UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF
CALIFORNIA

Wonderful Nurseries LL.C v. Agricultural Labor Relations Board

No. No. 1:24-cv-01601-KES-CDB, United States District Court for the Eastern District of California (May 13,
2025)

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of California grants the United Farm Workers
of America’s motion to intervene as of right in Wonderful Nurseries LLC’s constitutional challenge to
California’s mandatory mediation and conciliation provisions. The court denies the employees’ motion
to intervene as of right because they did not show practical impairment of their interests, but grants
permissive intervention. The action concerns California’s Agricultural Labor Relations Act and the
relationship between agricultural employers, labor unions, employees, and the Agricultural Labor

Relations Board.

CASE DETAILS
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Order resolving motions by the United Farm Workers of America and

agricultural employees to intervene in Wonderful Nurseries LLC's
federal constitutional challenge to California's mandatory mediation

and conciliation statutes.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Intervention as of right under Rule 24(a)(2) requires a timely motion, a
significantly protectable interest, potential practical impairment of that
interest, and inadequate representation. Permissive intervention under
Rule 24(b) requires an independent jurisdictional basis, timeliness, and
a common question of law or fact, subject to the court's discretion and

consideration of undue delay or prejudice.
PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unpublished district court order; persuasive authority only
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether UFW satisfied the requirements for intervention as of right under Federal Rule of Civil
Procedure 24(a)(2).

2. Whether the employees satisfied the requirements for intervention as of right under Rule 24(a)(2),

including the significant-protectable-interest and practical-impairment requirements.

3. Whether the employees should be allowed to intervene permissively under Rule 24(b).

HOLDINGS

1. UFW is entitled to intervene as of right because its motion was timely, it possessed a significant
protectable interest in the challenged MMC statutory scheme, disposition of the action could practically
impair that interest, and the ALRB's representation of UFW's narrower labor-union interests may be

inadequate.

2. The employees may have significant protectable interests in the litigation, but they are not entitled to
intervene as of right because they failed to show that disposition of the action may practically impair or

impede their ability to protect those interests.

3. The employees satisfy the requirements for permissive intervention under Rule 24(b), and intervention

will not unduly delay or prejudice the original parties.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“To satisfy the requirements of Rule 24(a)(2), a prospective intervenor bears the burden of establishing that:
(1) its motion is timely; (2) it has a significantly protectable interest relating to the subject of the action; (3) it
is so situated that the disposition of the action may as a practical matter impair or impede its ability to protect

that interest; and (4) its interest is inadequately represented by the parties to the action.” (at 2)

“A “district court has discretion to permit intervention when the movant presents ‘(1) an independent ground
for jurisdiction; (2) a timely motion; and (3) a common question of law and fact between the movant’s claim

or defense and the main action.””” (at 12)



FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Wonderful, a producer of grapevines and trees, challenged California Labor Code section 1164 et seq., the
mandatory mediation and conciliation provisions of the Agricultural Labor Relations Act. The challenge arose
from a labor-relations process involving UFW, which had been certified as the exclusive bargaining
representative of Wonderful's agricultural workers. UFW sought to intervene to defend the MMC provisions,
while thirteen employees sought to intervene to assert interests concerning union representation, union-security
provisions, speech and association, and due process. After UFW withdrew its MMC request and the ALRB
stated that no further MMC proceedings were expected, the court resolved the intervention motions at an early
stage of the litigation.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Wonderful filed this action on December 30, 2024, challenging provisions of the California Agricultural Labor
Relations Act governing mandatory mediation and conciliation. UFW moved to intervene as a defendant, and the
employees moved to intervene as plaintiffs, both under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 24. The court granted
UFW intervention as of right, denied the employees' motion to intervene as of right, and granted the employees

permissive intervention.
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