CARY KANE

A LIMITED LIABILITY PARTNERSHIP FOR THE PRACTICE COF LAW

July 16, 2014

VIA FIRST-CLASS, CERTIFIED MAIL
Charles Centaro

(471 73" Street

Brooklyn, New York 11228

Re: Amended Decision of Local 812 Executive Board as 1o Internal Charees

Dear Mr. Centaro;

Enclosed please find the Amended Decision of the Executive Board regarding the
charges that were lodged against you by Local 812 President Edward Weber. The Decision has
been amended to specify the activities intended to be encompassed by the permanent bar
assessed as the penalty in this case. You may consult Article XIX, Scction 2(a) of the
[nternational Union’s Constitution and By-Laws as to your appeal rights; a copy of these
documents has been provided to you.

Smcudy,

D dee

Walter M. Kane

ce: John J. Cronin Jr., Independent Review Board w/Encl.
Bradley T. Raymond, Esq., International Brotherhood of Teamsters w/Encl.
Edward Weber, Local 812 w/Encl.
Joseph Mure, Ir., Esq. w/Encl.
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EXECUTIVE BOARD Local 812, International Brotherhood of Teamsters
445 Northern Boulevard, Suite 30
Great Neck, NY 11021

In the Matter of the Charges
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July 15, 2014
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Amended Decision of the Executive Board

Having reviewed and duly considered the hearing record as taken on Wednesday, June
25, 2014, all exhibits and evidence offered by the parties, and the Recommendalion of the
Independent Review Board (“IRB Report™, the Executive Bourd hereby issues the following
deciston on the charges brought against Local 812 Member Charles Centaro (“charged party™) by
Local 812 President Edward Weber (“charging party™).

L. The Charges

The President of Local 812 of the International Brotherhood of Teamsters (“1B1.”
“Teamsters™) Edward Weber preferred cha rges against Charles Centaro stating;

While a member of Local 812 and the 1BT, Mr. Cenlaro brought reproach upon
the 1BT in violation of Article 11, Section 2(a); and Article XX, Scction 7(b)(1)
and (2); and Section 14(i) of the IBT Constitution; and obstructed, interfered, and
unreasonably failed to cooperate with the duties of the Independent Review Board
as set forth in Paragraph G of the March 14, 1989 Consent Order in United States
v. International Brotherhood of Teamsters, 88 Civ. 4486 (S.D.NY), by willfully
refusing to answer questions on March 18, 20114, during his in-person sworn
examination conducted pursuant to Paragraph H(3)(c) of the Rules ol Procedures
for Operation of the Independent Review Board for the International Brotherhood
ol Teamsters that involved matters undes invesligation by the IRB. In doing so,
Mr. Centaro obstructed and unreasonably failed to cooperale with the IRB in
violation of the consent order and the IBT Constitution.

The charges were mailed to Centaro, and presented 1o him al the MHearing before the
Executive Board held on June 25, 2014, Also presented to Centaro was the IR Report dated
April 17, 2014,




IL. Findings of Fact

Itis hereby found that on March 18, 2014, the charged party, Charles Centaro, did refuse
to answer questions during his sworn in-person examination given by the Independent Review
Board. The IRB was investigating and asking questions to Mr. Centaro concerning various
matlers, including allegations made against him in a Grand Jury Indictment issucd against
Centaro in January 2014 in the Eastern Districl of New York, and a superseding indictment
issued in February 2014, According 1o the IRB Report, Cenlaro was indicted, with live other
individuals, on (welve counts, including money laundering, moncy laundering conspiracy,
marijuana distribution, international heroin distribution and importation conspiracy, inlernational
distribution of heroin, conspiracy lo distribute heroin and possession of heroin with intent (o
distribute. Centaro was also charged with two additional counts of money laundering and money
laundering conspiracy, acts of racketeering. IRB Report p.6. The February 2014 superseding
indictment contained thirteen counts us 1o six individuals. The indictments generated extensive
media coverage.’ According to Centaro, trial is scheduled for November 2014, Hearing
Transcript, p.7.

The IRB cited law enforcement sources stating that Centaro had been obscrved al the
wakes of several organized crime members and their families, including;

1. At Andrett’s Funeral Home, for the wake of Lucchese member Charles de Palermo in
2009,

2. Driving Bonnano members, Vincent “Vinny TV Badalamenti and Arthur Tarzia 10 the
Raccuglia Funeral Home, for the wake of Deborah DeMeo, the wile of La Cosa Nostra
("LCN™) member Sal DeMeo in March 2011, Badatamenti was a capo and Tarzia a
soldier in the Bonnano family of LCN,
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Driving Genovese capo Alphonse “Allie Shades” Malangone to the Greenwich FFuneral
Home for the wake ol Clementine Clemenza, the mother of Colombo LON family
member Jerry Clemenza in Oclober 20172,

4. At the Evergreen Funeral Home for the wage of Maria Trombino, the sister of Genovese
LCN family member Sal DeMeo in April 2013.

IRB Report, p.7. Centaro was a member of the Teamsters during all the above time periods. fd.

Cenlaro appeared before the IRB on March 18, 2014. He was represented by counscl. He
refused 10 answer questions approximalely cleven limes, asserting his Fifth Amendment
privilege not {o incriminate himself, /d. at 8. Examples of questions posed by the Independent

! See, e.p. blUp:/inyposteein/2014/02/) ?/I'cdx—hus’t~n‘10h—rin1»511)L|t1tvli|1t'-druus-lhmunI1-:1U\\f~\'nl'|\'—iluly[,
hllﬂI/‘fill')Ci]U\\’S.U(}.L‘()I]‘]/’Ml}ﬂ};/h{_‘kldlI'ﬂt.‘h'fz(]}4,"(]2/"1UQC—L|!‘H“7;‘Jiﬂu|il}C-I‘LJI1-I}\,’-3-I11iIHil—i‘ilIIUS%I].HI'U;)IL‘.L|-|'Ct|5‘§x‘il\-'[. I_ist
accessed 77172014,




Review Board to which Mr. Centaro refused to provide answers to IRB questions based upon the
Fifth Amendment of the U.S. Constitution include:

I. He refused Lo answer questions as to how he knew Vincent Badalamenti, a known capo in
the Bonnano crime family.

2. He refused to answer questions aboul his knowledge s to whether Genovese Capo
Alphonse “Allic Shades” Matangone, whom he had been observed driving, was an
organized crime capo, and what business dealings Centaro had with Malangone.

3. He refused (o answer questions about statements he was alleged to have made that came
to light during the course of the investigation into his bail application, including whether
he said he is associated with people who have $200 million in a Swiss bank account, and
that there are millions of dollars available For tsansier from those accounts into U.S.
accounts on his behalf.

4. He refused to answer questions as to whether he has ever loaned moncy o & member of
the Teamsters Union.

5. He refused to answer questions as o whether he has ever borrowed money from a
member of the Teamsters Union.

6. He refused to answer questions as to whether he has ever collecied any moncy for
gambling winnings or losses.

7. He refused 1o answer questions as (o whether he ever taundered money for anyonc,

8. He refused to answer questions as to whether he was familiar with individuals on lists of
reputed LCN members and associates.

IRB Report p.8-11. Mr. Centaro’s sworn examination had previously been twice properly
noticed and postponed at the request of his counsel, prior 10 his appearance belore the IR on
March 18, 2014. IRB Report p.7-8. Centaro was provided with the IRB’s Report by the Charging
Party at the Hearing on June 25, 2014, Centaro's failure 10 answer questions as described above
during his sworn examination before (he IRB unreasonably obstructed the TRB™s investigation
into whether the Consent Qrder was violated.

11, The Charging Party’s Position

The Charging Party, Mr. Weber, claims that Mr. Centaro refuscd 1o answer questions
under oath during an investigation by the Independent Review Board, According 1o the IRB
report, during bis sworn examination, Centaro asserted his Fifth Amendment privilege and failed
L0 answer several questions regarding his associations with members of organized crime families
and alleged criminal activity with members of the Teamsters. He refused o answer questions
regarding, among other things, whether he had loaned money 1o any Teamster member, and
whether he had collected any money from any Teamster. Organized crime association and loan
sharking are matters specifically forbidden by Consent Order. Mr, Weber argues that the Fifth
Amendment privileges do not apply in the IRB sclting, since the IRB is not a govermment aclor,
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and cites to Local 211 Executive Board Decision Regarding Mark Houmis, dated Nov. 22, 2000
as an cxample of a similar set of facts where the charges against the Charged Party were
sustained, despite the subject matter of the 1RB’s questions being much less scrious than thal
pertaining 1o Mr. Centaro as it did not involve criminal charges. All IBT members are enjoined
from associating with members of organized crime and committing acts of rackelecring. The
questions Centaro failed 1o answer related to such activity. Thereby, Cenlaro failed (o cooperale
with the IRB.

IV, The Charged Party’s Position

The Charged Party, Mr. Centaro, did not offer any cxplanation at his hearing before the
Executive Board for his failure to answer the [RB's questions, He staled that he viewed (he
instant proceedings as premature, as he had not been convicted of « crime, and had a pending
court date in November when his trial under the E.D.N.Y. indictment witl proceed. He asked if
the instant matter could be postponed until afier the trial in that case. He stated that he did not
know why the IRB said he had not answered their questions, and stated “they have a record of
what [ answered.” Hearing Transeript, p.6-7. He stated his view that “1 believe | answered most
of their questions.” Id., at p.7.

V. Discussion

ftis undisputed that on March 18, 2014, Mr. Cenlaro refused to answer questions
including but not limited to, questions relating to his association with known organized
crime figures and loan sharking with Teamsler members. My, Centaro’s relusat to
cooperate with and answer questions regarding these issues bring reproach upon Local
812,

Although Mr. Centaro may have had compelling reasons o assert his Fifth
Amendment rights during the investigation to protect himselt in light of his Grand Jury
Indictment and pending trial, his Fifth Amendment rights are not a privilege where the
IRB is concerned. The issue of Fifth Amendment rights in the context of sworn
examinations by the IRB has been previously litigated and it has been held that the IRB is
nota state actor. United States v, IBT (Simpson), 931 F, Supp. 1074 (S.D.N.Y.) aff o, 120
F.3d 341 (2d Cir. 1997). See also: United State v. IBT (Carberry), 247 F.3d. 370, 387-
388 (2d Cir, 2001, citing United States v. I1BT ("Hickey")}, 945 F.Supp. 96, 99 (S.D.N.Y.
1996) (*The Fifth Amendment is unavailable o a union member called to sworn
examination belore an internal disciplinary body such as the IRB.™) Thus, there is no
privilege in an IRB investigation. A member must answer the questions or suffer internal
union charges,

Stmilarly, under Carberry, there is no right to a stay of the IRB’s proceedings
while criminal procecdings are pending. fd. Thus Centaro’s only argument at the
Executive Board hearing — that the proceedings were premature, and that they should be
stayed pending his criminal trial - are unavailing.




Mr. Centaro’s slatements at the Executive Board hearing did not resolve the
charges against him. Had he answered questions posed by the IRB, the IRB would have
had an opportunity to ask follow-up questions. Hence, the answers given were
inadequate. Further, he has raised no other arguments in opposition to the IRB’s position.

The requested remedy, namely permanent disbarment from membership, s
appropriate. It is consistent with the cases ruled upon by IBT President James Hoffa, as
well as the Independent Review Board, particularly for a case such as this one where the
Charged Party faces very serious criminal charges. Failure to provide information that
would allow the IRB to understand those charges obligates the IRB to act in order to
ensure the integrity of and fidelity to the Consent Order.

VI. Decision and Remedy

After closely reviewing all the evidence and positions offered by the parties, it has
been decided that the charges brought against Mr. Centaro are sustained. Mr, Centaro has
violated Article 11, Section 2(a), Article XIX, Section 7(b)(1) and (2) and Section 14(i) of
the IBT Constitution by obstructing, interlering and unreasonably failing to cooperate
with the duties of the IBT set forth in Paragraph G of the March 14, 1989 Consent Order
tn United States v. International Brotherhood of Teamsters, 88 Civ. 4486 (S.D.N.Y).
Charles Centaro is hereby permanently barred from holding membership in or any
position with the IBT or any IBT-affiliated entity; from participating in any manner in
any of the activities or affairs of the IBT or any [BT-affiliated entity; from seeking or
accepting from the IBT or any IBT-affiliated entity any salary, severance payment,
allowance, fee, payment for unused vacation, or compensation of any kind except fully
vested pension compensation and fully vested welfare benefits; and from the datc of
expulsion from having any contributions made on his behalf by any [BT entity to any
pension, health and welfare, severance, or other benefit fund,

Sincerely,
i ﬂ erely \‘

K Teamsters Local 812 Executive Board
“‘ng]oe Vitia
Secretary-Treasurer




