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DEA S ON AND CRDER
O Novenber 29, 1979, Admnistrative Law Oficer (ALO

Sanford Rosen issued the attached Decision in this proceedi ng.
Thereafter, Respondent United FarmVWrkers of Arerica (UFW tinely filed
exceptions and a supporting brief and the General Gounsel filed a reply
brief. ¥

The Board has consi dered the record and attached Decision in
light of the exceptions and briefs, and has decided to affirmthe ALO s
rulings, findings, and conclusions, only to the extent consistent
her ew t h.

The conpl aint alleged that the UFW then on strike agai nst
the Bruce Church Conpany, viol ated section 1154(a)(1) of the Act by

YThe General Counsel requested and was granted | eave to file a
suppl enental brief concerning the significance of the Lhited Sates
Suprene Qourt's decision in Carey v. Brown, 48 U S Law VWek 4756 (June
20, 1980), a case which invol ves residential picketing. Respondent
submtted a brief in opposition to the position taken by the General
Gounsel . V¢ are disregarding the exhibits attached to the General
Gounsel ' s suppl enental brief, as they were not offered or received into
evi dence at the hearing.



pi cketing the residences of nonstriking enpl oyees of Bruce Church, Inc.,
an agricultural enployer, and was anended at hearing to include

all egations of UFWthreats to the personal safety and property of
agricultural enpl oyees. The General Counsel requests that we renedy the
violation by placing restrictions on future residential picketing by the
UFW The ALO concl uded that the UFWviol ated section 1154 (a) (1) and
recormends that the Board establish certain restrictions as to the nanner
in which future residential picketing nay be carried out. The URWdeni es
that it violated the Act in any respect.

Facts

This case invol ves three separate incidents of residential
pi cketing in March, 1979, at two hones in Salinas. The WFWSsti pul at ed
that the pickets in all three incidents were its agents.

O the norning of March 28, 1979, between 7:00 and 7:30 a. m,
20 or nore pickets arrived at the hone (a single-famly residence) of
Ms. Pacida Garcia and her five children. Yelling and carrying UFW
flags, the pickets narched along the sidewalk in front of the house and
al so stood or wal ked atop the retaining wall which separates the front
yard fromthe public sidewal k. The pickets shouted of fensi ve and
opprobrious epithets? at Ms. Garcia, and one of themthreatened that if
she did not stop working for Bruce Church,
I
I

Z pmong ot her things, the pickets called Ms. Garcia a "wtch",
“rat", "whore", "adultress", "dog", and "old lady in heat".

6 ALRB No. 63 2.



Inc., sonething mght happen to her 16-year-ol d daughter.?

Ms. Garcia testified that she felt frightened and nervous and
that her daughter appeared to be frightened and did not want to go to
school. Her eighteen-year-old son testified that he started to go to
school, but returned to the house because of concern for his nother's
safety. He further testified that his nother was crying during the
pi cketing and that his famly had called the police in response to the
pi cketi ng.

A so on the norning of March 28, 1979, at about 9:00 a.m, 22
or nore pickets arrived at the residence of M. Juan Serrato Qtiz, an
irrigator enpl oyed by Bruce Church, Inc. Fromthe sidewal k in front of
the single-famly house, where Qtiz lived wth his wfe and seven
children, the pickets shouted at the occupants, calling them"traitors",
"cheap scabs", and "aninals". M. Serrato testified that the pickets
shouted threats that if he did not come out they woul d "break cars"? and
also threatened that if the people inside did not stop working for Bruce
Church, Inc., "this house wll be in nourning*. The pickets departed at
one poi nt that norning but
TITTTETETTET ]

TITTTEEETTET ]

YIn his testinony, UFWpicket captain Bal demar Espi noza admtted, "I
told her to cone on out, otherwise |'mgoing to take your daughter and
nmake her a Chavista. And | said when we have children, they wll be
Chavistas." Ms. Grcia subsequently told the pickets she woul d stop
working. She stayed away fromwork at Bruce Church, Inc., for about a
nonth and then went to work in the kitchen, rather than in the fields.

“The ALOfound that cars parked in front of the house bel onged to
nenbers of the Serrato famly, as UFWpi cket captai n Espi noza had assuned.
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returned in even greater nunbers® about 10 nminutes |ater and
repeated their threats to "break cars".

A though M. Serrato did not | eave his house to speak to the
pi ckets because he feared a physical confrontation, his 19-year-old son,
Ruben, did | eave the house upon the return of the pickets. After sone
conversation wth them Ruben told themthat he woul d stop working for
Bruce Church, Inc. The pickets expressed their satisfaction and left the
area shortly thereafter.

V¢ affirmthe ALOs conclusion that the UFWvi ol at ed section
1154(a) (1) by picketing enpl oyees' residences in |arge nunbers, chanting
and yel ling loudly enough to be heard by the residents frominside their
hones, addressi ng obscene, abusive, and contenptuous epithets at the
residents, and threatening the life, property and physical safety of the
residents. In the residential setting where it occurred, such conduct
clearly tended to coerce and restrain the targeted workers in the exercise
of their right under section 1152 to refrain fromsupporting or engagi ng
inunion or concerted activity. See Uhited FarmWrkers of Anerica, AFL-

A O (Marcel Jojola) (Cctober 24, 1980) 6 ALRB No. 58.

Reredy
Qur renedial Oder herein will provide for a cease-and-
desi st order together wth posting and mailing of a Notice to
Enpl oyees. In addition, we shall order Respondent to submt a witten

apology to all of the residents of the picketed hornes.

¥Expl ai ning the reason for the increased nunber of pickets, Espinoza
testified, "It coul d have been because the nore [pickets], the better it
Is.”

6 ALRB No. 63 4.



The ALO recommended that this Board establish tine, place, and
manner limtations on future residential picketing and restrictions as to
the nunber of picketers which would be permssible at or near the hones of
agricultural enployees. V¢ reject this proposal.? Shoul d any cases
i nvol ving residential picketing cone before us in the future, we shall
review such matters on a case-by-case basis to determne whet her the
al l eged conduct tended to coerce or restrain agricultural enpl oyees in the
exercise of rights guaranteed by section 1152 of the Act, taking into
account all the facts of each particul ar case.”

CROER

By authority of Labor Gode section 1160.3, the Agricul tural
Labor Rel ations Board hereby orders that the Respondent, Uhited Farm
Vorkers of Anerica, AFL-Q O (URW, its officers, agents, successors, and
assigns shal | :

1. GCease and desist from

(a) Restraining or coercing agricultural enployees in the

exercise of their right tojoin or engage in, or to refrain from

Y Menber MCarthy rejects the ALOs proposal because, as stated in his
concurring opinion in Lhited FarmWrkers of Arerica, AFL-Q O ( Marcel
Jojola), supra, p. 28, Menber MCarthy believes that picketing and/ or
denonst r at i ng at the hones of agricul tural enpl oyees has an i nherent
tendency to coerce enpl oyees and therefore should be subject to a
rebuttabl e presunption of illegality.

Menber Perry rejects the ALOs proposal because he believes that it is the
responsibility of the Legislature or the courts, and not of this Board, to
determne the limts, if any, wthin which picketing and/or denonstrating
at enpl oyees' hones woul d be | egal |y perm ssible.

“Menber Rui z agrees to the renedy for the reasons given in his
concurring opinion in Uhited FarmWrkers of Arerica, AFL-Q O ( Marcel
Jojola), supra, p. 10.
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joining or engaging in, any strike or other union or concerted activity,
by neans of picketing, denonstrations, threats, abusive |anguage, insults,
or other like or related conduct at or near the hone or residence of any
agricul tural enpl oyee.

(b) Inany like or related manner restraining or
coercing enpl oyees in the exercise of their rights guaranteed by Labor
Gode section 1152.

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

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

(b) Post copies of the attached Notice, in all appropriate
| anguages, for 60 consecutive days in conspicuous places at all its
offices, union halls and strike headquarters throughout the state, the
period and pl aces of posting to be determned by the Regional Director.
Respondent shal | exercise due care to replace any copy or copies of the
Nbti ce which nay be altered, defaced, covered, or renoved.

(c) Ml copies of the attached Notice, in all
appropriate | anguages wthin 30 days after the date of issuance of this
Qder, to nenbers of the Garcia famly and the Serrato famly.

(d) Print the attached Notice, in all appropriate
| anguages, in any and all news |etters and other publications which it
publ i shes and distributes to its nmenbers during the period fromone nonth

to six nonths follow ng the date of issuance of this Oder.

6 ALRB No. 63 6.



(e) Mil awitten apol ogy signed by an official
representative of Respondent, to the residents of the Garcia and Serrato
hones and provide a copy thereof to the Regional Director,

(f) NMNotify the Regional Drector of the Salinas
Region, inwiting, wthin 30 days after the date of issuance of this
Qder, of the steps it has taken to conply herewth, and continue to
report periodically thereafter, at the Regional Drector's request, until
full conpliance is achieved.

Dat ed: Decenber 24, 1980

RONALD L. RJ Z, Menber

HERBERT A PERRY, Menber

JGN P. MCARTHY, Menber .

6 ALRB No. 63 7.



NOT CE TO BMPLOYEES

After investigating charges that were filed in the Salinas
Regional Ofice, the General Gounsel of the Agricultural Labor Rel ations
Board issued a conplaint that alleged that we 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 threatening and unl awful | y
pi cketing certain Bruce Church enpl oyees at their hones on March 28, 1979.
The Board has told us to post and publish this Notice. Ve wll do what
the Board has ordered us to do. V& also want to tell you that:.

The Agricultural Labor Relations Act is alawthat gives all
farmworkers these rights:

1. To organi ze your sel ves.

2. To form join, or hel p unions.

3. Tovotein a secret ballot election to decide whet her you
want a union to represent you ;

4. To bargain with your enpl oyer about your wages and
wor ki ng conditions through a union chosen by a najority of
t he enpl oyees and certified by the Board;

5. To act together with other workers to try to get a
contract or to help or protect one anot her.

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

VE WLL NOT restrain or coerce you in the exercise of your
right to join or engage in, or-to refrain fromjoining or engaging in, any
strike or other concerted activity, by neans of picketing, denonstrations,
threats, abusive |language, insults, or other like or related conduct at or
near your hones or residences.

SPEQA H CALLY, the Board found that we threatened and coerced
certai n enpl oyees of the Bruce Church Gonpany when we picketed their
hones. The Board found that we pi cketed the hones of those enpl oyees
because they and nmenbers of their famlies would not join our strike or
stop working for a struck enpl oyer. V¢ promse that we wll not threaten
or coerce any enpl oyees because of their choice or decision not to
participate 1n union activity.

If you have any question about your rights as farnworkers or
about this Notice, you may contact any office of the Agricultural Labor
Rel ations Board. (ne office is located at 112 Boronda Road, Salinas,
Galifornia 93907. The tel ephone nunber is (408) 443-3161.

Dat ed:

WN TED FARV WIRKERS
- AVMRCA AH-AO

(Represent ati ve) (Title)
This is an official Notice of the Agricultural Labor Relations Board, an
agency of the Sate of California.
DO NOT REMOVE CR MUTI LATE

6 ALRB No. 63 8.



CASE SUMVARY

Lhi ted Farm Wrkers 6 ALRB Nb. 63
of Anerica, AFL-A O Case No. 79-CL-7-SAL
(Salinas Police Departnent,
WIiliamS Nelson, Lt.)

ALO DEA S ON

The ALO concl uded that the UFWviol ated section 1154(a)(1) by its
conduct during the picketing of the residences of nonstriking enpl oyees of
the Bruce Church Gonpany. Three separate incidents of residential
pi cketing were involved. |In one instance, 20 or nore pickets began
denonstrating at about 700 a.m in front of the hone of a wonan and her
five children. Their conduct included carrying banners and narchi ng al ong
the sidewal k and on a retaining wall in front of the house, shouting
of fensive epithets at the occupants, and threatening to harmthe wonan' s
daughter. The pickets | eft after securing the wonan's promse that she
woul d stop working for the struck enpl oyer.

In another instance, 20 or nore pickets arrived at the residence of
a nonstriking worker and his famly and shouted threats and of f ensi ve
epithets at the occupants. The pickets departed at one point, but
returned in even greater nunbers about 10 mnutes |later and resuned their
denonstrating. The pickets left after the honeowner's son prom sed t hat
he woul d stop working for the struck enpl oyer.

The ALO concl uded that the foregoing acts and conduct constituted
unl awful restraint and Goercion under the ALRA but hel d that peacef ul
residential picketing is not proscribed by the Act. He recomended t hat
the Board establish certain tine, place and nanner limtations on
residential picketing.

BOARD DEA ST ON

The Board affirned the ALOs conclusion that the UPWvi ol ated section
1154(a) (1) by picketing enpl oyees' residences in |arge nunbers, chanting
and yelling | oudly enough to be heard by the residents frominside their
hones, addressi ng obscene, abusi ve and cont enpt uous epithets at the
residents, and threatening the life, property and physical safety of the
residents. The Board held that such conduct clearly tended to coerce and
restrain the targeted workers in the exercise of their rights under
section 1152 to refrain fromsupporting or engaging in a strike or ot her
union or concerted activity.

The Board rejected the ALOs recommendati on to establish tine, place,
and nmanner |imtations on any future residential picketing, stating that
it intends to rely on a case-by-case approach in any future residenti al
pi cketing cases.

BOARD CRDER

The renedi al order provided for a cease-and-desi st order together
wth posting and nailing of a Notice to Enpl oyees. In addition,
Respondent was ordered to submt a witten apology to all the residents of
t he pi cket ed hones.

* * %

This case summary i s furnished for information only and is not an
official statenent of the case, or of the ALRB
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The Notice of Hearing and Conplaint in this case issued on May
17, 1979. (G Ex. 1-B.) The Respondent answered on May 29, 1979. (C&C
Ex. 1-D)) Pursuant to a Mtion of that date, the Conpl aint was anended
on July 17, 1979. (G Ex. 1-E)

The Anended Conpl aint all eges violations of Sections 1154 (a)(1) and
1140.4(a) of the Agricultural Labor Relations Act (hereinafter the "Act"), by
the Uhited FarmWrkers Union, AFL-AQ in conducting certain residental
pi cketing. The Arended Gonpl aint is based upon a charge filed on March 30,
1979. (QC Ex. 1-A)

This case was heard before ne on July 17 and July 23, 1979.

At the hearing on July 17, 1979, the Aty of Salinas Mtion to
I ntervene on behal f of the Charging Party was granted w t hout objection.
(Tr. 1:21 to 2:10 July 17, 1979.) Al percipient wtnesses were
sequestered, wthout objection. (Tr. 2:11-17 July 17, 1979.) The General
Gounsel 's Motion to Anend the Gonpl ai nt was granted, over the Respondent
UFWs objection, but wth provision nade for such continuances as m ght
prove necessary to enabl e the Respondent UFWto present additi onal
evidence. (Tr. 2:18 to 7:19 July 17, 1979.) The Respondent URWt her eupon
wthdrewits preferred notion to anend its answer and to set aside the
hearing. (Tr. 2:20-22; 7:22 to 8:18 July 17, 1979.)

Li ve testinony was presented by five wtnesses at the hearing on
July 17 and July 23, 1979: (1) Ms. Pacida Garcia, (2) Jose G Qti z,
(3) Juan Serrato, (4) Val denar Espinoza, and (5) Salinas Police Oficer
Wyal e (who essentially re-confirned Jt.Ex. 1, his March 28, 1979 police
Incident Report). In



addition to the pleading file (QC Ex.1) and (ficer Ugal e s March
28, 1979 Incident Report (Jt.Ex.l), two other exhibits were
admtted in evidence at the hearing: Color photographs of the

pi cketed residential premses, 543 East Market Sreet, Salinas, and
7 Florence Place, Salinas (&C Ex.2 and 3). In addition, at the
hearing, the parties entered into several stipulations.

Al parties were given full opportunity to participate in the
hearing, and,after the close thereof, the General CGounsel, the
Respondent and the Charging Party-Intervenor each filed a brief and
additional authorities, and the attorney for the General Gounsel
submtted a Declaration under Penalty of Perjury The additi onal
authorities included several unreported Superior Court opinions
concerning residential picketing, to which the Respondent UFWobj ect ed
by a letter dated Septenber 27, 1979.

Based upon the entire record, including ny observation of the
deneanor of the wtnesses, and after consideration of the briefs and
naterials filed by the parties, | make the follow ng findings of fact,

concl usi ons of | aw and recommended or der:

1. Admtted and Sipul ated Facts

By their answer, the Respondent UFWhas admtted the
foll ow ng facts:

(1) Respondent UFWis nowand at all times naterial to the
Conpl ai nt has been a | abor organi zati on w thin the neani ng of
Lalbo][ Code Section 1140.4(f), doing business in Mnterey Gounty,
Galifornia;



(2) Bruch Church, Inc., is nowand at all times material to
the Gonpl ai nt has been an agricul tural enpl oyer w thin the neani ng
of Labor Code Section 1140.4(c), doing business in Mnterey County,
Galifornia;, and

(3) A all tines material to the Conplaint, a | abor

di sput e exi sted between the Respondent UFWand Bruce Church,
I nc.

(See C E. 1-Band 1-D)
At the Hearing, the followng six stipulations were orally
read into the record, and assented to by all parties:
[1] A all tines material herein, respondent Uhited
FarmVWrkers of Arerica, AFL-AQ has been the certified
bar gai ni ng agent of Bruce Church, Inc. wthin the neani ng of
Labor Code Sections 1156 and 1156. 3.
(Tr. 1:27 to 2:2. July 23, 1979.)
[2] Onh the norning of Vdnesday, March 28, 1979, Uhited
Farm VWr ker menbers went to 543 East Market Sreet, Salinas,
and to ..#7 Horence P ace, Salinas.

[3] The group went to the two residences pursuant to
direction by the Lhited FarmWrkers of Anerica, AFL-AQ

[4] Sone nenbers of the Whited FarmVWrkers group carried
red and white UFWflags but none carried any signs or placards.

[5] No personal physical violence or property danage
occurred while the group was at either of the two residences
on Mrch 28.

[6] The attached report of Cificer Wgale [Jt.Ex. 1] is a true
and accurate description of the events on March 28 as Gficer Wal e
per cei ved t hem

(Tr. 9:24 to 11:8. July 17, 1979.)

[11. Fndings As to the CQedibility of Wtnesses

Wth respect to the historic facts at issue in the instant
proceedi ngs, relatively little was contested anong the parties or their

wtnesses. Wth a few material exceptions, whatever



di sagreenents exi sted anong the parties consisted of disputes with
respect to nuances and inplications, as well as the inferences that
persons on the scene could and shoul d have drawn fromparticul ar actions
and utterances by other persons on the scene.

In resolving any factual disputes in this case the credibility of
the wtnesses has been very inportant. Based upon their deneanor, as
wel | as ny assessnment of the consistency and believability of each
wtness's testinony, | find that the testi nony of sone of the w tnesses
was nuch nore credi ble than that of others.

Frst, based both upon the parties' stipulation and ny
observation of himon the stand, | find that Gficer Wjale was a
highly credible witness and that both his live testinony and his
March 28, 1979, Incident Report (Jt.Ex. 1) were accurate.

Second, | find that the testinony of Ms. Garcia and of her son M.
Qtiz, wtnesses for the General (ounsel, was credi bl e and accurat e.

Third, | find that the testinony of M. Serrato, another w tness
for the General Gounsel, was not as accurate or credible as the testinony
of the previously-described witnesses. M. Serrato had sone difficulty
properly relating date and tinme sequences, and did not seemto conprehend
sone questions or renenber some events sharply. However, based upon ny
assessnent of his deneanor and his testinmony, | find that his testinony
was a true and accurate statenent of what he saw, heard and coul d
remenber, faulted only by failings of nmenory or perception that are

obvious in his testinony itself.



Fourth, on the other hand, | find that M. Espinoza, the Respondent
UFWs witness, was not a reliable witness. Not only was his deneanor
consistently bad, but his answers were frequently unresponsive,
argunentative, inflammatory and inpertinent. | found it necessary to grant
nuner ous notions to strike during M. Espinoza s testinony, and had to
adnoni sh himto be responsive. In general, he was condescendi ng toward the
persons he picketed, the hearing proceedi ngs and the participants at the
hearing. (n one occasion, he responded to an unprovocative question by the
attorney for the General Counsel: "a m no ne inporta” (that's not
inportant to ne). (Tr. 25:10-23. July 23, 1979.) O another occasi on, he
responded to anot her unprovocative question by the attorney for the General
Gounsel, "it's none of your business" (Tr. 32:20 to 33:3. July 23, 1979),
even after relevancy objections were overruled. In addition, a nunber of M.
Espi noza' s factual statenents were conflicting and denonstrably fal se,
including, for exanple, his statenents of the tine at which he and the ot her
pickets arrived at the residence at 543 East Market Street, Salinas. n
ot her occasions, he could not "renenber" whether certain utterances were
nade or actions taken, or he gave evasive answers. |In viewof the
foregoi ng, especially where M. Espinoza' s testinony conflicted wth ot her
evidence, | find that his testi nony nust be di scounted consi derably.

V. F ndings of Contested Fact

Picketing at the Garcia Resi dence

Oh March 28, 1979, Ms. Garcia resided at 543 East Mr ket

Sreet, Salinas, a single-famly house, with her six children.



Five of the children were at horme w th her that norning.

Ms. Garcia was 55 years of age at the tine. The five children
who were at hone on the norning of March 28th ranged in age from16 to
23. Two of these children, Jose Qtiz and Petra, were 18 and 16 years
ol d respectively; both of themwere attendi ng public school.

As of March 28th, Ms. Garcia had been enpl oyed by Bruce Church,
Inc., for 13 years, working as a field | aborer. She was not
participating i n Respondent UPWs stri ke.

Sonetinme between 7:00 and 7:30 A M on March 28th, Ms.

Garcia was aroused fromher bed by the noi se of people in front of
her house. She was not working that day because of rain.

Ms. Garcia joined her children in the Iiving roomwhere, |ooking
through a w ndow, they observed a group of pickets on the sidewal k in
front of the house. The pickets nunbered 20 or nore, and had two
pi cket captains, one of whomwas M. Espi noza.

The pickets were nmarching back and forth nostly on the
sidewal k in front of Ms. Garcias house; sone of themwere
carrying flags. n occasion, sone pickets stood on top of a
concrete retaining wall that rose above the public sidewal k and
separates it fromthe front | awn.

The pickets were yelling or screamng at the occupants of the
house, |oud enough for the occupants to hear distinctive words and
| oud enough for the pickets to be heard i n nei ghboring houses.

Spani sh was used by all participants in the events at issue in this

case.



The pickets invited the occupants out of the house to talk with
them and asked that they stop work at Bruce Church, Inc. They al so
yel l ed many "of fensive" or "bad' and "profane" words at the occupants
of the house.

Ms. Garcia woul d not repeat the nost of fensive or profane of
these words because of her religious faith. However, she stated that
the pickets called her a "wtch", a "rat" and an "adul tress".

A so because of his religious faith, Ms. Garcia' s son, Jose
Qtiz, testified only to sone but not all of the offensive and profane
wor ds he heard.

In English, he stated that Ms. Garcia was cal | ed "stupi d",
"Wore" and "prostitute”. In Spanish, he testified that she was cal |l ed
"son of a bitch" (la Chingada), "dog" (perra) and "old lady [bitch] in
heat" (M e a Galiente).

Both Ms. Garcia and her son, M. Qtiz, testified that the
pi ckets stated threats that sonethi ng unspecified woul d happen to Ms.
Garcia s daughter, Petra, if Ms. Garcia did not conply with their
requests to support the strike. The Respondent UFWs w tness, M.
Espi noza, admts that "l told her to cone on out, otherw se |I'mgoi ng
to take your daughter and nake her a Chavista. And | said when we have
children, they will be Chavistas." (Tr. 12:16-18, 26:4-7. July 23,
1979.)

Ms. Garcia becane very frightened and nervous because of the
pi cketing, the nunber of pickets and their shouts, threats and

profanities.



Wil e in her house she began to cry. Her two younger children started
out of house but returned and did not go to school, out of concern
that they shoul d not | eave their nother al one at hone.

After the pickets had been at the house for a while, two of the
ol der sons, one after another, went out of the house and spoke briefly
w th the pickets.

Ms. Garcia did not want to | eave the house whil e the pickets
were there. However, after she had been invited out of the house
nunerous tines, Ms. Garcia acconpani ed by sone of her sons did | eave
the house and speak with the pickets. She wanted to expl ain why she
had to work, and felt the pickets would not | eave until she cane out.

The police had first come to the house at about 7:45 A M,
observed the scene and | eft. They returned at about 8:20 A M,
shortly after Ms. Garcia left the house to speak wth the pickets.
They had been called tw ce by nenbers of Ms. Garcia' s househol d.
(See Jt. Ex. 1.)

Wien the police were present, the pickets cal ned down, did
not yell and shout, and used no nore profanity. Two or three
pickets were standing on the concrete retaining wall, or
enbanknent, when the police arrived, and cane down while the
pol i ce were present.

Wien she approached the pickets, they all attenpted to gather
around her and several attenpted to talk wth her. The pickets told
her she shoul d stop working for Bruce Church, Inc., and support their

strike effort.



Ms. Garcia spent approxinately one-hal f an hour with the pickets.
After the statement or threat about her daughter, she told the pickets
that she woul d stop work. The pickets then |eft.

Ms. Garcia stopped working for nore or less a nonth. She
returned to work in the kitchen at Bruce Church, Inc., rather than the
fields.

Ms. Garcia testified that she had never been picketed before, and did
not want the pickets to return. She found the great nunber of pickets
(20 or nore) especially frightening and mght not be so disturbed if
there were only two pickets.

P cketing at the Serrato Residence

h March 28, 1979, M. Juan Serrato resided wth his famly at 7
Horence P ace, a single-famly residence in Salinas. M. Serrato was then
enpl oyed by Bruce Church, Inc., as anirrigator, and had worked for the
conpany for approximately fifteen years. QGher famly nenbers residi ng
wth himincluded his wife and seven children. Three of the children were
adults, aged 21 to 24 who were al so enpl oyed at Bruce Church, Inc.

Oh March 28th, M. Serrato did not go to work because of the rain.

At about 9:00 AM, fromhis bedroomhe heard hollering at the front of

his house. M. Serrato proceeded to the front roons of the house, from
whi ch he coul d view pickets on the sidewal k in front of the house. Many
of these pickets were the sane persons who were at the Garcia resi dence;

and M. Espinoza again was a picket captain.
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Frominside the house, M. Serrato could hear pickets calling to
persons in the house to cone out or the pickets would "break cars".
Several cars parked in front of the house bel onged to nmenbers of the
Serrato famly, as the UPWpicket captain, M. Espinoza so assuned.

M. Serrato al so heard pickets yell at the people in the house that
they were "traitors", "cheap scabs" and "aninal s". He al so heard
“threats" that "this house wll be in nourning" if the people init did
not stop working for Bruce Church, Inc. Notably, the URWpi cket captain,
M. Espinoza denied neither the threats nor the of fensive words; he
nerely testified that he did not renenber hearing threats or of fensive
| anguage.

M. Serrato was not certain as to the exact nunber of pickets; he
testified once that there were twenty-five to thirty pickets in front of
the house when he first |ooked outside and another tine testified that at
first there were about fifteen pickets. According to CGficer Ugale's
report, approxinately twenty-two pickets were present at M. Serrato's
house on their first visit to the house. (Jt. Ex. 1.)

M. Serrato testified however, that the pickets cane to his house
tw ce on March 28th, leaving for about ten mnutes and returning in
| arger nunbers (nore than twenty) on the second occasion. The URWs
pi cket captain, M. Espinoza admtted that nore peopl e may have j oi ned
the pickets on their second visit: "it could have been because the nore
the better it is." Hnce | find that a | arger nunber of pickets returned

to the house on their second visit. Mreover, on their second visit,
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the pickets repeated their threat that cars woul d be "broken" if the
peopl e i n the house did not cone outside.

On the pickets' second visit to the Serrato house, M. Serrato's
ni net een-year-ol d son, Ruben, went outside to speak with them M
Serrato overheard the conversation. After speaking with the pickets a
whil e, Ruben agreed to stop working for Bruce Church, Inc. The
pi ckets expressed their pleasure and soon |eft.

According to M. Serrato, he did not hinself go out of the house to
confront the pickets because he was concerned that he mght be provoked
into picking a fight wth themor they mght hit him He also testified
that the pickets' threats and the of fensive words they shouted at the
peopl e in the house caused himto worry, especially because "I had never
seen anybody pi cket a hone and | have been here for many years. And ot her
conpani es go out on strike and I never saw any house bei ng pi cketed.” He
also testified that he was anare of other people' s cars bei ng "broken" and
that "the famly was kind of scared because there are peopl e that woul d
carry out things like that." Finally, in response to questioning by the
General (ounsel, he agreed that the pickets' return in greater nunbers on
their second visit caused hi mnore worry and concern.

The police visited the Serrato house both tines the pickets came to
the house. They were not called by persons in the Serrato house, but

presurmabl y by nei ghbors. The pickets cal ned down
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sonewhat when the police were present. However, at |east one picket

| eader refused to identify hinself to the police.

V. F ndings and Goncl usi ons

Residential Picketing Does Not Per Se (onstitute an
Unfair Labor Practice Under Labor Code Section 1154(a) (1)

To a certain extent the per se legality of residential picketing can

still be argued as a natter of federal constitutional and |abor |aw See
Qgani zation for a Better Austin v. Keefe, 402 US 415 (1971); Qegory V.
dty of Chicago, 394 US IIl (1969); <. Ad Domnican Branch No. 496,

Nati onal Associ ation of Letter Carriers, AFL-AQOv. Austin, 418 US 264
(1974); Linnv. Pant Quard Wrkers Local 114, 383 U S 53 (1966). And it

probably woul d not be lawful -for the SSate of California to enact a statute
prohi biting nost residential picketing but excepting fromthe prohibition

such pi cketing when related to | abor disputes. Brown v. Scott, _ F 2d
__(7th dr. No. 78-2432, August 2, 1979); Pace v. Doorley, 468 F. 2d 1143

(st dr. 1972); see, e.qg., Police Departnent v. Mbsley, 408 U S 92 (1972)
Qayned v. dty of Rockford, 408 US 104 (1972).

Qearly, however, under nore recent federal court decisions, residential
pi cketing can be declared per se illegal across the board. Garcia v. Gay,

507 F. 2d 539 (1974), cert. denied, 421 U S 971 (1975). It also constitutes

an unfair |abor practice under the National Labor Relations Act. Uhited
Mechani cs' Unhion Local 150-F Fur, Leather and Machi ne Wirkers, 151 N_LRB 386
(1965). And, in
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light of the nost recent enanations from the Suprene Court of the
Lhited States on the subject of labor and other picketing involving
privacy interests, | cannot anticipate that federal Iabor and
constitutional law wll soon be adjusted to protect residential
picketing in a labor dispute context, or that Fur Wrkers wll soon
be overruled by the NNRB. See, e.g., Hiudgens v. NRB, 424 US 507
(1976); Lloyd Gorp. v. Tanner, 407 US 551 (1972); Central Hardware
Q. v. NLRB, 407 U S. 539 (1972).

The situation is different, however, under CGalifornia law For, in
recent years, the Suprene Gourt of California has consistently parted
conpany wth the Suprene Gourt of the United States in striking the
bal ance between free speech and privacy interests in the picketing
context. Mreover, Galifornia statutory law especially in the context
of agricultural labor relations, nandates a different approach to
residential picketing than can be gl eaned fromthe federal precedents.

First, as a matter of Galifornia constitutuional |aw as opposed to
federal constitutional law the Galifornia Suprene Court has sustai ned
freedom of speech and petition generally in privately-owed shoppi ng
centers. Robins v. Pruneyard Shoppi ng Center, 23 Gal.3d 899, 153
Cal . Rotr. 854, 592 P.2d 341, certiorari granted  US _ , 48 L.W 3319
(No. 79-289, Novenber 13, 1979).

Second, again by contrast to the rulings of the Suprene Court
of the Lhited States, the Galifornia Supreme Court has consistently
provi ded constitutional and statutory protection to | abor dispute

pi cketing that takes place on the premses of
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privat el y-owned shopping centers. See Danond v. Bland, 11 Cal . 3d 331,
334 n.3, 113 Gal . Rotr. 468, 521 P, 2d 460 (1974); In re Lane, 71 Gal.2d
872, 79 CGal.Rptr. 729, 457P.2d 561 (1969); Schwartz-Torrance | nvest nent
Gorp. v. Bakery and Gonfectionery Wrkers' Lhion, 61 Gal.2d 766, 40

Gal . Rotr. 233, 394 P.2d 921 (1964); see al so Annenberg v. South

Galifornia Dstrict Gouncil of Laborers, 38 Cal.App.3d 637, 113 Cal . Rptr.

519 (1974) (where the Gourt of Appeal sustained the right to picket at a
residence that is also the place of enpl oynent).

Sgnificantly, inits nost recent decision on this subject, the
California Suprene Gourt conprehensively surveyed both federal and
California precedents and statutes and held that California Code of
Avil Procedure 8§ 527.3 insul ated peaceful picketing, on a privately-
owned si dewal k surrounding plaintiff's departnment store, fromState

court injunction. Sears, Roebuck & Go. v. San Dego Gounty DO strict

Gounci|l of Carpenters, 25 Gal.3d 317, 158 Cal.Rotr. 370, _P.2d

(1979). Y Inits careful analysis, the California Suprene Court nade it
clear that the bal ance of privacy and freedomof expression interests,
in the context of |abor dispute picketing, wll be struck in Galifornia
on the side of freedomof expression. See also the series of cases in

whi ch the Suprene Gourt struck down injunctions agai nst agricul tural

1/ QP § 527.3 divests state courts of equity jurisdiction over |abor
"picketing or other nutual aid or protection” except inlimted
Ci r cunst ances.
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| abor union picketing. Wnited FarmVWrkers of Arerica, AFL-A Ov.

Superior Gourt (California Retail Liquor Dstributors Institute), 16
Cal. 3d 499, 128 Cal. Rptr. 209, 546 P. 2d 713 (1976); Whited Farm
Wrkers of Anerica, AFL-QOv. Superior Court (WIliamBuak Fruit (o.,)
14 CGal. 3d 902, 122 Cal. Rptr. 877, 537 P. 2d 1237 (1975).

Third, the Galifornia Legislature, the Galifornia Suprene Gourt and
the ALRB have consi stently recogni zed that the circunstances of
agricultural |abor make union organizing and strike activity especially
difficult. Hence, in Agricultural Labor Relations Board v. Superior
Gourt, 16 Gal. 3d 392, 128 CGal. Rotr. 183, 546 P. 2d 687, appeal
dismssed 429 U S .802 (1976), the Suprene Court held that the

Agricultural Labor Relations Act and ALRB regul ati ons constitutionally
aut hori zed uni on access and organi zing on a private enpl oyer's property.
Such protected access includes access to workers at their hones, and the
Act prohibits the enployer frominterfering wth such access to the
workers at their hones. Accord, e.g., Nagata Brothers Farns, 5 ALRB No.
39 (1979); Frank A Lucich ., Inc., 4 ALRB Nb. 89 (1978); George Lucas
& Sons, 4 ALRB Nb. 86 (1978); Belridge Farns 4 ALRB No. 30 (1978);

Vista Verde Farns, 3 ALRB No. 91 (1977); Security Farns, 3 ALRB No. 81
(1977); SamAndrews Sons, 3 ALRB No. 45 (1977); S lver Qeek Packi ng
., 3 ALRB No. 13 (1977).

The sane conditions that render it unduly difficult for a union

to organi ze the agricultural work force unless the union
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IS given access to workers at the job site on the enpl oyer's property and
at the workers' hones, also appear to render it unduly difficult for a
uni on to communi cate neani ngfully with non-striking workers about a strike
unl ess strikers can bring the picket line to the workers' residences.
See, e.g., Declaration of WIliamG Hoerger attached to Post-Hearing
Brief on Behal f of the General Counsel.

| amaware of the several recent Superior Gourt cases in which
i ndi vi dual judges have observed that "residential picketing initself presents
el enents of an intimdation and coercion.”™ Agricultural Labor Rel ati ons Board
v. Lhited FarmWrkers of America, AFL-Q O (Superior Gourt, Gounty of
Monterey, No. 75266, July 3, 1979). See Agricultural Labor Rel ations Board v.
Lhited FarmVWrkers of Arerica, AFL-Q O (Superior Gourt, Gounty of Inperial,
No. 2228, April 18, 1979) (inplied); Annenberg v. Southern California Gouncil
of Laborers, 38 Gal. App. 3d 637, 113 Gal. Rptr. 519 (1974) (dictun).

However, all picketing presents "el enents of intimdation and coercion.” See,
e.g., Plerce v. Sablenen's Lhion, 156 Cal. 70, 103 p. 324 (1909); A ki nson,
T SSF R. (. v. Ge, 139 F. 582, 584 (CC lowa 1905); Gevas v. Qeek
Restaurant Wirkers' Qub, 99 NJ. Eg. 770, 783, 134 A 309, 314 (1926);
Gooper (0. v. Los Angel es Buildings Trades Gouncil, 3 CCH Lab, Gas.

60,235 at 728 (Cal. Super. . 1941). But the | aw has cone to recogni ze t hat
the coercive el enents of picketing can be controlled or tolerated in the

interest of freedomof expression. ., e.g., NLRBv. Fuit & Veg. Packers &

Wr ehousenen, Local 760, 377 US 58 (1964). Certainly, it is not
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necessary to prohibit all picketing at a particular kind of |ocation, even
a residence, in order to control intimdation and coercion. Protection of
legitinmate privacy and other interests can be acconplished through
regulation and limtation that takes account of the picketing s |ocation.

a. ibid.

In viewof the consistent thrust of the Agricultural Labor Rel ations
Act, the anti-injunction provisions of the Galifornia Advil Practice Code,
and the decisions of the California Suprene Gourt and the ALRB, | cannot
concl ude that residential picketing per se violates Labor Code Section
1154(a) (1).

Respondent' s Gonduct in This Case
Viol ated Labor Gode Section 1154(a)(1)

To deci de whet her picketing has violated Section 8(b)(1) (A of the

National Labor Relations Act, the National Labor Rel ations Board exam nes
the entire context of a case to determne if the picketing unlaw ully
restrai ned or coerced enpl oyees in the exercise of their rights guaranteed
under the Act. Local No. 1150, Uhited Hec., Radio & Machine Wrkers, 84
NLRB 972, 977 (1949) . The nunber of pickets alone usually is not
determnative. Whited Steel workers of Arerica, 137 NLRB 95, 98 (1962).

Rather, the NLRB i nvesti gates whether the pickets actually barred non-
striking enpl oyees fromentering or |eaving the struck plant (lbid.), or
whet her the nunbers of pickets taken together with threats of viol ence or
other tactics tended to "chill the desire of enpl oyees to cross the picket
line and come to work.” Uhited Mne Wrkers of Awerica, 174 NLRB 344
(1969).

The same basi ¢ standards apply under the Agricultural Labor

Rel ations Act. Hence, the appropriate test is "whether the
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m sconduct is such that, under the circunstances existing, it nay

reasonably tend to coerce or intimdate enpl oyees in the exercise of
rights protected under the Act." Wstern Conference of Teansters

(Zaninovich S Sons, Inc.), 3 ALRB No. 57 (1977) (enphasis added). See

also, Lhited FarmVWrkers of America, AFL-A O (Kevin Keene Larson), 4
ALRB No. 42 (1978).

In nunerous interlocking respects, the Respondent URWs pi cketi ng
in the instant case tended to coerce or restrain the targeted workers
in the exercise of their statutory rights:

First, at least twenty pickets were active at each of the houses.

Second, the pickets were chanting and yelling so |oudly that
they could be heard by the residents frominside their hones, as
wel | as by persons not inside the picketed hones.

Third, the pickets swore at the target residents, calling them
"sons of bitches,” and obscenities and epithets.

Fourth, the pickets yelled unm stakabl e threats to both the
personal safety of their targets as well as threats to the security of
t hose persons' property.

Fifth, sone pickets unnecessarily left the public sidewal k and
went and stayed upon portions of the private premses at one of the
r esi dences.

S xth, the pickets were active at one residence for
approxi natel y two hours.

Seventh, the pickets |eft the second resi dence and qui ckly

19.



returned to that residence in greater nunbers.

B ghth, the picketing actually frightened and caused
apprehension to targeted workers and other residents at the two hones;
and out of fright Ms. Garcia actually changed her position on the
strike.

In the context of residential picketing, | find that the Respondent
URW's conduct constituted unlawful restraint and coerci on under the
Agricultural Labor Relations Act. Even though a residential nei ghbor hood
Is not, in Galifornia, out-of-bounds for picketing as well as other
expressi ve conduct, the residential setting does contribute to a
determnation of whether the particular picketing wll tend to chill a
nonsti ker's free choice. Twenty pickets narching in front of the hone of
a worker necessarily inplies a threat since the worker is greatly

out nunbered by the pickets (see Lhited Mne Wrkers of Arerica, supra, 174

NLRB 344) and has no col | eagues, supervisors or security guards avail abl e
upon whomhe can call for protection in case of trouble. The noise
generated by twenty or nore shouting pickets wll be far nore intrusive in
an area where peopl e are sleeping or relaxing than near a factory or
lettuce field. Smlary, even relatively mnor picket msconduct such as a
mnor encroachnent on the private premses assunes greater dinensions at
the worker's hone than at his or her work pl ace.

Under all the facts and circunstances of this case, therefore, |
find and concl ude that the Respondent UFWs residential picketing
threatened, restrai ned and coerced agricultural workers in violation of

Section 1154(a)(1) of the Agricultural Labor Relations Act.
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M. The Renedy

Havi ng concl uded that peaceful residential picketing is not
proscribed by the Agricultural Labor Relations Act, but that the
Respondent UFWs picketing violated the Act in the instant case, |
recomend that the Respondent be ordered to cease and desist fromits
unl awful acts and that the ALRB enter an order establishing reasonabl e
tine, place and manner limtations on residential picketing. To this
end, | have adapted a nunber of proposals submtted by the General
Gounsel to produce a reasonabl e renedy in the context of the instant
case.

It isdifficult tojustify any particular nunber of pickets.
However, limting residential pickets to six (6) has several advantages.
It permts a union a neani ngful presence as well as sufficient nunbers to
counter any attenpts at coercion or intimdation that mght be nade by
the non-striking worker, nenbers of his or her famly or other persons in
his or her hone at the tine of the picketing. A the sane tine it
substantially reduces the possibility that by sheer nunbers the picketers
wll exert a coercive effect on the non-striking worker since it is
unlikely that six peaceful picketers will nake those present in the
resi dence bei ng picketed feel overwhel mngly outnunbered. Furthernore, it
prevents the nassing of excessive nunbers of pickets in a residential
nei ghbor hood where sidewal ks are |ikely to be narrow and where | arge
nunbers rmay be unduly obstructive. Conpare, Uhited Mechanics' Local 150-
F, Fur, Leather & Machine Wrrkers, supra, 151 NNRB 386. S mlarly,

limting to two (2) the
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nunber of pickets who nay approach a non-striking worker's door hel ps
prevent any inpression of undue force that flows fromlarge nunbers.
Restriction of picketing to the hours between 9:00 a.m and one-half an
hour before sunset ensures that a union's activity is ained at

comuni cation rather than disruption. See Inre Brown, 9 Cal.3d 612, 619,

621, 108 Cal.Rotr. 465, 510 P.2d 1017 (1973).

Prohibiting threats is consistent with ALRB and NLRB precedent .
Veéstern Gonference of Teansters, 3 ALRB No. 57 (1977) ; New Power Wre
and Hectric Gorp. v. NNRB, 340 F.2d 71 (2d dr. 1965). Prohibiting |oud

or raucous chanting, shouting or yelling as well as use of obscenities
also is consistent wth the relatively nore-subdued behavi or one is
entitled to expect in a residential nei ghborhood. Wth, respect to
regul ation of loud or raucous sounds, conpare Saia v. New York, 334 U S
558 (1948) with Kovacs v. Gooper, 336 US 77 (1948). See Mal donado v.
Gounty of Monterey, 330 F. Supp. 1282 (ND Ca. 1971). Fnally, | would

require that private residential premses not be picketed if the pickets
| ack any reasonabl e basis for believing that non-striking workers in fact
are present at the picketed residence. This limtation gives needed
assurance that a residence wll be picketed to communicate wth the non-
striking worker and not to intimdate hi mor her through a denonstration
that he or she and his or her hone, famly and nei ghbors w Il have no
peace unless the non-striker joins ranks wth the strikers.

Uoon the basis of the foregoing findings of fact and concl usi ons of
law and the entire record in this case, | hereby issue the fol |l ow ng

r ecommended or der :
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CROER

Respondent, Whited FarmVWrkers of Anerica, AFL-AQ its officers,

agents, successors and assigns shal | :

1.

Cease and desi st from

(a)

(b)

In any manner threatening, restraining or coercing any

I ndi vi dual enpl oyed by Bruce Church, Inc., in the right
to self-organization, to form join or assist |abor

organi zations, to bargain collectively through
representatives of his or her own choosing, and to engage
in other concerted activities for the purpose of
col l ective bargaining or other nutual aid or protection
and inthe right to refrain fromany or all such
activities except to the extent that such right nay be
affected by an agreenent requiring nenbership in a | abor
organi zation as a condition of continued enpl oynent as
aut hori zed in subdivision (c) of Section 1153.

R cketing or denonstrating at the homes of

enpl oyees of Bruce Church, Inc., or in any other |ike or
related manner, restraining or coercing enpl oyees of said
enpl oyer in the exercise of rights guaranteed in Section
1152 of the Act, except for residential picketing or
denonstrations |imted to:

(1) no nore than six (6) pickets or denonstrators at

any tine,
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(i)

(i)

(iv)

(v)

(vi)
(vii)

no nore than two (2) persons ever

appr oachi ng the door or entrance of

t he prem ses,

no pi cketing or denonstrations ot her
than between the hours of 9:00 a. m
and one-hal f hour before sunset,

no use or expression of threats of any
ki nd,

no use of |oud or raucous chanting,
shouting or yelling,

no use of obscenities, and

no picketing or denonstrations if the
pi ckets | ack any reasonabl e basis for
bel i eving that non-striking workers in
fact are present at the picketed

resi dence.

2. Take the followi ng affirnative action

(a)

S gn and post the attached Notice to Wrkers on

bul l etin boards inits offices throughout the Sate

where other notices and information are avail abl e for

its menbers. Such posting to continue for a period of

si x consecutive nonths during the twel ve-nonth period

foll ow ng issuance of this decision or its enforcenent

i f necessary. The respondent shall exercise due care

to repl ace any notice which has been al tered, defaced

or renoved
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(b)

(c)

(d)

(e)

Mai | the attached signed Notice to VWrkers,

translated into any | anguages deened appropriate by the
Regional Drector in addition to Spani sh and Tagal og,
to all enployees of Bruce Church, Inc., during the
period of the strike in 1979. Such notice to be nailed
to the | ast-known address of such workers,

Provide sufficient copies of the attached signed Notice
to Wrkers in appropriate | anguages to Bruce Church
Inc., sothat, if it consents, a copy nmay be
distributed to its enpl oyees hired during the next peak
season.

Designate a representative or representatives

to read, or be present while a Board Agent reads, the
attached signed Notice to Wrkers in appropriate

| anguages to the assenbl ed enpl oyees of Bruce Church
Inc., during the next peak season if the enpl oyer
consents to such areading on its property. The
respondent to conpensate the enpl oyer for |abor costs
incurred by it, if any, by the provision of such an
opportunity to address the workers.

Preserve and nmake available to the Board or its Agent,
upon request, for examnation and copyi ng al

nenber ship records or other records necessary to

det er m ne whet her the respondent has conplied
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wth this Decision and Oder to the full est
extent possi bl e.

(f) MNotify the Regional Drector of the Salinas
Regional fice wthin 20 days fromrecei pt of a
copy of this Decision and Oder of steps the
respondent has taken to conply therewth, and to
continue reporting periodically thereafter until

full conpliance is achieved.

Dated: Novenber 29, 1979.

Admnistrati ve Law O fi cer
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NOTl CE TO WIRKERS (F BRICE CHRCH I NC

After a trial where each side had a chance to present their facts,
the Agricultural Labor Relations Board has found that we interfered with the
rights of the workers at the conpany to decide for thensel ves whether or not
tojoin the strike which we called at the conpany | ast year. The Board has
told us to send out and post this Noti ce.

V¢ w il do what the Board has ordered, and also tell you that:

The Agricultural Labor Relations Act is a lawthat gives all
farmworkers these rights:

(1) to organize thensel ves;

(2) toform join, or help unions;

(3) to bargain as a group and choose whomthey want to
speak for them

(4) to act together with other workers to try to get a
contract or to help or protect one anot her;

(5 to decide not to do any of these things.
Because this is true we promse that:

VE WLL NOT FCRCE you to join any strike we nay call by threatening
you or danagi ng your property or doing anything like that. You have the right
not to participate in any strike we nay call. But if you are a nmenber of our
union and work during a strike, we nay discipline you, solong as it is done
according to the | aw

_ Vé w Il not conduct denonstrations or picketing at your
resi dence except as limted to:

(i) no nore than six (6) pickets or denonstrators at any
tine,

(i) no nore than two (2) persons ever approachi ng the door
or entrance of the prem ses,

(iti) no picketing or denonstrations other than between the
hours of 9:00 a.m and one-hal f hour before sunset,

(iv)  no use or expression of threats of any kind,
(v) no use of |oud or raucous chanting, shouting or yelling,
(vi) no use of obscenities, and
(vii) no picketing or denonstrations if the pickets |ack
any reasonabl e basis for believing that non-striking workers
infact are present at the picketed residence.
UN TED FARM WRKERS OF AR CA, AFL-A O
DATED: By:

THS IS AN CG-H QAL NOT CE G- THE AGR QLTURAL LABCR RELATI ONS BOARD, AN
AENCY CGF THE STATE G- CALIFCRNA DO NOI' REMOVE CR MUTI LATE




	William G. Hoerger
	DATED: __________________________    By: ______________________________________


