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DECISION AND ORDER 

On September 12, 2019, Administrative Law Judge Mary Miller Cracraft 

(ALJ) issued a decision and recommended order in this matter involving allegations that 

respondent Wonderful Orchards, LLC (Respondent) violated the Agricultural Labor 

Relations Act (ALRA or Act) by terminating a crew of eight agricultural employees 

because they engaged in activity protected under the ALRA.  The ALJ found that a 

violation of the Act was established and recommended a remedy.  Respondent has filed 

exceptions with the Agricultural Labor Relations Board (ALRB or Board) challenging 

ecommended remedy.    
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findings, and conclusions,1 and to adopt the recommended order as modified herein.2   

Background 

Respondent has agricultural operations in  San Joaquin Valley 

region.  It obtains some of its agricultural workers from a farm labor contractor called 

                                            
1 Respondent takes exception to a number of the ALJ s credibility determinations. 

The Board will not disturb credibility resolutions based on demeanor unless the clear 
preponderance of all the relevant evidence demonstrates that they are in error.  (United 
Farm Workers of America (Ocegueda) (2011) 37 ALRB No. 3, p. 2; P.H. Ranch (1996) 
22 ALRB No. 1, p. 1, fn. 1; Standard Drywall Products (1950) 91 NLRB 544, 545.)  In 
instances where credibility determinations are based on factors other than demeanor, such 
as reasonable inferences, consistency of witness testimony, or the presence or absence of 
corroboration, the Board will not overrule the ALJ s credibility determinations unless 
they conflict with well-supported inferences from the record considered as a whole.  (S & 
S Ranch, Inc. (1996) 22 ALRB No. 7, p. 4.)  In addition, it is both permissible and not 
unusual to credit some but not all of a witness s testimony. (Suma Fruit International 
(USA), Inc. (1993) 19 ALRB No. 14, p. 4, fn. 5, citing 3 Witkin, Cal. Evidence (3d ed. 
1986) § 1770, pp. 1723-1724.)  The Board has examined the record and finds no basis for 
disturbing the ALJ s credibility determinations. 

2  recommended notice mailing remedy to conform to 
-year 

period commencing on the date of the unfair labor practice violation.  (Monterey 
Mushrooms, Inc. (2019) 45 ALRB No. 1, pp. 12-13.)  Additionally, t
recommended order did not include a provision requiring offers of reinstatement to the 
unlawfully terminated employees.  Such a provision is a standard remedy in unlawful 
termination cases and is necessary to restore employees to the position in which they 
would have been absent the unlawful conduct.  (Sunrise Mushrooms, Inc. (1996) 22 
ALRB No. 2, p. 54.)  
language on reinstatement, the omission appears to have been an inadvertent error.  We 
shall modify the recommended order to include this provision.  (  (1987) 
282 NLRB 1285, 1287.)  We also have made other modifications to the recommended 

language. 
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Family Ranch.  The events at issue in this case occurred in December 2016 at 

Re , California.   

Charging Party Imelda Vazquez-Lozano (Vazquez-Lozano), along with 

Dominga Hernandez Ortuno (Hernandez) and six other workers, were hired by 

Respondent through Family Ranch on December 27, 2016, to weed pomegranate trees, 

which involves cutting down weeds with hoes.3  Vazquez-Lozano was responsible for 

transporting her seven coworkers to and from work in a van.4  These eight individuals 

rvised by a foreperson 

named Alicia Prudencio (Prudencio).  There were other workers weeding in the area, at 

least some of whom were taken to work by Prudencio in another vehicle.   

The van crew worked without unusual incident on December 27.  However, 

Prudencio expressed concern with the pace at which the van crew was working and asked 

Vazquez-Lozano to help make sure they kept up.  The van crew reported for their second 

day of work on December 28.  Early in the day, the pace of work again became an issue.   

Prudencio repeatedly admonished the van crew to work faster, stating that her own 

supervisor wanted the pace of work to increase and that the work was not economical for 

the company at the slower pace.  Vazquez-Lozano, on behalf of her crew, responded that 

                                            
3 All dates are in 2016 unless otherwise noted. 
4 Other than Vazquez-Lozano and Hernandez, the names of the members of the 

van crew were not identified at the hearing. 
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there were older workers among her crew and they could not keep the pace that 

Prudencio was demanding.5 

Approximately two hours into the workday, Prudencio stopped work and 

called an impromptu meeting of the van crew.  Brenda Torres (Torres), a Family Ranch 

safety employee, was also nearby.  Prudencio complained again that they needed to work 

faster.6  Vazquez-Lozano again objected on behalf of the crew, telling Prudencio that she 

could not expect the same pace of work from older workers as she did from younger 

ones.  Prudencio then stated that if they did not want to work, they should put down their 

                                            
5 Vazquez-Lozano also testified that she complained at the beginning of the 

workday that Prudencio had not brought clean drinking water.  The ALJ found that both 
Vazquez-Lozano and Prudencio were intelligent articulate witnesses.   However, when 
Hernandez was called as a witness by the General Counsel, she was not asked by the 
General Counsel about the lack of fresh water.  Based on this lack of corroboration, the 
ALJ drew an adverse inference, sided with Prudencio on this issue, and rejected this 
allegation.  Respondent argues that this should have led the ALJ to discredit Vazquez-

impact of the discredited testimony.  However, the fact that a witness  testimony is not 
credited on one issue does not require the ALJ to discred
testimony.  (See Suma Fruit International (USA), Inc., supra, 19 ALRB No. 14, p. 4, fn. 
5; Garvey Marine, Inc. v. NLRB (D.C. Cir. 2001) 245 F.3d 819, 825; State Plaza, Inc. 
(2006) common in all kinds of judicial 

NLRB v. 
Universal Camera Corp. (2d Cir. 1950) 179 F.2d 749, 754.)  Based upon our review of 
the record, including Vazquez- he drinking water issue, we find 

. 
6 Respondent argues that Prudencio did not admonish the crew to work faster but 

to the ground.  We agree with the 
ALJ that this claim is implausible.  We note that Prudencio herself testified that the pace 
of work was an issue on the first day of work and that, in testifying about the events of 
December 28, she stated that the van cre already slower than everybody else and 
they wanted to work even slower than that  
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tools and leave.7 At this, Vazquez-Lozano and the rest of the van crew began to leave.  

Prudencio did not take any action to prevent this.   

As the crew wa

(hereinafter Crystal) approached the crew in order to get them to sign their timesheets.  

Vazquez-Lozano told the crew not to sign anything because it was unfair that Prudencio 

  The record supports the conclusion that this 

statement was made and heard by both Prudencio and Torres.  Vazquez-Lozano and 

Hernandez each testified that Vazquez-Lozano stated that the van crew was being kicked 

out or fired when presented with the timesheets and the ALJ credited their testimony on 

this issue.8   

                                            
7 

Vazquez-Lozano and Hernandez concerning this statement over the account given by 

them to weed closer to the ground.  Both Vazquez-Lozano and Hernandez testified that 

the more direct 
instruction to leave.  Because we find that, under the circumstances, a reasonable 
employee would 

 
8 During the hearing, questions arose concerning the meaning of the Spanish word 

-Lozano.  The interpreter stated that the word can be used 
 

Vazquez-Lozano clarified that she intended to state that she had been terminated.  
Hernandez also testified that when Vazquez-Lozano told the crew not to sign the 

testified that Vazquez-Lozano stated that she was being fired or kicked out, both of them 
agreed that they heard her tell the crew not to sign the timesheets. While the ALJ did not 
make a finding on this factual issue, we conclude that the record supports the conclusion 
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After Vazquez-Lozano had reached and boarded her van, Torres 

approached and asked Vazquez-Lozano to wait and talk to her.  Vazquez-Lozano 

declined to speak to Torres at that time.  She did get out of the van to ask Torres for the 

.   After this, 

Vazquez-Lozano and the van crew apparently departed.  Vazquez-Lozano filed a charge 

with the ALRB that same day alleging that she and her coworkers were unlawfully 

terminated for complaining about working conditions. 

On December 29, Jacinto Alavez (Alavez), 

with Vazquez-Lozano on the telephone.  He offered the van crew work on the following 

day under a different foreperson, but Vazquez-Lozano declined because they had already 

secured alternative employment.  When Alavez asked why she had left, Vazquez-Lozano 

re

 

Discussion 

erred in finding Respondent terminated the van crew.9  In order for an involuntary 

                                            
that Vazquez-Lozano stated that she believed she was being fired and that both Prudencio 
and Torres heard the statement. 

9 -
Lozano and the van crew engaged in protected activity an
of the van crew was unlawfully motivated.  Respondent did not offer any argument or 
authority in support of these exceptions in its supporting brief and, therefore, those issues 
are waived.  (Tri-Fanucchi Farms (2014) 40 ALRB No. 4, p. 9 [party waived objection 
where an exception was unsupported by any argument or authority].)  Even had the issues 
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discharge of an employee to occur, it is not necessary that the employer explicitly state 

that the employee is discharged.  (Ridgeway Trucking Co. (1979) 243 NLRB 1048, 1048 

reasonably cause employees to believe that they were discharged . . . . P&M 

Vanderpoel Dairy (2014) 40 ALRB No. 8, p. 21; H&R Gunlund Ranches, Inc. (2013) 39 

ALRB No. 21, p. 5, fn. 3; Ridgeway Trucking Co., supra, 243 NLRB 1048, 1048; Lance 

Investigation Service, Inc. (2003) 338 NLRB 1109, 1109-1110.)  The analysis focuses on 

the perspective of the employee, not the employer, and whether the employee reasonably 

believed that a termination had occurred.  (Dole Farming, Inc. (1996) 22 ALRB No. 8, p. 

2, fn. 3.) 

over whether employees 

voluntarily quit or were discharged after engaging in protected activity often include 

circumstances steeped in ambiguity . . . . (Dole Farming, Inc., supra, 22 ALRB No. 8, 

p. 2, fn. 3.)  In these situations, the employer may contend that it did not intend to 

                                            
General Counsel did not litigate this case on a 
constituted a protected work stoppage.  However, when employees concertedly withhold 
their labor to protest working conditions that they find unreasonable, unfair, or unsafe, 
their conduct is protected under the Act and they may not be subjected to discipline or 
termination based upon that conduct.  (See Washington Aluminum Co. (1962) 370 U.S. 9, 
15-16; Sabor Farms (2016) 42 ALRB No. 2, at ALJ Dec. p. 13; California Artichoke and 
Vegetable Corp. (2015) 41 ALRB No. 2, p. 
Prudencio did not terminate the van crew would mean that the van crew would have 
collectively left the job site after complaining about pace of work demands that they 
found unreasonable and unfair.  However, because we agree with the ALJ that the van 
crew was terminated, we need not reach this issue.   
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terminate the employees and they should be deemed to have voluntarily resigned.  

However, created a climate of ambiguity and confusion which 

reasonably caused [employees] to believe that they had been discharged or, at the very 

least, that their employment status was questionable . . . the burden of the results of that 

ambiguity must fall on the employer Ibid.)  To avoid this result, the employer must 

clarify the ambiguity over employment status that its conduct created.  (H&R Gunlund 

Ranches, Inc., supra, 39 ALRB No. 21, p. 5, fn. 3; P&M Vanderpoel Dairy, supra, 40 

ALRB No. 8, p. 21.)    

Both the Board and the NLRB have found that conditional 

statements can support a reasonable belief that a termination has occurred, depending on 

the surrounding circumstances.  (Ridgeway Trucking Co., supra, 243 NLRB 1048, 1048-

1049 [truckers reasonably believed they had been terminated when employer told them to 

get in their trucks or leave the premises]; Teresa Coal Co, Inc. (1981) 259 NLRB 317, 

318-319 [finding termination where protesting employees were told to work or go home]; 

P&M Vanderpoel Dairy, supra, 40 ALRB No. 8, pp. 3-4, 21 [finding termination where 

 

s conclusion that a termination occurred.  We note 

that there was no testimony that anyone on the crew refused to work or threatened to 

refuse to work.  Vazquez-Lozano had merely objected that the crew could not physically 

maintain the increased pace demanded by Prudencio.  It was Prudencio who halted the 

work and, in response to the continued objections to her exhortations to work faster, 

stated that if the crew did not want to work, they should leave.  Given that it had already 
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been explained that, due to the presence of older workers, the faster pace could not be 

 

Respondent argues that Vazquez-Lozano could not have reasonably 

believed that she had been terminated because she was aware that Prudencio did not have 

the authority to terminate employees without approval from her own supervisor.  

However, the legal test requires the Board to view the circumstances from the perspective 

of the employee, not the employer.  The record shows that Prudencio communicated to 

the van crew that her boss had told her that the van crew must work faster.  We find 

dubious the proposition that Vazquez-Lozano would assume that Prudencio had decided 

to terminate an entire crew without being authorized to do so.  Indeed, Vazquez-Lozano 

because it was done in the presence of Torres.  We find that Vazquez-Lozano reasonably 

believed that when Prudencio, an admitted statutory su

work and terminated the crew, the termination was authorized by Respondent.  (Orland 

Park Motor Cars, Inc. (2001) 333 NLRB 1017, 1057 [although supervisor lacked 

ether employees could reasonably 

believe that [the supervisor] was conveying to them the substance of a decision made not 

by [the supervisor], but by   

Respondent further argues that the ALJ failed to consider its efforts to 

clarify that  direction to work or 

leave was, at the very least, ambiguous and we find that subsequent events, far from 

clarifying that the van crew was not terminated, would have confirmed the initial 
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impression created by Prudencio that a termination had occurred.  The van crew began to 

depart after Prudencio told the crew that they should leave if they did not want to work.  

As they departed Crystal asked Vazquez-Lozano to sign timesheets.  Vazquez-Lozano 

told the van crew not to sign them, stating that they were unfairly being kicked out or 

fired and signing would create the impression that they were leaving voluntarily.  As 

discussed above, we find that Prudencio heard these statements.  Yet, despite being on 

notice that the van crew believed that they were being terminated, Prudencio did not 

make any attempt to tell the crew otherwise.  This would only have strengthened the van 

  Indeed, it strongly suggests that 

Prudencio intended to dismiss the crew.  

Unlike Prudencio, Torres did attempt to speak to Vazquez-Lozano before 

she left the orchard.  By the time Torres approached, Vazquez-Lozano had already 

boarded the van.  According to the testimony credited by the ALJ, Torres asked the van 

crew to wait and stated that she was going to speak to them but the van crew declined to 

speak with her.  Respondent contends that  

clarify that the van crew was not being terminated.  However, there is no evidence that 

Torres stated to the van crew that they had not been terminated.  Instead, she asked them 

to stay and talk to her for an unspecified reason.  She was actually the second person to 

ask the van crew to wait, the first being Crystal who had just asked that they stop and 

sign papers that Vazquez-Lozano believed would prejudice her position that they had 

been involuntarily terminated.  While Vazquez-Lozano admitted that she did not know 

why Torres wanted her to wait, the duty to clarify the situation lay with Respondent and 
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Vazquez-Lozano 

did later get out of the van and ask Torres for contact information for a union or the 

Labor Commissioner.  Although these questions evidenced Vazquez-

belief that she had been terminated, Torres did not take this final opportunity to clarify 

the situation but only responded that she did not have the information.10  

Respondent also relies on the telephone conversation that took place 

between Vazquez-Lozano and Alavez on December 29.  We do not find that conversation 

relevant to the issue of whether the van crew was terminated.11  By the time Alavez spoke 

with Vazquez-Lozano, the termination had already occurred.  Indeed, the entire crew had 

already -

Lozano had found alternative employment for her crew.  (Tubari Ltd., Inc. (1988) 287 

NLRB 1273, 1285 [where supervisor told employee to 

                                            
10 Torres testified that, as the van crew was departing, she spoke to an unidentified 

member of the crew and told her that she could stay and work.  However, this individual 
stated that she had to leave because Vazquez-Lozano was her ride.  The ALJ declined to 
make a factual finding as to whether this conversation occurred as she deemed it 
irrelevant.  We agree that, assuming the conversation occurred, it does not affect the 
outcome.  Prudencio terminated Vazquez-Lozano knowing that she was the driver for the 
rest of the crew.  Torres telling one member of the crew that she could stay and work 
while her driver and the rest of her crew left would have been inadequate to meet 

the crew, or at least to Vazquez-Lozano, which Torres did not do. 
11 

offer of reinstatement to the van crew, our order would not require it to make another 
reinstatement offer.   operate 
to limit these are matters to be addressed in 
subsequent compliance proceedings.   
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already been terminated]; Shenandoah Coal, Inc., supra, 305 NLRB 1071, 1073-1074 

[finding termination established where employee stated he was quitting because, at the 

time the employee made the statement, he had already been terminated].)  Furthermore, 

the contention that Vazquez-Lozano did not believe she had been terminated is 

undermined by the fact that, the day before her conversation with Alavez, she filed a 

charge with the ALRB in which she stated under penalty of perjury that she and her crew 

were terminated for complaining about working conditions.12   

Remedy 

remedial order should be directed to the farm labor contractor, Family Ranch, or should 

be limited to employees supplied by Family Ranch.  We reject this argument.  It is well-

ultural 

, 

engaging such labor contractor . . . shall be deemed the employer for all purposes . . . .

(Ibid.; Rivcom Corp. v. ALRB (1983) 34 Cal.3d 743, 768.) 

Respondent also objects to the 

recommended remedy, arguing that there was no evidence that employees outside of the 

                                            
12 Respondent argues that Vazquez-Lozano essentially staged her own termination 

and that of her seven coworkers as part of a pre-arranged plan to fabricate a lawsuit 
against Respondent.  The ALJ discredited testimony that, as she was leaving, Vazquez-
Lozano threatened to sue Prudencio and stated that she had a lawyer.  We affirm the 

   



46 ALRB No. 2 13 

van crew itself were aware of the unlawful terminations or were impacted by them.  

Respondent relies on M.B. Zaninovich, Inc. v. ALRB (1981) 114 Cal.App.3d 665, where 

the appellate court because the 

13  The court, however, acknowledged the unusual nature of the facts involved in 

that case, and stated that  in the 

typical case where the illegal conduct is either visible to others or flagrant in nature.  

(Zaninovich v. ALRB, supra, 114 Cal.App.3d 665, 689-690; see also Vincent B. 

Zaninovich & Sons, Inc. (1999) 25 ALRB No. 4, p. 2, 

to standard remedies has served to further the purposes and policies of the Act, it is 

incumbent upon respondents to demonstrate compelling reasons for departing from such 

remedies ].)   

In this case, the violation was not technical but involved the suppression of 

employees  substantial right to act concertedly for the purpose of protesting working 

conditions they found unfair or unreasonable.  Their supervisor

protected activity was to impose the harshest available sanction, terminating the entire 

eight-worker crew.  (Aukeman Farms (2008) 34 ALRB No. 2, p. 7 Firing an employee 

has been characterized as the industrial equivalent of capital punishment

Furthermore, the violation 

                                            
13 The employer in that case, after entering into a settlement agreement with the 

 refused to rehire three former employees because it believed 
the employees had already declined reinstatement under the terms of the settlement 
agreement. 
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orchard where 35 to 38 individuals were working. We find that the noticing remedies

recommended by the ALJ are justified and consistent with Board precedent.  (See, e.g., 

David Abreu Vineyard Management, Inc. (2019) 45 ALRB No. 5, pp. 7-10 [noticing 

remedy ordered where employer terminated two employees for engaging in protected 

activity]; Diepersloot (2018) 44 ALRB No. 12, pp. 10-14 [ordering notice to all 

employees as a remedy where employer threatened, terminated, and refused to rehire a 

single employee]; Gerawan Farming, Inc. (2018) 44 ALRB No. 11, pp. 13-15 [ordering 

notice to all employees as a remedy where employer failed to respond to union 

information request]; Sabor Farms, supra, 42 ALRB No. 2, at ALJ Dec. pp. 18-20 

[ordering notice to all employees where employer terminated two employees for 

engaging in protected concerted activities]; California Artichoke and Vegetable Corp., 

supra, 41 ALRB No. 2, pp. 28-32 [ordering notice to all employees where employer 

disciplined approximately 25 workers for engaging in protected concerted activity]; 

Sandhu (2014) 40 ALRB No. 12, pp. 40-44 [ordering notice to all employees as a remedy 

where employer terminated one employee who engaged in protected activity]; Kawahara 

Nurseries, Inc. (2014) 40 ALRB No. 11, pp. 25-29 [ordering notice to all employees as a 

remedy where employer laid off 14 employees based on union activity]; P&M 

Vanderpoel Dairy, supra, 40 ALRB No. 8, pp. 24-27 [ordering notice to all employees as 

a remedy where employer terminated five employees for engaging in protected concerted 

activity].) 
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ORDER 

Pursuant to Labor Code section 1160.3, Respondent Wonderful Orchards, 

LLC, its officers, agents, labor contractors, successors, and assigns shall: 

1. Cease and desist from: 

(a) Discharging or otherwise retaliating against any agricultural 

employee with regard to hire or tenure of employment because the 

employee has engaged in concerted activities protected under section 

1152 of the Act. 

(b) In any like or related manner interfering with, restraining, or 

coercing any agricultural employee in the exercise of the rights 

guaranteed by Section 1152 of the Act. 

2. Take the following affirmative actions, which are deemed necessary to 

effectuate the policies of the Act: 

(a) Rescind the discharge notices or any other such personnel notation 

regarding the events of December 28, 2016, of the van crew and 

expunge such notices from its files. 

(b) Offer Imelda Vazquez-Lozano, Dominga Hernandez Ortuno, and 

other members of the van crew full reinstatement to their former or 

substantially equivalent positions without prejudice to their seniority 

or other rights or privileges of employment, and make them whole 

for all wages or other economic losses they suffered as a result of 

their unlawful terminations, to be determined in accordance with 
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established Board precedent.  The award shall include interest to be 

determined in accordance with Kentucky River Medical Center 

(2010) 356 NLRB 6 and excess tax liability is to be computed in 

accordance with Tortillas Don Chavas (2014) 361 NLRB No. 10, 

minus tax withholdings required by federal and state laws.  

Compensation shall be issued to Imelda Vazquez-Lozano, Dominga 

Hernandez Ortuno

Visalia Regional Office, which will thereafter disburse payment to 

them. 

(c) In order to facilitate the determination of lost wages and other 

economic losses, if any, for the period beginning December 28, 

2016, preserve and, upon request, make available to the Board or its 

agents for examination and copying, all payroll records, social 

security payment records, time cards, personnel records, and all 

other records relevant and necessary for a determination by the 

Regional Director of the economic losses due under this Order. 

(d) Upon request of the Regional Director, sign the Notice to 

Agricultural Employees attached hereto, and, after its translation into 

all appropriate languages, reproduce sufficient copies in each 

language for the purposes set forth below. 

(e) Post copies of the attached Notice, in all appropriate languages, in 

conspicuous places on its property for 60 days, the period(s) and 
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place(s) to be determined by the Regional Director, and exercise due 

care to replace any Notice which has been altered, defaced, covered, 

or removed. 

(f) Arrange for a representative of Respondent or a Board agent to 

distribute and read the attached Notice, in all appropriate languages, 

to all employees then employed, on company time and property, at 

time(s) and place(s) to be determined by the Regional Director.  

Following the reading, the Board agent shall be given the 

opportunity, outside the presence of supervisors and management, to 

answer any questions the employees may have concerning the 

Notice or their rights under the Act.  The Regional Director shall 

determine a reasonable rate of compensation to be paid by 

Respondent to all non-hourly wage employees in order to 

compensate them for time lost during the reading of the Notice and 

the question-and-answer period. 

(g) Mail copies of the attached Notice, in all appropriate languages, 

within 30 days after the issuance of this Order, to all agricultural 

employees employed by Respondent at any time during the period 

December 28, 2016, to December 27, 2017, at their last known 

addresses. 
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(h) Provide a copy of the Notice to each agricultural employee hired to 

work for Respondent during the twelve-month period following the 

date this order becomes final. 

(i) Notify the Regional Director in writing, within 30 days after the date 

this order becomes final, of the steps Respondent has taken to 

comply with its terms.  Upon the request of the Regional Director, 

Respondent shall notify the Regional Director periodically in writing 

of further actions taken to comply with the terms of this Order. 

 

DATED:  April 21, 2020 

 

Isadore Hall III, Member 

 

Barry D. Broad, Member 

 

Ralph Lightstone, Member 

 

Cinthia N. Flores, Member 
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NOTICE TO AGRICULTURAL EMPLOYEES 

After investigating charges that were filed with the Visalia Regional Office of the 
Agricultural Labor Relations Board (ALRB), the General Counsel of the ALRB issued a 
complaint alleging that we violated the law.  After a hearing at which all parties had an 
opportunity to present evidence, the ALRB determined that we had violated the 
Agricultural Labor Relations Act (Act) by terminating employees for engaging in 
protected concerted activity.  The ALRB has told us to publish this Notice.  We will do 
what the ALRB has ordered us to do. 
 
The Agricultural Labor Relations Act is a law that gives you and all other farm workers 
in California these rights: 
 
 

1. To organize yourselves. 
2. To form, join, or help a labor organization or bargaining 

representative. 
3. To vote in a secret ballot election to decide whether you 

want a union to represent you. 
4. To bargain with your employer about your wages and 

working conditions through a union chosen by a majority 
of the employees and certified by the Board. 

5. To act together with other workers to help and protect one 
another. 

6. To decide not to do any of these things. 
 
 
Because you have these rights, we promise that: 
 
WE WILL NOT discharge you because you complain about wages, hours, and working 
conditions on behalf of yourself and your coworkers.  
 
WE WILL NOT in any like or related manner interfere with, restrain, or coerce 
employees from exercising their rights under the Act. 
 
WE WILL offer Imelda Vazquez-Lozano, Dominga Hernandez Ortuno, and the van 
riders who accompanied them on December 28, 2016 immediate employment to their 
former positions or, if those positions are no longer available, to substantially equivalent 
positions. 
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WE WILL make whole Imelda Vazquez-Lozano, Dominga Hernandez Ortuno and the 
van riders who accompanied them on December 28, 2016, for all wages or other 
economic losses that they suffered as a result of our unlawful discharge of them. 
 
 
      WONDERFUL ORCHARDS, LLC 
 
Dated: ____________________   By: ___________________________ 
             Representative                    Title 
 
 
If you have any questions about your rights as farm workers or about this Notice, you 
may contact any office of the Agricultural Labor Relations Board.  One office is located 
at 1642 West Walnut Avenue, Visalia, California.  The telephone number is (559) 627-
0995 
 
This is an official notice of the Agricultural Labor Relations Board, an agency of the 
State of California. 
 

DO NOT REMOVE OR MUTILATE 



CASE SUMMARY 
 

WONDERFUL ORCHARDS, LLC 46 ALRB No. 2 
(Imelda Vazquez-Lozano) Case No. 2016-CE-023-VIS 

 
Background 
The General Counsel alleged that respondent Wonderful Orchards, LLC (Respondent) 
unlawfully terminated a crew of eight employees, including charging party Imelda 
Vazquez-Lozano, because they complained about working conditions.  An administrative 
law judge (ALJ) found that the crew engaged in protected activity by complaining about 
the pace of work required by their foreperson, Alicia Prudencio, and that Prudencio 
terminated the crew in response. 
 
Board Decision 
The Agricultural Labor Relations Board (ALRB .  
The Board agreed with the ALJ that Vazquez-Lozano and her crew reasonably believed 
Prudencio was terminating them when she stated that the crew should put down their 
tools and leave if they did not want to work.  The Board further found that Prudencio was 
aware that her statement had caused the crew to believe they had been terminated and 
Prudencio did not do anything to clarify the situation or prevent the crew from leaving, 

 belief that they had been terminated.   
Respondent contended that its duty to clarify the situation was satisfied when a safety 
employee asked the crew to wait and talk to her.  However, the Board rejected this 
contention because the individual never told the crew they were not being terminated and 

remedies. 
 

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
















































