
IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF ILLINOIS 

EASTERN DIVISION 
 

James M. Sweeney and International  ) 
Union of Operating Engineers Local 150, ) 
AFL-CIO,     ) 
      ) 
  Plaintiffs,   ) 
      ) 
 v.     ) 
      ) Case No. 
Bruce V. Rauner, in his official capacity as ) 
Governor of Illinois; Lisa M. Madigan, ) Judge: 
in her official capacity as Attorney  ) Magistrate Judge: 
General for the State of Illinois; and,  ) 
Kimberly Stevens, in her official capacity as ) 
Executive Director of the Illinois Labor ) 
Relations Board,    ) 
      ) 
  Defendants.   ) 
 

COMPLAINT FOR DECLARATORY RELIEF 
 

Count I 
Violation of Free Speech Under First Amendment 

to the United States Constitution 
 

Introduction 
 

Plaintiffs James M. Sweeney and the International Union of Operating Engineers, Local 

150, AFL-CIO (“Local 150”) (collectively “Plaintiffs”), hereby files suit against Bruce Rauner, 

Governor of the State of Illinois, in his official capacity, Lisa M Madigan, Attorney General for 

the State of Illinois, in her official capacity, and Kimberly Stevens, Executive Director of the 

Illinois Labor Relations Board, in her official capacity (collectively “Defendants”), arising under 

the First and Fourteenth Amendments to the United States Constitution and brought under 42 

U.S.C. § 1983.  In support thereof, Plaintiff alleges the following: 
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Jurisdiction and Venue 

1. This Court has jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C. § 1331 because this action arises under 

the Constitution and laws of the United States.  This Court also has jurisdiction under 

28 U.S.C. § 1343(a)(3) because this action seeks to redress the deprivation, under color of state 

law, of rights secured by the Constitution and laws of the United States. 

2. Venue is proper in this District pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1391 because Defendants 

reside in this District. 

Parties 

3. Plaintiff Sweeney is a resident of the State of Illinois and resides in Chicago, Cook 

County, Illinois.  Plaintiff Sweeney is President-Business Manager of the International Union of 

Operating Engineers, Local 150, AFL-CIO (“Local 150”). 

4. Plaintiff International Union of Operating Engineers, Local 150, AFL-CIO (“Local 

150” or “Union”), is a labor organization and unincorporated association with its primary office in 

Countryside, Cook County, Illinois.  Local 150 represents over 23,000 workers. Of those Illinois 

resident-members, over 3,000 are subject to the Illinois Public Labor Relations Act (IPLRA). 5 

ILCS 315/1, et seq. 

5. Defendant Bruce Rauner is sued in his official capacity as the Governor of the State 

of Illinois. On February 9, 2015, Rauner issued an impermissible Executive Order that sought to 

prohibit the enforcement of contractual fair share provisions agreed to by any and all state agencies 

on First Amendment grounds. Defendant Rauner publicly takes credit for the United State’s 

Supreme Court’s imminent invalidation of fair share payments in the public sector in Janus v. 

AFSCME, Case No. 16-1466. 
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6. Defendant Lisa M. Madigan is sued in her official capacity as the Attorney General 

for the State of Illinois. Defendant Madigan has responsibility for enforcing Illinois’s criminal 

laws and assisting local prosecutors. 

7. Defendant Kimberly Stevens is sued in her official capacity as Executive Director 

of the Illinois Labor Relations Board, which is responsible for enforcing and resolving disputes 

arising under the IPLRA. 5 ILCS 315/5, et seq. 

Legal Background 

8. There is now pending before the United States Supreme Court a case titled, Janus 

v. AFSCME, Case No. 16-1466.  In it, the Court will consider the question, “Should Abood v. 

Detroit Board of Education, 431 U.S. 209 (1977), be overruled and public sector agency fee 

arrangements declared unconstitutional under the First Amendment?”  BRIEF FOR THE 

PETITIONER at i. 

9. Abood says that public employers and the union representatives of their public 

employees can negotiate collective bargaining agreements which include union security clauses 

requiring individuals to pay fair share fees as a condition of employment.  Such fees, however, can 

only be used for negotiation and administration of collective bargaining agreements and cannot be 

used for political purposes, lest they violate the First Amendment. 

10. In Harris v. Quinn, 134 S.Ct. 2618 (2014), the Court held that home healthcare 

workers should not be required to pay union fees.  In so doing, however, the Court in Harris blurred 

the distinction between collective bargaining and political advocacy stating that “in the public 

sector, both collective bargaining and political advocacy and lobbying are directed at the 

government,” and that common subjects of collective bargaining “such as wages, pensions, and 

benefits are important political issues.”  134 S.Ct. at 2632-33. 
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11. In 2015, newly elected Illinois Governor Bruce Rauner introduced his “Turnaround 

Agenda”—a package of anti-union measures including attacks on union security.  Rauner urged 

local municipal governments to pass ordinances creating so-called “Right-to-Work zones;” and 

filed suit in federal court with himself as the lead plaintiff, arguing that required payment of fair 

share fees to public sector unions was unconstitutional under Harris. 

12. The Illinois courts dismissed Governor Rauner from the suit for lack of standing, 

but allowed three Illinois state employees including Mark Janus to intervene.  Janus v. American 

Federation of State County and Municipal Employees Council 31, Case No. 16-1466, BRIEF FOR 

THE PETITIONER at 7-8.  According to the petitioner, “Abood was wrongly decided because 

bargaining with the government is political speech indistinguishable from lobbying the 

government.”  Id. at 8. 

13. If, however, it violates the First Amendment right of a non-member to be compelled 

to pay fees to the union that is required by law to provide representation and services, it equally 

violates the rights of the union and its members to require them to use their money to speak on 

behalf of the non-member.  This is so because the right to speak and the right not to speak are two 

sides to the same coin.  Hence, the right of freedom of thought protected by the First Amendment 

against state action includes both the right to speak freely and the right to refrain from speaking at 

all.  Similarly, freedom of association plainly presupposes a freedom not to associate. 

14. Legal scholars, academics and commentators overwhelmingly agree that the 

petitioner will prevail on First Amendment grounds in Janus. (attached as Exhibit A). 

15. Moreover, many agree that to invalidate fair share fee agreements based upon the 

First Amendment would result in reciprocal First Amendment protections for labor unions and 

members. 

Case: 1:18-cv-01362 Document #: 1 Filed: 02/22/18 Page 4 of 9 PageID #:4



5 
 

16. 42 U.S.C. § 1983 provides in relevant part: 

Every person who, under color of any statute, ordinance, regulation, custom or 
usage, of any State...subjects or causes to be subjected, any citizen of the United 
States or other person within the jurisdiction thereof to the deprivation of any rights, 
privileges or immunities secured by the Constitution and laws, shall be liable to the 
party injured in an action at law, suit in equity, or other proper proceedings for 
redress… 
 
17. The IPLRA is a set of administrative laws by which the Illinois Labor Relations 

Board “regulate[s] labor relations between public employers and employees, including the 

designation of employee representatives, negotiation of wages, hours, and other conditions of 

employment, and resolution of disputes arising under collective bargaining agreements.” 5 ILCS 

315/2. 

18. Among other things, the IPLRA governs under what circumstances a labor union 

becomes the “exclusive representative” for the employees of a particular bargaining unit for 

purposes of collective bargaining. 5 ILCS 315/6 reads, in part, as follows: 

A labor organization designated by the Board as the representative of the majority 
of public employees in an appropriate unit in accordance with the procedures herein 
or recognized by a public employer as the representative of the majority of public 
employees in an appropriate unit is the exclusive representative for the employees 
of such unit for the purpose of collective bargaining with respect to rates of pay, 
wages, hours and other conditions of employment not excluded by Section 4 of this 
Act. 
 
19. Under the IPLRA, where a labor union is an exclusive representative, it owes a 

“duty of fair representation” to all employees in the bargaining unit. 5 ILCS 315/10(b)(1)(ii) reads, 

in relevant part, as follows: 

It shall be an unfair labor practice for a labor organization or its agents:(1) to 
restrain or coerce public employees in the exercise of the rights guaranteed in this 
Act, provided...(ii) that a labor organization or its agents shall commit an unfair 
labor practice under this paragraph in duty of fair representation cases only by 
intentional misconduct in representing employees under this Act… 
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20. At the same time, the IPLRA allows for a labor union that is an exclusive 

representative to charge non-member bargaining unit employees fair share fees for expenditures 

that are germane to collective bargaining. 5 ILCS 315/10(b)(1)(i) reads, in relevant part, as follows: 

It shall be an unfair labor practice for a labor organization or its agents: (1) to 
restrain or coerce public employees in the exercise of the rights guaranteed in this 
Act, provided, (i) that this paragraph shall not impair the right of a labor 
organization to prescribe its own rules with respect to the acquisition or retention 
of membership therein or the determination of fair share payments. 
 
21. The ILPRA categorically restricts which subjects of bargaining a labor union can 

require an employer to bargain over. 5 ILCS 315/4 in part reads: 

Management Rights. Employers shall not be required to bargain over matters of 
inherent managerial policy, which shall include such areas of discretion or policy 
as the functions of the employer, standards of services, its overall budget, the 
organizational structure and selection of new employees, examination techniques 
and direction of employees. Employers, however, shall be required to bargain 
collectively with regard to policy matters directly affecting wages, hours and terms 
and conditions of employment as well as the impact thereon upon request by 
employee representatives, except as provided in Section 7.5.  

 
Employers shall be required to bargain collectively with regard to any matter 
concerning wages, hours or conditions of employment about which they have 
bargained for and agreed to in a collective bargaining agreement prior to the 
effective date of this Act, except as provided in Section 7.5. 

 
22. After Harris, all bargaining performed by labor unions pursuant to the IPLRA on 

behalf of non-members necessarily implicates the First Amendment because any bargaining with 

the government is treated as political and therefore as compelled speech. (see Harris v. Quinn, 134 

S. Ct. 2618, 189 L. Ed. 2d 620 (2014); see also Janus v. American Federation of State County and 

Municipal Employees Council 31, Case No. 16-1466, BRIEF FOR THE PETITIONER at 7-8). 

23. Because labor unions are required to engage in bargaining and other activities that 

are owed under the duty of fair representation on behalf of non-members under the IPLRA, if 

Janus is decided as most commentators expect, the unions and their members would also suffer 
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the same infringement of their First Amendment right to freedom of speech and association. 

24. Forcing unions to advocate on behalf of non-members who object to the very 

reasons they exist is a severe violation of unions’ First Amendment rights to association. 

25. Additionally, when “unions are forced to use their general treasury funds to 

subsidize the costs of these services, this drains a union's reserves, directly affecting its abilities to 

spend on First Amendment activities including, most importantly, political speech.” (Fisk & 

Poueymirou, supra, at 488). 

26. Because unions’ rights to bargain collectively are protected by the First 

Amendment, IPLRA management rights clause unconstitutionally restricts the rights of labor 

unions and members to negotiate over all subjects of bargaining with a government employer. 

Factual Allegations 

27. Local 150 represents over 3,000 employees within approximately 130 public sector 

bargaining units in Illinois.  Because Local 150 has been forced to expend significant resources in 

anticipation of a Janus decision that invalidates fair share arrangements, the IPLRA has caused 

and continues to cause irreparable injury to Plaintiff Local 150. 

28. If Janus overrules Abood, all union speech directed to the government will be 

considered inherently political in nature, indistinguishable from lobbying the government.  The 

exercise of free speech, including political speech, is a fundamental First Amendment right under 

the U.S. Constitution.  Therefore, all subjects of collective bargaining between Plaintiff Local 150 

and the government are fundamental rights protected by the First Amendment.  By categorically 

restricting mandatory subjects of bargaining, the IPLRA is a content-based restriction on Plaintiff 

Local 150’s right to free speech under the First Amendment to the U.S. Constitution.  Further, the 

IPLRA’s mandate of a duty of fair representation on labor unions compels Plaintiff Local 150 to 
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subsidize the speech and/or speak on behalf of non-members who refuse to pay in violation of its 

right to free speech under the First Amendment to the U.S. Constitution. 

 WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs respectfully request the following relief: 

a. A declaration that 5 ILCS 315/10(b)(1)(ii) violates the First and Fourteenth 

Amendments to the U.S. Constitution both facially and as-applied by 

restricting Plaintiffs’ free speech rights; 

b. That this Court award Plaintiffs’ costs and expenses, including its attorneys’ 

fees, pursuant to 42 U.S.C. § 1988; and, 

c. Such other relief as the Court deems just and equitable. 

Count II 
Violation of Freedom of Association Under First Amendment 

to the United States Constitution 
 

1-28. For Paragraphs 1 through 28 of this Count II of the Complaint, Plaintiffs restate and 

reallege paragraphs 1 through 28 of Count I of the Complaint as is fully set forth in Count II herein. 

29. The First Amendment protects against State prohibition of association and, 

conversely, State punishment or penalty for the exercise of associational rights.  The right of 

employees to self-organization and to select representatives of their own choosing for collective 

bargaining without restraint by their employer is a fundamental right.   

30. Although under the IPLRA a labor union must provide services to all within their 

unit, Janus will eliminate fair share agreements that would require members to pay their 

proportionate share of the cost of providing those services.  This creates free-riders thereby 

increasing the financial burden on dues paying members. 

31. Therefore, post-Janus, the IPLRA provisions pertaining to the labor union’s duty 

of fair representation creates penalties for the exercise of associational rights by discouraging 
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membership and by making membership financially burdensome. These provisions adversely 

affect the ability of Plaintiffs to pursue collective efforts thereby infringing on Plaintiffs’ 

associational rights.  

 WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs respectfully request the following relief: 

a. A declaration that 5 ILCS 315/10(b)(1)(ii) violates the First and Fourteenth 

Amendments to the U.S. Constitution facially by restricting Plaintiffs’ 

association rights; 

b. That this Court award Plaintiffs’ costs and expenses, including its attorneys’ 

fees, pursuant to 42 U.S.C. § 1988; and, 

c. Such other relief as the Court deems just and equitable.  

Dated: February 22, 2018   Respectfully submitted, 
 
 By: /s/ Dale D. Pierson    
  One of the Attorneys for Plaintiffs 
Attorneys for Plaintiffs: 
Dale D. Pierson (dpierson@local150.org)  Marc R. Poulos (mpoulos@iiiffc.org) 
Kenneth Edwards (kedwards@local150.org)  Kara M. Principe (kprincipe@iiiffc.org) 
James Connolly, Jr. (jconnolly@local150.org) Joseph Sweeney (jsweeney@iiiffc.org) 
Local 150 Legal Department  Indiana, Illinois, Iowa Foundation 
6140 Joliet Road  for Fair Contracting 
Countryside, IL  60525  6170 Joliet Road 
Ph. 708/579-6663; Fx. 708/588-1647  Countryside, IL  60525 
  Ph. 815/254-3332; Fx. 815/254-3525 
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