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Charging Party.

DEQ S AN AND CREER
n April 23, 1982, Admnistrative Law Gficer (ALO A ex Rei snan

i ssued his attached Decision in this proceeding. Thereafter, John Gardoni
(Respondent) filed untinely exceptions to the ALOs Decision and a supporting
brief. General (ounsel and the Whited FarmVWrkers of Arerica, AFL-A O (URWY,
each tinely filed reply briefs to Respondent's excepti ons.

Pursuant to the provisions of California Labor Code section 11461]
the Agricultural Labor Relations Board (ALRB or Board) has del egated its
authority in this proceeding to a three-nenber panel .

The Board has considered the record and the ALOs Decision in |ight

of the exceptions and bri ef sgl and has deci ded

v Uhl ess ot herw se specified, all code sections herein refer to the Galifornia
Labor Code.

2/ : .
= Inviewof the unusual nature of this case, and the absence

of prejudice to any party, we have revi ened and consi dered Respondent's
untinel y exceptions and brief along wth the tinely reply briefs of the other
parties.



to affirmthe ALOs rulings, findings, and concl usions, and to adopt his
recommended QO der, wth nodifications.

The sol e question presented by this matter i s whet her Respondent
denonstrated sufficient cause to the ALOto establish that summary j udgnent
shoul d not issue. The ALOfound, and we affirmthat finding, that Respondent
failed to establish good cause for his failure to abi de by the regul ati ons of
the Board. (See, e.g., Gl esburg Gonstruction Go., Inc. (1981) 259 NLRB No.
95 [109 LRRVI1009]; Bl idisco and B idisco (1981) 225 NLRB No. 154 [107 LRRM
1057]; Livingston Powered Metal v. NLRB (3d dr. 1982) 669 F.2d 133 [109 LRRM

2457].) Inlight of Respondent's propensity to repeatedly fail to neet the
deadl i nes i nposed by the Board s regul ations for filings and the failure of
Respondent to offer any justification for the untinely filing of its answer
foll ow ng a two-week del ay granted on Respondent's request specifically for
that purpose, we hereby strike the answer as untinely filed and grant summary
j udgnent based on the allegations contained in the conpl aint issued by the
General Gounsel on Novenber 16, 1981. (Aaron Gonval escent Hone v. NLRB (6th
dr. 1973) 479 F.2d 736 [83 LRRM 2473]; D Agata National Trucking Co. (1981)
259 NLRB No. 48 [108 LRRM 1350].) Ve therefore concl ude that Respondent

viol ated section 1153(c) and (a) of the Agricultural Labor Relations Act (Act)

by di schargi ng enpl oyees Tomas Gonzal ez and H i pi di o Gonzal ez on or about
March 24, 1981, and by evicting themfromtheir |odgi ngs on or about February
24, 1981, in each instance because of their nenbership in and/or activities on

behal f of the UFW a | abor organization.

8 ALRB Nb. 62 2.



CRER

By authority of Labor Gode section 1160.3, the
Agricul tural Labor Relations Board hereby orders that Respondent John Gardoni,
its officers, agents, successors, and assigns shall:

1. Gease and desist from

(a) Dscharging, failing or refusing to rehire or
reinstate, evicting or attenpting to evict, or otherw se discrimnating
agai nst any agricultural enpl oyee because of his or her nenbership in or
activities on behalf of the Lhited FarmVWrkers of Arerica, AFL-AQ O (URW, or
any other |abor organizati on.

(b) In any like or related nanner interfering wth,
restraining, or coercing any agricultural enployee in the exercise of the
rights guaranteed by section 1152 of the Act.

2. Take the followng affirnative acti ons whi ch are deened
necessary to effectuate the policies of the Act:

(a) CGfer to Tomas Gonzal ez and Hipidio Gonzal ez i medi at e
and full reinstatenent to their forner or substantially equival ent positions
wthout prejudice to their seniority or other enpl oynent rights or privil eges,
and reinmburse themfor all |osses of pay and ot her economc | osses they have
suffered as a result of Respondent's discrimnation agai nst themon or about
March 24, 1981, such anmounts to be conputed i n accordance wth established
Board precedents, with interest thereon conputed i n accordance with the

principles set forthin Lu-Ete Farns, Inc. (Aug. 18, 1982) 8 ALRB No. 55.

(b) dfer to Tonas Gonzalez and Hipidio Gnzal ez i medi at e

and full reinstatenent to conpany housi ng and rei nbur se

8 ALRB Nb. 62 3.



themfor all economc |osses they have suffered as a result of their eviction
by Respondent on or about February 24, 1981, such anounts and interest thereon
to be conputed i n accordance wth paragraph 2(a) above.

(c) Preserve and, upon request, nake available to this Board
and its agents, for examnation, photocopying, and ot herw se copying, all
payrol | 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 backpay period and the anount
of backpay 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 al
appropriate | anguages, reproduce sufficient copies in each | anguage for the
pur poses set forth hereinafter.

(e) Ml copies of the attached Notice, in all
appropriate | anguages, wthin 30 days after the date of issuance of this
Qder, to all agricultural enpl oyees enpl oyed by Respondent at any tine during
the period fromFebruary 24, 1981, until August 24, 1981.

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

(g) Arange for a representative of Respondent or a Board

agent to distribute and read the attached Notice, in all

8 ALRB Nb. 62 4.



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 Regi onal

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 nmay have concerning the Notice and/or their rights
under the Act. The Regional Drector 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 questi on-and-
answer peri od.

(h) 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 wth its terns, and continue to report periodically thereafter, at the
Regional Drector's request, until full conpliance is achieved.

Dated: Septenber 10, 1982

HERBERT A PERRY, Acting Chair man

ALFRED H SONG  Menber

JEROME R WALD E Menber

8 ALRB Nb. 62



NOT CE TO AGR QLTURAL EMPLOYEES

After investigating charges that were filed in the Salinas Regional fice,
the General (ounsel of the Agricultural Labor Relations Board issued a
conpl aint which alleged that we had violated the law After a hearing, the
Board found that we did violate the | aw by di scharging and evicting from
conpany housing two of our enpl oyees, Tonas Gonzal ez and H i pi di o Gonzal ez,
because of thelir nenbership in, or activities on behalf of, the Lhited Farm
Vorkers of America, AFL-A O (URW.

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

To organi ze your sel ves;

To form join, or hel p unions;

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

To bargain wth your enpl oyer about your wages and wor ki ng

conditions through a union chosen by a majority 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 wphE

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

VE WLL NOT di scharge or refuse to rehire, evict or attenpt to evict from
conpany housi ng, or otherw se discrimnate agai nst, any agricul tural enpl oyee
inregard to his or her enpl oynent because he or she has joined or supported
the UFWor any ot her |abor organi zati on.

VE WLL offer to Tomas Gonzalez and Hipidio Gnzalez full reinstatenent to
their forner or substantially equival ent positions, wthout |oss of seniority,
housi ng, or other rights or privileges. Ve wll reinburse themfor all |osses
of pay and other economc | osses they incurred because we di scharged and
evicted them plus interest.

Dat ed: JG-N GARDON
By:
(Represent ati ve) (Title)

If you have a question about your rights as farm workers or about this
Notice, you may contact any office of the Agricultural Labor Rel ations Board.
e office is located at 112 Boronda Road, Salinas, California 92243. The
t el ephone nunber is 408/ 443- 3160.

This is an official Notice of the Agricultural Labor Rel ati ons Board, an
agency of the Sate of Galifornia.

DO NOI RFEMOVE R MUTT LATE

8 ALRB Nb. 62 6.



CASE SUMVARY

John Gar doni 8 ALRB N\b. 62
Case Nb. 81- (B 45-SAL

ALO DEAQ S ON

h March 9, 1981, the Whited FarmVWrkers of Anerica, AFL-QO (URW filed a
charge on behal f of enpl oyees Tonas Gonzal ez and H i pi di o Gnzal ez, all eging
that John Gardoni (Respondent) had evicted the two enpl oyees from conpany
housi hg and then di scharged t hem because of their union activity. Q1 Novenber
16, 1981, a conplaint issued based on those all eged viol ati ons and was served
on Respondent. On February 8, 1982, the General (ounsel noved for summary
judgnent on the conplaint due to Respondent’'s failure to file an answer
thereto. The Board denied the notion and granted Respondent a continuance in
which to fileits answer. O March 13, the General Counsel renewed his notion
for summary judgnent due to the late answer filed by Respondent. The Board
ordered Respondent to show cause to the Admnistrative Law Gficer why General
Gounsel *'s notion shoul d not be grant ed.

The ALOrul ed that Respondent failed to show any cause for the late filing and
granted summary judgrent, naking findings of fact and concl usi ons of | aw based
on the allegations of the conpl ai nt.

BOARD DEAQ S ON

The Board affirned the rulings, findings, and conclusions of the ALQ struck
Respondent ' s answer as untinely, and granted summary j udgnent based on the
allegations contained in the conplaint. Accordingly, the Board ordered
Respondent to reinstate Tomas Gonzal ez and Hipidio Gonzalez to their forner

j obs and conpany housi ng, and to nake themwhol e for all econonic | osses
suffered as a result of Respondent's violations of section 1153 (c¢) and (a) of
the Act.

* *x %

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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In the natter of
JCHN GARDON
Case No. 81- C=45- SAL

ADM N STRATI VE LAW
G-HCAER S DEA S ON

Enpl oyer - Respondent ,

and

WN TED FARM WIRKERS CF
AMR CA AFL-AQ

Peti ti oner-Chargi ng
Party.
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MEMNR STHNER ESQ, of Carnel, Galifornia, for Enpl oyer-Respondent.
JCGBE B MARTINEZ, ESQ, ALRB, Salinas, Galifornia, for Petitioner, General
Qounsel .
STATEMENT OF THE CASE
ALEX Rl SVAN, Administrative Law dficer: The Pre-Hearing Gonference in

this case was heard by ne on March 30, 1982 in Salinas, Glifornia.

h March 9, 1981, the Whited FarmVWrkers of Anerica, AFL-AQ filed an
unfair |abor practice charge agai nst JOHN GARDON (herei nafter "Respondent” or
"Enpl oyer") alleging that Respondent, since on or about February 24, 1981, has
refused to rehire and/or di scharged enpl oyees TOMAG GONZALEZ and BLPID O
GONZALEZ, and illegally evicted themfromconpany housi ng because of their
concerted and union activities. Said unfair |labor practice charge was duly

served by the Charging Party



on Respondent on or about March 7, 1981.

A onpl aint was issued on Novenber 13, 1981 alleging as follows: 1) On
or about February 24, 1981, Respondent evicted TOMAS GNZALEZ and ELP D O
GONZALEZ from conpany housi ng because of their concerted and union activities;
and 2) on or about March 24, 1981, Respondent di scharged Thomas Gonzal ez and
H pi dio Gnzal ez because of their concerted and union activities. The
Conpl aint further alleges that said actions by Respondent were in violation of
Sections 1153(a) and (c) of the Agricultural Labor Relations Act (hereinafter
the "Act"). Said Gonplaint was duly served on Respondent on Novenber 13,
1981, along wth a Notice of Hearing designating February 23, 1982 as the
hearing date in this natter. A so on Novenber 13, 1981, the Lhited Farm
VWrkers of America, AFL-Q O (hereinafter "URW), filed a Mtion to Intervene
inthis case.

O February 2, 1981, the General Gounsel filed a Mition to Mike
Alegations in Gonplaint True; Mtion for Summary Judgnent; Mtion for QO der
to Show Cause based on Respondent’'s failure to file an answer to the Novenber
13, 1981 Conplaint as required by 8 Cal . Adm ode §20230.

h February 18, 1982, Respondent filed a nail gramrequesting a
conti nuance of the February 23, 1982 hearing date due to Respondent's failure
to foreward the papers herein to his attorney or notify his attorney, Ml vin
R Steiner, Esg., of said hearing date. Pursuant to Respondent's request, the

Agricultural Labor Relations Board (herei nafter "Board") issued an order on



February 19, 1982 denying General (ounsel's notions, continuing the hearing
date herein to March 30, 1982, and directing Respondent to file its answer by
February 28, 1982.

Thereafter, on March 5, 1982, Respondent filed its Answer denying all
violations of the Act alleged in the Gonpl aint.

nh March 12, 1982, the General Gounsel filed a second Mdtion to Make
Alegations in Gonplaint True; Mtion for Summary Judgnent; Mtion for QO der
to Show Cause. Onh March 22, 1982, the UFWfiled a Mtion to Srike
Respondent' s Answer to Conplaint; Mtion for Summary Judgnent. Both of these
noti ons were based on Respondent's failure to file its answer by the February
28, 1982 deadline set by the Board.

O March 23, 1982, Respondent issued its Response to General Qounsel's
Mot i on.

(n March 25, 1982, the Board issued its Oder that Respondent appear at
the Pre-Hearing Gonference on March 30, 1982 and submt witten response to
the Admni strative Law Oficer show ng cause, if any exists, why the Mtions
for Summary Judgnent in this case shoul d not be grant ed.

At the Pre-Hearing Gonference on March 30, 1982, a hearing was hel d on
the Oder to Show Cause issued by the Board. Al parties were given a full
opportunity to participate in the hearing. A the close of his hearing, the

General Gounsel and the WFWs Mitions for Sunmary Judgnent were grant ed.



H ND NG G- FACT

. JIRSDCITN

Respondent is engaged in agriculture in Mnterey Gounty and i s and has
been, at all tines naterial herein, an agricultural enployer wthin the
neani ng of 81140.4(c) of the Act;

TOVAS GNZALEZ and B .PI D O QNZALEZ are and have been, at all tines
nmaterial herein, agricultural enpl oyees wthin the neaning of §1140. 4(b) of
the Act; and

A all tines naterial herein, JON GARDON and Q| ardo Sanchez have been
supervi sors wthin the neaning of 81140.4(j) of the Act and agents of

Respondent acting on its behal .

1. RESPONDENT' S FAILURE TO FI LE | TS ANSWER BY FEBRUARY 28, 1982, AS
CROERED BY THE BOARD

Mich of the testinony adduced at the hearing on the O der to Show Cause
concerned Respondent’' s expl anation for its failure to file its Answer wthin
the ten days of receiving service of the Novenber 13, 1981 Conpl ai nt as
required by 8 Gal . Adm Code §20230. Any issues presented by Respondent's
initial failure to file an Answer were resol ved when the Board granted
Respondent ' s February 18, 1982 request for a conti nuance and deni ed Gener al
Gounsel *'s first Mtion for Summary Judgnent.

At the hearing on the OQder to Show Cause why the second Mtion for
Summary Judgnent shoul d not be granted, Melvin R Seiner, Esqg., attorney for

Respondent, stated that he | earned



of the Conplaint herein and the initial February 23, 1982 hearing date on or
about February 17, 1982. He further stated that on February 20, 1982, he
recei ved notice fromthe Board that Respondent's February 18, 1982 request for
a continuance had been granted, and that Respondent was ordered to file an
Answer to the Gonplaint by February 28, 1982. JCOHN GARDON al so stated that
he was served with notice of said continuance and QO der.

It is uncontradicted that Respondent's Answer was not filed until Mrch
5, 1982, and that Respondent did not request an extension of tine for filing
an answer. At the March 30, 1982 hearing on the O der to Show Cause,
Respondent offered no explanation for its failure to file its Answer by the
February 28, 1982 deadline. M. Seiner stated only that he did not believe
that the General Counsel was prejudiced by the five-day delay, particularly

since this case had been pendi ng for sone tine.

ANALYS S AND GONCLUSI ONS

. GENERAL PRNA PLES CF LAW

8 Gal . Adm (ode 820230 reads, in pertinent part, as follows:

"The respondent shall file an answer wthin 10 days of
the service of the conplaint or any anendnent to the
conplaint ..."

8 Gal . Adm (ode 820232 further provides:

"The answer shall state which facts in the conpl ai nt
are admtted, which are denied, and whi ch are outside
the know edge of the



respondent or any of its agents. The answer nay nake
any appropriate expl anati on of the circunstances
surroundi ng the facts set forth in the conplaint.

"Any al legation not denied shall be considered
admtted.” (Enphasis supplied.)

Section 1148 of the Act states that the Board shall follow applicable
precedents of the National Labor Relations Act (hereinafter "NLRA').
National Labor Rel ations Board (hereinafter "NLRB') Rul es and Regul ati ons
8102. 20 contains essentially identical |anguage to 8 Cal . Adm Code 88 20230
and 20232. However, 8102.20 contains the fol |l ow ng addi ti onal provision:
"Al allegations in the conplaint not specifically
deni ed or explained in an answer filed, unless the
respondent shall state in the answer that he is
w t hout know edge, shall be deened to be admtted to
be true and shall be so found by the Board, unless
good cause to the contrary is shown." (Enphasis
suppl i ed.)
A though the 8 Gal . Adm (Code 88 20230 and 20232 do not explicitly provide
for a show ng of good cause by the respondent prior to a finding by the Board
that the allegations in the Conplaint are admtted to be true, the Board' s

decision in Vstern Tonato Gowers & Shippers, Inc., Sockton Tonato Conpany,

Inc., and B nest Perry (1977) 3 ALRB Nb. 51 indicates that it is appropriate

for the Board to all ow a respondent, who has not filed an answer denyi ng
allegations in the conplaint wthin 88 20230 and 20232, to show good cause for
its failure to nmake such a denial before the allegations in the conplaint are

found by the Board to be true. In that case, 13 of the 21 individual s

—6 -



naned as respondents in the conplaint failed to file an answer. The Board
stat ed:

"As to these 13 individual s we issue an Gder to Show
Cause why the Board shoul d not enter an order agai nst
them |f no adequate response is received wthin 10
days we shall deemall allegations in the conplaint to
be true and i ssue an order accordingly."

A though the Board, in Wstern Tomato Gowers & Shippers, Inc., et al.,

supra, did not use the words "good cause", its use of the phrase "adequate
response” indicates that the "good cause" standard set forth by the NLRB and
the NLRB cases interpreting that standard are "applicabl e precedents” wthin

the neani ng of 81148 of the Act.

1. RESPONDENT D D NOT DEMONSTRATE GOOD CALSE FAOR I TS FAILURE TOFILE A
TIMELY ANSVER HEREI N THEREFCRE, (ENERAL GOUNSEL AND THE UFWS MOTT ONS
FOR SUMARY JUDGMENT MUST BE GRANTED
In the instant case, it is clear that Respondent and his attorney had

notice of the Novenber 13, 1981 Conpl aint by February 17, 1982 at the | atest,

and on February 20, 1982, Respondent and his attorney recei ved notice of
Respondent's duty to file an Answer by February 28, 1982. Respondent never
reguested an extension of this deadline. Therefore, wthout question,
Respondent ' s Answer, dated and filed five days after the February 28, 1982
deadline, was untinely under 8 Cal . Adm Code §20230.

At the hearing on the Oder to Show Cause on March 30, 1982, Respondent
and his attorney were given anpl e opportunity to provide an expl anation for

the late filing of the Answer. However,



no such expl anation was given. Respondent's attorney nerely asserted that
the case had been pending for nany nonths and that the five-day delay did
not prejudi ce the General Counsel .

In several recent cases, the NLRB has hel d that, even though the
respondent of fered sone explanation for its failure to file atinely
answer, respondent failed to denonstrate good cause for the untineliness
and therefore summary j udgnent was grant ed.

In Bildisco & Bildisco, 255 NLRB No. 154, 107 LRRM 1507 (1981),

respondent asserted that it failed to file an answer because its operations
had been di srupted by reorgani zati on proceedings in the US Bankruptcy Gourt
and that court had not yet issued an order for special |abor counsel for
respondent. The NLRB held that this did not constitute good cause,
particularly in light of the fact that respondent never requested an extension
of the filing date, and the general counsel's notion for summary judgnment was
gr ant ed.

In D Agata Nat'1 Trucking Qo., 259 NLRB No. 48, 108 LRRM 1350 (1981),

respondent typed and signed its answer one day prior to the deadline but,
through its own negligence, never nailed the answer. In spite of the
apparent |ack of bad faith on respondent's part, the NLRB hel d t hat
respondent failed to denonstrate good cause and granted a notion for
summary | udgnent .

In Gal esberg Gonstruction Go., 259 NLRB No. 95, 109 LRRvV} 1009 (1981) and
U ban Laboratories, 254 NLRB Nb. 61, 106 LRRMV 1199,




respondent s cl ai ned they had i nadequate notice of their duty to file an
answer. These clains were found not to constitute good cause for
respondents' failures to conply wth 8102.20 of the NLRB Rul es and

Regul ations, and in both cases, notions for summary judgnent were granted.

Inlight of the above-cited cases, Respondent's failure, in the
instant case, to offer any explanation for filing its Answer five days late
W thout having requested and recei ved an extension, certainly cannot
support a finding of good cause herein.

However, Respondent asserted that, because the General (Counsel was not
prej udi ced by the five-day del ay, the Mdtion for Summary Judgnent shoul d not
be granted. Wiile the NLRB, in the above-cited cases, did not consider |ack
of prejudice to the general counsel as a factor in deciding whether to grant
the notions for summary judgnent, the Uhited Sates Gourt of Appeals, in

Li vingston Powered Metal v. NLRB, 669 F.2d 133 (3rd Ar. 1982), 109 LRRM 2457,

enpl oyed a bal ancing of equities approach i n which one factor was whet her the
delay in filing of the answer woul d have del ayed the ulti nate resol uti on of
the case. In that case, the Gourt based its finding of good cause to all ow
the answer to be filed on the followng factors: 1) the answer was mail ed on
the final date for filing; 2) the answer set forth a neritorious defense to
the charges in the conplaint; 3) late filing woul d not have del ayed a heari ng;
4) respondent's attorney |acked experience wth the NLRB and his [ egal work

had been del ayed



by a death in his famly;, and 5) the Board s order, if carried out, woul d
have dire financial consequences for respondent and its parent conpany.

The instant case is clearly distinguishabl e fromLivingston Powder ed

Metal, supra. Here, while the lateness in filing nay not have del ayed the

hearing, no facts regarding any of the nunerous other factors cited by the

court in Livingston Powdered Metal, supra, are present in the record.

Wiat the record does denonstrate is a clear failure on Respondent's
part to either file a tinely Answer or reguest an extension of the tine for
filing, and no explanation for this failure. 1, therefore, find that
Respondent did not neet its burden of show ng good cause for the late
filing of its Answer. Pursuant to 8 Gal . Adm GCode 820232, the all egati ons
in the Gonplaint herein are deened admtted and found to be true and the
General Gounsel and UFWs Mtions for Sunmary Judgnent are grant ed.

| find that Respondent di scharged TOMAS GONZALEZ and B Pl O O GONZALEZ and

evi cted themfrom conpany housing in violation of 81153(a) and (c) of the Act.

REMEDY

Havi ng found that Respondent viol ated 81153(a) and (c) of the Act, |
shall recormend that it cease and desist therefromand take affirnative action
designed to effectuate the policies of the Act as delineated by the foll ow ng

order.

-10-



ROER

Respondent, JOHN GARDON, its owners, partners, officers, agents,
successors and assigns shal | :

1. Cease and desist frominterfering wth, restraining and coercing
enpl oyees in the exercise of their right to engage in concerted activities for
nutual aid or protection;

2. (Cease and desist fromdiscrimnating agai nst enpl oyees regardi ng
hiring or tenure of enpl oynent, or any termor condition of enploynent, to
encour age or di scourage nenbership in any | abor organization;

3. Reinstate TAQWS QONZALES and BP DO GNZALEZ to their forner or
substantial |l y equi val ent positions of enpl oynent;

4. NMake whol e TOVAS GONZALEZ and ELP D O GONZALEZ for any | oss of pay
or economc losses suffered by the unlawful acts of Respondent, plus
i nterest thereon;

5. Sgn the Notice to Enpl oyees attached hereto. Uoon its translation
into all appropriate | anguages, Respondent shal | reproduce sufficient copies
I n each | anguage for the purposes set forth herewth;

6. Post copies of the attached Notice in al |l appropriate | anguages, for
one year in conspicuous places on its properties, the tine and pl aces of
posting to be determned by the Regional DOrector;

7. Deliver the attached Notice in all appropriate |anguages to its
enpl oyees during the next peak season;

8. Mil the attached Notice, in all appropriate | anguages, to the hone

addresses of all Respondent's enpl oyees enpl oyed

-11-



si nce June 30, 1981,

9. Preserve and nake available to the Board or its agents, upon reguest,
for examnation and copying, all payroll records, social security paynent
records, tine cards, personnel records and reports and ot her records necessary
to anal yze the back pay and reinstatenent rights due under the terns of this
Q der;

10. dfer to TOMAS GONZALEZ and H.PI O O GONZALEZ housing on the terns and
conditions in effect prior to their eviction by Respondent and nmake t hemwhol e
for any | osses they nay have suffered as a result of the eviction;

11. Notify the Regional Drector wthin thirty (30) days after the
i ssuance of this Oder of the steps it has taken to conply herew th, and
continue to report periodically thereafter, at the Regional Drector's
request, until full conpliance is achieved.

DATED  April 23, 1982.

ALEX REl SVAN
Admnistrati ve Law G fi cer

-12-



NOT CE TO AGR QLTURAL EMPLOYEES

After investigating charges that were filed in the Salinas Gfice, the General
Gounsel of the Agricultural Labor Relations Board issued a conpl ai nt that
alleged that we had violated the |aw The Board found that we did violate the
| aw by di schargi ng Tonas Gonzal ez and H pi di o Gonzal ez on March 24, 1981 and
evi cting themfromconpany housi ng on February 24, 1981. The Board has told
us to post and publish this Notice. VW wll do what the Board has ordered us
todo. V¢ alsowant totell you that the Agricultural Labor Relations Act is
alawthat gives you and all farmworkers these rights:

1. To organi ze your sel ves;

2. To form join or hel p unions;

3. Tovote in a secret ballot election to deci de whether you want a
uni on to represent you,

4. To bargain wth your enpl oyer to obtain a contract covering your
wages and wor ki ng condi tions through a union chosen by a najority
of the enpl oyees certified by the Board,

5. To act together wth other workers to hel p or protect one anot her;
and

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

Because this is true, we promse that:

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

If you have any questions about your rights as farmworkers or this Notice,
?/ou nmay contact any office of the Agricultural Labor Relations Board. Qne is
ocated at 112 Boronda Road, Salinas, California, tel ephone: (408) 443-3161.

DATED JCHN GARDON

By:

Represent ati ve Title

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

DO NOI' ReEMOVE CR MUTI LATE
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