	Court Case
	Summary
	Legal Steps Completed
	Next Legal Steps

	1. NTEU's Challenge to Mass Firings & RIFs       


Case Name: NTEU et al. v. Trump et al.      

Court: DC District Court       

Plaintiffs: National Treasury Employees Union (NTEU), National Federation of Federal Employees, International Association of Machinists and Aerospace Workers, and International Federation of Professional and Technical Engineers (the Unions)
	The plaintiffs filed the lawsuit because:

* an executive order mandated widespread reductions-in-force (RIFs)

 *actions were carried out without Congress’s authorization and violated the Constitution’s separation of powers and statutes


	* Initial complaint was filed on 2/12/25

*Unions sought emergency relief on 2/20/25 but was denied it. 

* NTEU's motion to amend the complaint was granted on June 6, challenging additional RIFs and probationary firings. 

* On July 11, the government filed a motion to dismiss NTEU’s amended complaint. 

* NTEU filed a brief on Aug. 15 opposing the motion to dismiss

* The government’s reply was filed on August 29.    
	If the Court grants the motion to dismiss: 
NTEU will file an amended complaint or appeal the decision. 

If the Court denies the motion to dismiss: 
The Government must file an answer to the complaint, admitting or denying the factual claims. Then, the case will proceed to discovery and other pretrial procedures 

	2. American Federation of Government Employees (AFGE) Union Challenge to Mass Firings   
    
Case Name: AFGE, AFL-CIO et al. v. OPM et al.      

Court(s): Northern District of California; 9th Circuit Court of Appeals; Supreme Court 

Plaintiffs: American Federation of Government Employees, AFL-CIO (“AFGE”), American Federation of State County and Municipal Employees, AFL-CIO (“AFSCME”), AFGE Local 1216, and United Nurses Associations of California/Union of Health Care Professionals, AFSCME, AFLCIO (“UNAC/UHCP”)  
	The plaintiffs filed the lawsuit because of:

* efforts to terminate probationary federal employees and implement mass reorganization of federal agencies

* It centers on the Administrative Procedure Act (APA) and the Separation of Powers, alleging that OPM's directives for terminations and reorganization were unlawful attempts to replace experienced public servants with political appointees

*It highlights a significant legal battle over the executive branch's power to restructure and manage the federal workforce


	* preliminary court order in March 2025 blocked the terminations

* court order blocking the terminations was temporarily stopped the by the Supreme Court in March 2025

Recent Updates:
* plaintiffs won two preliminary orders in this case

* Supreme Court paused the first order

* District Court granted a second order on behalf of different plaintiffs (including the unions), which prevents agencies from relying on OPM to make termination decisions

* Any firing must be the result of a particularized assessment.  

* District Court held a hearing Aug. 28 on AFGE’s and OPM’s competing motions for summary judgment, 


	* awaiting a decision 

* continuing appeal to block terminations through the Ninth Circuit and beyond, with the possibility of further Supreme Court involvement




	3. AFGE’s Challenge to RIFs       

Case Name: AFGE, AFL-CIO et al. v. Trump et al.
      
Court(s): Northern District of California; 9th Circuit Court of Appeals; Supreme Court    

Plaintiffs—a coalition of unions, nonprofits, and local governments 
	The plaintiffs filed this lawsuit in response to: 

* an unprecedented attempt to restructure the federal government and its operations

* actions in excess of any statutory or constitutional authority, as well as violations of the substantive and procedural provisions of the Administrative Procedure Act (“APA”)
	* initial complaint filed on April 28, 2025

* the Supreme Court stopped the preliminary order blocking RIF plan implementations on July 8, which means agencies may begin implementing RIF plans while litigation continues in the lower court

* AFGE filed a motion to require that the government produce records related to RIFs and reorganization plans on July 30

* On Aug. 18, AFGE filed arguments opposing the government’s motion to dismiss

*hearing held by the appeals court on Aug. 21


	* a hearing is scheduled for Sept. 19

	4. States’ Challenge to Mass Firings      
Case

Name: State of Maryland et al. v. USDA et al. 
     
Court(s): District of Maryland, 4th Circuit Court of Appeals  

Plaintiffs: Nineteen states and the District of Columbia

 
	The plaintiffs filed this lawsuit because: 

* the defendants did not follow the required statutory notice procedures for a RIF 

harm was done to the states since it disrupted their ability to manage the consequences and provide necessary support, such as unemployment benefits, to the affected workers

	*The lawsuit State of Maryland et al. v. USDA et al. was filed on March 6, 2025.

District Court Proceedings

Temporary Restraining Order (TRO): 
Granted in March 2025, ordering the reinstatement of affected employees and halting further mass firings without compliance with the TRO's terms. 

Preliminary Injunction (PI): 
Granted on April 1, 2025, further requiring agencies to reinstate unlawfully terminated probationary employees and follow lawful procedures for any future reductions in force. 

Appellate Review

Stay of Injunction: 
In response to the preliminary injunction, the government appealed to the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Fourth Circuit. 

Fourth Circuit Action: 
The Fourth Circuit stayed the district court's preliminary injunction pending the appeal, establishing an expedited briefing and argument schedule for the case. 

Arguments: 
The government argued that the states lacked Article III standing to bring the suit and that the Civil Service Reform Act (CSRA) established an exclusive process for reviewing such employment matters, not the district court. 

	*On September 8, 2025, the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Fourth Circuit vacated an injunction that had temporarily blocked the mass firing of thousands of federal probationary employees. The court ruled that the states, led by Maryland, lacked legal standing to bring the challenge, and sent the case back to the district court with instructions to dismiss it.  

	5. States’ Challenge to Mass Firings at HHS  


Case Name: State of New York et al. v. HHS et al. 
 
Court: District of Rhode Island   

Plaintiffs: 19 states and the District of Columbia, led by the New York Attorney General

	The plaintiffs filed this lawsuit because: 

* these mass layoffs, 10,000 at HHS, and the organizational overhaul are unlawful and unconstitutional, harming critical public health programs and usurping Congress's authority to fund programs 


	A Federal court in Rhode Island initially granted a preliminary order to halt some firings, but the administration is still seeking to finalize the layoffs, while the case is being appealed to higher courts.  

* On July 1, the court granted the states’ request for a preliminary order to block firings at HHS. 

*On Aug. 13, the Federal government asked the appeals court to stop this preliminary order. 

* On Aug. 14, the states asked the appeals court to send the issue back to the district court, so their lawsuit challenging the firings can continue. 

* On Aug. 15, the Federal government filed a motion to dismiss the case. 

* On Aug. 20 and 21, the states responded, and several medical organizations filed arguments in support of the states.

*On Aug. 25, the government filed a brief in support of stopping the preliminary order.  
	* continue working the case through the courts and appeals 

	6. NTEU’s Challenge to Barg. Unit Exclusions    
  
Case Name: NTEU v. Trump et al.      

Court: DC District Court, DC Circuit Court of Appeals  

Plaintiff: NTEU     
	The plaintiff filed this lawsuit to challenge: 

* multiple executive orders, based on dubious claims of "national security," by Donald Trump that sought to remove large portions of the federal workforce,  weaken the federal workforce, and curb collective bargaining rights 


	* On June 9, NTEU filed a motion for summary judgment. A summary judgment motion asks the court to decide the case on the facts in the parties' filings.

* The government filed a cross-motion on June 23.  

* On July 16, the appeals court denied NTEU’s request that the full court reconsider stay of the preliminary injunction, which means the executive order stripping union rights from certain agency bargaining units remains in place. 
	* Both motions are fully briefed, and we await a decision. 

	7. Treasury's Request to Void IRS Contract      

Case Name: Dept. of Treasury v. NTEU Ch. 73  
    
Court: Eastern District of Kentucky, 6th Circuit Court of Appeals    

Plaintiff: Dept. of Treasury
	In Department of Treasury v. NTEU Chapter 73, the U.S. Department of Treasury sued NTEU Chapter 73 in the U.S. District Court for the Eastern District of Kentucky to gain a declaration that it could end its national collective bargaining agreement (CBA) with the union, following President Trump's executive order aiming to exclude national security-related agencies from labor protections. However, the court dismissed the case, ruling that the Treasury Department lacked standing because it failed to demonstrate an "injury in fact" before the lawsuit was filed, arguing that a declaratory judgment would not address the Department's alleged injuries as a suit against only Chapter 73 would not bind the national NTEU union and the collective bargaining agreement. 
	Court's Ruling
· The U.S. District Court for the Eastern District of Kentucky granted NTEU Chapter 73's motion for summary judgment, dismissing the case. 
· Lack of Standing: The court found that the Treasury Department did not have standing because it had not suffered an "injury in fact" (a concrete harm) at the time of filing the lawsuit. 
· Speculative Injury: The court determined that any harm the Department alleged was speculative and based on fears of legal action, not on a present injury. 
· Lack of Redressability: The court also found that a declaratory judgment wouldn't redress the Department's injuries because suing only Chapter 73 would not affect the national union's broader bargaining rights and the collective bargaining agreement nationwide. 
Outcome 
· The case was dismissed for lack of subject-matter jurisdiction. The ruling did not address the merits of the Executive Order itself but was based on procedural grounds.

	The government appealed the decision to the circuit court. Briefing will conclude in late December. 

	8. Government's  Challenge to AFGE Contracts in Texas      

Case Name: Dept. of Defense et al. v. AFGE District 10 et al.  
    
Court: Western District of Texas    

Plaintiff: Department of Defense and Federal agencies
	Dept. of Defense et al. v. AFGE District 10 et al. is a lawsuit filed by federal agencies challenging a court order that halted their efforts to terminate probationary federal employees. The agencies argued their Executive Orders were justified by national security interests, but unions like AFGE contended the actions lacked statutory authority and violated separation of powers principles. While the Ninth Circuit initially allowed the stay of the preliminary injunction, the underlying legal arguments about the scope of the President's authority versus Congressional power in reorganizing the federal workforce and the interpretation of the Federal Service Labor-Management Relations Statute remain central to the case.  
	Initial Injunctions (Orders):
* District courts issued preliminary orders, halting the mass termination of federal workers. 
The court granted AFGE’s motion to dismiss the case on July 23, a victory to protect the union’s contracts in that area. 
Appeals and Stays:
The government appealed these decisions, and the Supreme Court ultimately stopped the district court's orders, allowing the Trump administration's executive orders to be implemented while the case proceeds. 


	Ongoing Litigation:
The case continues through the appellate courts, with ongoing arguments about the separation of powers and the extent of executive authority in managing the federal workforce. 

	9. AFGE’s Challenge to Barg. Unit Exclusions  
     
Case name: AFGE, AFL-CIO et al. v. Trump et al. 

Court: Northern District of California, 9th Circuit Court of Appeals  
	As of September 2025, the case AFGE, AFL-CIO et al. v. Trump et al. refers to ongoing litigation filed in April 2025 by a coalition of labor unions and others to challenge Executive Order (EO) 14210. The lawsuit alleges the EO, which orders mass layoffs and radical reorganizations across the federal government, is unconstitutional and unlawful. A federal district court temporarily blocked the action, but a federal appeals court later granted the government's request to pause the injunction (order) while the case is under appeal.  
	In June, the judge granted AFGE’s request for a limited preliminary injunction to stop the executive order stripping union rights from certain agency bargaining units. 

* On Aug. 1, the appeals court blocked the injunction pending appeal, which means the executive order remains in effect.  

*On Aug. 14, the government filed a letter acknowledging that they have canceled several collective bargaining agreements with unions other than NTEU. 

* AFGE responded on Aug. 22. 

* On Aug. 29, former national security officials, a coalition of states and others filed briefs in support of the unions. 

*On Aug. 25, a judge on the appeals court called for a vote to determine whether the stopping the preliminary order, issued by a three-judge panel, should be reviewed by the full appeals court, and asked the parties to file briefs in September. 
	*Briefings in September

	10. NTEU’s Challenge to Schedule Policy/Career  

Case name: NTEU v. Trump et al.  

Court: DC District Court  

Plaintiff: NTEU 
	In NTEU v. Trump et al., the National Treasury Employees Union (NTEU) sued the Trump administration to block Executive Order 14171 and the associated Schedule Policy/Career classification, which sought to reclassify many career federal jobs as "at-will," potentially undermining the civil service. The lawsuit, filed in the U.S. District Court for the District of Columbia, claims the order violates the Administrative Procedure Act and Fifth Amendment, among other arguments, asserting it unlawfully bypasses employee protections and the merit-based system for federal employees.  
	· NTEU filed a lawsuit on Jan. 20 challenging the executive order to reclassify federal employees and remove their due process rights. 

· On June 26, the parties agreed to pause the case until OPM has published the final rule. 

· The administration has represented that no federal employees will be reclassified until after the rule-making is complete. 

· As of August 2025, the case remains in the U.S. District Court for the District of Columbia. 

	*continue working the case through the courts and appeals process

	11. American Foreign Service Association’s (AFSA’s) Challenge to Barg. Unit Exclusions       

Case name: American Foreign Service Association v. Trump et al.      

Court: DC District Court, DC Circuit Court of Appeals        

Plaintiffs: AFSA
	The American Foreign Service sued the Trump administration in the D.C. District Court to challenge Executive Order 14251, which removed collective bargaining rights from Foreign Service employees in the Department of State and USAID. 
Union's Argument:

AFSA argued that the executive order was unlawful because the State Department and USAID have had long-standing collective bargaining with the union, and the national security justification cited in the order was absurd, especially as America was at peace. 

	· District Court Ruling: 
· The D.C. District Court initially granted AFSA a preliminary order to halt the anti-union executive order. 
D.C. Circuit Stopped the Order: 
The D.C. Circuit Court of Appeals granted the government's motion to stop the preliminary order, finding that the government was likely to succeed on the merits, would suffer irreparable harm without stopping the order, and that stopping it served the public interest. 

· 
	AFSA continues to challenge the executive order which excludes federal workers from national bargaining programs and seeks to have these actions declared unlawful.
AFSA filed a petition for a rehearing in the D.C. Circuit, challenging the panel's decision to pause the order.
On Aug. 4, AFSA filed for summary judgment that the executive order stripping their union rights is illegal. 

	12. American Federation of Government Employees’ Challenge to Exclusion of Transportation Security Administration (TSA) Barg. Unit    

Case name: AFGE v. Noem    

Court: Western District of Washington     

Plaintiff’s: AFGE 
	The American Federation of Government Employees (AFGE) and other unions challenged the Department of Homeland Security's (DHS) termination of the collective bargaining agreement (CBA) covering approximately 47,000 Transportation Security Officers (TSOs). 

The unions argued that Secretary Noem's determination was unlawful and unconstitutional on several grounds:

Administrative Procedure Act (APA): The unions claimed that rescinding the contract was an "arbitrary and capricious" action because it departed from more than a decade of agency precedent and ignored internal findings that supported the benefits of collective bargaining.
First Amendment retaliation: The lawsuit alleged that the Trump Administration was retaliating against AFGE for opposing its federal employment policies in court. This was supported by evidence of anti-union animus within the administration.
Fifth Amendment (Due Process): The unions asserted that the administration stripped TSOs of vested property rights under the CBA without providing any notice or due process. 

	· Preliminary order granted: On June 2, 2025, U.S. District Judge Marsha Pechman granted the preliminary order requested by the unions.
Contract reinstated: The court ordered DHS to halt its implementation of the Noem Determination and reinstate the 2024 CBA for the duration of the litigation.
Likely success on the merits: Judge Pechman found that the unions were likely to succeed on their claims, noting that the administration's justification for terminating the contract was "threadbare" and appeared retaliatory.
Government's motion to dismiss denied: On August 13, 2025, the court denied the government's motion to dismiss the lawsuit, allowing the case to proceed.
· 
	Ongoing litigation: As of September 2025, the case is ongoing, with the CBA remaining in effect under the preliminary injunction. 


	13. Federal Education Association’s Challenge to Barg. Unit Exclusions   
   
Case name: Federal Education Association (FEA) et al v. Trump et al.   
   
Court: DC District Court, DC Circuit Court of Appeals        

Plaintiffs: FEA
	Federal Education Association v. Trump challenges Trump's Executive Order 14251, which revoked collective bargaining rights for most federal workers. Filed in the U.S. District Court for the District of Columbia, the case argues the order was issued under the pretext of "national security". The lawsuit seeks to block the implementation of the executive order and the accompanying Office of Personnel Management guidance that excluded many agencies and their subdivisions from the Federal Service Labor-Management Relations Statute. 
	· On Aug. 14, the judge granted the union’s request for a preliminary order blocking the implementation of the executive order stripping union rights from Department of Defense Education Activity employees. The government appealed, and on Aug. 29, the government asked for an immediate administrative stop to the order pending the appeal. 
	The case will proceed through the court and appeals process. 

	14. AFL-CIO Challenge to Barg. Unit Exclusions

Case name: AFL-CIO v. Trump

Court: DC District Court  

Plaintiffs: AFL-CIO and a coalition of unions
	On July 29, the AFL-CIO and a coalition of affiliate unions filed a new lawsuit collectively challenging the administration’s order stripping union rights from certain agency bargaining units. (See the union’s arguments listed above.)
	· On Aug. 11, the judge agreed with the unions that the case is related to NTEU’s lawsuit, listed above. 
· The unions amended their first complaint on Aug. 21, and on Aug. 22, the unions requested a preliminary injunction (an order) to block the executive order. 
	The case is new and active and will work its way through the courts and appeals processes.  

	15. National Association of Agricultural Employees’ Challenge to Barg. Unit Exclusions

Case name: National Association of Agricultural Employees (NAAE) v. Trump

Court: DC District Court  

Plaintiffs: NAAE
	On August 13, 2025, the National Association of Agriculture Employees (NAAE), a labor union representing employees of the Plant Protect and Quarantine (PPQ) program within the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), filed this lawsuit in the U.S. District Court for the District of Columbia against President Trump, the Secretary of Agriculture, and the Director of the Office of Personnel Management (OPM). 

NAAE challenged Executive Order No. 14,251, which purports to revoke the collective bargaining rights of PPQ employees on the basis that their primary function constitutes national security work. NAAE filed this lawsuit because they believe these actions violate the First and Fifth Amendments to the U.S. Constitution and exceeded proper authority. 
	· The new lawsuit was filed on Aug. 13, 2025.
	The case is new and active, and it will work its way through the courts and appeals processes. 

	16. NTEU’s Challenge to Firings at CFPB    
  
Case name: NTEU et al. v. Vought      

Court: DC District Court, DC Circuit Court of Appeals   

Plaintiffs: NTEU
	NTEU challenged the Trump Administration's goal of dismantling the Consumer Financial Protection Bureau (CFPB). After Elon Musk posted “CFPB RIP” on social media, the Acting Director of the CFPB ordered CFPB staff to “immediately” stop working and told the Federal Reserve that the CFPB would not take any additional funding for its operations in the next quarter. 
Union argument: 
NTEU indicated that the Trump Administration violated the separation of powers by dismantling the CFPB, an agency created by Congress through its established authority to define and fund agencies. 

	· On February 9, 2025, NTEU, as the representative of CFPB employees, filed a short complaint (later supplemented), in the U.S. District Court for the District of Columbia against the Acting Director of the CFPB. 
· In the spring, the court issued an order blocking the mass layoffs at CFPB, but it was overturned by a panel of three appellate judges on Aug. 15
· The order remains in place pending further action by NTEU, which means layoffs will not begin immediately. 
	The case will continue through the courts and appeals processes. 

	17. American Federation of Teachers’ (AFT) Challenge to Dismantling Federal Mediation and Conciliation Service (FMCS)   
  
Case name: AFT, AFL-CIO et al. v. FMCS       

Court: Southern District of New York      

Plaintiffs: American Federation of Teachers, AFL-CIO, United Federation of Teachers, Service Employees International Union (SEIU), SEIU Healthcare Minnesota & Iowa, SEIU Committee of Interns and Residents, United Food and Commercial Workers International Union, UFCW Local 135, International Association of Machinists and Aerospace Workers, IAM District 160, American Federation of State, County & Municipal Employees, United Nurses Associations of California/Union of Health Care Professionals, American Federal of Government Employees, and American Federation of Labor and Congress of Industrial Organizations
	These plaintiffs collectively challenged the forced dismantling of the Federal Mediation and Conciliation Service (FMCS) and the resulting disruption to labor relations across the United States. 

They are arguing that FMCS violated the Administrative Procedure Act (APA), the U.S. Constitution’s separation of powers, and federal statutes governing FMCS and harmed employees. 
	· The complaint was filed in the spring of 2025. 
· Preliminary order denied: 
While the unions sought an injunction to halt the dismantling, their request was denied. The court found it was not relevant because the agency had already been prohibited from being dismantled as a result of a separate lawsuit filed by states.
Government's response:           The government has filed a motion to dismiss the case. It has argued that the unions lack the standing to sue for the relief they are seeking
Unions’ response: 
On July 18, the American Federation of Teachers and other unions filed a brief in support of their request for a summary judgment that dismantling of the FMCS is unlawful. 
· 
	· A hearing is scheduled for September.
· Path forward: As of September 2025, the case is moving toward summary judgment for permanent relief in the District Court. A separate but related preliminary order granted in another case is protecting the agency from being dismantled.  


	18. States’ Challenge to Dismantling FMCS    
   
Case name: State of Rhode Island et al. v. Trump et al.       

Court: District of Rhode Island, 1st Circuit Court of Appeals  

Plaintiffs: 21 states and the District of Columbia, represented by their Attorneys General  
	The lawsuit Rhode Island et al. v. Trump (also known as the Gutting IMLS and Other Small Agencies case) was filed by 21 attorneys general and the District of Columbia to challenge a presidential order and subsequent actions aimed at dismantling agencies like the Institute of Museum and Library Services (IMLS) and freezing federal funding. The case resulted in a preliminary order in May 2025, blocking the administration's efforts to cut funds and eliminate agencies, which the court found violated the Administrative Procedures Act and constitutional principles.   

The case is part of a larger legal battle where states are challenging the Trump administration's executive orders and agency cuts. 

Significance
This case prevented the Trump administration from carrying out significant cuts to federal funding and dismantling agencies like the Institute of Museum and Library Services, preserving programs that states rely on and that support economic and cultural initiatives. 

	· Filing:
The plaintiffs filed their complaint and sought a temporary restraining order (TRO) and later a preliminary injunction in April 2025. 
Temporary Restraining Order (TRO):
The district court issued a TRO blocking the administration's sweeping funding freeze and efforts to dismantle federal agencies. 
Preliminary Injunction:
On May 6, 2025, the court granted a preliminary injunction, barring the administration from dismantling IMLS and other agencies and halting federal funding cuts. 
Appeals:
The defendants sought a stay of the court's orders, which was denied by the First Circuit, and the defendants later voluntarily dismissed their appeal. 



· 
	The government appealed to the circuit court and briefing continues before that court. 



