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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Northern District of Indiana addresses Raymond Mack’s
consolidated claims arising from his termination as a school bus driver and the revocation of his
Indiana school bus driver certification. The court grants summary judgment to the school defendants
on Mack’s due process, discrimination, and Labor Management Relations Act claims, finding that he
received constitutionally adequate process and lacked evidentiary support for discrimination. The
court grants Mack summary judgment against the state transportation official on his due process claim,
concluding that his certification was revoked without required pre-deprivation process.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Cross-motions for summary judgment in consolidated federal civil-
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STANDARD OF REVIEW Summary judgment is appropriate when there is no genuine dispute as
to any material fact and the movant is entitled to judgment as a matter
of law. Evidence is viewed in the light most favorable to the
nonmoving party, and the court may not make credibility
determinations or weigh evidence. For the due-process claims, the
court applied the Mathews v. Eldridge balancing test.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the School Defendants provided constitutionally adequate due process before and after
reprimanding, suspending, and terminating Mack.

2. Whether Mack had a protected liberty or property interest in additional training, a bus monitor, preferred
bus routes, or enforcement of state reporting requirements.

3. Whether Mack presented sufficient evidence to create a genuine dispute that his termination or other
employment actions were based on race in violation of Title VII and 42 U.S.C. § 1981.

4. Whether Mack established a retaliation claim under Title VII or § 1981.

5. Whether the School Defendants could be liable under Section 301 of the Labor Management Relations
Act.

6. Whether Mack was entitled to pre-deprivation process before Larocco revoked his state-issued school-
bus-driver certification.

HOLDINGS

1. The School Defendants did not violate Mack's due-process rights because they provided constitutionally
adequate notice and opportunities to respond before and after the final written reprimand, suspension,
and termination.

2. Mack had no cognizable liberty or property interest supporting due-process claims based on the amount
of job training, assignment of a bus monitor, selection of bus routes, or the School Defendants' late
reporting of the 2023 incident to the state.

3. Mack failed to produce evidence from which a reasonable factfinder could conclude that his race caused
his termination, route assignments, failure to receive a bus monitor, or other adverse employment
actions.

4. Mack failed to establish a retaliation claim because he did not identify sufficiently developed protected
activity or show a causal connection to his termination, and intervening misconduct broke any asserted
causal chain.

5. The School Defendants could not be held liable under Section 301 of the LMRA because public school
districts and their employees fall within the statutory exclusion for states and political subdivisions.



6. Mack was entitled to some pre-deprivation notice and opportunity to be heard before Larocco revoked
his state-issued school-bus-driver certification, and Larocco violated due process by summarily revoking
it without providing that process.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Due process typically requires any deprivation to “be preceded by notice and opportunity for hearing
appropriate to the nature of the case.””

“The Court concludes Mack was entitled to some pre-deprivation process.”

“Mack’s conduct simply did not reach that level and due process demanded that Larocco provide Mack notice
and an opportunity to be heard before revoking his yellow card.”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Raymond Mack, a Black former school-bus driver for East Allen County Schools, was employed from 2019
until his termination in January 2024. He received discipline for unsafe driving in 2020 and for leaving a student
on his bus in February 2023. After a January 2024 incident involving an unsafe bus movement, an investigation
revealed that Mack had repeatedly left a special-needs student unattended on a bus with the keys in the ignition,
after which the school suspended and terminated him. The Indiana Department of Education later revoked
Mack's school-bus-driver certification for six months without providing pre-deprivation notice or an opportunity
to be heard.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Mack filed multiple state-court actions concerning his termination, certification revocation, due-process claims,
discrimination claims, and LMRA claims. Two actions were removed to federal court and consolidated. The
School Defendants moved for summary judgment; Mack and Larocco cross-moved for summary judgment on
Mack's due-process claim against Larocco. The court granted summary judgment to the School Defendants,
granted Mack's motion against Larocco, and denied Larocco's motion.

DISPOSITION

other

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The court will schedule further proceedings by separate order on Mack's prevailing due-process claim against
Larocco.
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