1:48 p.m -

2225 p.m -

2245 p.m -

Late Afternoon -
8:00 p.m-

Ms. Vel asco, an organizer for the URWpi cked

up the list. (Point Sal #7)

M. Canpbell called M. Belier to find out his

progress on the list deficiences. (Point Sal #38)

A second call fromthe ALRBto M. Belier about

post office box problem M. Belier was in a neeting. The
agent was told that M. Belier would call back in 15 or 20
mnutes. (Point Sal #38, Point Sal #1) There were 27 workers
for whomonly post office boxes were shown. At this tine
Point Sal provided 26 hone addresses. The address of one
worker was left blank. (Point Sal #1)

The UFWwas notified that the changes had been

provided. Pete Gohn of the UFWsaid they woul d cal | back.
(Point Sal #8)

M. David Daniels picked up the suppl ement to

the list. (Point Sal #38)

Early Evening - Hone visits were nade by the UFW

The pre-el ection conference was held. The WW

obj ected to the out of town addresses on the original |ist.
(Point Sal #10) There are (9) nine addresses that woul d be
considered out of town. ne from San Franci sco, one from
VWt son-ville, one fromSockton, one fromLos Angel es, and 5
fromknard. The | UAWprovi ded one | ocal address for the San

Franci sco worker at that
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Thur sday June 22,
850 am -

10:45 am -

11:10 aam -

11:30 aam -

time. The worker was staying wth M. Rabara, and officer of
the TUAW and a worker in the lettuce crewat Point Sal. The
conpany promsed to get the | ocal addresses by the norning.
(Point Sal #10) M. Belier testified that the 5 knard
addresses are in fact the present honme addresses of the

wor kers i nvol ved since they conmuited to Point Sal from Qnard
daily. (Transcript, Vol 1l, page 86)

1978

M. Belier called in the three | ocal addresses.

(Point Sal #12, Transcript Vol |1, page 87) This resol ved the
deficiency with reference to out of town addresses.

M. Scott Washburn inforned the ALRB that 17

nanes had incorrect addresses. (Point Sal #12)

An agent of the ALRB called M. Belier and

infornmed hi mof the incorrect addresses. (Point Sal #12) For
an unexpl ai ned reason M. Belier was given only 16 nanes to
check. (Point Sal #11; Point Sal #2). Three of these turned
out to be correct as previously provided. (Transcript Vol 11,
page 84; conpare Point Sal 1 and 2 wth UFW1).

The UFWal | eged and | have found the agent of

the enpl oyer interfered wth the access and
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2200 ppm -

2215 p.m -

2:.20 p.m -

2:21 p.m -

organi zing activities of M. Pete Vel asco

and organi zer and a Vice President of the UFW

M. Belier called the ALRB and provided a |i st

of corrected addresses for 14 of the bad addresses reported
by M. Washburn. (Point Sal #11). M. Belier testified that
he delivered the list by 2:.00 p.m on Wdnesday June 21st
1978. Again, his nmenory is inconsistent wth docunents

i ntroduced by the enpl oyer (Point Sal 18, #11, and #12).

A so, M. Belier seened confused as to dates throughout his
testinony. (Transcript Vol 11, page 84, 103, 105, and 108).
For these reasons | find that M. Belier delivered the
corrections to the bad addresses at 2:00 p. m on Thursday
June 22, 1978.

M. David Zuniga, agent of the ALRB call ed

M. Washburn of the UFWand gave hi mthe addresses of the
14 people. (Point Sal #11)

M. Véshburn called the ALRB and inforned the

agent that two of the corrected addresses just provided were
incorrect. (Point Sal #11)

M. Zuniga called M. Belier and inforned hi mof

the two remai ning i ncorrect addresses. (Point Sal #11) M.
Belier was not in and the agent was told that M. Belier

would call himback in 15 - 20 mnutes. (Point Sal #11)

-17-



2:50 p.m - M. Belier returned M. Zuniga's call and was
given the two nanes. M. Belier stated that he woul d have to

gointothe fields to get the information. (Point Sal #11)

2:52 p.m - M. Zuniga called the UFWand expl ai ned to
M. David Daniels M. Belier's intention. (Point Sal #11)
3:02 pm - M. Belier called the ALRB and provi ded the

two addresses. (Point Sal #11)
Late afternoon and or early evening - The UPWnade qui ck "get
out the vote" type house calls.

Friday June 23, 1978

The el ecti on was hel d.
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