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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of New York considers motions to dismiss

claims arising from an intra-union dispute. Plaintiffs alleged that union defendants violated their rights

under the Labor Management Reporting and Disclosure Act through retaliation, denial of a fair

disciplinary hearing, and related state-law conduct. The court grants defendants’ motions and

dismisses the Second Amended Complaint in its entirety.
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Defendants moved under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)(6) to
dismiss plaintiffs' second amended complaint asserting claims under
the Labor Management Reporting and Disclosure Act, the ITUEC

Constitution, and state-law breach of contract.

On a Rule 12(b)(6) motion, the court accepts factual allegations as true
and draws reasonable inferences in plaintiffs' favor, but disregards
legal conclusions and requires facts sufficient to state a facially
plausible claim.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1

. Whether Mazza stated an LMRDA Section 609 claim based on his geographic reassignment and

removal from a union trustee position.

. Whether Mazza stated an LMRDA Section 101(a)(2) and Section 102 claim based on alleged retaliation

for investigating union misconduct and supporting a candidate.

. Whether Harrison stated an LMRDA Section 609 claim based on his charges and expulsion.

. Whether Harrison stated an LMRDA Section 101(a)(2) claim by alleging that his discipline was

retaliation for supporting a union election candidate.

. Whether Harrison was denied the written specific charges, reasonable preparation time, full and fair

hearing, and impartial tribunal required by LMRDA Section 101(a)(5).

. Whether Harrison stated a claim for violation of the IUEC Constitution.

. Whether the court should exercise supplemental jurisdiction over Harrison's state-law breach of contract

claim after dismissing all federal claims.

HOLDINGS

1.

Mazza's reassignment as a business agent and removal from a benefit-fund trustee position did not
constitute discipline under Section 609 because those actions affected only his union employment or
appointed office, not his status or rights as a union member.

. Mazza failed to state a Section 101(a)(2) claim because he did not adequately allege that his speech

occurred in the union democratic process or that the challenged actions were causally connected to

protected speech or part of a series of acts designed to suppress union dissent.

. Harrison failed to state a Section 609 claim because the complaint and attached exhibits showed that his

discipline was based on conceded misconduct at a union conference, not on the exercise of protected
LMRDA rights.

. Harrison failed to state a Section 101(a)(2) claim because he did not allege a direct nexus between

protected activity and his discipline; his conceded misconduct provided an obvious alternative
explanation, temporal proximity was insufficient, and the IUEC was not alleged to know about his

election-related speech.

. Harrison received adequate notice of the disciplinary charges because the written charges identified the

nature and factual basis of the alleged misconduct, and service by properly addressed certified mail

together with email constituted reasonable notice.

. Harrison failed to allege that the IUEC trial board was biased because the appointment of hearing

officers by a person who also testified did not, without specific factual allegations of improper motive or



actual bias, establish an unfair hearing.

7. Harrison failed to state a claim for violation of the IUEC Constitution because, even assuming the

charging procedure violated the Constitution, he was not deprived of a full and fair hearing.

8. The court declined to exercise supplemental jurisdiction over Harrison's state-law breach of contract

claim after dismissing all claims within the court's original jurisdiction.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“For the foregoing reasons, the Court GRANTS Defendants’ motions, ECF Nos. 52, 54, and DISMISSES
Plaintiffs’ SAC in its entirety pursuant to Rule 12(b)(6).” (Conclusion)

“Section 609 encompasses only “punitive actions taken against union members as members.”” (Discussion §
L.A.Q)

“Taking the properly addressed certified mail and email together, the Court finds that the IUEC made

reasonable and proper efforts to notify Harrison of the charges.” (Discussion § 11.A)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Joseph Harrison, a former Local One vice president and business agent, engaged in allegedly inappropriate
conduct at a 2023 union conference and later supported Andy Schrettner in a Local One election. The TUEC
charged Harrison with misconduct, held a disciplinary hearing in his absence, expelled him, and barred him from
union office for five years; Harrison appealed to the IUEC General Executive Board, which rejected his appeal.
Stephen Mazza, another Local One officer who supported Schrettner and investigated alleged intimidation by a
union organizer, was reassigned geographically and removed from a benefit-fund trustee position. Plaintiffs
alleged that these actions violated their LMRDA speech and due-process rights and related union constitutional

and contract rights.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiffs filed the action on December 17, 2024, and amended their complaint on January 2, 2025. The court
denied an initial motion to amend and a motion for a preliminary injunction, later granted plaintiffs leave to file
a second amended complaint, and defendants moved to dismiss that complaint. The court granted the motions to
dismiss, dismissed all federal claims with prejudice under Rule 12(b)(6), declined supplemental jurisdiction over
the state-law contract claim, dismissed that claim without prejudice, and directed entry of judgment and closure

of the case.
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