H Centro, Gilifornia

STATE GF CALI FORN A
AR QLTURAL LABCR RELATI ONS BOARD

J. J. CRCEETTI GOWVPANY,
Respondent , Case No. 79-CE20-EC

and

WN TED FARM WIRKERS -
AMR CA AFL-AQ

6 ALRB No. 10

Charging Party.

N N N N N e e e e

DEQ S AN AND GRDER
n ctober 9, 1979, Admnistrative Law Gficer (ALO Mark E Merin

i ssued the attached Decision in this case. Thereafter, J. J. Qosetti Conpany
(Respondent), the United FarmWrkers of America, AFL-AQ O (UAW and the
General ounsel filed a brief in reply to Respondent's excepti ons.

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

The Board has consi dered the record and the ALOs Decision in |ight
of the exceptions and briefs and has decided to affirmthe rulings, findings
and concl usions of the ALOonly to the extent consistent herewth.

The ALO concl uded that Respondent viol ated Labor Code Section 1153
(a) by laying off a group of its enpl oyees on January 30, 1979, because they
refused to performa second cutting of |ettuce unless Respondent raised their
wages. Respondent excepts to this conclusion, arguing that it laid off the

enpl oyees sol el y



because, aside fromthe second cutting, it had no | ettuce avail abl e for
harvesting. Ve find nerit in this exception.

The General Counsel attenpted to rebut Respondent's busi ness
justification defense through w tnesses who testified that they observed a
| abor contractor's crew harvesting Respondent's fields during the day or days
i medi ately follow ng the January 30 layoff. This testinony, however, was
sket chy and uncl ear at best. Furthernore, wth the exception of Ned Dunphy,
none of the General CGounsel's wtnesses testified they observed the | abor
contractor's crew performng first cuttings of lettuce rather than the second
cuttings whi ch Respondent’ s enpl oyees had previously refused to perform Ve
find Dunphy's uncorroborated testinony i s not persuasive, and we note that he
first made the assertion during the General Gounsel's rebuttal case after
remaining in the hearing roomas the UPWs |l egal representative through the
entire proceeding. In viewof the above, and the record as a whole, we find
the General Counsel failed to prove by a preponderance of the evidence that
Respondent |aid off the enpl oyees because of their union activity or other
protected concerted activity.

RO

Pursuant to Labor Code Section 1160.3, the Agricul tural Labor
Rel ati ons Board hereby orders that the conplaint in this natter be, and it
hereby is, dismssed inits entirety.
Cated: February 15, 1980
GERALD A BROWN (hai r nan
RONALD L. RJ Z, Menber

HERBERT A PERRY, Menber
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CASE SUMVARY

J. J. Qosetti Conpany (URVWY. 6 ALRB No. 10
Case No. 79-CE 20-EC

ALO DEd S ON

The ALO concl uded t hat Respondent viol ated Labor Code Section 1153
(a) by laying off a group of its enpl oyees because they engaged in protected
concerted activity, 1.e., refusing to work unl ess they received a wage
increase. The ALO recommended that the Board dismss an allegation that, on a
separ at e occasi on, Respondent |aid off enpl oyees for engaging i n protected
concerted activity, concluding that the activity involved in the second
incident, leaving work to attend a uni on neeting, was not protected.

BOARD DEA S ON

The Board di smssed the conplaint inits entirety. The Board found
the General Counsel failed to prove that Respondent |aid off the enpl oyees
because they refused to work absent a wage increase rather than because, as
Respondent argued, no work was available. The Board tacitly affirned the
ALO s dismssal of the second allegation of discrimnatory |ayoff.

* * %

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

* * %
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APPEARANCES

MALR CE JORDANE, Esq.
for the General Gounsel

VWAYNE A HERSH Esq.
DRESSLER STALL, HERSH & QUESENBERRY,
for the Respondent

NED DUNPHY,
for the Uhited FarmVWrkers of
Arerica, AFL-AQ Charging Party
STATEMENT CF THE CASE
MRKE MRN Admnistrative Law Oficer:

This case was heard by ne on May 29, 30, and 31 and June 4, 1979

in Watsonville, Galifornia. The conplaint issued, on the 8th day of Mrch,
1979, and alleges violations of 1153 (a), (c), and (e) of the Agricultural
Labor Relations Act (ALRA) ! herein

Satutory references are the the California Labor
Qode.



after, the "Act." by J. J. Qrosetti, Inc.? (hereinafter sonetines referred
to as "Qosetti," "the Conpany," or "Respondent.") The conplaint is based
on a charge filed February 5, 1979° by the United FarmWrkers of Anerica,
AFL-A O (hereinafter sonetines referred to as the "UFW" or "the Union")
and served by nail on respondent on the sane date.

Al of the parties were given a full opportunity to
participate in the hearing. Both the general counsel and the respondent
filed post-hearing briefs pursuant to 820278 of the ALRB s regul ati ons.

Uoon the entire record, including ny observations of the deneanor
of wtnesses, and after consideration of the briefs filed by the parties, |
nake the fol |l ow ng:

FI ND NG5S GF FACTS
. JUR SDCIlON

Respondent has admtted inits Answer to the Conplaint, and I so
find, that it is an agricultural enployer wthin the neaning of 8114 0.4
(c) of the Act.

1. THE ALLEGED UNFA R LABCR PRACTI CES

The conplaint, as anended at the hearing, alleges that on or about
January 31, and continuing to date, respondent "extricated itself from
contracts" to harvest lettuce in the Inperial Valley so as to deny

enpl oynent to its agricultural enpl oyees

2 Al'though the respondent, in the conplaint, was designated J.
gi C}osetttb Inc., the correct designation used by respondent is J. J.
osettl, .

3 NI dates, unless otherwise indicated, refer to the year
1979.
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because of a | awful work stoppage engaged in by the enpl oyees and because of
t he enpl oyees' support for the Uhion. By those acts, respondent was al | eged
to have violated 81153(a) by interfering wth rights guaranteed to
respondent's agricul tural enpl oyees by Labor Code §1152; and viol ated 81153(e)
by unilaterally changing the working conditions of its agricultural enployees
w thout bargaining with their representative for collective bargaining, the
UFW

Respondent denies that it extricated itself from contracts to
harvest lettuce in the Inperial Valley or deprived enpl oyees j of enpl oynent
in the Inperial Valley and asserts that the enployees refused to, do the
work: available to them and instead engaged in a strike which prevented
respondent fromfulfilling its contractual obligations to harvest lettuce in

the Inperial Valley.

Respondent al so denies that it changed the working conditions
of its agricultural enpl oyees wthout bargaining wth the enpl oyees'
representative, the Union.

1. THeE FACIS

A Background

Respondent harvests lettuce in the Inperial Valley, pursuant to
specific witten agreenents with growers in the Inperial Valley. Respondent
and the Uhion were parties to a col |l ective bargai ni ng agreenent covering
respondent's agricultural workers during 1978 but that agreenent expired
January 15, 1979, immedi ately prior to the conpany's start-up of harvesting
operations in the Inperial Valley.

In January, the Conpany had in force two agreenent wth growers

inthe BB Gentro area according to which Qosetti agreed
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to pay two-third of the cost of growng a total of 814 acres of lettuce; to
harvest and sell the lettuce crops, and to retain two-thirds of the profit,
over packing charges, realized fromthe sale of the lettuce. F ve hundred
fourteen acres of lettuce were to be grown for Qosetti by Hector De |a Vega
and 300 acres were to be grown by Ms. M Sonra and M. B. S Thind.

Prior to the start of harvest operations, the conpany, using a form
designated for that purpose, requested workers fromthe Lhion. Wile certain
conpani es were being stuck by the UFW Qosetti's operations were unaffect ed.
Qosetti workers reported for work on January 15 by assenbling, as was their
custom at the parking lot adjacent to the Bank of Anerica in Cal exi co where
they were net by a conpany forenman and transported to the appropriate field.
Harvest operations continued, after a two day break, on January 18, and ran
through January 30 with breaks on the 21, 25, 27, and 28.

(n January 30, after finishing a first cutting ina De la Vega field
on DeAnza Road outside of Cal exico, the crewwas asked to begin to do a second
cutting of the sane field. After discussing the request anong thensel ves, the
crew asked for an increase for the second cutting fromthe 44.5 cents they
were receiving to 75 cents or what they understood a crew worki ng nearby was
earning. Checking with his superiors to find out what response to nake to the
crew, Snon Salas, the field supervisor, was instructed to and did informthe
workers that there woul d be no increase and, as there was no lettuce ready to
harvest aside fromthe second cutting, the crewwould be paid off the
follow ng Friday afternoon at which tine they woul d be tol d when the conpany

woul d resune work. That date,
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February 8, was announced on Friday, February 2, and the crews worked on
both the 8th and 9th of February.

February 10 was the first of a three day period of nasses, mnarches
and denonstrations in Calexico to nourn the death of Ruffino Contreras, a
Lhi on nenber killed in an incident related to the on-going Inperial Valley
strike. Qosetti workers participated in a valley-w de work- st oppage from
February 10 through February 12. The conpany fielded a crew on February 13 and
continued harvesting operations through February 17. O February 19, the day
on whi ch Washington's birthday was cel ebrated, Qosetti workers assenbl ed at
the Bank of America parking | ot but indicated they would not work on that
"hol i day" unl ess the conpany paid themtine and one-hal f. Conpany
representatives siad the overtine pay was inpossi bl e.

Qosetti did not fieldits harvesting crews again until February 26.
(n that day, work began at the usual tine in the norning but ceased about 9: 00
A M after about two hours when Ned Dunphy, the UFWenpl oyee assi gned as
contract admnistrator to Gosetti, sumoned the workers to a Union neeting in
Cal exi co. The recol l ection and testinony of enpl oyees and conpany super Vi sors
differed as to the length of tine the Cal exi co neeti ng was expected to take,
the tine of the crews departure, the time the crewreturned, and the tine the
conpany left the field after deciding it would no longer wait for the crews
return. The conpany's supervisors testified that at 1:20 PPM S non Sal as
ordered the stitchers to knock off for the day and | eft the fields with his
equi pnent at the order of Andrew Mucinich, the conpany's field nmanager.

Qosetti workers testified variously that they
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returned after about 30 mnutes at 11:00 or at 12: 00, but they agreed that
when they did return, they found the equi pnent and ot her personnel gone from
the fields. Thereafter, although the rosetti workers continued to appear at
the Bank of Anrerica' s parking lot at the usual tine in the norning for work
assignnent, they did not work again until March 6 when the crew put in two.
hours and agai n on March 9 when the crew worked about three hours. It was on
March 9 that Qosetti enpl oyees officially went out on strike. A though sone
of the rosetti enpl oyees negotiated directly wth field owner De | a Vega who
agreed to pay the difference between the 61 cents per carton paid by Qosetti
and the 75 cents per carton the crew demanded, after three hours of work under
the differential agreenent, the enpl oyees announced they woul d not work unl ess
it was Qrosetti who paid the full anount. Thereupon, flags were put up at the
field and the conpany was struck
As of March 9, Qrosetti had harvested only 350 - 400 of the 814

acres it had contracted to harvest.

B. Wirk Perforned by California Lettuce Conpany

Conpany field nmanager Andy Muchinich testified that California Lettuce
Farns, apparently a | abor contractor, assisted the Qosetti Conpany in the
1978-79 harvest. California Lettuce Farns al so assisted Qrosetti in both the
1976- 77 and 1977-78 harvests as the conpany had a "l ack of hel p* which
requi red obtaining "outside help." The Union was notified in those years and
the outside hiring conducted i n conformance with the contractual -article
entitled "Hring." That contractual provision specifies that the conpany nmay
hire workers not provided by the Union fromother sources if the conpany has

earlier notified the Wi on



of its need for additional workers, the type of work to be perforned, the date
the workers are needed, and the Uhion fails to provide the requisite nunber of
workers on the date requested. Mucinich testified that the sanme procedure
required by the hiring article was used during the 1978-79 season and there
was evi dence that on or about February 10, a request for additional workers
was delivered to the Uhion office in Cal exi co.

Ned Dunphy, a URWenpl oyee responsi bl e for contract admnistration
at the Gosetti CGonpany fromJanuary through March, testified that he saw
California Lettuce Farns crews on January 31 in a field at Dogwood and H ghway
98 belonging to B. Thind, and supposedly to be harvested, as per their witten
agreenent, by Qosetti. The crewwas doing a first cutting of |ettuce.

Dunphy testified he again saw California Lettuce Farns crews working in Thind

fields at Dogwood and H ghway 98 on February 28 and also at a field at the

i ntersection of George and Lyon's which M. Thind testified bel onged to him
Dunphy saw California Lettuce Farns crews in the same areas on March 2nd or
3rd.

Jesus Quznan, a Qosetti agricultural enployee for four or five
years, testified that he sawa crew fromCalifornia Lettuce) in a field north
of Hghway 98 and East of Dogwood after the January 30 |ay-off and that crew
nenbers told himthey had been there two days.

M. De la Vega testified that he contacted California Lettuce and
had themharvest lettuce in a field adjacent to irrigation gate 65 sonetine
after Washington's birthday, the day he considered to be the start of the
strike. He could not say whether it was in February or early March that

Gl iforni a Lettuce



worked in his field, but he stated that California Lettuce crews worked
only two days as they were "run off" by striking Qosetti enpl oyees.

C Activities at the RA ck-up Point

Qosetti enployees testified that it was the practice for themto
assenble at the parking ot of the Bank of Arerica in Cal exico to be
transported to the fields they were to work that day. Qustomarily, they
assenbl ed prior to 6:00 AM and, if there was no work that day, they woul d
| eave after remaining. 45 mnutes to one hour. Conpany w tnesses agreed t hat
this procedure was followed after the start of the harvest.

Even though the field workers were told on January 30 that they
woul d | earn on February 2 when they woul d work again, sone still assenbl ed
at the bank parking ot on January 31 and the day fol |l ow ng, but no work
was offered to them

There was di sagreenent, however, as to what took place at the bank
parking lot in the nornings follow ng February 26. Two workers, Jesus Quznan
and R goberto Perchez, testified that they went to the Bank of Anerica parking
| ot every norning fromFebruary 27 through March 5 ready to work, but that no
work was offered. Ned Dunphy, the Uhion representative, also testified he was
present at the Bank of Anerica assenbly point every-norning fromFebruary 27
through March 5 and that there were at |east 20 and up to 35 Qrosetti workers
there every day ready to work.

Conpany foremen S non Sal as and Juan Sal as testified that they al so
were at the bank every day fromFebruary 27 through Marc but that the workers
refused to work and asked for nore nmoney -$1 a carton for lettuce. Testinony

fromthe workers and Dunphy
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was that the workers neither asked for nore noney nor refused to work;,
furthermore, Dunphy testified that neither Juan nor S non Salas was at the
Bank of Anerica during the period fromFebruary 27 through March 5. As a
resolution of the conflict in testinony on questions relating to the
activities at the Bank of America pick-up point during the period from
February 27 through March 5 is significant, | find it necessary to resol ve
this conflict inthe evidence. There is no indication that Qosetti paid
Its workers who worked on March 6 any nore than it paid prior to

February 27, yet they were picked up and transported to the fields I
fromthe Bank of Anerica parking lot. Likew se, on March 9, Qosetti was
paying its enpl oyees 61 cents per carton of |ettuce when the crew denmanded
75 cents and was subsidized to the extent of 14 cents per carton by De |a
Vega. The foregoi ng evidence is consistent wth the representation by
Qosetti workers and the Lhion representative that the enpl oyees were at
the bank parking ot fromFebruary 27 through March 5 for the purpose of
obtaining work fromQosetti at the usual wage. For these reasons, |
credit the enpl oyees’ and Ned Dunphy's testinony that they were prepared to
work fromFebruary 27 through March 5 on the terns then in effect, but that
no work was of f ered.

The significance of the above credibility determnations is that
| have found that crews fromGCalifornia Lettuce harvested Thind fields
which Qosetti by witten agreenent was supposed to harvest and t hat
California Lettuce crews worked on at |east two days during the period
fromFebruary 27 through March 5 when Qrosetti enpl oyees were assenbl i ng
at the bank parking lot in the 28 norning and were ready, wlling and abl e

t o commence wor K.



D Legal DO scussion

At the outset, | wll discuss the allegations that the conpany fail ed
to bargain wth the Uhion before making a unilateral change in the conpany's
enpl oyees' worki ng conditi ons.

There was no evi dence of any bargai ni ng which the Onion and the
conpany nay have engaged in followng the termnation of the contract on
January 15. Wiile there is no question but that the conpany renai ned
obligated to bargain wth the Uhion even after the expiration of the contract,
w thout evidence relating to contract negotiations, it is inpossible to find
that the conpany did not negotiate with the Uhion about alleged changes in
working conditions, i.e. the enpl oynent of California Lettuce, and therefore,
| will recoomend that paragraph seven of the conplaint which alleges that the
respondent unilaterally changes working conditions of its agricultural
enpl oyees w thout bargaining with the Uhnion in violation of 1153 (c) be
di sm ssed.

Wile not specifically admtting that it sub-contracted with
Galifornia Lettuce to harvest fields which its own crews woul d nornal |y
harvest, the conpany, through its field nanager Andrew Mucinich, admtted that
it did have an agreenent with Galifornia Lettuce in 1979, that it called upon
California Lettuce and that California Lettuce cut approxinately 140 acres of
| ettuce for GQrosetti. S nce other evidence conpetently established that
CGalifornia Lettuce conducted first cut harvesting operations at fields which
Qosetti had contracted to harvest and acconplished that work in the days
fol low ng January 30 and fromFebruary 28 through the first part of March
while Grosetti enpl oyees, as | have previously found, were avail abl e for work,

the sub-contracting to
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Galifornia Lettuce was effectively a lay-off of its own crews not for |ack of
work, but for sone other reasons.

As the use of the CGalifornia Lettuce crews fol lowed i medi ately the
events of January 30 when G osetti crews requested an increase for second
cutting, and the events of February 26 when rosetti crews |left the fields to
attend a neeting in Galexico and did not return until after the conpany had
left the field, it | is apparent that the lay-off of the Qrosetti crews was in
retaliation for the actions taken by the Qosetti enpl oyees on January 30 and
February 26. Further substantiation for the causal relationship between the
crew s actions and the subsequent lay-offs is found in testinmony fromS non
Sal as who said that the reason the conpany didn't work fromFebruary 26
through March 6 was "problens wth the workers.” S nce | have concl uded t hat
there were no probl ens nmani fested by the workers at the bank parking | ot from
the 27th through the 5th of March, the "probl ens" to which S non Sal as
adverts | take as the absence fromwork for the Uhion neeting on
February 26.

Respondent has argued that even if the crew did subcontract with
California Lettuce, it woul d have been justified as the workers' actions on
January 30 in requesting additional paynent for second cutting and on February
26 in attending a Union neeting during scheduled work tine were not
protected concerted activities and O osetti woul d have been entitled to
repl ace these workers or to subcontract.

The two incidents are not identical and are not governed by the sane
rule. First, as to the second cutting incident, one of the two worker
W tnesses could not recall second cutting in the previous season and both

agreed they had not been asked to second
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cut before January 30 in the 1978-79 season. As the purpose of second cutting
is to harvest |ettuce which was not ready to be pi cked when the field was
first harvested, a short interval between first and second cutting nay not
produce sufficient yield to justify the crews working at its usual piece
rate. That was the issue which the crew sought to raise with the conpany.
Even though question about the rate of pay for the second cutting was
rai sed by the workers directly and not through their collective bargaini ng
representative, | find that by requesting additional pay on January 30 for
second cutting, the crewwas engaging in protected concerted activity and
nei ther striking nor engaging in a quickie strike or other unprotected
activity as respondent argues. As the union was striking for higher wages at
various conpanies in the Inperial Valley simltaneously wth the instant
activity at Qosetti, | find that by seeking to increase pay for the piece
rate work they were requested to do, the Qosetti workers were acting in
support of their representative's objectives. NRBv. R C CGCan (., 55 LRRV
2642 (CA 5, 1964).

The conpany did not obtain other workers to do the second cutting
on or after January 30 (an action which woul d have been justified had the
workers actually refused to do its second cutting ) but nerely laid off its
workers to a date certain and used California Lettuce |abor in the neantine.

As the workers were well aware that California Lettuce crews were

working in "their" fields and the use of California

“The evi dence is inconcl usive as to-whether the workers refused
to do the second cutting at the first cut wage or were ordered to cease
work after requesting additional pay.
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Lettuce was easily and directly attributable to the workers having engaged in
the protected concerted activity of requesting a higher rate, the actions of
the enpl oyer in substituting California Lettuce crews for its own restrai ned
and interfered wth respondent’'s enpl oyees' rights guaranteed by section 1152.

The February 26 incident is governed by a different rule, Uhion
neetings on conpany tine nay be protected concerted activity if the purpose of
the neeting relates to significant problens at the work site. Robertson
Industries, 216 NLRB No. 62, 88 LRRM 1280 (1975). Nothing in the record in
this case, however, reveal s the purpose of the neeting so |l wll not fine that
wor kers attendi ng the February 26 Union neeting in Cal exi co were engaged in
protected concerted activity. Activity which is not normal |y protected, how
ever, rmay be approved or condoned by the enpl oyer in which case subsequent
discipline for participation in the subject activity will be a violation of
section 1153 Ga). Morrison Knudson (o., 69 LRRM 1232, 173 NLRB No. 12 (1968);
Gone Brothers ontracting Go. 158 NLRB 186, 62 LRRM 1059 (1966). Here,

however, the only evidence in the record which coul d be constued as
condonati on of the workers participation in the neeting is the evidence that
the foreman waited until after 1:00 P.M for the crewto return. Therefore
even if the use of Galifornia Lettuce crews after February 26 was intended to
discipline Gosetti workers for attending the February 26 Uhi on neeting, that
discipline on this record woul d not constitute a violation of section 1153
(a).
THE REMEDY
Havi ng found that respondent violated section 1153 (a)of the Act

by laying off its crews on January 30 and obt ai ni ng ot her
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workers to do work up to and including February 7 whi ch woul d ot herw se have
been acconplished by the crews laid off, | shall order that respondent nake
t he enpl oyees wor ki ng on January 30 whol e for any | oss of earnings they nay
have suffered as a result of the unlawful actions agai nst themby paying to
thema sumof noney equal to what they woul d have earned had they done the
work perforned by California Lettuce during the lay-off period fromJanuary 31
through and including February 7, together with interest at 7% per annumfrom
said dates to and including the date of paynent.

| amaware that California Lettuce Farns nmay have been pai d not by
Qosetti directly but rather by B. Thind or another party operating on their
behal f. Wio paid the Galifornia Lettuce crews harvesting in fields which
Qosetti crews shoul d have harvested woul d not affect the renedy ordered here,
however, since under the agreenent Grosetti had with Thind, Qosetti received
a proportional benefit fromthe harvest and sale of the |lettuce and since
Qosetti had the power to control the harvest of Thind fields.

CROER

Respondent, its officers, agents, successors, and assigns shall

1. Cease and desist from interfering wth, restraining, or
coercing enployees by laying-off or in any other like or related
nmanner interfering wth, restrai ni ng, or coercing enployees in the
exercise of rights guaranteed in Section 1152 of the Act.

2. Take the followng affirmative action which is deened
necessary to effectuate the policies of the Act:

a. Make whol e the nenbers of the crews working for

respondent on January 30, 1979 for any | oss of earnings each of them nay
have suffered by reason of the unlaw ul action agai nst each of themin the

nmanner set forth in
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the section of this decision entitled "The Renedy."

b. Preserve and, upon request, nake available to the Board of
its agents, for examnation and copying, all payroll records, Social Security
paynent records, tine cards, personnel records and reports, and all other
records necessary to anal yze the amount of pay which will be necessary to nake
whol e those enpl oyees worki ng for Respondent on January 30, 1979, i ncl udi ng
all records of paynents nmade to California Lettuce Farns or any other entity
whi ch nay have perforned work for Respondent during the period fromand
i ncl udi ng January 31 through February 7, 1979; on | ands covered by harvesting
agreenents wth Hector De la Vega, B. S Thind, and M Sanra.

c. Post copies of the attached Notice to Wrkers at the
comencenent of the 1979 - 80 lettuce harvest in the Inperial Valley for a
period of not |less than 60 days at places to be determned by the Regi onal
Drector of the Salinas region.

d. Mil copies of the attached Notice to Wrkers
in BEnglish and Spani sh, wthin 20 days fromreceipt of this Oder, to al
present enpl oyees, to all enpl oyees enpl oyed during the 1978 - 79 lettuce
harvest in the Inperial Valley, and to all enpl oyees hired during the period
prescribed for the posting of this Notice. The Notices are to be nailed to

each enpl oyee' s | ast known address.

e. Have the attached Notice to Wrkers read i n English and
Spani sh on conpany tine to the assenbl ed enpl oyees of Respondent by a conpany
representative or by a Board agent, at tines and pl aces specified by the
Regional Drector, and accord said Board agent the opportunity, outside the

presence of
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supervi sors and nanagenent, to answer questions whi ch enpl oyees nay have
regarding the Notice and their rights under Section 1152 of the Act.
f. Notifiy the Regional Drector of the Board's

Salinas office wthin 20 days froma recei pt of the copy of this Decision and
Qder of the steps Respondent has taken to conply therewith, and continue to
report periodically thereafter until full conpliance is achieved.

IT1S FURTHER CROERED that the all egations contained in the
conpl aint not specifically found herein to be violations of the Act shall be,

and hereby are, di smssed.

ated: (% tgen 9, 197]
' AG:LC},LTLRE LABCR RELATI ONS BOARD
H". ' !:3 \_.:
I ‘
. / v«'r‘u'.-" ' A e,
NRCE RN
Admnistrati ve Law Gfi cer
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NOT CE TO WIRKERS

After a hearing at which all sides had an opportunity to present
evidence and state their positions, the Agriculture Labor Relations Board has
found that we have violated the Agriculture Labor Relations Act, and has
ordered us to post this notice:

1. The Agriculture Labor Relations Act is a | aw whi ch gives all
farmworkers these rights:

a. To organi ze t hensel ves;

b. To form join, or help unions;

c. To bargain as a group and to choose whomthey want to
speak for them

d. To act together wth other workers to try and get a contract
or to help and protect one another; and

e. To decide not to do any of these things.

2. Because this is true we promse you that:
Vé wll not do anything in the future that interferes

wth your rights under the Act or that forces you to do, or stop

doi ng, any of the things |isted above.

V¢ wll not |ay-off any enpl oyee because such enpl oyee
exercised any of the rights |isted above.

The Agriculture Labor Rel ati ons Board has found that we
interfered wth the rights of our enpl oyees working on January 30, 1979 who
request ed nore noney for doing a second cutting than we paid for a first
cutting by laying themoff until February 8 and getting other workers to do
their work in the neantine. Ve wll pay those workers the anount they woul d
have earned had they not been laid off plus seven percent interest on the

noney t hey



lost as a result of the |ay-off,

Dat ed:

J. J. CRCeETTI GOMPANY

By

Representative, Title

This is an official docunent of the Agriculture Labor Rel ations

Board, an agency of the Sate of California.
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