
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF PENNSYLVANIA 

____________________________________ 

STEPHANIE GONZALES     : 

1751 Bonita Bluff Court     :    CIVIL ACTION 

Ruskin, FL 33570        : 

        : CASE NO.:   

  Plaintiff,     :  

        :   

 v.       :  

  : JURY TRIAL DEMANDED  

SERVICE EMPLOYEES      : 

INTERNATIONAL UNION       : 

1800 Massachusetts Ave NW     :        

Washington, DC 20036     : 

             and         : 

SERVICE EMPLOYEES     : 

INTERNATIONAL UNION     : 

HEALTHCARE PENNSYLVANIA    :  

1500 N 2nd St       : 

Harrisburg, PA 17102      : 

                   : 

  Defendants.     : 

        : 

 

CIVIL ACTION COMPLAINT 

 

 Plaintiff, Stephanie Gonzales (hereinafter referred to as “Plaintiff” unless indicated 

otherwise), hereby complains as follows against Service Employees International Union 

(hereinafter “SEIU”) and Service Employees International Union Healthcare Pennsylvania 

(SEIU-HCPA) (hereinafter collectively referred to as “Defendants” unless otherwise indicated), 

and avers as follows: 

INTRODUCTION 

 

1. Plaintiff initiates the instant action to redress violations by Defendants of the 

Uniformed Services Employment and Reemployment Rights Act of 1994 ("USERRA" - 38 

U.S.C. §§ 4301 et seq.) and Pennsylvania Military Affairs Act (“PMAA” - as amended, 51, 
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Pa.C.S.A. §§ 7301, et seq). As a result of Defendants’ unlawful actions, Plaintiff has suffered the 

damages as set forth herein. 

JURISDICTION AND VENUE 

 

2. This Court may properly maintain jurisdiction over Defendants because 

Defendants' contacts with this state and this judicial district are sufficient for the exercise of 

jurisdiction over Defendants to comply with traditional notions of fair play and substantial 

justice, satisfying the standard set forth by the United States Supreme Court in International 

Shoe Co v. State of Washington, 326 U.S. 310 (1945) and its progeny. 

3. This action is initiated pursuant to a federal law.  The United States District Court 

for the Eastern District of Pennsylvania has original subject matter jurisdiction over this action 

pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1331 because the claims arise under the laws of the United States.  This 

Court has supplemental jurisdiction over Plaintiff’s state law claims because they arise out of the 

same circumstances and are based upon a common nucleus of operative fact. 

4. Venue is properly laid in this District pursuant to 28 U.S.C. §§ 1391(b)(1) and 

(b)(2), because Defendants reside in and/or conduct business in this judicial district and because 

a substantial part of the acts and/or omissions giving rise to the claims set forth herein occurred 

in this judicial district. 

PARTIES 

5. The foregoing paragraphs are incorporated herein in their entirety as if set forth in 

full. 

6. Plaintiff is an adult female with an address as set forth in the above caption. 
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7. Defendant SEIU is a labor union which represents workers in healthcare, public 

services, and property services across the United States and Canada headquartered at the address 

as set forth in the above caption. 

8. Defendant SEIU-HCPA is a healthcare provider who provides healthcare services 

across Pennsylvania headquartered at the address as set forth in the above caption and is operated 

by SEIU. 

9. At all times relevant herein, Defendants acted by and through their agents, 

servants and employees, each of whom acted at all times relevant herein in the course and scope 

of their employment with and for Defendants. 

10. Defendants are “employers” under USERRA because at all times relevant herein, 

Defendants have employed at least fifty (50) or more full-time employees within the present or 

preceding calendar year and engages in a business that affects interstate commerce.   

FACTUAL BACKGROUND 

11. The foregoing paragraphs are incorporated herein in their entirety as if set forth in 

full. 

12. Plaintiff was hired by Defendants on or about April 30, 2025, and worked for 

Defendants for approximately one (1) year until Defendants eventually terminated her 

employment on or about May 17, 2026 (discussed further infra). 

13. Plaintiff worked for Defendants as a Union Orginizer.  

14. Plaintiff received praise for her job performance including but not limited to her 

receiving a promotion in or about November of 2025 and a 12% raise in or about December of 

2025.  
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15. At all times relevant herein, Plaintiff was supervised by Vice President, Ali 

Kronley (hereinafter “Kronley”).  

16. Defendants’ office structure required there to be a direct supervisor for her to 

report to, however, Plaintiff’s only direct contact was Kronley.  

17. At all times relevant, Plaintiff was a member of the United States Army Reserves.  

18. As a member of the United States Army Reserves, Plaintiff would occasionally 

need to take time off from work to attend various Army trainings. 

19. Unfortunately, Plaintiff experienced hostility and animosity towards her military 

training from Defendants’ management, including but not limited to Kronley, as discussed 

further below. 

20. In or about March of 2026, Plaintiff informed Kronley that she had upcoming 

military training obligations to fulfill.  

21. As Plaintiff was given a few options from the Army, Plaintiff asked Kronley to 

choose which dates worked best for Defendant.  

22. After discussing the dates with Kronley, Plaintiff took leave from work to fulfill 

her military training obligations on or about March 6-8, 2026, and March 14-17, 2026.  

23. When Plaintiff returned from military leave, she began to notice that Kronley was 

treating her differently and subjecting her to a progressively hostile environment.  

24. For example, on or about April 20, 2026, Plaintiff asked to use her vacation time 

to take a day off.  

25. In response to Plaintiff’s request for a day off, Kronley informed Plaintiff: “no, 

you already take time off for the military.” 
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26. Kronley additionally told Plaintiff she had to “make a choice” between the Union 

and the Military because she “couldn’t do both.”  

27. In addition to Kronley’s refusal to allow Plaintiff to use vacation time and 

subjecting her to retaliatory/discriminatory comments related to her military service, Kronley 

also started changing Plaintiff’s performance goals/metrics and giving Plaintiff progressively 

more impossible tasks to complete.  

28. For example, Plaintiff, for the first time in her employment with Defendants was 

required to provide Kronley with a summary of everything she accomplished each day. 

29. Then, Kronley increased the aforesaid task by requiring Plaintiff to detail each 

person she spoke to every day at work, what the individuals said on the phone, what meetings 

Plaintiff attended, and the number of people Plaintiff tried to call (among other details).  

30. At a certain point, Plaintiff, having a very busy and demanding position with 

Defendants mentioned to Kronley that these tasks seemed impossible for Plaintiff to complete 

each day as they added approximately one-to-two hours to Plaintiff’s workday – and took time 

away from her actual job duties.  

31. On or about May 5, 2026, Plaintiff and Kronley had a meeting wherein they 

discussed that the aforesaid reporting requirements were not working and Kronley seemingly 

wished to work with Plaintiff to reach a good resolution.  

32. Plaintiff suggested to Kronley that, in the past, Plaintiff’s former manager would 

discuss the activities of the day instead of writing a report – Kronley agreed to the proposed plan.  

33. Plaintiff left for another Army obligation the next day, on or about May 6, 2026.  
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34. When Plaintiff returned from her Army training, Kronley had completely reversed 

course, acting as if she never had a conversation with Plaintiff on or about May 5, 2026 

regarding the reports.  

35. For example, on Plaintiff’s first day back from her May Army training (discussed 

supra), Kronley required Plaintiff to provide even more detail in her written reports – down to 

the hour.  

36. If Plaintiff was unable to submit extremely detailed reports, including minute-by-

minute actions of her day, by 8:30 PM, despite informing Kronley that she was still working and 

had not completed all her tasks yet, Kronley found this unacceptable. 

37.  On or about May 22, 2026, Plaintiff received an email from Chief of Staff, Zach 

Zobrist (hereinafter “Zobrist”), informing HR that due to some issues, Defendants needed to 

have a meeting with Plaintiff and instructed her to bring another staff member as a witness.  

38. Plaintiff reached out to Zobrist and inquired as to what the meeting was about. In 

response, Zobrist only informed Plaintiff to bring another staff member to the meeting to 

“represent her.”  

39. During the meeting, Plaintiff was questioned about alleged reporting deficiencies.  

40. Plaintiff attempted to remind Kronley about their aforesaid May 5, 2026 

discussion, regarding their agreement to shift from reports to conversations about the workday.  

41. Regardless, Plaintiff was discriminatorily and retaliatorily placed on a 

Performance Improvement Plan (PIP) on or about May 22, 2026, again subjecting Plaintiff to 

increased scrutiny of her job and expecting her to complete unattainable metrics.  

42. Plaintiff informed Defendants that she believed their aforesaid actions were 

retaliation.  
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43. After the meeting, Plaintiff called Zobrist to inform him that she believed Kronley 

was discriminating/retaliating against her due to her military service.  

44. In response to her complaint of discrimination/retaliation, Zobrist responded by 

telling Plaintiff that she should have brought it up sooner, he did not know what to do and could 

not understand why Plaintiff was informing him of this.  

45. Then, on or about May 27, 2026, (5 days after and her first day back at work since 

being placed on a PIP), Plaintiff was called into a meeting first thing in the morning and 

informed that she had no future with Defendants and that her employment was terminated.  

46. Plaintiff was given the option to “part amicably” – wherein Defendants seemingly 

suggested that Plaintiff should resign her post in exchange for Defendants promising not to 

oppose her Unemployment Compensation.  

47. Plaintiff did not agree and rejected Defendants’ option to “part amicably,” as she 

believed the Defendants had discriminated/retaliated against her in terminating her employment 

because of her military service obligations.  

48. Plaintiff believes and therefore avers that she was terminated because of her status 

and obligations as an active member of the United States Army Reserves.  

Count I 

Uniformed Services Employment and Reemployment Rights Act of 1994 ("USERRA") 

(Discrimination & Retaliation - Wrongful Termination) 

-Against Both Defendants- 

 

49. The foregoing paragraphs are incorporated herein in their entirety as if set forth in 

full. 

50. Plaintiff is an active member of the military, and she has military obligations. 
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51. Defendants’ management exhibited hostility towards Plaintiff’s military 

obligations and told Plaintiff that she had to choose between work and her military service 

because she “couldn’t do both.” 

52. Plaintiff continued her military obligations after being told to make the aforesaid 

choice.  

53. Plaintiff was terminated by Defendants due to her military obligations, status, and 

affiliation, including her time off from work for military leave. 

54. Defendants' actions of terminating Plaintiff constitute violations of USERRA. 

Count II 

Pennsylvania Military Affairs Act (“PMAA”), as amended, 51, Pa.C.S.A. §§ 7301, et seq. 

(Discrimination & Retaliation - Wrongful Termination) 

-Against Both Defendants- 

 

55. The foregoing paragraphs are incorporated herein in their entirety as if set forth in 

full. 

56. Plaintiff re-asserts and re-alleges each and every allegation as set forth in Count I 

of her Complaint, as these actions constitute identical violations of the PMAA. 

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff prays that this Court enter an Order providing that: 

A. Defendants are to be prohibited from continuing to maintain their illegal policy, 

practice or custom of discriminating/retaliating against employees and are to be ordered to 

promulgate an effective policy against such unlawful acts and to adhere thereto; 

 B. Defendants are to compensate Plaintiff, reimburse Plaintiff and make Plaintiff 

whole for any and all pay and benefits Plaintiff would have received had it not been for 

Defendants' illegal actions, including but not limited to past lost earnings, future lost earnings, 

salary, pay increases, bonuses, medical and other benefits, training, promotions, pension, and 

seniority.  Plaintiff should be accorded those benefits illegally withheld from the date she first 
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suffered retaliation/interference/discrimination at the hands of Defendants until the date of 

verdict; 

C. Plaintiff is to be awarded punitive damages, as permitted by applicable law, in an 

amount determined by the Court or trier of fact to be appropriate to punish Defendants for their 

willful, deliberate, malicious and outrageous conduct and to deter Defendants or other employers 

from engaging in such misconduct in the future; 

D. Plaintiff is to be accorded any and all other equitable and legal relief as the Court 

deems just, proper and appropriate, including but not limited to, emotional distress and/or pain 

and suffering damages (where legally permitted); 

E. Plaintiff is to be awarded the costs and expenses of this action and reasonable 

legal fees as provided by applicable federal and state law; 

F. Any verdict in favor of Plaintiff is to be molded by the Court to maximize the 

financial recovery available to the Plaintiff in light of the caps on certain damages set forth in 

applicable federal law; and 

G. Plaintiff’s claims are to receive trial by jury to the extent allowed by applicable 

law. Plaintiff has also endorsed this demand on the caption of this Complaint in accordance with 

Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 38(b).   
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      Respectfully submitted, 

 

       KARPF, KARPF & CERUTTI, P.C. 

 

      By:  

       Ari R. Karpf, Esq. (91538) 

8 Interplex Drive, Suite 210 

Feasterville-Trevose, PA 19053 

215-639-0801 (P) 

215-639-4970 (F) 
       akarpf@karpf-law.com 

    

Dated: October 20, 2026 
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Stephanie Gonzales

Service Employees International Union, et al.

10/20/2026
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GONZALES, STEPHANIE SERVICE EMPLOYEES INTERNATIONAL UNION, 
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Violations of USERRA and the PMAA.

10/20/2026

x

Case 2:26-cv-08037-WB     Document 1     Filed 10/20/26     Page 13 of 13

Kristin
Ari R. Karpf, Esq.; Karpf, Karpf & Cerutti, P.C., 8 Interplex Drive, Suite 210, 
Feasterville-Trevose, PA 19053; 215-639-0801; akarpf@karpf-law.com

Kristin
X

Kristin
X

Kristin
X


	JURISDICTION AND VENUE

