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ORDER DISMISSING COMPLAINA:--rT'S PETITION FOR REVIEW 

On Augusr 2:l. 2019. an Administrative Law Judge (ALJ) denied the 
c\iscnminahon complaint fLlcd by Mr. Carl Seuring (Complainant) under the 
prov1sions of the Wendell H. Ford Aviation Investment and Reform Act for the 218t 
Century. In the D"t:i8ion and Order denying the complaint, the AL.J informed 
Complamant thHI any petition for review must specifically id()ntify the findings, 

conclusions, or orders Lo which Complainant was objecting. On September fi, 2019, 
Complainant filed with rhc Admmistrahve Review Ronni (Board) a document styled 
''1-'etition to ReYie;,/' in which he a~ke,l I,,r a :-rn-day extension of the time to file his 
actual review petition. The basis for the extension request WH~ that Complainant 
was seeking new coun8cl for his appeal. Complainant did not specifically identify 
the findingh, conclusions. or ordern w which Complamant was objecting in this 
donrnwnl. Ovr-r objection by Respondent, tho Timnd granted Complarnant's 
exr~n~ion request and directed Complainant to fik a petition for review that 
complied with 29 C.F.R. § HJ79.ll0(a) no later than Odoher 9, 2019. In granting the 
extension, th,:, Board warned Complarnant th~t if he fHilr,d t.n comply with the 
Board"s Order by the date spr;,.ifi"cl, the Board would dismiss his petition for review. 
Complainant did not ,;om ply with the orclt'r of the Board, although he did mail a 
document styled ''Amended Petition for Review" on or after Oct.nher 10. 2019, the 
day after the specified deadline. On O,•tober 17, 2019. Respond1.,nt reqm,sted that 
CornplainanL"s petition for review b" diHmi~Hc·d aH untimel:'', especially in light of 
the pnor warnings regarding the ,;on..iequen<'f'H of untimely filing. 



The Bou.rd is not insensitive to the fact that Complainant is self-represented 
and is seeking counsel. However, t.h~ Iloard previously warned Complainant of the 
consequenc:cfi of untimely filing, ~lnd Complainant has offered no explanation for t he 
tardy ~ubmission other than hii-, ongoing search for repre;;entntion. Moreover, in the 
covN" letter accompanying hii:; Amended Petition for Review dated October 10, 2019, 
Complainant asserted that he was ''close to retaining eounHcl but will not be ab)e to 
do so until early next week." Eighteen days have elap!5ed ~ince that assertion 
without t he fil jng of a ny notice of appeararice hy counsel for Complainant or further 

explanation as to thn statuz,:; of the search for representation. Under these 
circumstances, further delay is not in the interests of justice. 

Accordingly, the Board declines to accept Complainant's Amended Petition 
°for Review as it wai:; untirnoly filed, and his original Petition for Revitiw is hereby 
DENIED for non•cornp1innce with 29 C . .14,.R § 1979.ll0(a) as noted aLove. As !>uch, 

the decision of the ALJ denying the complaint in this matter is the final or<ler of the 

Secr0tary of Labor. 

FOR THE ADMINISTRA'I'IVE REVIE'Yl BOARD: 

William T. Ba.rto 
Chief Administt·ativc Appeals Judge 

Kote: Questioni;; regatding any case pending before the Board should be directed to 
the Board's staff: Telephone: (202) nfrn-6200; Facsimile : (202) 693-6220. 




