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DEQ S ON AND CRDER
h February 8, 1983, Admnistrative Law Judge (ALJ) WIliamA

Resni ck issued the attached Decision and recormended Qder in this proceedi ng.
Thereafter, Respondent tinely filed exceptions to the ALJ's Decision, wth a
brief in support of its exceptions, and the General Counsel tinely filed a
brief inreply to Respondent's exceptions, incorporating by reference therein
his post-hearing brief to the ALJ.

Pursuant to the provisions of Labor Code section 1146,2/ t he
Agricultural Labor Relations Board (ALRB or Board) has del egated its authority

inthis matter to a three-nenber panel.

y A though the conplaint in this proceeding naned only P oneer Nursery as
the respondent, P oneer Nursery and R ver Wést, Inc. conceded in a prior
representati on proceeding before this Board that the two conpani es were a
singl e enpl oyer for |abor relations purposes. (P oneer Nursery/ R ver Vést,
Inc. (1983) 9 ALRB No, 38.) V¢ have therefore anended the capti on and order
inthe instant case to reflect that singl e enpl oyer status.

2/AII section references herein are to the Galiforni a Labor
(ode unl ess ot herw se speci fi ed.



The Board has considered the record and the ALJ's Decision in |ight
of the exceptions and briefs of the parties and has decided to affirmhis
rulings, findings of fact, and concl usions of |aw as nodified herein and to
adopt his recommended O der, wth nodifications.

During February 1982, about the tine that enpl oyees in its nursery
crewwere distributing Uhited FarmVWrkers of Anrerica, AFL-A O (URW
aut hori zation cards, Respondent deci ded to hire enpl oyees through a | abor
contractor, Glbert Renteria, to fill pots. In order to recruit enpl oyees for
Respondent, Renteria hel d a barbecue at his packi ng shed on March 13, 1982. &
At the barbecue, Dulio Chavez, Renteria s |abor coordinator, addressed to
enpl oyees various promses and statenents which indicated both anti-uni on
aninus and an intent to allowonly anti-union enpl oyees to work for
Respondent. The credited testi rmnyﬂ/ of three enpl oyee-w t nesses was t hat
Chavez tol d the assenbl ed enpl oyees that Respondent had plenty of work but was
anticipating union activity and expected the enpl oyees to resist the
uni oni zation efforts in exchange for continued enpl oynent. Chavez al so told

themthey woul d be doi ng general work at an

§/AII dates hereafter refer to 1982 unl ess ot herw se specified,

il/The ALJ credited the testinony of enpl oyees Ranon Gonzal es, Maria Robl es,
and Edward Mal donado, and discredited Chavez. To the extent that an ALJ's
credibility resolutions are based upon deneanor of the wtnesses, they wll
not be di sturbed unl ess a clear preponderance of the rel evant evi dence
denonstrates that such resol utions are incorrect. (AdamDairy dba Rancho dos
Ros (1978) 4 ALRB Nb. 24; Sandard Dy Vél| Products (1950) 91 NLRB 544 [ 26
LRRM 1521] .) Ve have revi ewed the evidence and find the ALJ's resol utions of
wtness credibility to be well supported by the record viewed as a whol e.
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hourly rate and that it would continue until July or August at which tine
Renteria woul d have other contract work for themin the | ocal grape harvest.
Wien the crews recruited by Renteria cormenced work, nost of them supported
the UFWs organi zation efforts by signing authorization cards, engaging in
conversati ons supportive of union organization wth other enpl oyees in the
presence of Respondent's forenen, and protesting the arrest of a URWorgani zer
who attenpted to take access to Respondent's premses to talk to them Most
of the enpl oyees al so participated in a work stoppage on April 6 to protest
Respondent ' s pi ece-rate nethod of paynent. However, ten enpl oyees
conspi cuously refused to participate in and refrained fromparticipating in,
both the union activities and the concerted work stoppage of the ot her
workers. So conspi cuous were those ten enpl oyees that after the work stoppage
Respondent real i gned the crew structure so that the non-protesters or anti-
uni on enpl oyees were grouped together and isolated i nto one crew

As the UPWs organi zational effort was successful, an ALRB
representation el ecti on was conducted on April 12, and the UFWwon the
najority of the enpl oyees' votes. Prior to the date of the election, Chavez
and Respondent's forenen repeatedl 'y warned the crews that there woul d be no
work if the union won the election. O April 13, the norning after the UFWs
el ection victory, Respondent notified the crews that they were laid off for
lack of work. Qnly the one crew of anti-union enpl oyees was allowed to
continue working, and they did so, albeit sporadically, until they were laid
off on May 27.

10 ALRB Nb. 30 3.



W affirmthe ALJ's concl usion that Respondent viol ated section
1153(c) and (a) by its layoffs on April 13, 1982. V¢ find, however, that
Respondent not only discrimnatorily selected the ten enpl oyees who conti nued
inits enploy; its very decision to reduce its work force to a single ten-
nenber crew rather than spread the avail abl e work anong nenbers of all four
crews was nmade to rid it of union supporters. Respondent’'s anti-uni on ani nus
was wel | established by the statenents of Chavez and ot her forenen and Chavez'
threats of |oss of enploynent if the Lhion won. dven the timng of the
layoffs the day after the election as well as Respondent's recruitnent promse
of general work at an hourly rate until July or August and its pre-|ayoff
consol i dation of the ten anti-uni on enpl oyees into one crew, the inference is
clear that the April 13 work force reduction to a nunber of enpl oyees
correspondi ng precisely to the nunber of anti-union enpl oyees constituted
discrimnation in violation of section 1153( c).§/ Respondent offers, as a
busi ness justification for its decision to layoff thirty pro-uni on enpl oyees,
the fact that the interruption of potting soil deliveries resulted in a | ack
of work but fails to explain why they were not recal |l ed when the shi pnent

arrived on May 2, or why the avail able general work coul d not have been

§/W§ specifically reject Respondent's assertion that Qutierrez’ crewno. 1
was the nost productive crew Qonpany records show that a crew under Pedro
Viranontes was, on the average, the nost productive crew
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distributed anong all forty enpl oyees.§/ Accordingly, we find at |east sone
general work was available for all forty enpl oyees despite the hiatus in
potting soil deliveries, and Respondent's decision to lay off the thirty pro-
uni on enpl oyees on April 13 viol ated section 1153 (c) and (a). Ve shall order
Respondent to reinstate and nake whol e the workers it laid off on April 13,
1082, 7

V¢ affirmthe ALJ's concl usion that Respondent viol ated section
1153(a) of the Act by laying off nine enpl oyees on My 2’ because they had
engaged in protected concerted activity. The timng of the layoffs, just
mnutes after the enpl oyees' concerted protest about the nethod of pay, the
abruptness of the layoff, comng in the mddle of a day and in the mdd e of
an assi gned work task, coupled wth the availability of work anply support the
ALJ' s concl usion. Respondent’'s exception that the enpl oyees were engaged in
an unprotected concerted activity, i.e., a slowdown, is wthout any factual
support in the record. The enpl oyees testified that they were working at a

nornmal pace and that they so

§/(33neral Gounsel elicited testinony that on several prior occasi ons, when
Respondent ran out of potting soil, all of its enpl oyees were gi ven what ever
work was available, until all the work was exhausted. This suggests a past
practice of distributing available work, during a slack period, evenly anong
the entire work force, rather than the sel ective retention of certain workers,
as inthe instant case. However, we leave it to the conpliance stage to
determne Respondent's past practice and, on that basis, determne which
wor kers woul d have been enpl oyed after April 13, absent the discrimnation.

z/()Jr renedial Oder applies to the workers who appeared for work on April
13, and any other workers that were enpl oyed on April 8 or 9 but failed to
appear on April 13 because they were told, in advance, of the April 13 layoff.
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told the foreman who was pushing themto work faster. Respondent did not call
the foreman, Gscar Gutierrez to testify. Not only was the enpl oyees' version
not refuted, but the only conpany wtness to testify, Bud Knight, stated that
he had no conpl aints about the speed at which the crew had been working. W
affirmthe ALJ's finding that the enpl oyees were engaged i n protected
concerted activity on My 27 by acting together in conpl ai ni ng about a

per cei ved speedup and suggesting that Respondent pay thempiece rate if it
wanted themto work at a faster-than-nornal rate. (Royal Packi ng Conpany
(1982) 8 ALRB No. 16.) Accordingly, we shall order Respondent to offer those

ni ne enpl oyees reinstatenent and nake themwhol e for all economc | osses they

incurred as a result of their lay off.
CROER
By authority of section 1160.3 of the Agricul tural
Labor Relations Act (Act), the Agricultural Labor Relations Board (Board)
hereby orders that Respondent P oneer Nursery/ Rver West, its officers,
agents, successors, and assigns, shall:
1. GCease and desi st from
(a) Laying off or otherw se discrimnating agai nst any
agricultural enployee in regard to hire or tenure of enpl oynent or any ot her
termor condition of enpl oynent because he or she has engaged in union
activity or other concerted activity protected by section 1152 of the
Agricultural Labor Relations Act (Act).
(b) Inany like or related nmanner interfering wth,

restraining, or coercing any agricultural enployee in the exercise

10 AARB NO 30 6.



of the rights guaranteed themby section 1152 of the Act.
2. Take the follow ng affirmative acti ons whi ch are deened
necessary to effectuate the policies of the Act:

(a) dfer to all enployees discrimnatorily laid off on either
April 13 or May 27, 1982 immediate and full reinstatenent to their forner or
substantial l y equival ent positions, wthout prejudice to their seniority or
ot her enpl oynent rights or privil eges.

(b) Reinburse the enpl oyees described in section (a) above for
all losses of pay and ot her economc | osses they have suffered as a result of
the discrimnation agai nst them such anounts to be conputed i n accordance
w th established Board precedents, plus interest thereon conputed in
accordance with our Decision and Qder in Lu-Bte Farns, Inc. (1982) 8 ALRB
No. 55.

(c) Preserve and, upon request, nmake available to this Board
and its agents, for examnation, photocopying, and otherw se copying, all
payrol | records, social security paynent records, and other records rel evant
and necessary to a determnation, by the Regional Drector, of the backpay
periods and the anmounts of backpay and interest due under the terns of this
Q der,

(d) Sgnthe Notice to Agricultural Enpl oyees
attached hereto and, after its translation by a Board agent into all
appropriate | anguages, reproduce sufficient copies in each | anguage for the
pur poses set forth hereinafter.

(e) Provide a copy of the attached notice in the appropriate

| anguage to each enpl oyee hired by Respondent during

10 ALRB Nb. 30 1.



the twel ve-nonth period fol lowing the date of issuance of this Qder.

(f) Ml copies of the attached Notice, in all
appropriate |anguages, wthin 30 days after the date of issuance of this
Qder, to all agricultural enployees enployed by Respondent at any tine
between April 8, 1982 and April 8, 1983.

(g0 Post copies of the attached Notice, in all
appropriate | anguages, in conspicuous places on its property for 60 days, the
period(s) and place(s) of posting to be determned by the Regional Drector,
and exerci se due care to replace any Noti ce which has been al tered, defaced,
covered or renoved.

(h) Arrange for a representative of Respondent or a Board
agent to distribute and read the attached Notice, in all appropriate
| anguages, to all of its agricultural enpl oyees on conpany tine and property
at tine(s) and place(s) to be determned by the Regional Drector. Follow ng
the reading, the Board agent shall be given the opportunity, outside the
presence of supervisors and nanagenent, to answer any questions the enpl oyees
nay have concerning the Notice or their rights under the Act. The Regi onal
Orector shall determne a reasonabl e rate of conpensation to be paid by
Respondent to all nonhourly wage enpl oyees in order to conpensate themfor
tine lost at this reading and during the question-and-answer peri od.

(i) Notify the Regional Orector in witing, wthin 30 days
after the date of issuance of this Qder, of the steps Respondent has taken to
conply wthits terns, and continue to

FHETTEEErrrrrd
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report periodically thereafter, at the Regional Drector's request, until full
conpl i ance i s achi eved.
Dated: June 21, 1984

JEROME R WALD E Menber

JARE CARR LLQ  Menber

PATR K W HENNLNG  Menber

10 ALRB Nb. 30 9.



NOT CE TO AGR QLTURAL EMPLOYEES

After investigating charges that were filed in the Delano Regional CGfice, the
General Qounsel of the Agricultural Labor Relations Board (Board) issued a
conpl ai nt which alleged that we, P oneer Nursery/R ver VWest, had violated the
law After a hearing at whi ch each side had an opportunity to present
evidence, the Board found that we did violate the |aw by |aying of f enpl oyees
on April 13, 1982, because of their support for the Uhited FarmVWrkers of
Anerica, AFL-AQQ and on May 27, 1982, because of their protest over the

net hod of paynent. The Board has told us to post and publish this Notice. V¢
W ll do what the Board has ordered us to do.

V¢ also want to tell you that the Agricultural Labor Relations Act is alaw
that gives you and all other farmworkers in CGalifornia these rights:

To organi ze yoursel ves;

To form join, or help unions; _ _

To vote in a secret ballot election to deci de whether you want a uni on
to represent you; _ o

to bargeln w th your enpl oyer about your wages and working conditions
tﬂrogg g uni on chosen by a najority of the enployees and certified by
t he Board;

5. To act together wth other workers to hel p and protect one another; and
6. To decide not to do any of these things.

A wbhpE

Because it is true that you have these rights, we promse that:

VEE WLL NOT do anything in the future that forces you to do, or stops you from
doing, any of the things |isted above.

VEE WLL reinstate all the enpl oyees unlawful ly laid off on April 13 or My 27,
1982, and nake those enpl oyees whol e for any economc | osses suffered by them
as aresult of the discrimnation agai nst them

Dat ed: P ONEER NURSERY/ R VER VEEST, | NC

By:

Represent ati ve Title
If you have a question about your rights as farmworkers or about this Notice,
you nmay contact any office of the Agricultural Labor Relations Board. e
office is located at 627 Min Street, Delano, Galifornia, 93215. The
t el ephone nunber is (805) 725-5770.

This is an official Notice-of the Agricultural Labor Relations Board, an
agency of the Sate of CGalifornia.

DO NOI' ReEMOVE CR MUTI LATE

10 ALRB Nb. 30 10.



CASE SUMARY

A oneer Nursery (URWY 10 ALRB Nb. 30
CGase Nos. 82-(&52-D
82- CE-127-D
ALJ DEQ S ON

The ALJ found that Respondent violated the Act by discrimnatorily segregating
all of its anti-union enpl oyees into one crew then laying off the rest of the
work force on April 13, 1982. A layoff had been threatened by supervisors if
the Uhion won the election and the threat was carried out the day after the
election. The ALJ al so found that another |ayoff on My 27, 1982, was based
on the enpl oyees' wage protest that day, and therefore violated the Act.

BOARD DEAQ S ON

The Board affirned the rulings, findings, and conclusions of the ALJ.

* * *

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

* * %



Asticuitural Labor
Relatians Baard

STATE CF CALI FCRN A
BEFCRE THE
AR GLTURAL LABCR RELATI ONS BOARD

In the Matter of
Pl ONEER NURSERY, CASE NO 82-CE39-D et al.
Respondent ,
and
WN TED FARM WRKERS O
AMR CA AHL-AQ
Charging Party.
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Manuel L. Mengoza, Esq.
627 Main Street
el ano, CA 93215

General ounsel

Geor ge Preonas, Esq.

Seyfarth, Shaw Fairweat her & Geral dson
e Century P aza, Suite 3300

2029 Century Park East

Los Angel es, CA 90067

Attorneys for Respondent

DECI SI ON

STATEMENT CF THE CASE
WLLIAMA RESNECK, Administrative Law Oficer:

This case was heard before ne in Delano, Galifornia, on ctober 12, 13, 14,
18, 19 and 20, 1982.



n June 18, 1982 the Regional Drector issued an order consolidating
cases, a conplaint and a notice of hearing to be held ctober 12 in Case
Nos. 82-CE39-D 40-D, 41-D 46-D, 48-D 49-D 51-D 52-Dand 42-D (GC
Bx.1-1). Y

h ctober 8, the Regional Director issued an anended conpl ai nt t hat
added Case No. 82-C&127-D to the proceedi ngs together wth additional
allegations at Paragraph 20 of the anended conplaint (GC Ex.1-N.

n the first day of the hearing, Cctober 12, the parties settled nost
of the issues (GC Ex.8). Paragraphs 5 through 18 of the anended
conplaint were settled and the related al |l egati ons of Paragraph 4 were
stricken (1: 19-21). Thus, the only substantive allegations renaining are
those set forth in Paragraphs 4, 19 and 20 which rel ate to charges set
forth in Gase Nos. 32-CE52-D and 127-D

Paragraph 4 now al | eges that Dulio Chavez, Bud Kni ght, and Gscar
Qutierrez are supervisors or agents of Respondent w thin the neani ng of
Section 1140.4(j) of the Act. Respondent stipulated that Knight is a
supervi sor, but denies that Chavez or Qutierrez are supervisors or agents.

1/ General ounsel's exhibits will be designated (GC Ex. );

Respondent ' s exhibits wll be designated (Resp. Ex. )
References to the transcripts of the proceedings wll be
a Roman Nuneral, | through M, indicating the transcript

vol une, followed by the page nunber of that vol une.



Paragraph 19 alleges that on April 13, 1982 Respondent through its
agents, including Chavez and Quti errez, discharged 24 naned enpl oyees in
retaliation for having |l ost a representation el ection to the UFWand
because of their concerted activities and their support for activities on
behal f of the Uhited Farm Vrkers.?

Paragraph 20 al | eges that on My 27, 1982 Respondent through
Qutierrez and Kni ght di scharged 7 naned i ndi vi dual s because of their

protected, concerted activities regarding their working conditions.¥

The acts alleged in Paragraph 19 are said to have viol ated both
Sections 1153(a) and 1153 (c) of the Act; the acts alleged in Paragraph 20
are alleged to have viol ated Section 1153(a). Respondent denies commtting
any unfair |abor practices.

Al parties were given full opportunity to participate in the hearing,
and after its close, the General (ounsel and the Respondent each filed a
brief in support of its position. Udon the entire record, including ny
observations of the deneanor of the w tnesses, and after consideration of

the briefs filed by the parties, | make the fol | ow ng:

2/ The allegation relating to Does Il11-1Xwas stricken (V. 142).

3/ The allegation relating to Does X and XI was stricken (V. 142)

- 3-



F ND NG G- FACT
I
JUR SO CT1 QN

P oneer Nursery is engaged in agriculture in Del ano,
Galifornia, and is an agricultural enpl oyer wthin the
neani ng of Section 1140.4(c) of the Act.

The Lhion is a | abor organi zation representing agri-
cul tural enpl oyees within the neaning of Section 1140. 4(f)
of the Act.

I
RESPONDENT" S ACR AULTURAL CPERATI ONS

Respondent is engaged in the grow ng of pistachio trees at
Garces Avenue and Browning Road in Delano, Galifornia. The trees
are grown fromseeds which are pl anted each year in the greenhouse
around February. After the seeds have sprouted and grown to the
size of 3to 5 inches and after the weather has warned up, the
snall trees are transplanted into 12" x 6" pots | ocated out of
doors. The trees thereafter growto a height of 2 to 3 feet before
they are sold the follow ng spring. Thus, the grow ng season is
approxi nat el y one year.

A regular crewworks in the greenhouse under the | eadership
of Gacelia Mrtinez starting in February. Wen the plants are

taken out and placed in the pots around the end



of March, additional workers are hired. The allegations involving
the unl awf ul di scharges concern the additional workers hired for the
1982 season, who commenced work on March 24, 1982

In past years the nursery's potting work had been done on an hourly
basis by the hiring of extra enpl oyees under the supervision of Gacelia
Martinez. 1n 1982, the conpany deci ded to hire workers through | abor
contractor Gl bert Renteria and have themwork on a pi ece-rate basis.
Forty enpl oyees were supplied by Renteria, and the recruitnment of the
enpl oyees was done by Dulio Chavez and Gscar Qutierrez in February. The
various unfair |abor practices stemfromthis tine period, which al so
narked the start of an organizational drive at Respondent's nursery by the
Lhi ted Farm Vdrkers

[11
BEVENTS LEAD NG P TO THE LAYGFFS

A though Respondent vigorously objected throughout the hearing as
to testinony about events occurring prior to the layoffs involving unfair
| abor practice charges that had been settled on the first day of the
hearing, the pre-layoff events are relevant on the issue of anti-union
aninus. Thus, the testinony was all owed not to prove or disprove the
allegations that had been settled and thus w thdrawn, but to establish

whet her the enpl oyer had valid business justifications
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for the layoffs, or whether he was notivated by other reasons. Mreover,
Paragraph 5 of the Settlenent Agreenent specifically reserves to the
General Gounsel "the right to introduce evidence relating to settled
char ges as background evi dence, or evidence of aninus, or evidence of
conpany know edge in the trial of the unsettled allegations.” (GC Ex.S8,
p. 2).

I n February?the UFWbegan an organi zati onal canpai gn
by the distribution of authorization cards, which ultimately culmnated in a
representational election, which was held on April 12. General ounsel
suggests that the enployer's reaction to this organi zati onal drive was the
notivating force behind the utilization of Renteria, the labor contractor, to
secure enpl oyees for the potting. General (ounsel argues that by hiring the
group of 40 new workers, all during the organi zational drive, the enpl oyer was
attenpting to recruit workers greater than the majority needed to defeat a
uni on vot e.

| make no finding on this issue, as there are no allegations concerning
the recruitnent of the work force remaining to be tried before ne.
Accordingly, it is not necessary for disposition of this natter to decide
whether the recruitnent in and of itself of new workers was an unfair | abor
practi ce.

It is undisputed that in March the enpl oyees of Renteria began actively

recruiting a work force on behal f of Respondent

4/ Al dates are in 1982, unl ess ot herw se specifi ed.
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Curing the weekend of March 13 sone 50 to 60 prospective enpl oyees were
invited to a barbecue at Renteria' s packing shed in MFarland, California,
in order to hire the 40 workers needed by P oneer. Versions of what
transpired at that neeting differ substantiallly.

Duli o Chavez, supervisor for Renteria, spoke at the neeting. H's version
is that he spoke for only approxinately three mnutes. (1:64). He stated
that he nentioned there was perhaps going to be a union vote, but denied
telling the workers that he only wanted peopl e to apply who were agai nst the
union. (I:62-64).

Asignificantly different version of Chavez' comments at the MFarl and
neeting were presented by workers who were in attendance. Roberto Gonzal ez,
one of the discrimnatees, said that Chavez spoke for 20 to 25 mnutes
(I'1:40). Gonzalez testified that Chavez stated no one should apply for work if
they supported the union (11:39). Gonzalez also testified that Chavez said
that if the union won, the conpany woul d nove out of town and they woul d al |
| ose their jobs (I1:40).

Mari a Robl es, another discrimnatee, testified that she al so attended the
neeting at MFarland, but arrived after Chavez had al ready begun speaki ng
(11:153-153). She heard himspeak for 15 mnutes; heard himsay that a union

was not wanted; and that their work would last three nonths (11:153).
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Eoward Mal donado, discrimnates, al so attended the neeting at MFarl and.
He heard Chavez speak from25 to 40 mnutes (1V:12-13). (havez said that
there woul d be a union el ection, and they expected the workers to support the
conpany (1V:13). They were also told they woul d have work until August (1V:9-
10).

| credit the testinony of Gonzal ez, Robles, and Mal donado and di scredit
the testinony of Chavez. Not only did Chavez seriously underestinate the
anount of tine that he spoke, his version of his comments about the union were
not credible. As hereafter discussed, nunerous w tnesses testified about
anti-union statenents nade by Chavez throughout the events in question.

Mor eover, subsequent events occurring after the el ection support the anti -
union statenents attributable to Chavez.

The workers hired by Renteria commenced work on March 24. On their very
first day of work union organi zers came around to the various crews attenpting
to obtain signatures for authorization cards. Mria Robles testified that
when the | adies cane around to her crew, Gscar Qutierrez, a forenan enpl oyed
by Renteria, told themnot to sign any cards (I1:150-151).

Roberto onzal ez testified that on his second day of work two | adies from
the uni on brought around cards for themto sign. Gscar Qutierrez, their
foreman, told themnot to sign or pay any attention to the ladies. (I1:53-
54).



Oh April 5 various crews engaged in a work stoppage. The work stoppage
began in the crews under Pedro M ranontes, when the workers requested that
Chavez get thema wage increase. Chavez promsed to speak to Renteria and
respond to themthe next day (111:27-32; 61-65).

The next norning, April 6, not having received a response, the workers in
M ramont es' crew approached the other two groups under Gscar Gutierrez and
solicited their support for a work stoppage (11:66-69; I11:27-32). Many of
the workers in the GQutierrez crewrefused to go back to work after the norning
br eak.

Chavez arrived and angrily blamed the union for the strike saying the
workers had broken their promse nade at the MFarland neeting not to be
joining strikes or signing union papers (I1:71-73; 111:27-32; 1V:68-69).

Chavez promised to speak to Renteria about the demands and to return.
Al workers returned to work, but an argunent soon broke out when Gscar
Qutierrez ridicul ed Roberto Gnzal ez and other workers for having carried out
the strike (11:71-74; 111:29-30). Qut of Gonzal ez's group of ten workers,
five were pro-union and five were anti-union. The five anti-union workers
went back to work, while the pro-union workers tried to revive the work
st oppage.

Chavez then returned and said it was inpossible to rai se wages wth the

uni on el ection comng, since it woul d



| ook |ike the conpany was trying to buy their votes (11:74). Al workers then
returned to work.

The fol low ng day, April 7, the crewin Roberto Gonzal ez's group was
rearranged to divide the five pro-union workers fromthe five anti-uni on
workers (11:76-77). Aso, that day two of Respondent’'s owners, Ken Puryear
and "Qorky" Anderson went to the various groups in the nursery aski ng why they
want ed the union and what problens they were having (111:92-95). Wen they
cane to Roberto Gnzal ez's group, which had al ready been rearranged by this
tine to separate the anti-union workers out, they were greeted with
accusations that the forenen were threatening peopl e who supported the union
and that they were preventing the organi zers fromtaking access to the
property (111:95-102). During this same day, Juan Cervantes, the Lhited Farm
VWrkers' organi zer, was arrested on the premses at Pioneer Nursery, at 12:55
p.m (V:117). GCervantes was also arrested the follow ng day, April 8, between
the hours of 9:00 and 9:30 a.m (V:117). Mrtin Mntenayor, one of the
workers in Pedro Miranontes' crew, testified that the crew objected to the
arrest of Cervantes and yelled to let himgo (V:53). Hs testinony was
corroborated by Samuel M ranontes, another worker who was present and heard

the crew shouting to let Gervantes go (V:104).
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The el ection was held on April 12, with the results

as foll ows:
UFW - 40
No Uhi on - 16
(hal | enged - 17
TOTAL - 73 (GCEx.|-P).
|V

THE APR L 13 LAYGHES

Oh the day follow ng the el ection the workers showed up to work at the
usual tine (111:35). However, they were told by Gscar Qutierrez and Dulio
Chavez that there was no nore work; that only 10 peopl e were needed; and that
those 10 peopl e had al ready been selected (111:36). The 10 peopl e sel ected
were the group who had spoken openly agai nst the union (111:113-114).

Prior to the el ection many w tnesses testified that Gscar Qutierrez
and Dulio havez threatened themthat they would lose their jobs if the
uni on had won the el ection (11:58-59; 149).

Roberto Gonzal ez testified that after the work stoppage he had argued
w th Gscar about the union (11:58-59). Gonzalez testified that Gscar told him
that if the union won that he woul d be fired, the conpany woul d nove away, and
everybody woul d | ose their jobs (I1:59-60).

Martin Montenayor testified that he heard Pedro M ranontes say that

if the union won the el ection, P oneer
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Nursery woul d nove and they would all be wthout jobs (V:55). Mria Robles
testified that Gscar Gutierrez told her on the day of the election that if the
uni on won only the peopl e renai ni ng woul d be those who had voted for the
conpany (I1:149) Wen she asked Gscar how he woul d know who had voted, he said
they woul d know nore or | ess who voted for the union (11:149).

Ygnacio Garcia testified that he was present during a conversation the
day before work started in March that Gscar Qutierrez had wth Chavez, where
Chavez asked Gscar not to let workers sign any kind of union papers (IV:90).
Qutierrez responded not to worry, that he would not |et peopl e sign any
papers, and that he and his sister had broken a strike in Goachel la (1V:99).
Chavez said that if the conpany wi ns there would be a ot of noney and a | ot
of work (1V:100).

Pedro Viranontes al so corroborated this testinony. He was hired as a
foreman, and he and Gscar Qutierrez were the forenen in charge of the 40
workers hired to do the potting work (111:13). He testified that when he
started work Gscar Qutierrez told himthat the workers had al ready been
recruited and that they would be anti-union (111:20). He also testified that
Chavez told himthat if the union lost the el ection there would be |ots of
work (I'11:20). However, if the union won they would all lose their jobs "like
that" (snapping his fingers for enphasis) (I11:21)

Miranontes testified that pursuant to Chavez's request, he interrogated

the workers prior to the election to see if
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they would vote for the union (111:22). He al so corroborated Roberto
Gonzal ez' s testinony about the work stoppage and Chavez' s response to that
wor k stoppage (I11:61-65).

Oh the day after the el ection Viramontes reported for work and expect ed,
along with his crew to work (I11:35). The crew nenbers all conpl ai ned when
they were not given work and about not being notified that no nore work was
available (111:35). He hinself had not been notified that there was no nore
work available (111:35). He believed there was work that needed to be done:
cl eaning pots, pulling weeds, raking and cl eaning the avenues and filling up
the tractors (I111:38).

| found Pedro Viranontes to be a particul arly persuasive wtness and his
testinony to be believable. Mreover, his version of events was corroborat ed
by several w tnesses who testified they showed up for work the day after the
el ection and were quite angry when, they were told that they were not to work
any longer. Wen they attenpted to question Chavez as to how the renai ni ng
workers were selected, his response was to refuse to get into an argunent and
| eave (111:114).

\%
THE BEMPLOYER S DEFENSE

Enpl oyer contends that the layoffs occurring on the day after the
el ection were not notivated by the pro-union vote, but by the fact that the

conpany had run out of dirt the pre-
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cedi ng Thursday before the el ection. Bud Knight, supervisor, testified that
they had run out of dirt the Thursday before the election (V- 174). Dulio
Chavez testified they had run out of dirt the day after the el ection; then
upon pronpting by counsel, he said maybe they had run out of dirt a few days
before (M:4). Ken Puryear, one of the conpany's owners, testified they had
run out of dirt the Thursday before the el ection (V:10).

Knight testified that since they had run out of dirt, there was no work
for any of the workers (V:161). (havez testified, however, that Knight asked
himto keep 10 people on (M:5). Chavez said he picked the 10 on the basis of
their perfornance (M:5-6).

But the decision to lay off workers, according to Pur-year, was nade on
the Friday before the el ection (V:14). According to Chavez the remai ni ng
workers were not told since he did not knowif they were going to work or not
(M:24). Yet, (havez also testified that the decision to lay off the workers
was nade that weekend prior to the election (M:-21). However, all agreed
that other workers besides the 10 pi cked showed up for work on the day after
the election (M:24).

Respondent contends that on Thursday, April 8, all 40 enpl oyees were laid
of f because the conpany ran out of potting soil (M:152-160). General (ounse
di sputes that contention. Wether that nay be true or not, it was clear that

on t he
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day after the election nost, if not all, 40 enpl oyees showed up
expecting to work.

Respondent contends that the workers picked to renain filled nore pots
and thus were picked on the basis of their work ability (Resp's. Brief, pp.10-
11). General Qounsel contends that the workers di scharged were the nost
productive group, those in the crewof Pedro Mranonte (GC's Brief, p.28).
| have nade no i ndependent review of the records, and note that although
records are kept by crew there were many transfers between the crewprior to
the layoffs. Mreover, | do not believe it is necessary, as di scussed
hereafter, to resolve this factual dispute in order to deci de whet her or not
the April 13 layoffs were an unfair |abor practice.

Y/
THE MAY 27 LAYCHFS

The May 27 layoffs were either an illegal response to a concerted protest
over working conditions, if General (ounsel's theory is adopted; or |ayoffs
due to lack of work, if Respondent's theory is adopted. The essential facts
are not in dispute.

The crew had been filling 12" pots with dirt on a piece-rate basis. The
crewran out of pots and were switched to fill 18" pots on an hourly basis.
Their foreman, Gscar Gutierrez, conplained they were not working fast enough
(1'V:32-34); they responded that they were working as fast as they coul d; the
pots were bigger; and they were working by the hour (1V:34).
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The crew then stopped working and told GQutierrez that the conpany shoul d
treat thembetter because they were doi ng the best they could and that they
were wlling to work faster but wanted to be paid by the piece-rate (I1V:18;
34). Qutierrez became angry and wal ked anay to see Bud Kni ght, a supervi sor.
Knight testified that he told GQutierrez to lay the crew off because there was
no nore work for them(V:164). Knight recalled that GQutierrez told himt hat
the crewdid not like to fill pots by the hour anyway, and they probably
wanted to do hone right away (V:165). Wen Qutierrez returned to tell them
they were fired, the group was still working (1V:40). Prior to the di scharge
the group had conpl ai ned before that the drinking water brought by Gutierrez
to themwas hot (1V:49-50). Mreover, they testified that there was
additional work to do when they were fired (IV: 46-48)

ANALYS S CF | SSLES AND GONCLUS ONS GF LAW

To establish that an enpl oyer engaged in unlawful discrimnation
agai nst enpl oyees the General (ounsel nust prove by a preponderance of the
evi dence that the enpl oyees were engaged in union activity or other protected
concerted activity, that the enpl oyer had know edge of that activity, and that
there is a causal relationship between the activity and the act of

discrimnation. Tejon Agricultural Partners (1982) 8 ALRB 92, p.9. Qnhce it

I s established that protected
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activity was the basis for the enployer's action, the burden then shifts to
the enpl oyer to showthat it woul d have taken that action even absent the
protected activity. Nshi Geenhouse (1981) 7 ALRB 18; Wight Line, Inc.
(1980) 251 NLRB 1083, 105 LRRM 1169.

| find that both the April 13 and May 27 | ayoffs were discrimnatory

and thus are viol ations.

The workers laid off the day after the union el ections had engaged in
both union activity and concerted activity. Mreover, the workers engaged in
the work stoppage on My 27 were engaged in concerted activity.

The work stoppage on April 6 where the workers requested a hi gher wage
from managenent and t he work stoppage on My 27 where the workers conpl ai ned
about the shift frompiece-rate to hourly wages were protected concerted
activity. The ALRB has consistently held that a work stoppage by two or nore
enpl oyees to protest wages paid is concerted activity protected by the Act.
In Royal Packing Gonpany (1982) 8 ALRB No. 16, crew nenbers engaged in a work

stoppage in protest over wages. The crew nenbers refused to continue worki ng
inan attenpt to i nduce the enpl oyer to pay theman hourly wage rate for the
afternoon, and allowthemto keep the piece-rate earnings for the norning.
The enpl oyer' s response was to fire them

The Board upheld the ALOs finding that this violated Section 1153(a) of
the Act. The Board noted that the enpl oyees
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were engaged in an economc strike, which is protected concerted activity.

The enpl oyer' s know edge of union activities before the |ayoffs is well-
supported by the evidence. After the work stoppage on April 6, the crews were
re-assi gned so that the uni on supporters were in one crew and the conpany
supporters were in another crew Respondent's justification for this
reassignnent in order to pronote harnony nay be wel | -founded, but al so
i ndi cates a know edge of the union activities on behal f of the proponents. |
think it is nore than coincidental that the 10 workers selected to renain the
day after the elections were the conpany supporters, while those workers
actively and vociferously supporting the uni on were di scharged for all eged
| ack of work.

The anti-union aninus of Dulio Chavez and Gscar Gutierrez was al so wel |
establ i shed by the evidence. CGommencing wth the initial neeting in MFarland
and continuing on through the interrogati ons of the enpl oyees about their
synpathy for the union, it is clear that Renteria FarmServices, and its
supervi sors, were adanant|y opposed to the union and were quite famliar wth
the uni on synpat hi es of the di scrimnatees, However, respondent argues that
the anti-union aninus, if any, of the farmlabor contractor cannot be i nputed
toit. Respondent contends that assumng arguendo that the |abor contractor

nade unl awful threats or promses, this conduct
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cannot be used to attribute a notive to Foneer, which is a separate
entity.

The test used to determine enpl oyer liability for msconduct of its
| abor contractor is that set forth by the Galifornia Suprene Gourt in Msta
Verde Farns v. ALRB (1981) 29 Cal .3 307:

Accordingly, even when an enpl oyer has not directed, authorized
or ratified mprogerly coercive actions directed against its em
pl oyees , under the ALRA an enpl oyer nay be hel d responsibl e for
unfair |abor practice purposes (1%1 i f the workers coul d
reasonabl y believe that the coercing individual was acting on
behal f of the enpl oyer or (2) if the enpl oyer has gai ned an
illicit benefit fromthe msconduct and realistically has the
ability either to prevent the repetition of such misconduct in
the future or to alleviate the del eterious effect of such

m sconduct on the enpl oyees' statutory rights.

29 Gal . d at 322.

In our present case, the enpl oyer has nore than net the above standard,
since Pioneer's superior, Bud Knight, directly ordered the two illegal acts.
Thus, it is undisputed that all the layoffs were directly ordered by
Respondent Chavez specifically testified that Bud Knight told himto keep 10
enpl oyees working after the el ection, and that Bud Knight told himto fire the
workers after the work stoppage on May 27th. Accordingly, an enpl oyer is
responsi bl e for the acts of its agents which are directly authorized by the

enpl oyer. VMista Verde Farns, supra.
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Respondent al so argues that since only 7 out of the 24 alleged
di scri mnatees showed up for work on April 13, the day after the el ection,
there is no evidence to justify that they were unlawful ly di scharged, and the
conpl ai nt nust be dismssed as to those 17. However, the lawis to the con-
trary. Initially, the testinony of a discrimnatee is not an essenti al

elenent in proving a violation of the Act. Superior Farming Conpany (1982) 8

ALRB Nb. 77, p.2. (Once "an enpl oyer has nade clear his discrimnatory policy
not to rehire a particular group of persons (such as uni on nenbers or
strikers) each nenber of the group need not undertake the futile gesture of

offering in person to return to work.” J. R Norton Gonpany (1982) 8 ALRB Nb.

89, p.10. The applicable lawis once an enployer's discrimnation is directed
not at individuals, but at a group, it is no longer required that

di scrimnation be proved as to each individual discrimnatee, only that he or
she is a nenber of the group which the enployer discrimnatorily treated. J.
R Norton Gonpany, supra, at p. 13; Kawano, Inc. (1978) 4 ALRB No. 104,
enforced Kawano, Inc. v. ALRB (1980) 106 Cal . App. 3d 937.

Accordingly, the evidence here is that Respondent discrimnated agai nst
the work stoppage participants and union adherents as a group. Thus, all of
the uni on supporters and work stoppage participants were termnated on April

13, and all of the work stoppage participants on May 27 were dis-

- 20 -



charged. Accordingly, the finding of group discrimnation
is appropriate. See J. R Norton (Gonpany (1982) 8 ALRB No. 76;
J. R Norton Gonpany (1982) 8 ALRB No. 89.
The issue then arises whether the layoffs on April 13 and May 27 were

noti vated by |egitinate business considerations and woul d have occurred
anyway. In dual notive cases once General Counsel establishes a prima facie
case of discrimnation, the burden of production and persuasion shifts to the
enpl oyer. Thus, violations wll be found unl ess the enpl oyer establishes by a
pr eponder ance of the evidence that the adverse action woul d have been taken
even absent the enpl oyees' protected activity. Royal Packi ng Gonpany (1982)
8 ALRB Nb. 74, pp.2-3.

Respondent attenpts to justify the layoffs of April 13 and May 27 on the

grounds of economc necessity. Thus, it is argued that the |ayoffs of April
13 were necessitated by the fact that they had run out of potting soil mx;
and on My 27, because they had run out of work. Assumng that the evidence
woul d justify such a defense, Respondent is still guilty of violation of
Sections 1153(a) and 1153(c) by discrimnatorily selecting workers for the

| ayof f who supported the union. San denente Ranch (1982) 8 ALRB No. 29;
Akitono Nursery (1977) 3 ALRB No. 73. Mreover, the timng of the |ayoffs

here, the day after the election on April 13, and the day of the concerted

protest over working conditions,
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further establishes the discrimnatory nature of the discharges. S Kuranura,

Inc. (1977) 3 ALRB Nb.49; Industrial Label CGorporation (1982) 261 NLRB Nb. 38,
110 LRRM 1072

In fact, | find that Respondent had work available the day after the
el ection, and the workers reasonably expected to continue to work. Prior
to starting work, many wtnesses testified that they were told that work
woul d be available into July and August. Further, nany workers showed up
for work the day after the election, and there was work avail abl e on an
hourly basis. Instead, | find that the layoffs were in retaliation for the
workers voting in the union, and woul d not have occurred absent this anti -
uni on ani nus.

The facts surrounding the May 27 |l ayoff are even stronger. The workers
were engaged in protected concerted activity and were fired on the spot.
Moreover, there was plenty of work available. Accordingly, |I find that the

di scharges woul d not have occurred absent the protected concerted activity.

REMEDY

After the close of the hearing and after the submssion of the briefs,
General ounsel requested by notion that | take judicial notice of the recent
case of Martin Aty Ready Mx (1982) 264 NLRB No. 66, 111 LRRM 1475, which

hol ds that a bargai ning order was an appropriate renedy where the em
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ployer laid off certain enployees the day followng the filing of an el ection
petition. A though no bargai ning order was requested either prior to or
during the hearing, General (ounsel argues that paragraph 11 of the Conpl ai nt
(GCEx.I-L) requesting in the prayer for relief "such other and further
relief as wll effectuate the policies" of the Act covers this renedy.
Respondent filed a nenorandumin opposition contending (1) that the
noti on was an inproper attenpt to anend the conpl aint after the hearing; (2)
that the case cited was decided in Septenber, 1982 and t hus shoul d have been
cited in General (ounsel's brief filed Decenber 2, 1982; and (3) the issue of
the appropri ateness of a bargai ning order was never litigated or briefed.
| find Respondent's | ast reason the nost persuasive one and decline to

recommend that a bargai ning order issue.

QONCLUSI ONS OF LAW

Based on the foregoing, | nake the foll ow ng concl usi ons of |aw

1. PPONBER NRSERY is a Galifornia corporation engaged in agricul ture,
and is an agricultural enpl oyer wthin the neaning of 81140.4(c) of the Act.

2. N TED FARMVWRKERS OF AR CA AFL-AQ is a | abor organization
w thin the neaning of 81140(f) of the Act.
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3. The enpl oyer engaged in unfair |abor practices wthin the neani ng
of 81153(a) and 81153(c) of the Act.

4. The unfair |abor practices affected agriculture within the neani ng
of 81140.4(a) of the Act.

On the basis of the entire record and on the F ndings of Fact and
oncl usions of Law, and pursuant to 81160.3 of the Act, | hereby issue the

fol | ow ng recomended:

CRER
Respondent, its officers, agents, successors and assigns shall:
1. GCease and desi st from
(a) D scharging, failing or refusing to hire or rehire, or
ot herw se discrimnating agai nst, any agricultural enployee in regard to hire
or tenure of enploynent or any termor condition of enpl oynent because he or
she has engaged in union activity or other concerted activity protected by
section 1152 of the Agricultural Labor Relations Act (Act).
(b) Inany like or related manner interfering wth,
restraining, or coercing any agricultural enployee in the exercise of the
rights guaranteed by section 1152 of the Act.
2. Take the follow ng affirmative acti ons whi ch are deened

necessary to effectuate the policies of the Act:
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(a) dfer to the enpl oyees naned in Appendi x A attached hereto,
i nmedi ate” and full reinstatenent to their former or substantially equival ent
positions, wthout prejudice to their seniority or other enpl oyment rights or
privil eges.

(b) Make whol e each of the enpl oyees naned in Appendi x A for all
| osses of pay and other economc | osses they have suffered as a result of
Respondent's failure or refusal to rehire them such anounts to be conputed in
accordance with established Board precedents, plus interest thereon, conputed
in accordance with the Board's Decision and Oder in Lu-Bte Farns, Inc. (Aug.
18, 1982) 8 ALRB No. 55.

(c) Preserve and, upon request, nmake available to this Board or
its agents, for examnation, photocopyihng, and otherw se copying, all payroll
records, social security paynent records, tine cards, personnel records and
reports, and all other records rel evant and necessary to a determnation, by
the Regional Drector, of the amounts of nakewhol e and interest due under the
terns of this Qder.

(d) Sgnthe Notice to Agricultural Enpl oyees attached hereto
and, after its translation by a Board agent into all appropriate |anguages,
reproduce sufficient copies in each |anguage for the purposes set forth
her ei naf t er .

(e) Post copies of the attached Notice, in all appropriate
| anguages, in conspi cuous places on its property for 60 days, the period(s)

and pl ace(s) of posting to be deter-
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mned by the Regional Drector, and exercise due care to repl ace any
Nbti ce whi ch has been altered, defaced, covered or renoved.

(f) Provide a copy of the attached Notice to each enpl oyee hired
by Respondent during the 12-nonth period follow ng the date of issuance of
this Qder.

(g) Arange for a representative of Respondent or a Board agent
to distribute and read the attached Notice, in all appropriate | anguages, to
all of its agricultural enpl oyees on conpany tine and property at tine(s) and
pl ace(s) to be determned by the Regional Drector. Follow ng the reading,
the Board agent shall be given the opportunity, outside the presence of
supervi sors and nanagenent, to answer any questions the enpl oyees nay have
concerning the Notice or their rights under the Act. The Regional O rector
shal | determine a reasonabl e rate of conpensation to be pai d by Respondent to
all nonhourly wage enpl oyees in order to conpensate themfor tine lost at this
readi ng and during the question-and-answer peri od.

(h) Notify the Regional Orector inwiting, wthin 30 days after the
date of issuance of this Oder, of the steps Respondent has taken to conply
wthits terns, and continue to report periodically thereafter, at the
Regional Drector's request, until full conpliance is achieved.

Dated: February _8 ,1983.

WLLI AM A RESNECK
Admnistrati ve Law Gficer

- 26 -



APPEND X “A’

Fobert o Ranon Gonzal es

Robert o Lopez
Eul al i 0 Her nandez
Martin Mont enayor
Sant os Mont enayor
R cardo Marin

Jose Soto aka
Bverardo M ranont es

Rogelio Avila
Rogel i a M ranont es

F del M ranontes

Renbert o Val dovi nos aka

Ranon onzal ez
Artem o Sanchez
Erai n Ranos
Edward Ml donado

I gnaci o Qorrea

Geor ge Gonzal ez

A varo Martinez
Manuel a Tapo

M cente Mont enayor
Sanmuel M ranont es

| gnaci o Garci a aka
Sergi o Nunez

Eduar do Al decoa aka
A fonso M ranont es

Maria Robl es

Car nen Sanchez
Mictor Avarez
Qui Il erno Robl es
Tirzo Gasca
Lorenzo P. Cchoa

Jose Vall e



NOT CE TO AGR QLTURAL EMPLOYEES

~ After investigating charges that were filed in the Del ano Regi onal
Gfice, the General Counsel of the Agricultural Labor Relations Board issued a
conpl ai nt which all eged that we, Foneer Nursery, had violated the law After
a hearing at which each side had an opportunity to present evidence, the Board
found that we did violate the | aw by di scharging workers on April 13, 1982 who
supported the union;, and by di schargi ng workers who participated in a work
stoppage on May 27, 1982. The Board has told us to post and publish this
Notice. V¢ wll do what the Board has ordered us to do.

_ V¢ also want to tell you that the Agricul tural Labor Rel ations Act
IS ﬂ law that gives you and all other farmworkers in CGalifornia these
rights:

To organi ze yoursel ves;
To form join, or hel p unions;
To vote in a secret ballot el ection to deci de whether you
want a union to represent you; _
To bargain w th your enpl oyer about your wages and wor ki ng
conditions through a union chosen by a najority of the enpl oyees
and certified by the Board,
5. To act together wth other workers to hel p and protect one
anot her; and _
6. To decide not to do any of these things.

A whe

Because it is true that you have these rights, we promse that:

~_VE WLL NOr discharge, fail or refuse to rehire, or otherw se
di scrimnate agai nst any enpl oyee because he or she has exercised any
of the above rights.

~ VE WLL G-FER Roberto Ranmon Gonzal es, Roberto Lopez, Eul ali o Hernandez,
Martin Montenayor, Santos Montenayor, R cardo Marin, Jose Soto aka Everardo
M ramontes, Rogelio Avila, Rogelia Viranontes, Fdel Miranontes, Renberto
Val dovi nos aka Ranon Gonzal ez, Artemo Sanchez, EHrain Ranos, Edward
Mal donado, | gnacio Qorrea, George onzal ez, A varo Martinez, Minuel a Tapo,
M cente Montemayor, Samuel M ranmontes, |gnacio Garcia aka Sergi o Nunez,
Eduardo A decoa aka Al fonso Mranmontes, Miria Robl es, CGarnen Sanchez, M ctor
Avarez, Qiillerno Robles, Tirzo Gasca, Lorenzo P. Gzhoa and Jose Valle their
ol d jobs back, and w !l pa% t hem a\?%/ noney they | ost because we di scharged
themor failed to rehire themunlawully, plus interest on such anmounts.

Dat ed: , 1983 P ONEER NURSERY

By:

Represent ati ve Title



~If you have a question about your rights as farmworkers or about this
Notice, you may contact any office of the Agricultural Labor Rel ations Board.
Che office is located at 627 Main Sreet, Delano, Galifornia 93215. The
t el ephone nunber is (805) 725-5770. This is an official Notice of the
Agricul tural Labor Relations Board, an agency of the Sate of Galifornia.

DO NOI' ReEMOVE CR MUTI LATE



	AGRICULTURAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD
	10 ALRB No. 30                       8.
	STATE OF CALIFORNIA
	BEFORE THE                                           AGRICULTURAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD
	627 Main Street
	RESPONDENT'S AGRICULTURAL OPERATIONS
	UFW	-	40
	Challenged	-	17
	APPENDIX “A”









