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Washington, DC 20001 
 

Re: Charges Against John Scearcy and Leonard Smith  
 

Dear Mr. Suetholz: 
 
 On September 18, 2023, I received the Report and Recommendation of the IBT Hearing 
Panel (“Panel Report”) appointed to hear the charges against Local 117 members John Scearcy 
and Leonard Smith.  Pursuant to Paragraph 33 of the Final Agreement and Order (“Final Order”), 
approved on February 17, 2015, in United States v. International Brotherhood of Teamsters, et. 
al., 88 Civ. 4486 (LAP), I write to notify you of my determination that the Panel’s Report and 
Recommendations with respect to Scearcy and Smith are “not inadequate.”  My findings are 
described in more detail below.   

 
I. Background 
 

The Charge Report against John Scearcy and Leonard Smith was issued by the Independent 
Investigations Officer (“IIO”) on May 22, 2023, and adopted by General President O’Brien on 
May 24, 2023.  On June 28, 2023, the Panel conducted a hearing on the charges with respect to 
Scearcy and Smith, and, on September 18, 2023, the Panel rendered its decision in a written 
opinion.  On September 29, 2023, I received submissions from counsel for Scearcy and Smith 
regarding the adequacy of the Panel Report’s findings.  On October 13, 2023, and October 20, 
2023, I received the IIO and IBT’s responses, respectively.  On October 26, 2023, I held a hearing 
with the parties regarding the adequacy of the Panel’s Report and Recommendations.  

 
In addition, I have reviewed the Charge Report and its exhibits, the post-hearing briefs 

submitted to the Panel, the hearing transcript as well as the exhibits submitted to the Panel during 
the hearing. 
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II. The Charge Report 
 

John Scearcy has been Secretary-Treasurer of Local 117 since April 2015.  See Charge 
Report at ¶ 22.  Leonard Smith joined the staff of Local 117 in the early 1990s and works as an 
organizer and director of its strategic campaigns.  Id. ¶ 23; see also June 28, 2023, Hearing 
Transcript (“Hearing Tr.”) at 109:1-2. 

 
During their tenure, Rome Aloise was suspended from his positions as International Vice 

President, President of Joint Council 7 and Secretary-Treasurer of Local 853 for two years.  See In 
the matter of Rome Aloise, Disciplinary Decision of the Independent Review Officer, December 
22, 2017 (“2017 Disciplinary Decision”); IIO Exhibit 3.  The IIO alleges that Searcy and Smith 
violated the terms of the 2017 Disciplinary Decision and the IBT Constitution by seeking and 
accepting “Aloise’s assistance in a variety of organizing campaigns, collective bargaining, and 
benefits and insurance matters” including: 

 
a. “In 2018, during the period of Aloise’s suspension, Scearcy, Smith and Aloise 

collaborated by email, phone and in-person on an organizing campaign of the 
employees of Chariot Transit, Inc. 9 [“Chariot”], a shuttle service to operate in Seattle 
WA, with Aloise providing a draft “employer neutrality” agreement for Local 117’s 
use with that employer and Aloise unilaterally meeting with the employer concerning 
that agreement on the local union’s behalf. 
 

b. Also in 2018, Aloise consulted with Smith on organizing Uber and Lyft drivers, with 
Aloise initiating meetings and developing strategy for Local Union 117 to use in 
organizing this group.  In November 2018, Aloise insisted to Smith and others that any 
deal would require Uber and Lyft to ‘stay out of certain functions which are core 
industries to the Teamsters, i.e., such as package delivery, freight, transportation, etc…I 
will meet with Hoffa next week to get him on board. 

 
c. Further in 2018, Aloise consulted with Smith concerning plans to have Ullico, an 

insurer, provide benefits to member of Local Union 117.  Aloise worked with Smith, 
including face-to-face, the have Workers Benefit Fund (WBF), another insurer, design 
a benefits program for Uber and Lyft drivers, with Aloise discussing terms directly 
with WBF on the local union’s behalf.” 

 
See Charge Report at ¶ 22 (citations omitted). 
 

In addition, the IIO charged that Scearcy brought reproach upon the union and violated his 
oath as a member by making false and materially misleading statements to members regarding 
IBT legal advice he received regarding the terms of the 2017 Disciplinary Decision.  Id. at ¶28 and 
page 1.  The IIO alleged that “[b]y misrepresenting IBT counsel’s statement about the parameters 
of Aloise’s suspension, Scearcy actively and purposely induced other Teamsters to permit Aloise 
to circumvent and avoid his suspension.”  Id. ¶ 28.   
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III. The Independent Review Officer’s Findings 
 

A. Scearcy 
 

The Panel adequately considered the evidence to determine that Scearcy had or should have 
had sufficient knowledge that Aloise continued to direct or control Teamster affairs during his 
suspension.  Based on the evidence and testimony, the Panel correctly concluded that Scearcy was 
aware of Aloise’s involvement in organizing campaigns at Local 117 for the employees of Chariot 
as well as ongoing efforts to organize Uber and Lyft drivers.  Scearcy was also aware of, and 
participated in, a dispute involving Aloise’s attendance at a pension conference while he was 
suspended. 

 
Searcy asserts that he took steps to limit contact with Aloise and that he believed, in good 

faith, that Aloise was working on behalf of the California Building Trades when he dealt with 
Teamsters during his suspension.  However, the evidence showed that Scearcy knew Aloise was 
involved in Teamster affairs and that his chief organizer at Local 117, Leonard Smith, was in direct 
communications with Aloise regarding organizing campaigns.  As I previously ruled, and as the 
evidence here demonstrated, Aloise’s employment with the California Building Trades went 
beyond merely attending meetings on their behalf.  Thus, the Panel appropriately concluded that 
Scearcy, as an officer of the union, did not take appropriate action to ensure compliance with an 
order of the Independent Review Officer.1   
 

Additionally, I find that the Panel correctly concluded that there was insufficient evidence 
to sustain the charge that Scearcy misled the membership regarding Aloise’s ability to attend the 
pension conference.  Based on my review of the record, I also find the Panel’s 12-month 
suspension for Scearcy appropriate and consistent with prior precedent. 

 
B. Smith 

 
The Panel also appropriately determined that Smith worked directly with, and took 

direction from, Aloise in violation of the suspension order.  In his dealings with Smith, Aloise 
continued to involve himself in union affairs as if he were still an officer as it pertained to ongoing 
organizing strategy and negotiations.  Smith contends that Aloise provided him with historical 
knowledge of Teamster affairs in his dealings with him.  However, after having reviewed the 
evidence and testimony, I agree with the Panel’s findings that Aloise’s interactions with Smith 
went well beyond providing his historical knowledge.  Having considered Smith’s long-standing 
contributions to the union over many years, I find the Panel’s 18-month suspension appropriate 
given the circumstances.   

 
 
 
 

 
1 Scearcy also identified issues with the IIO’s evidence in that certain emails were combined with emails from different 
dates and produced as one document.  The IBT investigated these concerns and determined that the issues with the 
email chains did not impact the Panel’s findings.  After having reviewed the emails in question in conjunction with 
the evidence, I concur with the IBT’s assessment.    










































