UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
BEFORE THE NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD

800 RIVER ROAD OPERATING COMPANY, LLC
d/b/a CAREONE AT NEW MILFORD,
Respondent,
and

Case No. 22-CA-204545

1199 SEIU UNITED HEALTHCARE WORKERS
EAST,
Charging Party.

CHARGING PARTY’S MOTION FOR PARTIAL
WITHDRAWAL OF THE CHARGE
1199 SEIU United Healthcare Workers East (“the Union”), the charging party in
this matter, hereby moves for withdrawal of the allegation of its charge that the
Respondent violated the Act by failing and refusing to give the Union notice and an
opportunity to bargain before imposing discretionary discipline (suspension or
discharge) on certain employees.
The Union makes this request because it has further investigated the
circumstances of the disciplinary actions addressed in the charge and determined that in
each instance the employee engaged in misconduct and the misconduct was the reason
for the discipline. In other words, the disciplinary actions complained of were for cause
within the meaning of the Board’s decision in Total Security Management, 364 NLRB
No. 106, slip op. at 15 (2016), and therefore no reinstatement or make-whole remedy is
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available with respect to this allegation of the charge. See id. at 12-15. Accordingly,
further processing of the charge would not effectuate the purposes of the Act.
Positions of the Parties
The Respondent opposes the Union’s motion for several reasons: (1) it believes
that the Board should overrule its decision in Total Security Management, (2) this
matter has been litigated and fully briefed at great expense, and (3) the Respondent
seeks guidance from the Board on how to proceed with discipline going forward. The
General Counsel opposes the Union’s motion but did not give reasons for his position.
Discussion
Section 102.9 of the Board’s Rules and Regulations provides that a “charge may
be withdrawn, … after the case has been transferred to the Board pursuant to § 102.45,
upon motion, with the consent of the Board.” The Board routinely grants motions to
withdraw a charge if there remains no live dispute to be resolved, inasmuch as it “will
effectuate the policies of the Act by conserving Board resources that would otherwise be
required to decide the issues presented by the [withdrawn charge] and by enabling the
Board to expedite issuance of its decision in the remaining … case.” Dow Chemical Co.,
349 NLRB 104 (2007).
In Dow Chemical, the union moved before the Board to withdraw its charges
alleging violations of Section 8(a)(2) and (5) of the Act; the administrative law judge
(“ALJ”) had found a violation of Section 8(a)(5), but not of Section 8(a)(2). The union
sought to withdraw the charge allegations because the employer had changed its
practices relating to the employee groups alleged to be dominated labor organizations
and because the position, the duties of which the ALJ had found to have been changed
unilaterally, no longer existed. Id. at 104. Thus, even if there had been a violation, there
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was nothing left to be remedied. The employer opposed the motion, arguing that the
parties and the Board had “expended substantial effort litigating the [allegations]” and
that the union “might nonetheless file future charges.” Id.
The Board granted the union’s motion, finding the union’s proffered reasons
sufficient to support the request, and also finding that granting the motion would
“effectuate the policies of the Act by conserving Board resources [and] enabling the
Board to expedite issuance of its decision” on the rest of the case. Id. The Board
observed that the agency resources conserved by permitting withdrawal include, in
addition to those required to decide the issues and render a decision, “still more
resources [to be spent] litigating that order in the appellate court.” Id. at 105.
The Board’s holding in Dow Chemical requires the same result here. As in Dow
Chemical, there is no longer a live dispute. Indeed all parties are in accord as to the
ultimate merit of the charge, though for different reasons: the General Counsel and the
Employer argue that the charge should be dismissed as a matter of law, while the Union
seeks its withdrawal as a matter of fact. Given the agreement of all parties that the Board
should find no violation and order no remedy, any further proceedings on the allegation
would constitute a waste of the agency’s scarce resources and would delay resolution of
the other allegations of the charge, which substantially affect many members of the
bargaining unit. The Board should approve the requested withdrawal as it routinely
does in such cases.
The fact that a notice-posting remedy could be ordered for the violation found by
the ALJ presents no more of an obstacle to partial withdrawal of the charge than did the
identical circumstance in Dow Chemical, where a remedy could have been ordered for
the unilateral-change violation found by the ALJ, but the Board nonetheless approved
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withdrawal of the unilateral-change allegation. In both cases, the charging party
reasonably determined not to continue to litigate the allegation, and no other party
contended that the violation found by the ALJ should be upheld and remedied.
Nor do any of the reasons advanced by the Respondent in opposing the motion
warrant continued litigation in the absence of a live dispute. The Respondent may have
good reason to seek the overruling of Total Security, but the desire to address a
doctrinal issue has never been a reason for the Board to disapprove withdrawal of a
charge as to which all parties agree that it should find no violation and order no remedy.
Just three months ago, the Board granted the charging party union’s motion for
withdrawal of the underlying charges in Colorado Fire Sprinkler, Inc., Case 27-CA115977, unpublished order (Mar. 25, 2019) (annexed hereto as Appendix A). The union
had sought to withdraw the charges because the alleged violation had occurred over six
years earlier, in 2013, the collective bargaining agreement had expired in 2013, further
appellate litigation was foreseeable, and the “primary economic remedy,” payment of
benefit fund contributions, was being sought in a separate arbitration proceeding.
Therefore, “continuing these unfair labor practice proceedings will be costly, time
consuming and likely of limited practical significance.” Id., Charging Party Motion for
Remand for Withdrawal of Charges (filed Mar. 8, 2019)(annexed hereto as Appendix B).
The General Counsel opposed withdrawal of the charges. The case was before the
Board on remand from the U.S. Court of Appeals for the D.C. Circuit, which had
questioned the viability of the Board’s decision in Staunton Fuel, 335 NLRB 717 (2001),
and remanded the case for the Board to identify a decisional rationale other than the
Staunton Fuel standard. See Colorado Fire Sprinkler, Inc. v. NLRB, 891 F.3d 1031,
1040-41 (D.C. Cir. 2018). The General Counsel argued that the court of appeals had
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remanded the case “with instructions to resolve the significant issue [concerning] the
standard set forth in Staunton Fuel” and “urge[d] the Board to reject the Charging
Party’s withdrawal … so that the underlying issue m[ight] be addressed.” Colorado Fire
Sprinkler, Inc., Case 27-CA-115977, General Counsel’s Opposition to Charging Party’s
Motion at 2-3 (filed Mar. 14, 2019) (annexed hereto as Appendix C). The Board granted
the Charging Party’s request to withdraw the charges. Id., unpublished order (Mar. 25,
2019) (Appendix A).
Six months ago, in Loshaw Thermal Technology, LLC, Case 05-CA-158650, the
Board granted the charging party union’s request to withdraw its charge. Id.,
unpublished order (Dec. 14, 2018) (annexed hereto as Appendix D). The case had been
fully briefed to the Board bv the parties since 2016 and presented doctrinal issues of
such importance that the Board had issued a public invitation to file briefs on the issues.
Id., Notice and Invitation to File Briefs (Sep. 11, 2018) (annexed hereto as Appendix E). 1
After publication of the Board’s briefing invitation, the charging party moved for
withdrawal of its charge, stating that it was “a small local union with limited resources”
and had “decided that those resources [could] best be used elsewhere, rather than in
continuing to pursue this litigation.” Id., Motion to Withdraw Charge (filed Oct. 5, 2018)
(annexed hereto as Appendix F). As in Colorado Fire Sprinkler, the Board approved
withdrawal of the charge in a summary order, notwithstanding the important issues of
Board law raised in the case and its public solicitation of briefs.

Among the issues to be briefed was whether the Board should “adhere to, modify or
overrule Staunton Fuel.”
1
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The Respondent’s second reason for opposing withdrawal, the fact that the case
has been litigated before the ALJ and fully briefed to the Board, was rejected by the
Board in Dow Chemical as a reason to deny a withdrawal request. 349 NLRB at 104. 2
Finally, the Respondent’s asserted need for guidance is, in effect, a request for an
advisory opinion in the absence of a live dispute and not a valid basis for denial of a
withdrawal request. Thus, in Dow Chemical, the employer argued that if the union was
permitted to withdraw the charges it “might nonetheless file future charges.” Id. The
Board rejected that possibility as “speculative.” Id.; cf. Wilson Tree Co., 312 NLRB 883,
883 n.3 (1993) (withdrawal approved notwithstanding that “the motion to withdraw
[was] not in furtherance of any mutual resolution of the instant labor dispute”). 3
Moreover, in recent discussions between the parties of a possible non-Board settlement
of the entire matter, the Union offered to refrain from seeking pre-imposition notice or
bargaining concerning discretionary discipline or filing charges on that basis during the
pre-contract period. If partial withdrawal of the charge is granted, the Union will honor
that commitment. Under these circumstances, there is no basis for denial of the Union’s
motion.

In Colorado Fire Sprinkler and Lowshaw Thermal Technology as well, the charges
sought to be withdrawn had been litigated before an ALJ and fully briefed to the Board.
2

By contrast, in Metropolitan Taxicab Board of Trade, Inc., 342 NLRB 1300 (2004), in
which the Board denied the charging party’s withdrawal request, the specific issue
presented by the case, whether the nearly 2000 New York City taxi drivers involved in
the case were independent contractors, “was an undisputedly live and important issue to
all involved parties.” Dow Chemical Co., 349 NLRB at 105.
3
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Conclusion
For the reasons set forth above, it is respectfully requested that the Board
approve the Union’s request to withdraw the allegation of its charge that the
Respondent violated the Act by failing and refusing to give the Union notice and an
opportunity to bargain before imposing discretionary discipline.
Dated: New York, New York
July 1, 2019
Respectfully submitted,
GLADSTEIN, REIF & MEGINNISS LLP
By: ___s/ William S. Massey____
817 Broadway
New York, New York 10003
(212) 228-7727

TO:

Roxanne Rothschild
Executive Secretary
National Labor Relations Board
1015 Half Street, S.E.
Washington, D.C. 20570
Sharon Chau, Esq.
National Labor Relations Board
Region 22
20 Washington Place, Floor 5
Newark, New Jersey 07102-3127
Stephen C. Mitchell, Esq.
Fisher & Phillips LLP
1320 Main Street, Suite 750
Columbia, South Carolina 29201
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Appendix A

United States Government
NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD
Office of the Executive Secretary
1015 Half Street, SE
Washington, DC 20570

Re:

Colorado Fire Sprinkler, Inc.
Cases 27-CA-115977 and 27-CA-120823
ORDER

Charging Party’s Motion for Remand to Region 27 for the Withdrawal of Unfair Labor
Practice Charges is treated as a request for withdrawal of the underlying unfair labor practices
charges in this matter. The request is granted. The underlying charges in Cases 27-CA-115977
and 27-CA-120823 are withdrawn, and the case is remanded to the Regional Director for Region
27 for further processing in accordance with this Order.
Dated, Washington, D.C., March 25, 2019.
By direction of the Board:
/s/ Farah Z. Qureshi
Associate Executive Secretary
cc:

Parties

Appendix B

Appendix C

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
BEFORE THE NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD

COLORADO FIRE SPRINKLER INC.

and

Case 27-CA-115977
Case 27-CA-120823

ROAD SPRINKLER FITTERS LOCAL
UNION NO. 669, U.A., AFL-CIO.

COUNSEL FOR THE GENERAL COUNSEL’S
OPPOSITION TO CHARGING PARTY’S MOTION FOR REMAND TO REGION 27
FOR THE WITHDRAWAL OF UNFAIR LABOR PRACTICE CHARGES

Counsel for the General Counsel (General Counsel) hereby files this Opposition to the
Charging Party’s Motion for Remand to Region 27 for the Withdrawal of Unfair Labor Practice
Charges (Motion for Remand). The General Counsel urges the National Labor Relations Board
(Board) to rule on the underlying withdrawal request and deny the withdrawal for the reasons
discussed below.
On July 22, 2016, the Board issued a Decision and Order in the above-captioned case
finding that Colorado Fire Sprinkler Inc. (Respondent) engaged in several unfair labor practice
violations. On June 8, 2018, the U.S. Circuit Court of Appeals for the D.C. Circuit granted
Respondent’s petition for review, denied the Board’s cross-application for enforcement, vacated
the Board’s decision, and remanded the matter to the Board. On February 7, 2019, by letter from
the Associate Executive Secretary, the Board informed the parties that it accepted the remand from
the D.C. Circuit Court of Appeals, and that the parties may file statements of position with respect
1

to the issues raised by the remand. 1

On March 11, 2019, the Charging Party filed its Motion for

Remand with the Board, 2 requesting that the Board remand the case to Region 27 of the Board to
allow the withdrawal of the charges in this matter (presumably with and by the approval from the
Regional Director of Region 27). The Charging Party asserts several grounds for its motion,
including: that the alleged misconduct took place over six years ago; the relevant collectivebargaining agreement expired in 2013; this case could continue through another round of appellate
court litigation consuming three years; and that the primary economic remedy originally ordered
by the Board – unpaid benefit contributions – is currently being pursued in separate arbitration
proceedings by the National Automatic Sprinkler Industry Funds. The Charging Party concludes
that continuing these proceedings will be costly, time consuming, and likely of limited practical
significance.
Pursuant to Section 102.9 of the Board’s Rules and Regulations (Rules), after a case has
been transferred to the Board, a charge may be withdrawn “upon motion, with the consent of the
Board.” The General Counsel submits that it is inappropriate and unnecessary at this juncture, as
the matter is currently pending before the Board, to remand the case to Region 27 for a decision
by the Regional Director on the Charging Party’s request to withdraw the charges. Rather, the
General Counsel urges the Board to treat the Charging Party’s Motion for Remand as an effective
request for consent from the Board to withdraw the charges, and to rule on the withdrawal request
and reject it for the reasons discussed below.
The D.C. Circuit Court of Appeals remanded this case to the Board with instructions to
resolve the significant issue as to whether the Charging Party represented employees pursuant to
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The current deadline for filing statements of position on the remand is March 15, 2019. The General Counsel has
been informed that the Charging Party may be seeking an extension of time to that deadline, and the General Counsel
does not oppose any such extension.
2
The Charging Party served its Motion for Remand on the General Counsel and Respondent on March 8, 2019.
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Section 9(a) of the Act, rejecting the Board’s earlier determination that the Charging Party had
attained Section 9(a) status based on contract language alone under the standard set forth in
Staunton Fuel, 335 NLRB 717 (2001). Therefore, there is a significant unresolved matter to be
addressed by the Board on remand. In Lowshaw Thermal Technology, LLC, Case 05-CA-158650,
another unfair labor practice case implicating the Board’s standard set forth in Staunton Fuel, the
Board approved the charging party’s request for withdrawal over the respondent’s and General
Counsel’s objections. Therefore, the Board did not substantively review the Staunton Fuel
precedent in that case. The General Counsel urges the Board to reject the Charging Party’s
withdrawal in this case, so that the underlying issue may be addressed in this matter.
The General Counsel has already expended substantial resources in litigating this case and
will continue to do so in the public interest for a final Board determination on the issues. Although
the Charging Party asserts that the case may no longer have practical significance to the Charging
Party, the General Counsel does not pursue these matters solely for the benefit of the individual
Charging Party, but in the overall public interest. The Board has previously recognized this
imperative. See, e.g., Meat Cutters (AFL-CIO) Local 150 F, 151 NLRB 386, 387 (1965) (“When
an unfair labor practice charge is filed, the General Counsel proceeds, not in the vindication of
private rights, but as the representative of an Agency entrusted with the enforcement of public law
and the assertion of the public interest therein. We conclude the Trial Examiner was correct in
denying the request to withdraw the charges.”) (citing New York Central Transport Company, 141
NLRB 1144, 1145 (1963)). The Charging Party also asserts that further proceedings will be costly
and time consuming. However, there is no requirement that the Charging Party spend any time or
money on this matter from this point forward. Thus, the Charging Party’s concerns about the need
to preserve its own resources are not relevant at this stage of the litigation.
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Respondent has verbally informed the General Counsel that it does not oppose the
Charging Party’s Motion for Remand and withdrawal of the case. However, for the reasons
described above, the Board should find that the Charging Party’s asserted grounds for the
withdrawal request are insufficient grounds at this stage of the case. Based on any and all of the
circumstances described above, the General Counsel respectfully requests that the Charging
Party’s Motion for Remand be denied.
The General Counsel further respectfully requests that if the Board denies the Charging
Party’s Motion for Remand, as the General Counsel urges it should, that the Board provide the
parties with a further opportunity to file statements of position with respect to the issues raised by
the remand from the D.C. Circuit Court of Appeals.
Dated at Denver, Colorado, this 14th day of March 2019.

_____________________________
Julia M. Durkin
Counsel for the General Counsel
National Labor Relations Board, Region 27
1961 Stout Street, Suite 13-103
Denver, CO 80294
(303) 844-3551
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
BEFORE THE NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD
COLORADO FIRE SPRINKLER INC.
and

Case 27-CA-115977
Case 27-CA-120823

ROAD SPRINKLER FITTERS, LOCAL UNION
NO. 669, U.A., AFL-CIO

AFFIDAVIT OF SERVICE OF: COUNSEL FOR THE GENERAL COUNSEL’S
OPPOSITION TO CHARGING PARTY’S MOTION FOR REMAND TO REGION 27 FOR
THE WITHDRAWAL OF UNFAIR LABOR PRACTICE CHARGES
I, the undersigned employee of the National Labor Relations Board, being duly sworn, say that
on March 14, 2019, I served the above-entitled document(s) by e-filing and email upon the
following persons, as indicated below, addressed to them at the following addresses:
By E-Filing
Roxanne Rothschild
Executive Secretary
National Labor Relations Board
1015 Half St. SE
Washington, D.C. 20570

By Email
William W. Osborne , ESQ.
Osborne Law Offices, PC
4301 Connecticut Avenue, NW
Suite 140
Washington, DC 20008
Email: BOsborne@osbornelaw.com

By Email
Thomas A. Lenz, Attorney at Law
Atkinson Andelson Loya Ruud & Romo
12800 Center Ct. Dr. S.
Ste. 300
Cerritos, CA 90703-9364
Email: TLenz@aalrr.com

By Email
Natalie C. Moffett, Esq.
Osborne Law Offices, PC
4301 Connecticut Avenue, NW Suite 140
Washington, DC 20008
Email: NMoffett@osbornelaw.com

March 14, 2019
Date

/s/ Julia M. Durkin
Julia M. Durkin

Appendix D

United States Government
NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD
1015 HALF STREET, SE
WASHINGTON DC 20570

Re:

Loshaw Thermal Technology, LLC
Case 05-CA-158650
ORDER

The Charging Party Union’s request to withdraw its charge is granted.
Accordingly, the Notice and Invitation to File Briefs (NIFB) issued in this matter
on September 11, 2018 is hereby rescinded.1
Dated, Washington, D.C., December 14, 2018.
By direction of the Board:
Farah Z. Qureshi
Associate Executive Secretary

1

The Board will consider the issues raised in the NIFB in a future appropriate
proceeding.

Appendix E

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
BEFORE THE NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD
LOSHAW THERMAL TECHNOLOGY, LLC
and

Case 05-CA-158650

INTERNATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF HEAT AND
FROST INSULATORS AND ASBESTOS WORKERS,
LOCAL UNION NO. 23
NOTICE AND INVITATION TO FILE BRIEFS
On July 7, 2016, Administrative Law Judge Eric M. Fine issued a decision in the abovecaptioned case, applying Staunton Fuel & Material, 335 NLRB 717 (2001), to find that language
in the parties’ collective-bargaining agreement established a bargaining relationship under
Section 9(a) of the National Labor Relations Act, and applying Casale Industries, 311 NLRB
951 (1993), to find that the Respondent’s challenge to the Union’s Section 9(a) status was timebarred.
The Respondent is an employer in the construction industry, and the Board presumes that
bargaining relationships in the construction industry are established under Section 8(f) of the
Act.1 Under Staunton Fuel, above, however, that presumption is overcome, and a 9(a)
relationship is established, where language in the parties’ collective-bargaining agreement
unequivocally indicates that the union requested and was granted recognition as the majority or
9(a) representative of the unit employees, based on the union having shown, or having offered to
show, evidence of its majority support. Id. at 719–720. And in Casale Industries, above, the
Board held that it would “not entertain a claim that majority status was lacking at the time of
recognition” where “a construction industry employer extends 9(a) recognition to a union, and 6
months elapse without a charge or petition.” Id. at 953. This 6-month limitations period applies
regardless of whether the 9(a) recognition is itself alleged as an unfair labor practice or whether,
as in this case, the invalidity of the recognition is advanced as a defense against a refusal-tobargain charge.2
Excepting to the administrative law judge’s decision, the Respondent asks the Board to
overrule Staunton Fuel and require a “contemporaneous showing of majority support” to
establish a 9(a) bargaining relationship in the construction industry. The Respondent also urges
the Board to revisit Casale Industries’ 6-month limitation on challenges to 9(a) status in the
construction industry.
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John Deklewa & Sons, 282 NLRB 1375, 1385 fn. 41 (1987), enfd. sub nom. Iron Workers
Local 3 v. NLRB, 843 F.2d 770 (3d Cir. 1988), cert. denied 488 U.S. 889 (1988).
2
See Triple A Fire Protection, 312 NLRB 1088, 1089 (1993), supplemented 315 NLRB 409
(1994), enfd. 136 F.3d 727 (11th Cir. 1998), cert. denied 525 U.S. 1067 (1999).
1

In a recent decision, the United States Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia
Circuit rejected the holding of Staunton Fuel that contract language alone may create a 9(a)
bargaining relationship in the construction industry. Colorado Fire Sprinkler, Inc. v. NLRB, 891
F.3d 1031 (D.C. Cir. 2018); see also Nova Plumbing, Inc. v. NLRB, 330 F.3d 531 (D.C. Cir.
2003). Other federal courts of appeals, however, have held to the contrary. See NLRB v. Triple
C Maintenance, Inc., 219 F.3d 1147 (10th Cir. 2000); Sheet Metal Workers Local 19 v. Herre
Bros., Inc., 201 F.3d 231 (3d Cir. 1999). In addition, the District of Columbia Circuit has
expressed doubt regarding the holding of Casale Industries, see Nova Plumbing, 330 F.3d at
538–539, while other courts have upheld the Board’s position, see Triple C Maintenance, 219
F.3d at 1156–1159; NLRB v. Triple A Fire Protection, 136 F.3d 727, 736–737 (11th Cir. 1998).
To aid in the consideration of the issues presented by the Respondent’s exceptions, the
Board now invites the filing of briefs in order to afford the parties and interested amici the
opportunity to address the following questions.
1. Should the Board adhere to, modify, or overrule Staunton Fuel?
2. If the Board were to overrule Staunton Fuel, what standard should the Board adopt in
its stead? Specifically, what should constitute sufficient evidence to overcome the
presumption of a Section 8(f) relationship in the construction industry and establish a
Section 9(a) relationship? Even if not dispositive, should contract language be deemed
relevant to that determination? Where a union in the construction industry asserts (and
the employer disputes) that a 9(a) bargaining relationship has been in existence for a
period of time, should the Board’s standard for determining whether the grant of 9(a)
recognition validly reflects the wishes of a majority of employees in the bargaining unit
be the same as for finding an initial establishment of a 9(a) relationship? If not, how
should the standards differ?
3. Even if the Board modifies or overrules Staunton Fuel, under Casale Industries
contract language alone would continue to be sufficient to establish 9(a) status
whenever that status goes unchallenged for 6 months after 9(a) recognition is granted.
If Staunton Fuel is modified or overruled, should the Board adhere to, modify, or
overrule Casale Industries, and, if either of the latter, how?
Briefs not exceeding 25 pages in length shall be filed with the Board in Washington, D.C.,
on or before Friday, October 26, 2018. The parties may file responsive briefs on or before 15
days after the initial briefs are due, which shall not exceed 15 pages in length.3 No other
responsive briefs will be accepted. The parties and amici shall file briefs electronically by going
to www.nlrb.gov and clicking on “eFiling.” Parties and amici are reminded to serve all case
participants. A list of case participants may be found at http://www.nlrb.gov/case/05-CA158650 under the heading “Service Documents.” If assistance is needed in E-filing on the
Agency’s website, please contact the Office of Executive Secretary at 202-273-1940 or Deputy
Executive Secretary Roxanne Rothschild at 202-273-2917.
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If this due date falls on a weekend or holiday, the due date will be the next business day.
2

Dated, Washington, D.C., September 11, 2018.
JOHN F. RING,

CHAIRMAN

LAUREN McFERRAN,

MEMBER

MARVIN E. KAPLAN,

MEMBER

WILLIAM J. EMANUEL,

MEMBER
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Appendix F

STATEMENT OF SERVICE
I have served the charging party’s motion for partial withdrawal of the charge on
the other parties by e-mail to counsel at the e-mail addresses set forth below:
Sharon Chau, Esq.
Counsel for the General Counsel
Sharon.Chau@nlrb.gov
Stephen C. Mitchell, Esq.
Counsel for Respondent
smitchell@fisherphillips.com
Dated: New York, New York
July 1, 2019
s/ Jonathan Parker
Jonathan Parker

