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DECISION AND DIRECTION OF ELECTION

On December 20, 2021, Workers United (Petitioner) filed the instant representation
petition under Section 9(c) of the National Labor Relations Act (the Act), seeking to represent a
bargaining unit of baristas, shift supervisors, and assistant store managers employed by
Starbucks Corporation (Employer) employed at the Employer's store located at 101 Broadway E
in Seattle, Washington (the Broadway store). There are approximately 15 employees in the unit
sought by Petitioner.

The Employer opposes the scope of the petitioned-for unit. The Employer contends the
only appropriate unit is a multi-facility unit consisting of the Broadway store and the nine other
locations currently included in District 114, an organizational grouping of certain stores in
Seattle. A hearing officer of the National Labor Relations Board (Board) held a videoconference
hearing in this matter on January 12-14, and 18, 2022, and took evidence on this issue. The
hearing officer, consistent with the parties'equest, also took administrative notice of record
evidence introduced in several other hearings before the Board on separate petitions filed by
Petitioner in other Regional Offices. Both parties filed briefs after the conclusion of the hearing.

As explained below, based on the record, briefs, and relevant Board law, I find the record
establishes the petitioned-for unit is an appropriate unit. Accordingly, I am directing a mail-
ballot election in the petitioned-for unit consisting of approximately 15 employees employed at
the Broadway store.

RECORD EVIDENCE

The Employer operates over 9,000 locations in the United States serving food and a wide
variety of beverages, including specialty, made-to-order coffee drinks. These stores are staffed
by baristas, the individuals who prepare the food and beverages, and shift supervisors, who
perform the same tasks as baristas, but also have additional responsibilities. This includes acting
as "keyholder," the employee who holds the physical keys to the store, when the most senior



Starbucks Corporation
Case 19-RC-287954

manager at a store — the store manager — is not present. Baristas and shift supervisors report to
the store manager of their "home store," their primary place of employment.

The Employer's large, nationwide presence requires several layers of organization.
Multiple stores are organized into a "district," managed by a district manager, to whom the store
managers report. Multiple districts are combined in an "area," reporting to a regional director,
and then a "region," reporting to a regional vice-president. As used in this Decision the term
"corporate level" refers to decisions or materials that originate above the district level. At the
corporate level the Employer also has specialized departments that address specific issues, such
as "Partner Relations," a department that specializes in traditional human resources functions.

The Broadway store, also referred to as Broadway and Denny and by its store number,
store 304, in the record, is located at the intersection of Broadway and Denny Way in the Capitol
Hill neighborhood of Seattle, Washington. The Broadway store is part of District 114, which also
includes nine other stores, located in downtown Seattle and in a generally northeast direction to
the University of Washington campus, approximately 4 miles from the city center. The Seattle
metropolitan area contains many stores and the 10 stores in District 114 are intermixed
geographically with stores grouped in other districts.

Approximately 175 employees in the barista and shift supervisor classifications are
employed in the District 114 stores. District 114 is part of Area 10, consisting of portions of the
Seattle metropolitan area and the Olympic Peninsula. Area 10 is in turn part of Region 1,
covering the Pacific Northwest.

i) Daily Operations

The Broadway store operates seven days a week, from 5:30 a.m. to 4:30 p.m. on
weekdays and from 6:30 a.m. to 4:30 p.m. on weekends. Employees take orders either in-person
or from a mobile ordering system, prepare food and drinks, and operate the register as needed.
The Employer's stores are designed to provide a consistent experience for the customer across
locations, with standardized menus, promotions, and store design. The Broadway store does have
an interior seating area, but this is currently closed due to recent safety concerns. The Broadway
store does not provide drive-thru service.

The staff at the Broadway store includes 10 baristas, 5 shift supervisors, and a store
manager. As noted above, the store manager is the primary keyholder, but a shift supervisor will
perform that function when the store manager is not physically in the Broadway store. The store
manager is also responsible for certain scheduling functions, approving vacation and sick time
requests, and adjusting employee timecards as needed. Store managers are involved in hiring,
training, scheduling, and the promotion, transfer, and evaluation of baristas and shift supervisors,
and have the authority to issue or effectively recommend discipline of these employees as
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described in following sections.'o assistant store managers are employed at the Broadway
store, and a total of 2 assistant store managers are employed in all of District 114.

The district manager for District 114 is in regular contact with the Broadway store
manager, addressing not only the Broadway store's performance, but operational issues over
which the district manager has ultimate authority, such as hours of operation. The district
manager visits the Broadway store occasionally and has some personal contact with the
Broadway store employees. Store and district manager also meet and review topics such as
future staffing needs, earnings, and customer trends. To illustrate how this works in practice, the
district manager for District 114 provided an example of noticing a downward trend in customer
satisfaction over several weeks at the Broadway store, information collected from customer
surveys and made available to district managers, and then meeting with the Broadway store
manager to develop a plan to correct that trend.

The Employer maintains numerous corporate level handbooks and guidelines. These
include a "Partner Guide" and "Store Operations Manual" covering terms and conditions of
employment ranging from attendance and dress code. The "Ops Excellence Field Manual"
identifies the roles and responsibilities of the various employees in a store, and the "Partner
Resources Manual" addresses topics such as proper cash handling techniques. It is undisputed
many aspects of Broadway store's operation, from pricing and promotions to suppliers, are
controlled by the Employer at the corporate level.

The Broadway store experienced intermittent closures in 2020, first due to the COVID-19
pandemic and then due to civil unrest. When the COVID pandemic began in March of 2020 the
Broadway store closed for approximately two months. The Broadway store reopened in May, but
then closed again in July of 2020 due to vandalism and protracted civil unrest in the immediate
vicinity. Except for a few days, the Broadway store remained closed until November of 2020. At
that point the Broadway store reopened and resumed normal operations. In the fall of 2021, the
seating area in the Broadway store was closed due to safety concerns, such as increased loitering,
theft, and threats to employees.

(1) Hiring

Each store has a staffing level set by the Employer at the corporate level based on sales
and other data. When hiring is necessary to maintain that staffing level the Employer posts
openings online and conducts hiring fairs, which can occur at the district level. The Broadway
store manager estimated these district hiring fairs occur quarterly. The Broadway store manager
described the decision to hold a hiring fair process as a collective decision between store
managers, and that having made the decision they would notify the district manager. At the
hiring fair, the store managers conduct interviews and determine who will be hired. The district
manager does not have a role in this part of the hiring process. The distinction provided in the

'he record contains minimal evidence regarding assignment. The record contains evidence introduced at other
hearings regarding the corporate level "Play Builder" tool, used to anticipate workflow and assign employees'asks,
and "Par Builder," an ordering and inventory management system. Both are presumably in use, but the record is
largely silent on the assignment of duties at the Broadway store.
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record is that a district manager plays a role in determining whether hiring will be done, but not
who will be hired, a decision made by the store manager.

The mechanics of hiring are largely guided by corporate level policies. The Employer has
a standardized hiring process involving an application and an interview. The interview itself is
conducted by a store manager or managers with materials created at the corporate level,
establishing both the process to be followed and the interview questions themselves. Applicants
may be interviewed by the store manager making the hiring decision, a store manager of a
different location, or multiple store managers. The Broadway store manager estimated that a
third of all interviews are conducted by her alone, a third by her with another store manager
present, and a third by a store manager of another location in District ¹114. The decision of
which applicant to hire is made by the store manager.

(2) Training

After an applicant is hired, they are trained on how to perform the duties of a barista by a
"barista trainer." Barista trainer is not a separate classification, but a designation the store
manager applies to certain employees, and the designation can result in additional pay when
training a barista. The barista trainer utilizes a training plan, a program created by the Employer
at the corporate level, that addresses the topics covered, the time allotted, and the substance of
that training. A store manager's role in the training program is to have sufficient barista trainers
on staff to perform the training, and to arrange the schedule in a way that those directly involved
in the training — the trainee and the barista trainer — have time to complete the program without
impacting the normal operation of the store. The store manager also verifies that the new hire has
received the mandated training.

At the Broadway store each of the shift supervisors is a barista trainer. The Broadway
store manager estimated that approximately 25 percent of the time a new hire will be trained by a
barista trainer at another location because of a schedule conflict or short staffing at the Broadway
store prevents the uninterrupted time necessary for training.

(3) Scheduling

Many of the Employer's baristas are part-time employees. At the time of hire each barista
completes a partner availability form, and employees update these as necessary. The Employer's
scheduling software uses this information to create a weekly schedule. A store manager,
including the Broadway store manager, then takes this schedule and makes additional
modifications, both to align the schedule as closely as possible with the staffing level for the
store in question and to verify the automated schedule reflects requests for time off and
availability correctly.

The Broadway store manager identified three main ways in which gaps in the schedule
are filled. After determining additional employees are needed on a shift, the Broadway store
manager may send a text message to all current employees of the Broadway store soliciting a
volunteer. The Broadway store manager may also contact store managers at other nearby stores,
both within District 114 and outside the district, to check if they are aware of any available
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employees. Finally, the Broadway store manager may also solicit a volunteer by way of a
Facebook group that includes many of the store managers and employees employed at stores
throughout Area 10. The record does not indicate the Broadway store manager has had to take
actions beyond these three steps to secure the necessary coverage.

Employees have similar tools available if they wish to change their schedules, as
employees are allowed to swap shifts with coworkers and can do so without requiring the
approval of management. Employees can contact coworkers directly or use resources such as the
Area 10 Facebook group if they are seeking coverage for a shift. There are no restrictions on
obtaining coverage, but if an employee from a different store works the shift it is necessary to
notify the store manager of the home and destination store so that the hours are correctly
allocated.

During the time the Broadway store was closed from March to May of 2020 due to the
COVID-19 pandemic, employees at the Broadway store and other employees of the Employer
were provided three options. Employees could remain on the Employer's payroll and receive a
certain level of pay while not working, they could work at stores that remained in operation, or
they could take a leave of absence, ending their employment at least temporarily and making
them eligible for unemployment compensation. When the Broadway store closed later in 2020,
employees from the Broadway store were able to work at other locations, with some transferring
and some picking up shifts in a more ad hoc fashion.

The record does not contain any evidence that the district manager plays a part in the
scheduling of employees, or that the borders of the district impact finding staffing solutions.
However, if a store manager wishes to use vacation time, they will submit their leave request to
the district manager and then obtain a proxy store manager for their absence. The proxy store
manager will not necessarily work at the store, a shift supervisor could function as keyholder, but
the proxy store manager is a point of contact. The proxy store manager would contact the district
manager on the same issues as the regular store manager, e.g. discipline above a certain level.

(4) Promotion and Transfer

Baristas with interest have the opportunity for promotion to shift supervisor when a
position becomes available. Previously, this process was largely delegated to store managers, but
the Employer has made recent revisions and promotion to shift supervisor now largely mirrors
the initial hiring process, with a formal application and interview. The shift supervisors at the
Broadway store were promoted under the prior system. The Broadway store manager described
the district manager as having ultimate authority to approve promotion to shift supervisor, but
the district manager is not directly involved in the process and the decision is based on a
recommendation by the interviewing store manager. The record does not contain any evidence of
a district manager deviating from the recommendation of the store manager that conducted the
interview.

If an employee is interested in a permanent transfer, they are free to contact the store
manager of the destination store. The employee also completes a "transfer request form" submits
that form to their current store manager, who in turn provides certain information and forwards it
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to the district manager. The district manager then routes that form to the store manager of the
destination location. If a location has a sufficient staffing need the destination store manager can
approve the transfer. As with promotion the district manager may have ultimate authority to
approve the transfer, but there is no evidence the district manager participates beyond forwarding
the form, there is no evidence they participate in any interview or evaluation of the candidate.
There is no evidence of a district manager overriding the decision of a store manager regarding a
transfer.

(5) Discipline

As with hiring, the Employer provides extensive materials produced at the corporate level
to guide store managers in issuing discipline. The Employer's "Virtual Coach" tool allows a
store manager to select from topics such as "attendance and punctuality," then use a series of
drop-down menus to narrow the focus of the problem, ultimately reaching a "result." For
example, if the attendance and punctuality topic is selected a menu then allows the store manager
to choose from subtopics such as "no call/no show" or "tardiness." If the tardiness option is
selected, Virtual Coach then asks five questions, including "if the partner arrived late to a
scheduled shift, were there any extenuating circumstances?" and "has the partner mentioned an
inability to comply with Starbucks Attendance and Punctuality policy due to religious or medical
reasons?" If all five questions are answered in the negative, Virtual Coach produces a result of
"Documented Coaching is consistently recommended for a first-time policy violation."

The Employer's corrective action form identifies three levels of pre-discharge discipline:
"documented coaching," "written warning," and "final written warning." The Broadway store
manager has issued the first two levels of discipline independently but testified that she would
discuss a final warning or discharge with the district manager and the partner relations
department prior to issuing. The Broadway store manager indicated this discussion may involve
determining the appropriate level of discipline, and she identified one discipline in the record
where such a conversation occurred. When issued to an employee, the corrective action form
includes the name and signature of the store manager, but not the district manager.

The Broadway store manager stated that a corrective action can be appealed to the district
manager, but this appears to be an informal or ad hoc process. The corrective action form makes
no reference to the district manager or an appeal, and the record contains no other evidence of
any sort of appeal procedure. The record does contain a written warning that contains a
handwritten notation that it was voided by a district manager. However, this discipline was not
issued when the employee was employed at the Broadway store, or another store in District 114,
and the district manager involved is unidentified. The narrative portion of the discipline
identifies some basic facts regarding the events that led to the discipline, but the record contains
no evidence regarding how or why the district manager appears to have changed the store
manager's determination.

ii) Skills, Functions, and Working Conditions

The skills, job functions, and many working conditions of employees are similar at all the
Employer's stores. To the extent differences do exist — for example not all employees are paid an
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identical wage rate — these are differences based on skill and experience, not the store or district
involved. Further, while two employees may have different wage rates, both will be points on a
uniform wage scale. Fringe benefits such as vacation, paid leave, and health insurance are also
determined at the corporate level and uniform across stores. While similar each store is not
identical, for example some stores have a drive-thru while the Broadway store does not. The
record also refers to certain Seattle-area stores that are outside the Employer's standard model-
Princi Bakery and Starbucks Reserve locations — but to the extent these differ in job functions
and working conditions these differences are not identified in the record.

Standardized equipment and menus make it possible that an employee can move from
their home store to another location and prepare the Employer's food and drinks with minimal or
no difficulty. In addition to preparing food and drinks many other job duties, ranging from
restocking merchandise to cash handling, are dictated by corporate level policy and do not vary
between stores. The Broadway store does have some unique factors, largely based on recent
difficulties with vandalism and theft. The record contains multiple incident reports from the
employees of the Broadway store, including at least one incident where an employee was
physically assaulted. As noted, the Broadway store recently closed its seating area, employees
receive safety and security training not provided to all employees, and the Employer is testing
the use of security guards.

iii) Employee Interchange

As noted previously, employees have a home store, but it is relatively easy for employees
to also work shifts at other stores as well. An employee participating in this type of temporary
interchange is referred to as a "borrowed partner."

The record contains extensive evidence and statistical analysis regarding borrowed
partners in District 114. For the period of April 29, 2019, to December 12, 2021, 67 percent of
employees in District 114 worked in only a single store, while 33 percent of employees worked
at least one shift at more than one location within the district. Limiting the data to just the
Broadway store, 47 percent of employees worked at only the Broadway store, while 53 percent
worked at a least one additional location. The data also shows that on approximately 35 percent
of days the Broadway store utilizes at least one borrowed partner. The data also shows that this is
a fairly constant level of use, with no particular day of the week or time of the year representing
a disproportionate amount of borrowed partner days. Geographically, the movement of
employees is also distributed throughout the district. Certain stores borrow more heavily than
others and stores closer together tend to reflect heavier borrowing.

The Employer also limited the data to reflect only the pre-COVID portion of the period
above, April 29, 2019, to February 20, 2020. That data showed 75 percent of employees in
District 114 working only in their home store. For the Broadway store the percentage of
employees that worked only at the Broadway store was 54 percent. During the pre-COVID
period the Broadway store also used borrowed partners at a lower rate, using a borrowed partner
on approximately 25 percent of operating days.
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iv) Geographic Distance

District 114 is in Seattle, and all the stores in the district are within the city limits. The
district manager for District 114 described the district as consisting of essentially three zones,
one in downtown Seattle and the immediately adjacent Capitol Hill neighborhood, including the
Broadway store, one several miles northeast of downtown in the vicinity of the University of
Washington campus, and a third located generally east of downtown along Lake Washington.
Because the stores are in a dense urban environment it is much easier for employees to commute,
and for stores to share resources, within these individual zones.

v) Bargaining History

There is no prior history of collective bargaining involving the Broadway store or the
other locations in District 114.

BOARD LAW

The Board has long held that a petitioned-for single-facility unit is presumptively
appropriate, unless it has been so effectively merged or is so functionally integrated that it has
lost its separate identity. Dixie Belle Mills, Inc., 139 NLRB 629, 631 (1962). The party opposing
the single-facility unit has the heavy burden of rebutting its presumptive appropriateness.
California Pacific Medical Center, 357 NLRB 197, 200 (2011); J&L Plate, Inc., 310 NLRB
429, 429 (1993); Renzetti 's Market, Inc., 238 NLRB 174, 175 (1978). To rebut the presumption,
a party "must demonstrate integration so substantial as to negate the separate identity" of the
single store units. California Pacific, 357 NLRB at 200. To determine whether the single-
facility presumption has been rebutted, the Board examines (1) central control over daily
operations and labor relations, including the extent of local autonomy; (2) similarity of employee
skills, functions, and working conditions; (3) the degree of employee interchange; (4) the
distance between locations; and (5) bargaining history, if any exists. See, e.g., Trane, 339 NLRB
866 (2003); J &L Plate, Inc., 310 NLRB at 429.

The same presumption and the same factors apply in the retail chain setting. See, e.g.,
Red Lobster, 300 NLRB 908, 912 (1990); Foodland ofRavenswood, 323 NLRB 665, 666
(1997). At one time the Board applied a policy in the retail chain context of making unit
determinations coextensive with the employer's administrative division or the involved
geographic area. Sav-On Drugs, 138 NLRB 1032 (1962); accord Frisch 's Big Boy Ill-Mar, Inc.,
147 NLRB 551 (1964). However, the Board currently applies to retail chains "the same unit
policy that it applies to multi-plant enterprises in general, that is... in the light of all the relevant
circumstances of the particular case." Frisch 's Big Boy, 147 NLRB at 551-52; Haag Drug Co.,
169 NLRB 877, 877 (1968).

As in other contexts, there is nothing in the Act requiring that the unit found appropriate
be the only appropriate unit, or the ultimate unit, or the most appropriate unit; the Act only
requires that the unit be "appropriate." Foodland OfRavenswood, 323 NLRB at 666 (quoting



Starbucks Corporation
Case 19-RC-287954

Morand Bros. Beverage Co., 91 NLRB 409, 418 (1950)). It is not sufficient to merely show
other combinations of employees may also constitute an appropriate unit, the issue is whether the
employees at each petitioned-for store "alone constitute an appropriate unit." Id.

Based on the above, the issue in the instant case is whether the Employer has met the
"heavy burden" necessary to overcome the presumptively appropriate single-facility unit sought
by Petitioner. The Employer contends it has done so by demonstrating the Broadway store, and
the other stores in District 114, have such minimal local autonomy and control over labor
relations and working conditions that they have been effectively merged. As such, a single store
bargaining unit is not an appropriate unit. In support of this, the Employer highlights both
corporate level centralization in store operation and many terms and conditions of employment,
as well as the district level authority over other aspects of store operation. The Employer also
notes the interchangeability of the skills and functions of employees at all the Employer's stores
and argues the temporary interchange among the stores in District 114 reflects stores so merged
the Broadway store has lost its separate identity.

In response, Petitioner contends store managers, including the Broadway store manager,
exercise meaningful control over labor relations and working conditions in hiring, scheduling,
and discipline. Petitioner also maintains the mere existence of corporate level policies and
direction is insufficient to overcome the single-facility presumption in the retail chain context
present here. Petitioner argues all the Employer's stores are not interchangeable, with real
differences in working conditions and customers if not menus and promotions. Regarding
interchange, Petitioner also contends that the interchange present is voluntary and that the
Employer's underlying data is flawed.

Based on the record evidence and for the reasons detailed below the Employer has failed
to meet its burden. The record contains specific evidence demonstrating the baristas and shift
supervisors at the Broadway store perform their day-to-day work under the immediate
supervision of a local store manager who is involved in hiring, scheduling, and disciplining
employees, among other functions. Further, the evidence of temporary interchange is relatively
minor as a portion of total hours worked. Overall, each of the factors considered by the Board in
the single-facility presumption context is here either in Petitioner's favor or is a neutral factor,
and as such the Employer has failed to meet its burden.

i) Central Control over Daily Operations and Labor Relations

The Board has made clear that "the existence of even substantial centralized control over
some labor relations policies and procedures is not inconsistent with a conclusion that sufficient
local autonomy exists to support a single facility presumption." California Pacific Medical
Center, 357 NLRB at 199. Thus, "centralization, by itself, is not sufficient to rebut the single-
facility presumption where there is significant local autonomy over labor relations. Instead, the
Board puts emphasis on whether the employees perform their day-to-day work under the
supervision of one who is involved in rating their performance and in affecting their job status
and who is personally involved with the daily matters which make up their grievances and
routine problems." Hilander Foods, 348 NLRB 1200, 1203 (2006).



Starbucks Corporation
Case 19-RC-287954

Accordingly, the primary focus of this control factor is the control that facility-level
management exerts over employees'ay-to-day working lives. Red Lobster, 300 NLRB 908, 908
(1990); Renzetti 's Market, Inc., 238 NLRB at 175; Cargill, Inc., 336 NLRB 1114, 1114 (2001)
(finding local autonomy when supervisors make assignments, supervise work, schedule
maintenance inspections, impose discipline, handle initial employee complaints, and schedule
vacations); Foodiand ofRavenswood, 323 NLRB at 667 ("[R]esponsibility... to hire part-time
employees, to schedule and assign employees, to approve overtime, to grant time off, to impose
and recommend discipline, to evaluate employees and recommend their promotion, and to
resolve and handle formal and informal employee grievances, constitutes significant evidence of
local authority over employees'tatus such that centralized control over other matters does not
overcome the appropriateness of a single-store unit."); Renzetti 's Mkt., 238 NLRB at 174
(finding merit to petitioner's contention that such factors as centralized administrative control,
uniform fringe benefits, and interdependence of the stores'perations were outweighed by the
"factor which is of chief concern to the employees," the day-to-day working conditions,
including discipline, scheduling, requests for leave, and handling routine grievances); Bud's
Thrift-T-Wise, 236 NLRB 1203, 1204 (1978) (finding that, though central labor policies
circumscribed authority, store managers exercised autonomy in interviewing, scheduling,
granting time-off, adjusting grievances, evaluating employees, and making effective
recommendations for hiring, discipline, and firing); I.ipman 's, 227 NLRB 1436, 1437 (1977)
("With regard to local autonomy, we find that supervisory personnel at the store level exercise
considerable authority in personnel matters. While the personnel director makes final decisions
as to discipline, schedules vacations, arranges for transfers, and handles grievances brought to
her, in our opinion, the store manager and the personnel clerical at the downtown store also have
and exercise substantial authority in the personnel area, in that the store manager evaluates and
reprimands employees and the personnel clerical interviews, hires, schedules employee shifts,
vacations, and overtime, and adjusts grievances."); Haag Drug, 169 NLRB at 879-80 (stating
that store managers are generally autonomous in rating employee performance, hiring and firing,
and handling routine grievances).

The Employer contends the identical or nearly identical layout, menus, pricing,
merchandising, purchasing, and supply chain usage between stores weighs against the single-
facility presumption. Petitioner does not dispute that these centralized features designed at the
corporate level exist but maintains these do not preclude local autonomy where the store
manager retains significant discretion over other aspects of employment. Petitioner further
argues that in the retail chain context if, as here, upper management does not routinely visit and
directly supervise employees at individual stores it implies the autonomy of stores and thus the
appropriateness of individual units.

Much of the evidence in the record addresses the nature and extent of the Broadway store
manager's autonomy. For some criteria the evidence is straightforward; there is no dispute a
store manager selects an applicant and makes the hiring decision. While many aspects of the
process may be centralized or shared — corporate level materials direct the interview, other store
managers may attend or conduct an interview — the store manager of the applicant's home store
makes the hiring decision. The district manager is not involved in this decision. Overall, this is
strong evidence of local authority at the store manager level.
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Similarly, with training the store manager selects the employees that will perform
training and creates the space in the schedule for this training to occur. Again, the Employer
directs the substance of the training via the corporate level tools, but the store manager makes the
decision regarding who will conduct the training and when it will take place. The same is true
regarding where the training is located, as the store manager may arrange for training to occur at
another location if it is more convenient or if the home store is not practicable. The district
manager is not involved in this process.

Regarding scheduling, the Employer's corporate level scheduling tool does much of the
work in creating a basic schedule. However, the record demonstrates the Broadway store
manager is still involved with approving leave requests, making modifications, and covering
gaps. The District 114 district manager has a role in decisions that obviously impact scheduling,
such as the Broadway store's hours of operation, but there is no evidence of direct involvement
in scheduling. The Employer contends on brief that when a store manager is building a schedule
and has a gap "they will immediately contact the other Store Managers within District 114." This
is not supported by the evidence. Instead, the record indicates the Broadway store manager may
offer the shift to Broadway store employees by text message or post the available shift on the
Area 10 Facebook group. The record demonstrates if the Broadway store manager does contact
other store managers or employees of other stores it is not because they are in District 114, but
because of their geographic proximity.

As with the factors described above, disciplinary matters also involve the Broadway store
manager exercising local autonomy. A store manager applies the Employer's rules and
guidelines and uses the Employer's Virtual Coach tool, but the Broadway store manager issues
low level discipline independently and decides whether to use Virtual Coach in discretionary
situations. The Employer contends Virtual Coach eliminates the independent judgment of the
store manager from the disciplinary process, but this is not supported by the evidence. The
Employer references attendance problems as an example of Virtual Coach in practice: a store
manager inputs information by selecting from the proper menus and answering questions and
Virtual Coach outputs the proper discipline. In easy cases it may be this simple, if an employee
does not report for work, for example. However, when the circumstances are more nuanced, for
example if an employee is a few minutes late, it is the store manager that decides whether to
consult Virtual Coach at all. The Employer may strive for entirely uniform application of all
policies across all stores, but when a store manager must initiate the process, and when the
process requires answering questions such as "if the partner arrived late to a scheduled shift,
were there any extenuating circumstances?" discretion cannot help but exist. The Broadway store
manager's discretion in issuing discipline is also strong evidence of local autonomy.

This strong evidence is diminished by the written warning in the record containing the
handwritten "void per DM request" marking. The Employer contends this is evidence that a
district manager has the authority to override a store manager's decision and that this has in fact
occurred at the Broadway store. Given the Employer's organizational hierarchy it is almost
certain a district manager has the authority to change or override a store manager's decision on
discipline. This document is evidence of this general principle. However, the Broadway store
manager testified that while the document was contained in Broadway store employee's file the
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discipline was issued when the employee was working at another store, a store outside District
114, and the Broadway Store manager was unaware which district manager made the notation.
The record contains no information regarding the specific circumstances, whether this has
occurred in District 114 or the Broadway store, and if so with what regularity. Absent any
context this document proves little beyond merely reflecting the Employer's organizational
hierarchy. The same is true of the Broadway store manager's comment about employees'bility
to appeal discipline to the district manager. It is to be expected that a district manager can
override a store manager's decision on discipline, but there is no evidence there is an appeal
procedure, there is no reference to an appeal on the disciplinary forms, and there is no evidence
the ability to appeal is communicated to employees.

The Employer emphasizes how the Employer's centrally controlled distribution system
limits the Broadway store manager's local autonomy, dispatching packaged food, packaged
coffee, merchandise, gift cards and certain non-packaged food items to the Broadway store
without store manager input. However, I find this evidence is mixed. The Employer's
distribution system does track usage and send product to the Broadway store automatically, but
the Broadway store manager testified how she has responsibility for determining levels of some
food items, such as dairy. Further, the Broadway store manager described how stores, not limited
by district, will share resources to fill gaps in the Employer distribution system, borrowing a
needed product until the next shipment arrives.

Finally, the Employer argues the local authority exercised by store managers is mitigated
because the store manager responsibilities are shared by assistant store managers and shift
supervisors. As an initial matter, the Broadway store does not employ an assistant store manager,
and as such there is no evidence of any authority vested in the Broadway store manager being
shared in this way. Regarding shift supervisors, the Employer references testimony in a separate
hearing regarding shift supervisors'bility to submit work orders for repairs, as well as evidence
that shift supervisors have access to alarm codes and other information as part of their keyholder
responsibilities. However, the ability to physically control the space and resources of the store is
not the most important factor when considering local autonomy. The cases cited above make it
clear local autonomy in hiring, discipline, and other terms and conditions. of employment are
paramount. In any event, the Employer's argues against its own position, as even shared
authority at the local level still demonstrates local authority.

For the reasons stated above, the record demonstrates the Broadway store manager has
significant local autonomy over daily operations and labor relations. Accordingly, this factor
weighs against the Employer overcoming the single-facility presumption.

ii) Similarity of Skills, Functions, and Working Conditions

The record reflects minimal differences in the basic skills and job functions associated
with preparing and serving the Employer's menu items at different stores. Working conditions of
the employees at issue are also similar in that they are paid on the same wage scale, receive the
same benefits, and are subject to the same rules and policies.
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Petitioner argues each store has meaningful differences because of the different hours of
operation, equipment, staffing needs, job responsibilities, and customer base. Regarding hours of
operation, the record does not identify the hours of each store, the record only includes general
references to variable hours of operation. Petitioner's contention regarding different equipment is
based on some differences in espresso machines, a unique computer program that forecasts when
an order is completed in use at one store, and products such as a reusable cup and a handheld
point-of-sale system that were tested at a single store.

The argument regarding staffing needs is based on the differences in employee
complement, with the Broadway Store having approximately 15 baristas and shift supervisors
and some District 114 stores having as many as 40 employees. Petitioner also notes that outside
considerations, such as the University of Washington schedule, can dramatically change both the
customer volume and staff availability at stores in the vicinity of the university. The civil unrest
that closed the Broadway store for months in 2020 would also appear to be a unique factor not
experienced by many of the stores and employees in District 114. The same is true of the safety
training for employees of the Broadway store, shared with only one other store in District 114.

Petitioner argues that while some similarities may exist in the physical layout and
working conditions at different stores, the customer base differs based on location. Petitioner
notes that the recent closure of the seating area at the Broadway store and addition of security
guards was the result of safety concerns, at least one employee has been physically assaulted by
a customer. Further, Petitioner contends employees at the Broadway store may require greater
empathy skills to deal with a challenging customer base, including customers that are inebriated
or experiencing mental health issues. Petitioner contends this contrasts with stores that serve a
commuter base, where speed is the most important skill.

The record contains extensive evidence of similarities in skills, functions, and working
conditions across the Employer's many stores, including the Broadway store. These similarities
are largely a function of corporate level control over many aspects of store operation. However,
employees do not work in a vacuum, and the employees of the Broadway store have clearly
experienced events, such as the store closing for months due to civil unrest or closing the
seating area due to repeated safety problems, that employees in other stores have not. Taken
together this is essentially a mixed factor.

iii) The Degree of Employee Interchange

Where a portion of the work force of one facility is involved in the work of another
facility through temporary transfer or assignment of work the Board considers this temporary
interchange. New Britain Transportation Co., 330 NLRB 397, 398 (1999). However, a
significant portion of the work force must be involved, and the work force must be actually
supervised by the local branch to which they are not normally assigned in order to meet the
burden of proof on the party opposing the single-facility unit. Id. For example, the Board found
that interchange was established and significant where during a 1-year period there were
approximately 400 to 425 temporary employee interchanges among three terminals in a
workforce of 87 and the temporary employees were directly supervised by the terminal manager
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from the terminal where the work was being performed. Dayton Transport Corp. 270 NLRB 1114
(1984).

On the other hand, where the amount of interchange is unclear both as to scope and
frequency because it is unclear how the total amount of interchange compares to the total amount
of work performed, the burden of proof is not met, including where a party fails to support a
claim of interchange with either documentation or specific testimony providing context. Cargill,
Inc., 336 NLRB 1114 (2001); Courier Dispatch Group, 311 NLRB 728, 731 (1993). Also
important in considering interchange is whether the temporary employee transfers are voluntary
or required, the number of permanent employee transfers, and whether the permanent employee
transfers are voluntary. New Britain Transportation Co., 330 NLRB at 398 ("[V]oluntary
interchange is given less weight in determining if employees from different locations share a
common identity."); Red Lobster, 300 NLRB at 911 (noting that "the significance of that
interchange is diminished because the interchange occurs largely as a matter of employee
convenience, i.e., it is voluntary") (emphasis added). Employee interchange must be considered
in the total context. Gray Drug Stores, Inc., 197 NLRB 924 (1972); Carter Camera Shops, 130
NLRB 276, 278 (1961).

The record contains detailed evidence on the use of borrowed partners between stores in
District 114. On its face, this data appears to show significant temporary interchange, during a
20-month period 67 percent of employees worked only in their home store, while 33 percent
worked at more than one location within the district, and at the Broadway store approximately
half of the employees worked at a least one additional location. Further, the record evidence
showing the Broadway store used a borrowed partner on average every 3 to 4 days would appear
to reinforce this conclusion. Indeed, this data does reflect a measure of temporary interchange
between the stores in District 114, but the record also demonstrates two primary problems with
drawing conclusions from this data, as detailed below.

First, the borrowed partner data is either demonstrating a very low level of work
performed as part of the total, or ambiguous factors such as shift length and staffing levels make
it impossible to see a significant impact. Documents in the record show employees at the
Broadway store work a total of approximately 250 hours a week. Pre-COVID, a borrowed
partner was working a shift at the Broadway store on average once every four days, and
documents in the record demonstrate shifts generally range in length from 4.75 to 8 hours in
length: about 8 to 14 hours a week depending on shift length. Based on these numbers, a
borrowed partner only worked 3 to 5 percent of the total hours at the Broadway store in a week.
To the extent greater accuracy or a different result can be gleaned from the expansive data in the
record, it is not self-evident.

The Employer does not appear to dispute these low numbers as a function of the total
hours, but instead argues the data should be interpreted in different ways. For example, the
Employer contends that the same individuals do not act as borrowed partners, a variety of
individuals with a variety of home stores pick up shifts at the Broadway store. As such, the
Employer notes that of all the employees that worked at least one shift at the Broadway store
during its 20-month sample, 70 percent were borrowed partners. This may be true but viewing
the data in this way treats as equivalent a borrowed partner that works one shift at the Broadway
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store in 20 months and a Broadway store employee that works hundreds, perhaps thousands, of
hours in that same period. This comparison is so distorted as to undermine the Employer's
arguments, and I find it runs counter to the Board's directive to consider temporary interchange
not in the abstract, but as a function of total hours.2

Second, the movement of employees between the stores in District 114 is voluntary. The
Employer argues employees can be directed to work at any store in the district, but while
presumably true there is no evidence this actually occurs. What the record does show is that
employees voluntarily pick up and trade shifts at several stores to fit their schedules and this
willingness allows store managers, including the Broadway store manager, to fill the gaps in
their schedules.

Finally, I would note the Employer's data shows movement between the stores in District
114, but that is a partial picture. The record contains other evidence, such as the Area 10

Facebook group, that demonstrates interchange takes place within the larger area without regard
for whether a store is in the same district. Both the data and the other record evidence shows
movement is more common between stores located in close proximity, although this is frequently
across district lines. There is no evidence employees are limited in their movement by district
lines or are even encouraged to limit their coverage within the district. While I am not
discounting the Employer's data it presents only a part of a larger picture.

In total, the Employer's data and the other evidence in the record regarding temporary
interchange demonstrates that some employees work outside their home store as borrowed
partners, and that this happens regularly. However, as part of the total hours worked these
borrowed partner hours are minimal, at most 5 percent of the Broadway store hours and likely
less. Combined with the voluntary nature of this temporary interchange, I find this factor does
not weigh in favor of the Employer overcoming the single-facility presumption.

iv) Distance between Locations

The Board has found varying distances to weigh in favor or against rebutting a single-
facility presumption, depending largely on what other factors are present. See, e.g., Allways East.
Transp., Inc., 365 NLRB No. 71 (2017) (finding 54 miles to be geographically distant);
Exemplar, Inc., 363 NLRB No. 157, slip op. at 6 (2016) (distance of 2.1 miles between two
locations in densely populated San Francisco not significant and favored a shared community of
interest); Kroger Limited Partnership, 348 NLRB 1200 (2006) (Board found, in disagreement
with the Regional Director, that distances ranging from 8 miles to 13 or 14 miles did not favor a
multilocation unit and ultimately determined that employer did not rebut the single-facility
presumption); Bashas ', Inc., 337 NLRB 710, 711 (2002) (facilities within a 30-mile area, but
located within the same county, failed to establish geographic proximity); Waste Management of
Washington, Inc., 331 NLRB 309 (2000) (employer rebutted single-facility presumption despite

Petitioner contends the data should be disregarded because of flaws in its collection and application, including the
possibility of data entry errors, the lack of context explaining the reason, and because the stores included in District
114 changed during the time period in question. While true, the result is not that the data is faulty and the expert
analysis is unreliable, as Petitioner argues. instead, as is done here, the proper response is to consider the data as a
piece of evidence in a larger whole and give that evidence appropriate weight.
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a 42-mile distance between the two facilities); New Britain Transportation Co., 330 NLRB 397
(1999) (finding that geographic separation of 6 to 12 miles between facilities, while not
determinative, gain significance where other factors support the single-facility unit).

As stated above, the facilities in dispute in this matter are located within the city of
Seattle, separated at most by a few miles, and essentially in three zones. In a dense urban
environment makes these zones are geographically distinct. As the district manager recognized
in her testimony, it is advantageous for employees within each of these zones to work
borrowed shifts within the zone and for stores within each zone to share supplies. Although
located relatively close to one another, the stores in District 114 are separated as a practical
matter and as such this is essentially a neutral factor.

v) Bargaining History

The absence of bargaining history is a neutral factor in the analysis of whether a single
unit facility is appropriate. Trane,339 NLRB at 868, fn. 4. Thus, the fact that there is no
bargaining history in this matter does not support nor does it negate the appropriateness of the
unit sought by Petitioner.

CONCLUSION

For the reasons stated, and considering the record evidence, the single-facility unit at the
Broadway store sought by Petitioner is appropriate. Present here is a degree of local autonomy
that makes a single-facility bargaining unit appropriate, and other factors such as the minimal
temporary interchange reinforce this conclusion. No determination has been made regarding the
eligibility of Assistant Store Managers as the evidence demonstrates none are employed at the
Broadway store and there are no demonstrated plans to hire one. As such, it is not appropriate to
include this classification in the petitioned-for unit or as a challenge.

Based upon the entire record in this matter and in accordance with the discussion above, I
conclude and find as follows:

1. The hearing officer's rulings made at the hearing are free from prejudicial
error and are hereby affirmed.

2. The Employer is engaged in commerce within the meaning of the Act, and it
will effectuate the purposes of the Act to assert jurisdiction herein.

'he Employer, Starbucks Corporation, a Washington corporation with headquarters located in Seattle,
Washington, and facilities located throughout the United States, is engaged in the retail operation of restaurants. The
facilities involved in the instant case, hereafter referred to as the "District ¹114 facilities," include the following
locations a. Store ¹ 304, located at 101 Broadway E, Seattle, WA 98102, b. Store ¹ 3448, located at 2344 Eastlake
Ave E, Seattle, WA 98102, c. Store ¹ 7941, located at 4147 University Way NE, Seattle, WA 98105, d. Store ¹
3298, located at 721 Pine St, Seattle, WA 98101, e. Store ¹ 104, located at 1730 Minor Ave, Suite 150, Seattle, WA
98101, f. Store ¹ 3702, located at 4000 E Madison St, Seattle, WA 98112, g. Store ¹ 3281, located at 1600 E Olive
Way, Seattle, WA 98102, h. Store ¹ 3238, located at 121 Lakeside Ave, Ste F, Seattle, WA 98122, i. Store ¹ 2958,
located at 7303 35th Ave NE, Seattle, WA 98115, j. Store ¹ 3248, located at 6417 Roosevelt Way NE, Seattle, WA
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3. Petitioner is a labor organization within the meaning of Section 2(5) of the
Act and claims to represent certain employees of the Employer.

4 A question affecting commerce exists concerning the representation of certain
employees of the Employer within the meaning of Section 9(c)(1) and Section 2(6) and (7) of the
Act.

5. The following employees of the Employer constitute a unit appropriate for the
purposes of collective bargaining within the meaning of Section 9(b) of the Act:

INCLUDED: All full-time and regular part-time Baristas and Shift Supervisors
employed by the Employer at its store 4304 located at 101 Broadway E, Seattle, WA
98102.

EXCLUDED: Store managers, office clerical employees, guards, professional
employees, and supervisors as defined in the Act.

DIRECTION OF ELECTION

The National Labor Relations Board will conduct a secret ballot election among the
employees in the unit found appropriate above. Employees will vote whether or not they wish to
be represented for purposes of collective bargaining by Workers United.

A. Election Details

The election will be conducted by mail. Petitioner has waived the ten days it is entitled to
have the voter list described below. On Friday, February 25, 2022, the ballots will be mailed to
voters by a designated official from the National Labor Relations Board, Region 19. Voters must
sign the outside of the envelope in which the ballot is returned. An ballot received in an
envelo e that is not si ned will be automaticall void.

Those employees who believe that they are eligible to vote and did not receive a ballot in
the mail by Friday, March 4, 2022, should communicate immediately with the National Labor
Relations Board by either calling the Region 19 Office at 206-220-6300 or our national toll-free
line at 1-S66-667-NLRB (1-S66-667-6572).

Voters must return their mail ballots so that they will be received in the National Labor
Relations Board, Region 19 office by 3:00 p.m. PST on Monday, March 21, 2022. All ballots
will be commingled and counted by an agent of Region 19 of the National Labor Relations
Board on Tuesday, March 22, 2022, at 1:00 p.m. with participants being present via electronic
means. No party may make a video or audio recording or save any image of the ballot count. If,

98115. In the past 12 months, a representative period of time, the Employer derived gross revenues in excess of
$500,000 and purchased and received at each of its District ¹114 facilities goods valued in excess of $50,000, which
goods were shipped to the Employer's District ¹114 facilities directly from points outside the State of Washington.
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at a later date, it is determined that a ballot count can be safely held in the Regional Office, the
Region will inform the parties with sufficient notice so that they may attend.

B. Voting Eligibility

Eligible to vote are those in the unit who were employed during the payroll period ending
immediately prior to the issuance of this decision, including employees who did not work during
that period because they were ill, on vacation, or temporarily laid off.

Employees engaged in an economic strike, who have retained their status as strikers and
who have not been permanently replaced, are also eligible to vote. In addition, in an economic
strike that commenced less than 12 months before the election date, employees engaged in such
strike who have retained their status as strikers but who have been permanently replaced, as well
as their replacements, are eligible to vote.

Ineligible to vote are (1) employees who have quit or been discharged for cause since the
designated payroll period; (2) striking employees who have been discharged for cause since the
strike began and who have not been rehired or reinstated before the election date; and (3)
employees who are engaged in an economic strike that began more than 12 months before the
election date and who have been permanently replaced.

C. Voter List

As required by Section 102.67(l) of the Board's Rules and Regulations, the Employer
must provide the Regional Director and parties named in this decision a list of the full names,
work locations, shifts, job classifications, and contact information (including home addresses,
available personal email addresses, and available home and personal cell telephone numbers) of
all eligible voters.

To be timely filed and served, the list must be received by the regional director and the
parties by Wednesday, February 23, 2022. The list must be accompanied by a certificate of
service showing service on all parties. The region will no longer serve the voter list.

Unless the Employer certifies that it does not possess the capacity to produce the list in
the required form, the list must be provided in a table in a Microsoft Word file (.doc or docx) or a
file that is compatible with Microsoft Word (.doc or docx). The first column of the list must
begin with each employee's last name and the list must be alphabetized (overall or by
department) by last name. Because the list will be used during the election, the font size of the
list must be the equivalent of Times New Roman 10 or larger. That font does not need to be used
but the font must be that size or larger. A sample, optional form for the list is provided on the
NLRB website at www.nlrb. ov/what-we-do/conduct-elections/re resentation-case-rules-
effective-a ril-14-2015.

When feasible, the list shall be filed electronically with the Region and served
electronically on the other parties named in this decision. The list may be electronically filed
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the website is accessed, click on E-File Documents, enter the NLRB Case Number, and follow
the detailed instructions.

Failure to comply with the above requirements will be grounds for setting aside the
election whenever proper and timely objections are filed. However, the Employer may not object
to the failure to file or serve the list within the specified time or in the proper format if it is
responsible for the failure.

No party shall use the voter list for purposes other than the representation proceeding,
Board proceedings arising from it, and related matters.

D. Posting of Notices of Election

Pursuant to Section 102.67(k) of the Board's Rules, the Employer must post copies of the
Notice of Election accompanying this Decision in conspicuous places, including all places where
notices to employees in the unit found appropriate are customarily posted. The Notice must be
posted so all pages of the Notice are simultaneously visible. In addition, if the Employer
customarily communicates electronically with some or all of the employees in the unit found
appropriate, the Employer must also distribute the Notice of Election electronically to those
employees. The Employer must post copies of the Notice at least 3 full working days prior to
12:01 a.m. of the day of the election and copies must remain posted until the end of the election.
For purposes of posting, working day means an entire 24-hour period excluding Saturdays,
Sundays, and holidays. However, a party shall be estopped from objecting to the nonposting of
notices if it is responsible for the nonposting, and likewise shall be estopped from objecting to
the nondistribution of notices if it is responsible for the nondistribution.

Failure to follow the posting requirements set forth above will be grounds for setting
aside the election if proper and timely objections are filed.

RIGHT TO REQUEST REVIEW

Pursuant to Section 102.67 of the Board's Rules and Regulations, a request for review
may be filed with the Board at any time following the issuance of this Decision until 10 business
days after a final disposition of the proceeding by the Regional Director. Accordingly, a party is

not precluded from filing a request for review of this decision after the election on the grounds
that it did not file a request for review of this Decision prior to the election. The request for
review must conform to the requirements of Section 102.67 of the Board's Rules and
Regulations.

A request for review must be E-Filed through the Agency's website and may not be filed

enter the NLRB Case Number, and follow the detailed instructions. If not E-Filed, the request for
review should be addressed to the Executive Secretary, National Labor Relations Board, 1015

Half Street SE, Washington, DC 20570-0001, and must be accompanied by a statement
explaining the circumstances concerning not having access to the Agency's E-Filing system or
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why filing electronically would impose an undue burden. A party filing a request for review must
serve a copy of the request on the other parties and file a copy with the Regional Director. A
certificate of service must be filed with the Board together with the request for review.

Neither the filing of a request for review nor the Board's granting a request for review
will stay the election in this matter unless specifically ordered by the Board. If a request for
review of a pre-election decision and direction of election is filed within 10 business days after
issuance of the decision and if the Board has not already ruled on the request and therefore the
issue under review remains unresolved, all ballots will be impounded. Nonetheless, parties retain
the right to file a request for review at any subsequent time until 10 business days following final
disposition of the proceeding, but without automatic impoundment of ballots.

Dated at Seattle, Washington on the 18'" day of February, 2022.

RONALD K. HOOKS, REGIONAL DIRECTOR
NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD
REGION 19
915 2ND AVE STE 2948
SEATTLE, WA 98174-1006
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