
THE PUBLIC REVIEW BOARD 
INTERNATIONAL UNION, UAW 

 
APPEAL OF: 
 
RICHARD RANKIN, Director of UAW  
Region 2B, 
 

Appellant, 
 

-vs- CASE NO. 1819 
 

UAW INTERNATIONAL EXECUTIVE BOARD 
(THE UNITED AUTOMOBILE, 
AEROSPACE AND AGRICULTURAL  
IMPLEMENT WORKERS OF AMERICA), 
 

Appellee. 
 / 
 

DECISION 
(Issued May 26, 2020) 

 
PANEL SITTING: Prof. Janice R. Bellace, Chairperson,  

Prof. James J. Brudney, Prof. Harry C. Katz, and Prof. 
Maria L. Ontiveros. 

 
This matter comes before the Public Review Board (PRB) upon Appellant Richard 

Rankin’s request for expedited consideration of his appeal.  We consider whether the 
PRB has jurisdiction to review the decision of the International Executive Board (IEB) to 
suspend Appellant from office with pay under Article 30, §4 of the UAW International 
Constitution pending his trial.  Finding that the PRB does have jurisdiction, we address 
whether the suspension was properly imposed.  We also consider whether Appellant’s 
challenges to the Article 30 charges against him should be considered by the PRB pre-
trial. 

 
FACTS 

 
 Richard Rankin is the elected Director of UAW Region 2B and, as such, a member 
of the IEB.  Rankin was first elected Regional Director at a special regional leadership 
meeting in June 2017.  He was re-elected by delegates to the UAW’s 37th Constitutional 
Convention in June 2018.  Prior to his election as Director, Rankin served as Assistant 
Director of Region 2B beginning in summer 2014.  Prior to that, Rankin served as an 
International Representative in Region 2B starting in March 2010.1 

 
1 Record, p. 32. 
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 According to Rankin, on December 5, 2018, International President Gary Jones 
and Chief of Staff Mike Stone notified him that a female servicing representative had filed 
allegations of sexual harassment against him.  Rankin claims that he “was told by Mike 
Stone to let him handle this and to have my Assistant Director Wayne Blanchard handle 
all communication with the female servicing representative.”2  After Rory Gamble was 
appointed as International President on December 4, 2019, Rankin states that he spoke 
with him privately and made him aware of the sexual harassment charges filed against 
him a year earlier.  Gamble indicated that an investigation should have been conducted 
in 2018 and that an investigation should be commenced to resolve the matter.3 
 
 After the President’s Office engaged in a preliminary investigation of the 
allegations, in December 2019, President Gamble decided to engage an outside attorney 
to do a complete investigation.4  The UAW retained Kathleen Keller of the Bredhoff & 
Kaiser law firm in Washington, D.C.  Keller interviewed over a dozen current and former 
employees of Region 2B.5  She also interviewed Rankin in the presence of his counsel, 
Christine Reardon, on February 27, 2020.6  Keller concluded her investigation on March 
22, 2020 and issued a report to the International President.7  She concluded: 
 

“Based on my investigation, I find that Director Rankin’s conduct has been 
inconsistent with the UAW’s policy against sexual or sex-based harassment 
in the UAW workplace.  Director Rankin has made comments and ‘jokes’ 
that contribute to the creation of a sexually-charged workplace that could 
be offensive to a reasonable employee, and which denigrate the 
contributions of female employees or union officials.  The physical threat of 
sexual violence to a female employee, although it occurred almost five 
years ago, is a serious violation of this policy.  I also find that Director 
Rankin’s comments to various employees that suggest that he is or was 
tracking the investigations into his conduct; surveilling employees 
participation in the investigations; and would look unfavorably on 
employees that supported what he felt were unmeritorious claims against 
him created a reasonable fear among many employees that they would be 
subject to reprisal for raising complaints, which is a separate violation of the 
UAW policy against harassment.”8 
 

 After receiving Keller’s report, President Gamble scheduled an IEB teleconference 
for March 27, 2020 to discuss the findings.  The conference notice advised: “Legal 
counsel will transmit an executive summary of the report prior to the IEB meeting.  Please 
remember that the report and summary are privileged and confidential and should not be 

 
2 Record, p. 41. 
3 Record, p. 41. 
4 Record, p. 32. 
5 Record, p. 14. 
6 Record, pp. 13, 14-15. 
7 Record, p. 14.  The Record does not contain Keller’s full report, only an Executive Summary prepared for 
distribution to the IEB. 
8 Record, pp. 15-16. 
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shared or distributed with anyone.”9  On March 26, 2020, General Counsel Niraj Ganatra 
transmitted the executive summary to the IEB members.  He indicated: “This is a 
privileged document and I remind everyone that it should remain for the eyes of IEB 
members only.”10 
 
 The IEB meeting was conducted as scheduled.  Rankin participated in the 
conference, along with his counsel.11  Keller presented her findings to the IEB and 
answered questions.  Rankin’s counsel was permitted to ask questions, although Rankin 
claims that President Gamble limited her inquiry.12  
 
 Following the IEB meeting, the individual members of the IEB met by phone 
without Rankin to discuss the matter.13  During the call, the IEB members voted 
unanimously to bring charges against Rankin under Article 30 of the International 
Constitution, entitled “Charges and Trials of International Officers.”14  Article 30, §1(a) 
provides that charges may be filed “[u]pon written affidavit signed by five (5) or more 
Board Members and filed with the International Secretary-Treasurer.”15  The charges 
were signed by 12 IEB members and were based upon Keller’s findings.16  Charge 1 
alleged violation of the UAW’s sexual harassment policy and Charge 2 alleged violation 
of the policy against retaliation.17 
 
 On March 30, 2020, the International Secretary-Treasurer, Ray Curry, conveyed 
the charges to Rankin as required under Article 30, §3.18  Curry’s cover letter stated: 
 

“Under Article 30, Section 3 of the UAW Constitution, there is to be a Special 
International Executive Board meeting scheduled within 10 days for 
purposes of selecting an International Union Trial Committee and a trial to 
commence fifteen (15) days from the receipt of this charge.  However, due 
to state and federal restrictions on meetings and gatherings due to COVID-
19, these dates must be held in abeyance until such restrictions are lifted 
by the appropriate governmental entities.”19 
 

In its Position Statement, the International Union claims that Rankin “has agreed that the 
global health situation created by the COVID-19 pandemic merits postponement of the 

 
9 Record, p. 17. 
10 Record, p. 18. 
11 Record, pp. 42-43. 
12 Record, p. 43. 
13 Record, p. 43. 
14 Record, p. 97. 
15 Alternatively, charges can be initiated under Article 30, §1(b) “[u]pon written affidavit signed by a Local 
Union member and endorsed by the member’s own Local Union and by at least ten (10) additional Local 
Unions.” 
16 Record, pp. 32-35. 
17 Record, p. 34. 
18 Record, p. 30. 
19 Record, p. 31. 
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trial in these extraordinary circumstances.”20  However, Rankin denies that he has 
stipulated to holding the trial in abeyance.21 
 
 On March 31, 2020, the IEB held a Special Meeting via teleconference, which 
included Rankin.22  Article 30, §4 provides: 
 

“Pending the trial, the International Officer or International Executive Board 
Member accused shall continue to function in her/his elected capacity 
unless a Special International Executive Board Meeting is convened and 
votes by a two-thirds (2/3) vote for suspension as otherwise provided in this 
Constitution.” 
 

At the March 31 meeting, the IEB (excluding Rankin) voted unanimously to suspend 
Rankin with pay.23   
 

On March 31, 2020, Rankin sent a letter to the IEB arguing that the Article 30 
charges were improper and requesting that they be withdrawn.24  Rankin also complained 
that “someone on the Board (or close to the Board) leaked confidential information 
concerning the March 27, 2020 Executive Board meeting to the Detroit News” and that 
this was a “deliberate and [] plain attempt to smear my reputation and to deny me a fair 
trial.”25  The IEB did not respond to Rankin’s letter.26 

 
On April 14, 2020, Rankin submitted an appeal to the PRB in care of the 

International President’s office.27  By email, Rankin sent courtesy copies of his appeal to 
President Gamble and General Counsel Ganatra.28  He also sent a courtesy copy to the 
PRB.  The appeal requested that the PRB reverse his suspension.  The appeal also raised 
arguments that the Article 30 charges were deficient and untimely, and that he was denied 
due process during the IEB’s March 27, 2020 meeting.  Rankin also objected that the 
International Union had directed Region 2B staff not to communicate with him and made 
statements to staff which he believed to portray him as guilty even though he had yet to 
be tried.  Rankin filed additional related PRB appeals on April 20 and 21, 2020 with the 
International President’s office.29  He again sent courtesy copies to President Gamble 

 
20 Record, p. 96. 
21 Record, p. 103. 
22 Record, pp. 43, 96. 
23 Record, pp. 43, 96. 
24 Record, pp. 36-38. 
25 Record, p. 37.  As early as March 9, 2020, the Wall Street Journal ran an article concerning the UAW 
investigation into sexual harassment charges against Rankin.  See https://www.wsj.com/articles/uaw-hires-
outside-lawyer-to-investigate-sexual-harassment-allegations-involving-union-board-member-sources-
11583783924.  On March 30, 2020, The Detroit News ran an article regarding the charges against Rankin.  
See https://www.detroitnews.com/story/business/autos/2020/03/30/uaw-moves-oust-region-2-b-director-
richard-rankin-over-sexual-harassment-allegations/2932417001/. 
26 Record, p. 43. 
27 Record, pp. 39-51. 
28 Record, p. 51. 
29 Record, pp. 52-60, 61-70.  Rankin has described the difference between his three appeals, as follows: 
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and General Counsel Ganatra, as well as the PRB.  Rankin did not receive any 
acknowledgement of his appeals from the President’s office, contrary to the usual 
practice, and none of the appeals were referred to the PRB. 

 
Having received no response to his appeals from the International Union, Rankin 

filed a motion with the PRB for expedited consideration of his April 14 appeal.  He argued 
that the matter of his suspension was time-sensitive, warranting immediate review.  The 
PRB provided a copy of Rankin’s motion to the International Union by letter dated May 6, 
2020, and requested that any response be submitted by May 15, 2020.30 

 
On May 12, 2020, Administrative Assistant to the President, Allen Wilson, sent a 

letter to Rankin regarding his April 14 appeal.31  Wilson asserted that Rankin’s appeal to 
the PRB was premature since the Article 30 trial had not yet commenced.  However, he 
added: “Without waiving any arguments it might have concerning the validity or ripeness 
of your appeals, the UAW International Union shall notify the PRB that such appeals have 
been filed and will address the merits to such appeals in our submissions to the PRB.”32  

  
In accordance with the deadline set, the International Union provided a position 

statement to the PRB on May 15, 2020.33  The PRB forwarded a copy to Rankin.34  We 
advised that no response was required but, if he wished to respond, he must do so no 
later than May 19, 2020.  Rankin filed a timely response.35 

 
 
 
 

 
 

“1. The first appeal was mailed April 14, 2020 [and] challenges the IEB’s investigation 
and my suspension as violations of the UAW Constitution, due process, and the UAW 
Ethical Practices Code (Democratic Practices). 
 
2. The second appeal was mailed April 20, 2020, and challenges the IEB’s 
suspension as a taking of my elected duties in violation of the UAW Constitution. 
 
3. The third appeal was mailed April 21, 2020, and challenges the process that led to 
the IEB’s Article 30 charges against me and asks the PRB to declare the Article 30 charges 
to be null and void or, in the alternative, to give me a remedy for the IEB’s obstruction of 
my fair right to a trial.”  Record, p. 71. 

30 Record, p. 73.  Rankin made a further motion to have documents submitted in support of his appeal 
treated as filed “under seal.”  Record, pp. 74-75.  The International Union was provided until May 15, 2020 
to respond to this motion but did not submit a response.  Record, p. 76.  Under its normal procedures, the 
PRB only provides copies of the official Record to the parties.  In this case, the parties already have access 
to the materials that Appellant requests to have treated as under seal.  However, because the PRB quotes 
from and references documents that the parties are currently treating as confidential, the Board will not 
publish this decision until the Article 30 proceedings against the Appellant have been concluded. 
31 Record, pp. 77-92. 
32 Record, p. 92. 
33 Record, pp. 94-102. 
34 Record, p. 104. 
35 Record, pp. 105-109. 
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ARGUMENT 
 
A. Richard Rankin: 

 
All three of my appeals raise issues that need to be addressed in a meaningful 

timeframe, but the April 14 appeal of my suspension is currently the most time-sensitive 
issue and must be expedited because my suspension is contrary to my elected duties 
under the Constitution, and also obstructs my opportunity for a fair hearing at any point in 
this process.  The Director position holds great responsibility and is required to make 
critical decisions that affect the lives of tens of thousands of members every day and the 
suspension has eliminated my ability to do for my members what they have elected me 
to do.  The COVID-19 pandemic has caused much disruption and delay to our day-to-day 
operations and there is no way to predict how long the effects of the pandemic will 
continue to disrupt our operations.   

 
In addition, the IEB leaked information to the media branding me as guilty.  The 

lEB’s actions and communications also portrayed me as guilty to UAW staff and 
members.  The longer this matter drags out the more damage is done to my reputation, 
and the less likely it is that I will get a fair hearing at any point.  It is necessary for the PRB 
to address my April 14 appeal of the suspension before further injury is done to me in 
violation of the UAW Constitution and my due process rights. 

 
The suspension imposed by the IEB should be overturned.  The IEB has branded 

me as “guilty” by improperly suspending me from my elected duties.  The IEB hastily 
called an after-hours phone-in meeting on March 30, 2020 and voted to “suspend” me 
from my elected duties.  This action was taken without a trial and without providing me 
with the names of the witnesses and the specific acts that I am alleged to have committed.  
The suspension violates the Constitution.   

 
In addition, the IEB made a needless show of changing the locks of my Region 2B 

office in the presence of staff and locking me out of my email in order to portray me as 
guilty.  On or about March 31, 2020, President Gamble issued a letter to Region 2B staff 
telling them not to talk to me and stating that I am not allowed on Union premises.  He 
also held a conference call with staff directing them to report to the International if I reach 
out to any of them.   

 
Article 12, §3 states the grounds for suspension of an officer and the appointment 

of an administrator, as follows: 
 
“Where necessary to: 
 
(a) prevent or correct corruption or financial malpractice; 
(b) assure the performance of collective bargaining agreements or other 
duties as a bargaining representative; 
(c) restore democratic procedures within any chartered subordinate body; 
or, 
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(d) otherwise assure carrying out the legitimate objectives of this 
International Union by such subordinate body . . .” 
 

The Article 30 charges against me do not specify any of the Article 12, §3(a) through (d) 
grounds justifying suspension.  The Constitutional violation alleged in the Article 30 
charges (conduct that is not “work for the general welfare of the membership”) is not one 
of the Article 12, §3 grounds for suspension.  Further, there was no hearing held before 
the IEB took action to suspend me, as is required under Article 12, §3. The IEB has 
therefore taken away my elected duties in violation of the Constitution. 
 

I would argue that Article 30 is absent rules of due process and that if the rules of 
Article 31 are good enough for local unions, then they would apply under Article 30 and I 
would like the same consideration as any other member would receive under that Article.  
With reference to Article 31, the IEB has been aware of the alleged charges since 
December 2018.  They had an obligation to make a timely decision.  The International 
Constitution does not allow them to hold onto the charges.  Article 31 clearly spells out 
rules of due process and it is apparent that the Board did not follow any of them.  The one 
thing the IEB did do, prior to officially notifying me of anything, was an investigation.  This 
clearly violates the right to be afforded full due process and is not required or proper per 
the Interpretations of the Constitution applicable to Article 31, §3, which provides that 
“Charges Are Not To Be Investigated.”   

 
The IEB did not confirm to me the identity of my accuser(s) or the specific 

accusation(s) of sexual harassment or discrimination that were made.  As a result, I 
cannot effectively respond in my defense, and cannot identify potential witnesses to 
corroborate my innocence.  I should be given the same rights as any UAW member in 
this regard.  Article 31, §3(a) through (e), by analogy, require a local union to review 
charges against a member prior to notifying the member, and to find the charges improper 
if they fail to meet certain objective standards such as timeliness, a violation of the 
Constitution, substantial direct evidence and at least one corroborating witness.  In 
contrast, I have been charged under Article 30 without any evidence approaching the 
level required by Article 31. 

 
The Article 30 charges are defective and were issued in violation of my rights under 

the UAW Constitution.  Article 30, §1 specifies two ways that charges can be filed against 
International Officers, and both require an affidavit.  An affidavit is a sworn statement.  
The Article 30 charges do not refer to any affidavit.  I was not provided with any affidavit 
and am not aware of one.  Instead, each allegation in the Article 30 charges against me 
relies upon the two and a half page “Executive Summary” of the UAW-hired attorney’s 
report, and her conclusions about what she believed based on her interviews.  The 
Executive Summary refers to accusers and allegations that were never specifically 
identified to me.  There is no provision in Article 30 that lets an outsider to the UAW initiate 
Article 30 charges, much less charges based on the outsider’s personal conclusions 
about unsworn allegations. 
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B. International Union, UAW: 
 

The requirements of Article 30 have been met in this matter.  Article 30 of the 
Constitution sets forth two separate ways that charges may be brought.  The first is 
“[u]pon written affidavit signed by five (5) or more Board Members and filed with the 
International Secretary-Treasurer.”  Other than referencing and providing a copy of the 
charge, the Constitution is otherwise silent on any other requirement regarding the 
charge.   

 
The Constitution provides extensive due process at the trial itself.  Most 

importantly, there is a provision for an independent Trial Committee, consisting of 
randomly selected delegates from the most recent Constitutional Convention.  Seven 
subsections of Article 30 are devoted to selecting the impartial Trial Committee and 
ensuring each selected member’s appearance at the Trial.  Once selected, this 
independent body “shall decide its own rules of procedure relating to the conduct of the 
trial” and after the trial “shall decide the verdict and penalty.” See Article 30, §12 and §13.  
If the Trial Committee finds the accused innocent, “they may determine the honest or 
malicious intent of the accuser” and assess a penalty.  See Article 30, §14.  The Ethical 
Practices Code affirms that all “Union rules and laws must be fairly and uniformly applied 
and disciplinary procedures, including adequate notice, full rights of the accused and the 
right to appeal, shall be fair and afford full due process to each member.”  Finally, after 
the trial, the accused, if convicted, expressly has an appeal to the PRB. See Article 33, 
§3(f). 

 
In addition, the entire trial process is supposed to be completed in 15 days.  The 

only reason it has not in this case is due to a global pandemic related to COVID-19 and 
the governmental (and public health) restrictions that have made gathering people 
together for a trial impossible.  The 15-day limit demonstrates that the PRB’s place in the 
review process must necessarily be after the trial, not before.  Review by the PRB would 
be extremely difficult within 15 days. 

 
Many of Director Rankin’s complaints in his appeals attack the pre-charge process.  

But, no provision of the Constitution mandates any pre-charge requirement other than 
what level of support is necessary to bring a charge.  Frivolous and otherwise 
inappropriate charges are weeded out by limits on who can bring the charge.  Unlike 
Article 31, where any member can bring a charge, Article 30 limits who may initiate 
charges to five IEB members or 11 separate Local Unions.  As a result, Article 30 charges 
are extremely rare. 

 
The due process protections that Director Rankin is entitled to are at the trial itself.  

That Ms. Keller made certain findings in no way convicts Director Rankin.  The Trial 
Committee -- after listening to live witness testimony subject to cross-examination, 
considering relevant documents, and hearing arguments from both sides -- will make a 
final determination. 
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The Article 31 pre-trial process is fundamentally different, and those differences 
must be respected.  In Director Rankin’s initial appeal, he argues that the charge is 
improper by analogizing his situation to, and trying to apply, the much more specific Article 
31 rules for filing a charge.  This analogy completely misses the mark. The Constitution’s 
decision to treat Article 30 and Article 31 charges differently in fact protects members of 
the IEB.  Article 30 charges must be brought by fellow members of the IEB or 11 separate 
Local Unions.  An Article 31 charge can be brought by “a member.”  The democratization 
of the Article 31 process inevitably leads to innumerably more Article 31 charges than the 
exceedingly rare Article 30 charges. As such, the Constitution imposes a number of 
specific rules and regulations upon an Article 31 charge and specifically calls for pre-trial 
review of an Article 31 charge to determine its appropriateness.  Where the Constitution 
does not include the same rules in Article 30, it makes no sense to impute them.   

 
For instance, in Article 31, charges “must state the exact nature of the alleged 

offense or offenses and, if possible, the period of time during which the offense or 
offenses allegedly took place.”  The only requirement in Article 30 is that the charges be 
brought on “written affidavit.”  Article 31 includes an express sixty-day statute of 
limitations.  Article 30 has no statute of limitations.  Article 31, §3 states that before a 
member is notified of the charges, a local union body will review the charges for 
appropriateness -- including five separate considerations the charges must meet.  Article 
30 charges are provided to the charged party “immediately.”   

 
Most importantly for the present purposes, Article 31, §3 further states that upon 

receipt of the charge, the charging party “may appeal from such determination, first to the 
International Executive Board pursuant to Article 33, Section 3(d), and then, if necessary, 
to the Public Review Board pursuant to Article 33, Section 3(f).”  Even this pre-trial review, 
however, is explicitly limited “to the question of whether the charges are proper or 
improper under items (a), (b), (c), (d) or (e) of this Section.”  Otherwise, review by the 
PRB comes post-trial.  There is no provision for pre-trial appeal in Article 30.  The 
differences between Article 30 and Article 31 demonstrate that the UAW Constitution 
created different standards for charges under the different Articles.  Furthermore, when 
the Constitution wants to call for pre-trial appeal, it knew how to do so. 

 
While the Constitution is clear that Article 30 issues should be dealt with post-trial, 

Director Rankin’s request for immediate review is focused instead on his suspension.  In 
this matter, after the IEB voted to bring charges, it separately voted unanimously to 
suspend Director Rankin.  This process was fully consistent with Article 30, §4.   

 
The decision to suspend Director Rankin in this context was entirely reasonable 

considering the circumstances.  Here, an outside investigator had submitted a report 
concluding that Rankin had violated UAW’s sexual harassment and retaliation policies.  
The IEB has a responsibility to protect the UAW.  To have an outside investigator reach 
that sort of conclusion left the remaining IEB members with no reasonable option other 
than to suspend Director Rankin.  The Director of Region 2B is responsible for a staff of 
several dozen employees.  Beyond even these important institutional concerns is the very 
real concern of potential liability to the UAW.  What defense would the UAW have if 
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Rankin engaged in any discriminatory or retaliatory conduct between the receipt of the 
report and the trial? 

 
As an elected member of the IEB, Director Rankin is entitled to protections beyond 

those that would be accorded to other International employees facing similar charges.  
The IEB is committed to providing him with a fair process.  The decision on whether to 
remove him is Constitutionally vested in a to-be-selected Trial Committee.  That 
Committee will determine whether it shares the views of the IEB that Director Rankin must 
be removed.  The IEB certainly would prefer that the process was quicker than is currently 
allowed due to the health crisis.  It benefits no one to have this process drag out, but the 
IEB cannot allow Director Rankin to maintain a position of authority given the seriousness 
of the allegations and the conclusions of the outside investigator. 

 
While his suspension is consistent with the requirements of Article 30, §4 and 

necessary and appropriate given the circumstances, Director Rankin claims in one of his 
appeals that the process was unfair and tries to apply Article 12, §3 to the situation.  Article 
12, §3 simply does not apply.  The alleged hook for Director Rankin here is that Article 
30, §4 states that the IEB can suspend someone with a “2/3 vote for suspension as 
otherwise provided in the Constitution.”  Director Rankin takes “as otherwise provided in 
the Constitution” to mean that it adopts the suspension requirements under Article 12, §3.  
But Article 12, §3 deals with the IEB’s right to take action against a subordinate body and 
in the course of so doing suspend officers of a local union.  Director Rankin offers no 
reason why that particular provision is what the framers of the Constitution meant by 
“otherwise provided in the Constitution” in Article 30, §4.  There is nothing to suggest that 
the Article 30 suspension process must match Article 12, §3.  Article 12, §3 clearly does 
not apply because under that Article suspension of the local officer happens only “after a 
hearing.”  That is wholly inconsistent with Article 30, §4, which calls for a suspension to 
occur not following a hearing but following a special IEB meeting. 

 
The better reading is that the “otherwise provided in the Constitution” language 

refers not to the suspension process but to voting procedure. Specifically, Article 30, §4 
references a 2/3 “vote.” Article 10, §20 of the Constitution lays out the “Voting Strength of 
the International Executive Board,” which is proportional based on the sizes of the 
Regions.  The 2/3 vote must comply with the voting requirements of the IEB.  Here, with 
only Region 2B not voting, the vote was overwhelmingly in favor of suspension.  Article 
30, §4 was satisfied, and the suspension was proper. 

 
As stated above, any appeal of the underlying charge is unfounded and premature.  

In addition, the suspension is appropriate under Article 30, §4 of the Constitution and 
should be affirmed.  However, while the IEB has full confidence in its process, it must be 
pointed out that the appeal to the PRB is premature for a separate and independent 
reason.  Specifically, all appeals -- including appeals of IEB actions -- must be presented 
first to the IEB.  Director Rankin has not filed formal appeals with the IEB, and to the 
extent his appeals could be construed as appeals to the IEB, no decision by the IEB has 
been reached.  The International Constitution provides for appeal to the PRB only after a 
ruling from the IEB.  Article 33, §2(a) sets the standard levels of appeal and notes that an 
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appeal should go to the IEB before the PRB.  Article 33, §3(d) provides original jurisdiction 
at the IEB for review of any decision by representatives of the International.  In this case, 
and unless otherwise specified in this Constitution, it is emphasized that the PRB has 
appellate jurisdiction subsequent to an appeal determination by the IEB, not prior to such 
a determination. 

 
C. Rebuttal by Richard Rankin: 
 

Article 33, §3(f) of the UAW Constitution grants the PRB “jurisdiction to consider 
and decide appeals from any decision or action of the International Executive Board.”  My 
April 14, 2020 appeal is about the lEB’s March 30, 2020 suspension of me from my 
elected duties without any basis in the UAW Constitution.  It is not about the specific 
issues in the Article 30 charges.  The IEB decided to suspend me, not the International 
Union Trial Committee.  It does not appear to me that I could even appeal the suspension 
as part of the Article 30 Trial Committee process or wait until after the Trial Committee 
decision, because the suspension is not part of the statement of charges.  However, the 
improper suspension jeopardizes the impartiality of the Trial Committee and my ability to 
“receive a full and fair process” in compliance with the UAW Constitution. 
 
 The International Union has misconstrued my argument related to Article 31.  Even 
if Article 31’s rules are intended to weed out frivolous charges filed by individual members, 
how does that justify a lower level of proof and verification for Article 30 charges?  On 
one hand, the International Union asserts that I am entitled to additional protections under 
Article 30 as an elected member of the IEB.  On the other hand, it rejects the notion that 
Article 30 allegations should meet the minimal standards it uses to weed out unsupported 
Article 31 charges.  If the same level of due process does not apply to both Article 30 and 
31, then the Constitution would provide fewer protections to elected officers under Article 
30 than it provides to a non-elected individual.  It would also undermine the votes of the 
members who elected me. 
 

The IEB suspended me on the basis of the investigator’s conclusions.  One of her 
conclusions was that I engaged in conduct that “is not ‘work for the general welfare of the 
membership.’”  This statement is her interpretation of Article 13, §25 of the Constitution. 
The IEB allowed this interpretation by the investigator and referred to it twice in the Article 
30 charges.  The Constitution does not say anything about an Article 13, §25 violation 
being the basis for suspending an IEB member. 

 
The International Union also brushes off Article 30, §4’s reference to the 

suspension of an IEB member “as otherwise provided in this Constitution.”  The word 
“suspension” does appear a number of times in the Constitution, but Article 12, §3 is the 
only place the Constitution specifically refers to the suspension of an officer and the 
appointment of an administrator.  I was suspended and an administrator was appointed 
in my place to run Region 2B.  If that is not a link between the two clauses, then the “as 
otherwise provided” language in Article 30, §4 refers to nothing and is meaningless.  It is 
unlikely that the framers intended any language in the Constitution to be meaningless.  
The International does not cite any examples or PRB decisions in support of its rejection 
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of Article 12, §3, or for its argument that the “as otherwise provided” language refers to 
Article 10, §20’s provisions regarding the voting strength of IEB members. 
 

DISCUSSION 
 

The PRB grants Appellant’s request for expedited consideration of his April 14 
appeal.  Rankin argues persuasively that the issue of his suspension is a time-sensitive 
matter.  Under such circumstances, it is appropriate for the Board to accelerate its usual 
procedures for processing appeals in order to ensure that Rankin’s challenge receives 
meaningful review. 

 
We reject the International Union’s argument that this appeal is premature.  The 

PRB has jurisdiction to review the IEB’s decision to impose a suspension under Article 
30, §4 of the International Constitution.  Article 33, §3(f) of the Constitution defines the 
PRB’s jurisdiction: 

 
“Jurisdiction.  In addition to the jurisdiction conferred elsewhere in 

this Constitution, the Public Review Board has jurisdiction to consider and 
decide appeals from any decision or action of the International Executive 
Board or an International Trial Committee: 
 

Where the case arises under . . . Article 30 . . .” 
 

The International’s argument that Rankin must first appeal the IEB’s action to the IEB 
itself is contrary to this plain language.  The PRB also previously rejected this argument 
in Grima v. Regional Director, 14 PRB 60 (2008), explaining: 
 

“It appears that Grima’s appeals to this Board have been unduly delayed. It 
was improper for the President’s staff to refer Grima’s appeal from the 
imposition of the administratorship to the IEB.  Article 33, §3(f), specifically 
grants the Public Review Board jurisdiction to review appeals in cases 
arising under Article 12, §§2 and 3.  This only makes sense procedurally 
because a decision to impose an administratorship is necessarily a decision 
of the IEB, so the next step in the appellate process would be to the PRB 
or the Convention Appeals Committee.” 
 

14 PRB at 78.  Thus, the language of the Constitution and our precedent is clear that an 
appeal from an action or decision of the IEB under Article 30 goes directly to the PRB.36  
Moreover, it also makes little sense to have the IEB review its own decision.  That is not 
generally how an appellate process works. 
 

 
36 We note that the PRB recently decided a case involving the IEB’s decision to impose an administratorship 
on a local union.  That case went directly from the IEB to the PRB without the additional step of an appeal 
to the IEB of its own decision.  See DiNatale, et al. v. UAW International Executive Board, PRB Case No. 
1809 (May 12, 2020). 
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 Under Article 30, §4, the default rule is that an accused International officer will 
continue to function in his or her elected capacity pending trial.  However, Article 30, §4 
also authorizes the IEB to suspend the accused officer by a 2/3 vote conducted at a 
Special International Executive Board Meeting.  The Constitution does not specify any 
criteria to be considered by the IEB in deciding upon a pre-trial suspension.  Although the 
Constitution commits the suspension decision to the IEB’s discretion, that discretion is 
limited by the general principles of fairness and due process embodied in the UAW 
Constitution and the Ethical Practices Codes.  Accordingly, suspension pending trial 
should be reserved for serious matters that cannot be adequately addressed through 
other means. 
 
 The PRB rejects Appellant’s argument that Article 30, §4 incorporates the 
standards for the imposition of an administratorship set forth in Article 12, §3.  Appellant 
relies on the language in Article 30, §4 stating that the IEB  should “vote for suspension 
as otherwise provided in this Constitution,” but his proposed interpretation of this 
language as a reference to Article 12, §3 is unsound.  Article 12, §3 sets forth the process, 
including notice and a hearing, through which the IEB can impose an administratorship 
on a subordinate body.  This process requires the IEB to determine that one of the four 
criteria set forth in Article 12, §3(a)-(d) are present.  Once the IEB has voted to impose 
an administratorship, the administrator is authorized under Article 12, §3 to “suspend any 
and all officers and officials of the Local Union and take over their functions either as 
directed by the Board or in her/his own discretion.”  As the PRB explained in Stefanovich 
v. International Executive Board, UAW, 9 PRB 667, 671 (1998), “[t]o justify his action in 
this respect, an administrator need only show that the official removed was by his action 
or inaction impeding the efforts of the administratorship to remedy the situation that 
required the imposition of the administratorship in the first place.” 
 
 The provisions of Article 12, §3 are specifically designed to determine whether a 
local union should be placed under an administratorship.  The suspension of local officers 
may result from the administratorship, but the primary focus of Article 12, §3 is not the 
suspension of local officers which is committed to the discretion of the administrator once 
duly installed.  To import the detailed procedures and standards for an administratorship 
into the Article 30 process is unnatural, at best.  If the framers of the Constitution had 
intended this, we believe that they would have stated so expressly rather than by 
implication through the “as otherwise provided” language relied upon by Rankin.   
 

We find far more persuasive the International Union’s explanation of this language 
as a reference to the voting strength of IEB members, as set forth in Article 10, §20 of the 
Constitution.  Article 10, §20 specifies IEB member voting requirements based inter alia 
on respective representation numbers from each Region, and also provides for voting 
strength at Special IEB meetings to be based on the preceding regular IEB meeting.  The 
Board is satisfied that the IEB’s suspension vote complied with those requirements and 
was otherwise procedurally proper. 

 
 We also reject Rankin’s argument that his suspension is per se a violation of his 
due process rights.  The Constitution specifically allows for suspension pending trial upon 
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a properly conducted 2/3 vote of the IEB.   Similar forms of preliminary action against a 
charged party are common in many different legal settings and are not viewed as 
fundamentally unfair or prejudicial.37  Despite the suspension, Rankin is still presumed 
innocent of the charges against him unless proven otherwise through the trial process.  
The presumption of innocence and the protections afforded the accused at trial ensure 
Appellant’s right to due process.  That said, if Rankin believes that he is prejudiced in 
some specific manner during the trial process as a result of the suspension, he is free to 
raise any such issues before the Trial Committee and, if necessary, on appeal from that 
proceeding. 
 

As far as the substance of the suspension decision, we find that the IEB acted 
reasonably in relieving Rankin of his official duties under the circumstances of this case.  
The charges leveled against the Appellant are serious and relate directly to the conduct 
of his official duties.  Moreover, the charges were not based on mere rumor or innuendo, 
but rather on a preliminary internal investigation followed by a complete investigation 
conducted by an outside attorney.  The IEB acted appropriately to ensure the safety and 
welfare of employees within Region 2B until the charges against Rankin could be fully 
adjudicated.  In addition, the suspension is with pay and presumably with other benefits 
intact, so Rankin is not suffering economic injury as a result. 

 
 Although we conclude that the IEB’s decision to impose a suspension was 
reasonable in this case, the Board is very troubled that the initial decision has now 
resulted in a suspension of indefinite duration.  As Rankin correctly points out, his 
suspension not only impacts him, but also deprives the members who elected him of their 
democratically chosen leadership.  Plainly, by providing for the suspension of an officer 
under Article 30, §4, the Constitution allows this infringement upon union democracy, but 
it is permitted with the understanding that the elected officer will face a swift trial.  As the 
International Union acknowledges, the entire process of selecting a Trial Committee and 
commencing the trial is supposed to happen within 15 days. 

 
37 For example, many States allow for the immediate revocation of a driver’s license following an arrest for 
impaired driving before full adjudication of the charge.  See, e.g., https://www.michigan.gov/sos/0,4670,7-
127-1627_8665_9070-21485--,00.html.  A public school may impose a temporary suspension prior to a 
disciplinary hearing where the student’s presence endangers persons or property or threatens disruption 
of the academic process.  Goss v. Lopez, 419 U.S. 565 (1975).  Judicial codes of conduct provide that a 
judge or attorney may be suspended from practice prior to a full disciplinary hearing when necessary to 
protect the public from harm.  ABA Model Rules for Judicial Disciplinary Enforcement, Sec. II, Rule 15; ABA 
Model Rules for Lawyer Disciplinary Enforcement, Rule 20.  In addition, the U.S. Equal Employment 
Opportunity Commission advises regarding the suspension of an individual during a sexual harassment 
investigation as follows: 
 

“It may be necessary to undertake intermediate measures before completing the 
investigation to ensure that further harassment does not occur.  Examples of such 
measures are making scheduling changes so as to avoid contact between the parties; 
transferring the alleged harasser; or placing the alleged harasser on non-disciplinary leave 
with pay pending the conclusion of the investigation.  The complainant should not be 
involuntarily transferred or otherwise burdened, since such measures could constitute 
unlawful retaliation.”  https://www.eeoc.gov/laws/guidance/enforcement-guidance-
vicarious-liability-unlawful-harassment-supervisors 
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 Because the IEB’s authority to impose a suspension “[p]ending the trial” is 
intertwined with the speedy process detailed in Article 30, we believe that the International 
Union is obligated to make every effort to complete the trial process as soon as possible.  
It is not sufficient to claim that “the COVID-19 pandemic has made it impossible to have 
a trial.”38  Obviously, the provisions of Article 30 as written contemplate that the process 
will largely take place in-person, although we note that the process thus far -- including 
an outside investigation and two separate IEB meetings -- has proceeded telephonically 
and electronically.  Provided the Appellant gives his consent, the Board sees no reason 
why the selection of the Trial Committee and the trial itself cannot be conducted through 
video-conferencing and other computerized means.39  In response to the COVID-19 
pandemic, Federal and State courts have quickly adapted to using video-conferencing 
technology to carry on their essential functions.  We are also aware of arbitration hearings 
now conducted by video conference.  In addition, numerous governmental, non-profit, 
and business organizations have swiftly moved to electronic platforms in order to continue 
functioning during the pandemic.  Doubtless, the UAW has the capability and resources 
to do likewise.   
 
 Lastly, we address the issue of pre-trial appellate review of Article 30 charges.  We 
agree with the International Union that the procedure and standards for pre-trial review of 
Article 31 charges should not be applied wholesale to charges under Article 30, as 
Appellant urges us to do.  The Constitution provides for very different procedures in Article 
30 and Article 31.  In addition, the procedures for pre-trial review under Article 31 have 
developed over time in response to problems and abuses associated with the ability of 
individual members to raise charges against each other.40  There is no similar history with 
respect to Article 30 and no indication that the framers of the Constitution intended the 
detailed process for the review of charges under Article 31 to apply to Article 30 charges.   
 

Although we agree that Article 31 does not directly apply, we do not accept the 
International’s further argument that the Constitution forecloses all pre-trial review of 
charges under Article 30.  There may be unusual circumstances in which pre-trial 
appellate review would be warranted and we see nothing in the Constitution that would 
categorically preclude such review.41   

 
As a general matter, however, we believe that challenges to Article 30 charges will 

seldom be appropriate for pre-trial review.  Challenges regarding whether the charges 

 
38 Record, p. 96. 
39 Alternatively with respect to selection of the Trial Committee, we believe that the Appellant and the 
International Union could agree to have a neutral third party, such as an independent accounting firm or 
the American Arbitration Association, conduct the drawing to determine the members of the Trial 
Committee. 
40 See Cain and Dennis v. UAW Local Union 862 Executive Board, 9 PRB 407 (1997); Gatlin, et al. v. UAW 
International Executive Board, PRB Case No. 1772 (June 4, 2018). 
41 We reject the International Union’s argument that the 15-day time limit for the commencement of the trial 
under Article 30 means that the PRB’s place in the review process must necessarily be post-trial.  The PRB 
is capable of hearing appeals on an expedited or even an emergency basis and will not hesitate to do so 
in appropriate circumstances. 
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state a valid offense or provide sufficient information to permit an adequate defense 
generally should be raised in the first instance before the Trial Committee.  As a result, 
these challenges may be adequately addressed or narrowed through the trial process.  
Alternatively, the accused might be found not guilty of the charges, obviating any need 
for appellate review.  In terms of Rankin’s challenges to the charges against him, we do 
not believe that they require pre-trial review and, instead, should be raised first before the 
Trial Committee and, if necessary, addressed though the post-trial appeal process under 
Article 30.   
 
 In accordance with the foregoing, the PRB orders as follows: 
 

(1) By May 28, 2020, 5 pm ET, Appellant Rankin should indicate in writing to 
the International Union, with a copy provided to the PRB, whether he 
consents to have the Article 30 Trial Committee selection conducted by 
video conference or other electronic process, and Trial process itself 
conducted by video conference. 

 
(2)   By June 5, 2020, 5 pm ET, the International Union should report to the PRB 

in writing on the status of the Article 30 process, including the selection of 
a Trial Committee and the commencement or scheduling of a trial, as well 
as a description of all efforts undertaken to adjudicate the charges as swiftly 
as possible, including any discussions held with Appellant or his counsel.  
The International Union should simultaneously provide a copy of the report 
to Appellant Rankin. 

 
Based upon these submissions, the PRB will determine whether any further review of 
Appellant’s suspension is required. 
 
 It is so ordered. 
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 In the Board’s decision dated May 26, 2020 in this matter, we requested that 
Appellant Rankin indicate whether he would consent to conduct the Article 30 
proceedings via videoconference in light of the current restrictions due to COVID-19.  We 
also requested that the International Union report to the Board regarding efforts to 
conduct the Article 30 trial process as expeditiously as possible under the circumstances.  
The Board has reviewed these submissions, as well as a request from Appellant that the 
Board revisit the matter of his suspension.  We conclude that the parties are prepared to 
await circumstances that will permit a live hearing to be conducted on the Article 30 
charges.  We request that the International Union report back to the Board regarding the 
selection of the Article 30 Trial Committee and the scheduling of the trial as soon as that 
occurs. 
 
 By direction of the above-constituted panel. 
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