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Wilbert Sonnier has asked us to take jurisdiction over five appeals that he 

submitted to the IEB on behalf of Joyce Sonnier, Micheal Turner, and Vickie Turner 
after the International President’s staff refused to comply with our Order of Remand 
directing the IEB to consider the merits of the appeals. 

 
FACTS 

 
Joyce Sonnier, Micheal Turner, and Vickie Turner are members of UAW Local 

148.  Wilbert Sonnier has been representing Joyce Sonnier and the Turners in 
processing several appeals pursuant to the procedures described in Article 33 of the 
International Constitution.  On April 7, 2006, the International Executive Board (IEB) 
ruled that the appeals were untimely, and Sonnier appealed that ruling to this Board.  
We docketed the appeal as PRB Case 1548 on August 15, 2006.  On January 3, 2007, 
we remanded the case to the IEB for a decision on the merits.  We did not address the 
factual disputes regarding the timeliness of the appellants’ submissions.  Our Order was 
based on the fact that the appellants’ original submissions, which were timely, had been 
lost twice by the President’s staff and had to be replaced.  If the subsequent 
submissions were untimely, the International Union had contributed to the situation that 
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caused the untimeliness.  We felt that this situation presented equitable grounds for 
requiring the IEB to address the merits of the appeals. 

 
President Gettelfinger’s staff requested reconsideration of our Order of Remand 

on January 18, 2007.  In support of this request, President Gettelfinger’s Administrative 
Assistant Eunice Stokes-Wilson asserted that the PRB has no authority under the UAW 
Constitution to waive the time limits for appeals set forth in Article 33, §4(c), of the 
International Constitution.  Stokes-Wilson pointed out that the President had already 
granted the appellants several extensions of time because of the loss of the original 
appeals, but that Wilbert Sonnier resisted submitting the appeals.  Stokes-Wilson further 
observed that the PRB had directed appellants to submit their appeals to the IEB in a 
letter dated September 7, 2005, but that Wilbert Sonnier did not comply with that 
directive.1  Finally, on September 26, 2005, Administrative Assistant Dave Curson 
informed Wilbert Sonnier that if the appellants wished to have their appeals considered 
they would have to submit them in a timely matter.2  Stokes-Wilson reported that despite 
Sonnier’s claim to have submitted the appeals to the IEB on October 6, 2005, the 
International Union did not receive any materials from appellants or Wilbert Sonnier until 
January 2006.  Stokes-Wilson concluded: 

 
“Your remand order appears to establish that the mere claim 
of an appellant that an appeal was submitted is sufficient to 
satisfy Constitutionally established time limits.  Long 
histories of precedent, including numerous PRB decisions, 
refute this dangerous application of Constitutional 
interpretation. 
 
Moreover, the remand order does not merely purport to 
resolve a factual dispute regarding a jurisdictional issue.  
Rather, the remand order purports to grant yet another 
extension of time, over and above those already granted by 
President Gettelfinger.  The Constitution could not be clearer 
that the authority to grant extensions rests solely with the 
President.”3 
 

We denied the International Union’s request for reconsideration on January 23, 
2007.  We noted that our Order expressly refrained from addressing any factual or 
jurisdictional disputes.  We sought simply to find an orderly way to resolve the situation 
created by the loss on two separate occasions of appellants’ earlier submission.  We 
considered the facts of this case to be unique, so that this resolution would not establish 
any precedent under the UAW Constitution. 

                                            
1 Record, p. 35. 
2 Record, p. 37. 
3 Letter of Eunice Stokes-Wilson to the PRB dated January 18, 2007. 



PRB CASE NO. 1548 II  Page 3. 
 
 

On January 26, 2007, Wilbert Sonnier submitted five appeals to the IEB on 
behalf of Joyce Sonnier and the Turners.  On February 28, Administrative Assistant 
Curson informed Sonnier that the IEB had previously determined that the appeals were 
untimely, and that they were still untimely and could not be considered.  On March 25, 
2007, Wilbert Sonnier asked this Board to assume jurisdiction over the appeals and 
decide them on their merits or insist that the IEB do so. 

 
ARGUMENT 

 
 A. Wilbert Sonnier on behalf of Micheal W. Turner, Vickie Turner and 

Joyce Sonnier: 

There is clear Constitutional authority and prior PRB precedent for an 
assumption of jurisdiction by this Board, and the PRB cannot simply ignore the 
International Union’s latest refusal to decide the merits of appellants’ claims.  Article 33, 
§1, states that a member may appeal the refusal to act by the IEB or any of its officers.  
The PRB has in the past assumed jurisdiction and resolved the merits of an appeal 
when faced with a refusal to act by the IEB.  In Bolling v. Local Union 306, 2 PRB 24 
(1973), the opinion of the PRB states: 

 
“Faced with a refusal of either the Local or the IEB to act 
upon her claim, her only recourse was an appeal to the PRB 
or Convention Appeals Committee.  We hold, therefore, that 
this proceeding is properly before us.”4 
 

Furthermore, the PRB is Constitutionally required to assume jurisdiction over this case 
in light of the International Union’s defiance of the Board’s Order of Remand dated 
January 3, 2007.  Article 32 of the UAW Constitution charges the Public Review Board 
with the responsibility to strengthen the Union’s appellate processes.  If there was ever 
a need for the PRB to strengthen the appeals procedures, it is this case.  If Dave 
Curson and the International Union are allowed to ignore the PRB’s Order of Remand, 
then the credibility of the UAW appeals process will have been effectively undermined. 
 
 B. Administrative Assistant Dave Curson on behalf of the International 

Union, UAW: 

The record reflects that the International Union misplaced appeals submitted by 
Wilbert Sonnier on behalf of members of UAW Local 148.  After the loss was 
discovered, I wrote to Sonnier on March 2, 2005, and asked him to resubmit the 
materials.  I informed Sonnier at that time that the International Union would waive the 
applicable time limits.  On March 11, I advised Sonnier that the International would 
reimburse appellants for any additional expense associated with the resubmission.  This 
offer was repeated on April 4.  For some reason, Sonnier chose not to resubmit the 

                                            
4 2 PRB 24, at 29. 
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appeals.  Instead, he attempted to bypass the IEB step of the appeals procedure and 
appeal directly to the PRB.  In response to that attempt, on September 7, 2005, the 
PRB directed Sonnier to resubmit copies of the appeals to the IEB.  Executive Director 
Barbara Klein’s letter to Sonnier on behalf of the PRB states: 

 
“The Board members concluded that Curson’s request that 
you provide copies of the documents submitted in 
connection with your appeals was reasonable in light of the 
fact that the records have been lost.  There is no evidence to 
support a conclusion that the International Union deliberately 
lost the records, or that it is now acting in bad faith.  The 
Board members have therefore asked me to direct you to 
comply with Administrative Assistant Curson’s request to 
resubmit your appeals so that they can be considered by the 
IEB in accordance with the Constitution. …”5 
 

I followed up with a letter to Sonnier on September 26, 2005, in which I advised him that 
he would have to submit his appeals in a timely manner if he wanted them to be 
considered by the IEB. 
 

On December 15, 2005, Sonnier wrote to the PRB asking once again that it 
address the merits of the appeals.  In that letter he made the undocumented assertion 
that he had mailed his appeals to the IEB on October 6, 2005.  In fact, no such appeals 
were submitted.  Sonnier actually submitted the appeals via fax to the International 
Union on January 13, 2007, well beyond the Constitutional time limits. 

 
In its Order of Remand, the PRB referred to misunderstandings regarding the 

time frame for submitting these appeals.  With all due respect, there were no 
misunderstandings with respect to the time frame.  The Constitutional time limits began 
to run when Sonnier received my letter of March 2, 2005, advising him that he needed 
to resubmit the appeals.  The International Union allowed for Sonnier’s subsequent 
delay in resubmitting the appeals because of the unusual circumstances of this case.  
Eventually, however, there was no longer any rational justification for Sonnier’s delay, 
and no basis for further extension of the time limits.  Sonnier was made aware that no 
further extensions of time would be granted in my letter to him dated September 26, 
2005.  The thirty-day time limit began to run when that letter was issued. 

 
The PRB has no Constitutional authority to extend the time limits for appeals to 

the IEB or to grant waivers of those limits.  We are now asking this Board to 
acknowledge that its Order of Remand was improvidently granted and to dismiss these 
untimely appeals. 

 

                                            
5 Record, p. 35. 



PRB CASE NO. 1548 II  Page 5. 
 
 
 C. Rebuttal by Wilbert Sonnier on behalf of Micheal W. Turner, Vickie 

Turner and Joyce Sonnier: 

Curson’s letter to me dated March 2, 2005, makes no reference to time limits or 
any offer by the International Union to waive those limits.  Contrary to his assertions 
before this Board, Curson made no reference to time limits in his correspondence with 
me regarding the lost appeals.  Even if he had, such statements would no longer be 
relevant because the PRB issued a final and binding Order on January 3, 2007, 
requiring the IEB to hear the five appeals on their merits. 

 
When I asked the PRB to intervene and consider the merits of these appeals, I 

was not trying to usurp the UAW Constitution as Curson charges.  I made the request 
because the International Union had been grossly negligent in their handling of these 
appeals and showed signs of refusing to consider them.  The Constitution allows the 
PRB to assume jurisdiction over appeals when the IEB refuses to act.  If there was 
previously any doubt that the IEB was refusing to review these appeals, there cannot be 
any question about it now.  Even in the face of a final and binding Order, the 
International Union is still refusing to hear the merits of appellants’ claims. 

 
On April 7, 2006, the IEB ruled that appellants’ claims were untimely.  That 

decision was properly appealed to the PRB.  The International Union responded to 
appellants’ arguments before the PRB.  No one challenged the PRB’s jurisdiction to 
consider that appeal.  The PRB acted properly and clearly within its Constitutional 
authority when it issued its final and binding decision on January 3, 2007.  In the final 
analysis, the issue presented here is whether decisions of the PRB are to have any 
force and effect.  If Ron Gettelfinger or Dave Curson can simply ignore an Order of this 
Board, they will have rendered the PRB meaningless and irrelevant. 

 
Appellants renew their request that the PRB assume jurisdiction over the five 

appeals and resolve them on their merits.  Alternatively, appellants request that this 
Board insist that the IEB address the merits of their appeals. 

 
DISCUSSION 

 
We have no quarrel with the International Union’s position that the PRB lacks 

authority under the UAW Constitution to waive or extend the time limits applicable to 
appeals before the IEB.  We have affirmed that position in numerous decisions.  
Furthermore, Sonnier’s claim that he submitted his appeals to the IEB on October 6, 
2005, would not have been sufficient to satisfy applicable time limits had any been 
specified.  We rejected just such an argument in Hill v. Local Union 212 Executive 
Board, PRB Case 1471 (2004), after an appellant attempted to prove he had filed a 
timely appeal by providing a copy of the letter he claimed to have submitted within the 
Constitutional time limits.  We stated: 

 
“There is no credible evidence in the record to contradict 
Stokes-Wilson’s report that Hill’s appeal was not received by 
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the International Union until July 15.  The appeal letter dated 
July 2, 2003, which Hill submitted on April 19, 2004, does 
not have any date-stamp to show that it was ever received 
by the International Union.  Hill has not produced any 
acknowledgment of the letter by the International Union to 
show that this alleged appeal was ever received.  …”6 
 

The problem here is that the initial filings were timely and no specific time frame was 
ever established after the first set of appeals was lost. 
 

Administrative Assistant Curson may have believed that his request that Sonnier 
resubmit the lost appeals on March 2, 2005, implied a thirty-day time limit, but Sonnier 
is correct that the letter does not state that specifically.  Our direction to Sonnier to 
resubmit the appeals to the IEB on September 7, 2005, fails to specify a date for 
compliance.  We merely requested that he comply promptly.  We acknowledged the 
omission in our Order of Remand.  The fact is that after appellants’ initial, timely filing of 
the appeals, no further time frame was specified until our Order was issued on 
January 3, 2007.  Therefore, when Sonnier appealed the IEB’s rejection of the appeals 
on the basis of untimeliness, we determined that the matter could not be disposed of on 
that basis.  We remanded this case because the merits of appellants’ claims had never 
been investigated and the IEB is the Constitutional body charged with the task of 
investigating and resolving factual disputes. 

 
In his request that this Board now assume jurisdiction over these appeals and 

address their merits, Sonnier complains about the length of time it has taken for these 
matters to be addressed.  Nearly four years have passed since the complaints and 
charges that gave rise to the appeals under consideration here were filed.  We need to 
address the causes of this extraordinary delay because it has a bearing on our 
evaluation of the underlying appeals.  Although appellants cannot be held responsible 
for the delay caused by the International Union’s loss of their appeals, their 
representative Wilbert Sonnier is responsible for the continuance of that delay.  We 
have acknowledged that we failed to specify a time frame when we directed Sonnier to 
submit the appeals to the IEB on September 7, 2005.  Generally, however, it would be 
unnecessary to establish a time limit for responding to such a directive, because an 
appellant seeking review by the IEB is usually anxious to have his issues resolved 
expeditiously.  Wilbert Sonnier clearly had a different agenda. 

 
Wilbert Sonnier first contacted our staff about these appeals in August 2004.  At 

that time, he claimed that he had submitted three appeals to the PRB with the 
International President, and that the President’s staff failed to forward them as required 
by the Constitution.  On August 6, 2004, Executive Director Barbara Klein wrote to 
Sonnier and asked him to provide copies of the appeals as well as the IEB Decisions 
being appealed.  Sonnier did not respond to that request.  It appears that the appeals 

                                            
6 PRB Case 1471, at 6. 
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Sonnier referred to in 2004 had not been addressed by the IEB and were not, therefore, 
properly before the PRB at that time.  In fact, as it turned out, the appeals had been 
misfiled and then discarded.  

 
Administrative Assistant Dave Curson wrote to Sonnier on March 2, 2005, and 

requested that he provide copies of all of the appeals he had pending before the IEB so 
that they could be processed.  By that time, however, Sonnier had become distrustful of 
the President’s staff as a result of his interaction with them in connection with other 
appeals.7  He responded to Curson as follows: 

 
“Fifth, is it a coincidence that the only files from Local 148 
that are in a state of disarray are the files submitted by the 
members I represent?  It is very suspicious that Jones and 
Bobo were able to keep and resolve files every time Schultz 
and his cohorts sought International assistance, yet the files 
from the members I represent mysteriously descended into a 
state of disarray.”8 
 

Sonnier’s goal from this point on was to have the PRB assume jurisdiction over the five 
appeals which had been lost.  On March 21, 2005, Sonnier refused to provide 
replacement copies of the appeals.  He demanded that Curson instead refer the 
appeals directly to the PRB.  Sonnier wrote: 
 

“Again, I demand that you process the charges and appeals 
without further delay.  I am not going to play ‘letter’ tag with 
you or allow you to stall resolution of the appeals and 
charges any longer.  I also will not allow you to shift the 
burden of production to the members I represent for a third 
time.  If you decide not to process the charges and/or 
appeal, simply forward them to the Public Review Board for 
its consideration.”9 
 

On May 16, 2005, Sonnier wrote to the PRB and requested that it assume 
jurisdiction over the appeals pursuant to Article 33, §1(d), of the Constitution as a result 
of the International Union’s failure to process them.  On June 1, 2005, Director Klein 

                                            
7 Disagreements between the two political caucuses at UAW Local 148 have given rise to a number of 
PRB appeals during the period when the appeals under consideration here were pending.  Wilbert 
Sonnier has acted as a lay representative for members of appellants’ caucus in the following appeals:  
Crable v. Local Union 148, PRB Case 1452 (2003); Turner v. Local Union 148, PRB Case 1465 (2004); 
Edwards v. Local Union 148, PRB Case 1468 (2004); Turner v. Local Union 148, PRB Case 1490 (2005); 
Larkin v. IEB, PRB Case 1497 (2005); and Schultz v. IEB, PRB Case 1498, (2005).  In PRB Case 1490, 
Sonnier argued that President Gettelfinger and his staff acted in bad faith in connection with an 
amendment to the Local Union Bylaws making the newspaper editor a part-time position. 
8 Record, pp. 12-13. 
9 Record, p. 17. 
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responded to Sonnier that the International Union was not actually refusing to process 
the appeals but only requesting replacement copies.  Klein pointed out that appellants 
would have to provide replacement copies in order to have their appeals addressed by 
the PRB in any event.  She advised Sonnier that his best course of action would be to 
comply with Curson’s request and provide the International Union with replacement 
copies of the appeals so that they could be processed in accordance with the appellate 
procedures described in the Constitution.10  Sonnier took no action in response to 
Klein’s letter until July 20, 2005, when he asserted that he had never received it.11  
When PRB staff provided Sonnier with a copy of Klein’s letter, he asked that his request 
be presented to the entire Public Review Board.  We considered Sonnier’s request in 
August 2005 and issued our direction to him that he should submit his appeals to the 
IEB.  

 
Sonnier’s distrust of the President’s staff may explain his behavior in connection 

with these appeals, but it does not justify it.  Even if he felt that the IEB was not going to 
give appellants a fair evaluation of their appeals, appellants would still have had the 
opportunity to present their issues in an appeal to the PRB once the IEB had addressed 
them.  Sonnier could have begun this process in March 2005, if he had only complied 
with Curson’s reasonable request that he provide replacement copies of the appeals.  If 
Sonnier were making a reasonable effort to obtain resolution of any substantive issue 
on behalf of a member of this union, he would have submitted the appeals immediately 
in response to our letter of September 7, 2005.  In fact, there is no evidence that 
Sonnier took any action in response to our letter until January 2006, at which time he 
must have anticipated that the appeals would be rejected by the President’s staff as 
untimely.  Sonnier’s procedural maneuvers at this point appear deliberately calculated 
to keep this matter open as long as possible in order to embarrass and annoy the 
members of the President’s staff that he had come to regard as his adversaries. 

 
We do not believe that Sonnier’s status as a non-member of this Union insulates 

him from application of the mechanisms included in the Constitution to avoid abuse of 
its appellate procedures.  We do have the authority under Article 32, §1, of the 
Constitution to act as necessary to strengthen the Union’s appellate procedures.  If, in 
the future, we find evidence of bad faith on the part of Wilbert Sonnier in the processing 
of appeals on behalf of members of Local Union 148, we will suspend his right to 
represent those members in the Union’s appellate process. 

 
Nevertheless, Sonnier’s unreasonableness cannot justify a deliberate refusal on 

the part of members of President Gettelfinger’s staff to comply with a final Order of this 
Board.  This is the second time this staff has defied the requirements of the Union’s 
Constitution by refusing to submit an appeal to the IEB after being directed to do so.  In 
Reighard v. International Union, UAW, PRB Case 1532 II, (2006), staff refused to 
present an appeal to the IEB based on their erroneous conclusion that a refusal by the 

                                            
10 Record, p. 27. 
11 Record, p. 28. 
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President to waive Constitutional time limits was not reviewable.  We took jurisdiction of 
that appeal after observing that the position of the President’s staff violated not only the 
appellate procedures clearly enunciated in the UAW Constitution, but also the principles 
of fairness and ethical conduct espoused throughout the Constitution.12  In this case, we 
considered the arguments presented by staff to justify their actions when we denied 
reconsideration of our Order of Remand.  That Order constituted the last step of the 
appellate process on this issue.  At that point, the Constitution required President 
Gettelfinger’s staff to comply with the Order regardless of their personal feelings 
towards appellants’ representative.  We are charged by Article 32, §1, with the 
responsibility to maintain the high moral and ethical standards required by the 
Constitution in the administration of its appellate procedures, and we will do so. 

 
These appeals cannot simply be dismissed as untimely, because they were 

initially filed within the Constitutional time limits.  Although Administrative Assistant 
Curson now claims that his letter of March 2, 2005, triggered a new thirty-day limitations 
period, he clearly did not take that view of the matter at the time for he continued to 
correspond with Sonnier about the appeals after the thirty-day period had passed.  
Furthermore, the language of Article 33, §4(c), does not support the imposition of 
successive limitations periods once the initial time limits for appeal have been satisfied.  
If subsequent time limits are to be imposed, they should be specified.  Appellants are, 
therefore, entitled to a review of the merits of their claims.  In response to the 
International Union’s failure to investigate and address appellants’ claims, we will take 
jurisdiction over these appeals in order to bring this protracted process to a close. 

 
We had originally intended to docket the five appeals as separate cases and 

prepare a record for each in accordance with our Rules of Procedure.  After reviewing 
the five appeals, however, we have determined that such a course of action would 
involve an unnecessary expenditure of time and Union resources.  Four of the appeals 
are plainly without merit and may be dealt with on the basis of the material we now have 
before us.  We observe that all of the appeals assert charges pursuant to Article 31 of 
the Constitution or complaints of violations of the UAW Ethical Practices Codes.13  With 
                                            
12 PRB Case 1532 II, at 6. 
13 The claims made in the five appeals may be summarized as follows: 

1) Micheal W. Turner v. Bill Schultz and Jacki Harris: 
 
The essence of this Ethical Practices Complaint is that Bill Schultz and Jacki Harris 
authorized a substantial amount of lost time to be paid to members Clarice Offutt and 
Elizabeth Strauss even though these members were retired and, therefore, not entitled to 
receive lost time.  In addition, appellant claims that Schultz and Harris approved 
contributions to the Los Angeles Deputy Sheriffs, Inc. and the Special Olympics of 
Southern California without obtaining the approval of the membership. 
 
Appellant argues that the payments violated the Local Union Bylaws, an established 
policy of the International Union, and the Financial Practices Section of the UAW Ethical 
Practices Codes.  He seeks declaratory relief plus an order directing Offutt and Strauss to 
refund money which they received improperly. 
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one exception, however, appellants’ charges and complaints continue the pattern of 
abuse of Article 31 and the Ethical Practices Codes by members of this Local Union, 

                                                                                                                                             
2) Vickie Turner v. Local 148 Executive Board: 
 
This appeal concerns the sufficiency of appellant’s charges against Bill Schultz and Jacki 
Harris under Article 31, §3, of the International Constitution.  Basically, Turner claims that 
Schultz, as Local Union President, and Harris, as Local Recording Secretary, willfully 
refused to authorize enough lost time for Turner to fulfill her duties as elected Editor of 
the Local Union newspaper.  Turner further charged that Schultz and Harris took over the 
editorial role and caused unauthorized editions of the newspaper to be printed.  
 
Appellant wants her charges referred to a Local Trial Committee. 
 
3) Vickie Turner v. Bill Schultz, Jacki Harris, and Steve “Rocky” Burke: 
 
This appeal also involves Turner’s role as editor of the Local Union newspaper.  She 
complains that Schultz, Harris and Burke decided to change the printer of the Local 
Union newspaper from Croshaw Printing & Direct Mail to Spinelli Graphics without 
obtaining the approval of the Local Union membership.  Turner states that the owner of 
Spinelli Graphics is a close friend of Bill Schultz.  Turner complains that the contract was 
awarded to Spinelli without a competitive bid process in contravention of an 
Administrative Letter of the International Union.  In addition, Turner asserts that the 
transaction created the appearance of a conflict of interest in violation of the Business 
and Financial Activities of Union Officials Section of the UAW Ethical Practices Codes. 
 
Appellant seeks declarative relief as well as an order directing the Local to return the 
printing contract to Croshaw Printing & Direct Mail. 
 
4) Micheal W. Turner v. Local 148 Executive Board, UAW: 
 
This appeal concerns the propriety of charges submitted pursuant to Article 31 of the 
Constitution.  There are nineteen separate charges.  The charges are concerned with an 
alleged conspiracy by Clarice Offutt, Elizabeth Strauss, Bill Shultz, and Jacki Harris to 
misappropriate Local Union funds.  The allegation is based on the authorization of lost 
time for retired members and the payment of certain charitable contributions that is the 
subject of the appeal identified as Micheal W. Turner v. Bill Schultz and Jacki Harris. 
 
Appellant seeks to have the nineteen charges referred to a Local Trial Committee. 
 
5)  Joyce Sonnier and Vickie Turner v. Local 148 Executive Board, UAW: 
 
This appeal concerns a charge of conduct unbecoming a union member against Bill 
Schultz pursuant to Article 31.  According to the charge, Sonnier and a group of friends 
went into a restaurant called the Elephant Bar after work and encountered Bill Schultz.  
Later, Schultz reported to management that appellants were in the bar on Company time 
and he requested an investigation of their “gate swipes.”  Management did conduct such 
an investigation going back to October 2003 and informed the appellants that some of 
them might be adversely affected by the results. 
 
Appellants seek to have the charges referred to a Local Trial Committee. 
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which we have addressed in previous cases.14  They are attempts to use these 
provisions to address policy issues which ought to be resolved by the membership at a 
membership meeting.  Furthermore, appellants’ arguments concerning the authorization 
of lost time and the operation of the Local Union newspaper raise issues that were 
thoroughly investigated by this Board in Vickie Turner v. International Executive Board, 
supra.  

 
Although the appeal captioned Micheal Turner v. Bill Schultz and Jacki Harris 

refers to sections of the Ethical Practices Codes, it was never presented to the 
membership as an Ethical Practices Complaint pursuant to Article 32, §5(a), of the 
International Constitution.  Turner filed an appeal with the Local Union objecting to 
certain expenditures authorized by the current administration of Local 148.  No 
membership meeting was scheduled to take place within forty-five days, so the Local 
Executive Board took the matter up and ruled on it in accordance with Article 33, §3(a), 
of the Constitution.15  The Local Executive Board denied Turner’s appeal and he 
appealed that decision to the IEB.  On February 5, 2004, according to Sonnier’s brief, 
Administrative Assistant Richard H. Bobo advised appellant that he should present his 
appeal to the membership of Local 148.  Turner did not do so, but instead, attempted to 
appeal Bobo’s ruling directly to the PRB.16  Appellant now seeks a declaration from this 
Board that the expenditures were improper and an order directing certain members to 
reimburse the Local Union for the money they received.  Administrative Assistant 
Bobo’s advice to Turner was clearly correct however, for the membership is the proper 
body to determine whether expenses authorized by local officers were necessary within 
the meaning of Article 46, §1, of the Constitution, and the membership has broad 
discretion in the matter.  As we stated in Mertz v. Local Union 2256, PRB Case 1297 
(2001), disputes over expenditures are best resolved through debates conducted during 
membership meetings rather than by declarations handed down by the IEB or the 
PRB.17  Turner never presented his issues to the membership of Local 148, so we will 
not consider them.  

                                            
14 In Schultz v. IEB, supra,  we urged the members of Local 148 to rise above their caucus affiliations and 
begin to conduct the business of the Local through reasoned debate rather than by means of charges and 
counter charges 
15 Article 33, §3(a) of the International Constitution provides as follows: 

“LOCAL UNION.  An appeal to the Local Union may be made at a meeting of the 
membership body, or may be made in writing addressed to the Recording Secretary.  
When no regularly scheduled meeting of the membership body is held within forty-five 
(45) days of receipt of the appeal, the Local Union Executive Board may consider and 
rule on the appeal.” 

16 It appears that this and the case captioned Vicke Turner v. Bill Schultz, Jacki Harris, and Steve “Rocky” 
Burke were the appeals that Sonnier contacted our office about in August 2004. 
17 The opinion in Mertz concludes: 

“Appellant Mertz can provide a valuable service to her Union brothers and sisters by 
bringing issues such as these to the floor at the time they are presented for membership 
approval.  This, in our opinion, would be a much more efficacious way to gain her point 
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The appeal captioned Micheal Turner v. Local 148 Executive Board states 
Micheal Turner’s objections to the same expenses as nineteen charges presented 
pursuant to Article 31 of the Constitution.  Appellant seeks to avoid the application of 
Article 31, §3(d), to disqualify these charges by stating that he is not seeking remedial 
action, but instead punishment for the wrongdoers.  This argument has no merit.  An 
appellant’s desire to impose punishment on the charged party does not negate 
application of Article 31, §3(d), to his charges.18  A claim that expenses should not have 
been authorized by the Local Union President and the Local Financial Secretary clearly 
presents an issue that ought to be decided by the membership at a membership 
meeting rather than by a trial proceeding.  We find, therefore, that Turner’s charges 
were properly disqualified by the Local 148 Executive Board pursuant to Article 31, 
§3(d), of the International Constitution. 

 
The appeal captioned Vickie Turner v. Local 148 Executive Board arose in the 

context of Vickie Turner’s dispute with former Local President Bill Schultz over the 
amount of time required for her to fulfill her role as the editor of the Local Union 
newspaper, Air-Scoop.  The charge asserts that Schultz, as Local Union President, and 
Harris, as Local Recording Secretary, willfully refused to authorize enough lost time for 
Turner to fulfill her duties as elected editor of the Local Union newspaper.  Turner 
further charged that Schultz and Harris took over the editorial role and caused 
unauthorized editions of the newspaper to be printed.  This charge clearly fails under 
our well-established rule that a local union officer will not be subject to charges for acts 
performed as part of his or her official responsibilities.19  The narrow exception to this 
rule stated in Comley where it is alleged that the official acted with malice or intent to 
injure does not apply in this case.  As we explained in Crable v. Local Union 148, supra, 
political motivations alone do not amount to malice.  Furthermore, Turner’s complaint 

                                                                                                                                             
than by taking the top-down approach of seeking to have the IEB or the PRB tell the 
members of Local 2256 how to spend their money.” (PRB Case 1297, at 14) 
 

18 Article 31, §3, of the International Constitution provides, in pertinent part, as follows: 

“Prior to the notification to a member that charges have been filed against her/him, the 
Local Union Executive Board or, in the case of an Amalgamated Local Union, the Unit 
Workplace Organization of which s/he is a member, shall review the charges and 
consider them improper if: 
(a) The charges do not state the exact nature of the alleged offense as required by 

Section 1 of this Article; 
(b) The charges are untimely under Section 2 of this Article; 
(c) The act complained of does not sustain a charge of a violation of the Constitution or 

conduct unbecoming a member of the Union; 
(d) The charges involve a question which should be decided by the membership at a 

membership meeting and not by the trial procedure. 
(e) In all cases, an otherwise proper charge(s) must be supported by substantial direct 

evidence, as well as the evidence of at least one (1) corroborating witness, which, if 
not rebutted, would establish all elements of the charge(s).” 

19 Comley v. Noble, 1 PRB 347 (1965); Libby v. Local Union 6000 Executive Board, UAW, 9 PRB 549 
(1998). 
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regarding Schultz’s attempts to limit her role as editor by refusing to authorize lost time 
was thoroughly investigated by this Board in Vickie Turner v. International Executive 
Board, supra.  We concluded in that case that Schultz was not acting maliciously, but 
out of genuine concern for the Local Union’s financial condition.  Turner’s charges 
against Schultz and Harris were, therefore, properly disqualified by the Local 148 
Executive Board pursuant to Article 31, §3(c) and (d), of the International Constitution. 

 
The appeal captioned Vickie Turner v. Bill Schultz, Jacki Harris, and Steve 

“Rocky” Burke also continues Vickie Turner’s quarrel with the current Local Union 
administration over the operation of the Local Union newspaper.  Turner asserts that the 
decision by members of the RAP caucus to change the printer of the Local Union 
newspaper constituted a violation of the Financial Practices section of the UAW Ethical 
Practices Codes.  However, as in the appeal captioned Micheal Turner v. Bill Schultz 
and Jacki Harris, appellant never sought redress of the matter complained of from the 
Local Union membership as required by Article 32, §5(a), of the Constitution, but 
instead appealed a rejection of the Complaint by the Local Executive Board directly to 
the IEB.20  Once again, Administrative Assistant Bobo advised appellant that she must 
present her Complaint to the Local Union membership before appealing to the IEB.  The 
fact that Article 33, §3(a), allows a Local Executive Board to consider appeals where no 
Local Union meeting is scheduled to take place within forty-five days does not negate 
the obligation stated in Article 32, §5(a), that a member seek redress from the 
membership for alleged violations of the Ethical Practices Codes.  That obligation does 
not merely describe a level of appeal; it is a substantive requirement for perfecting an 
Ethical Practices Complaint.  This appeal, therefore, is procedurally defective.  In any 
event, the act described in the Complaint in no way runs afoul of the Ethical Practices 
Codes.  As the chief executive officer of the Local Union, former President Bill Schultz 
was entitled to engage a different printer to publish the Local Union newspaper.  The 
fact that Schultz was friends with the new printer does not violate the Financial 
Practices section of the Ethical Practices Codes.  It is understandable and appropriate 
for the officers of Local 148 to do business with someone they know and trust.  
Therefore, no further action is called for in response to this appeal. 

 
The appeal identified as Joyce Sonnier and Vickie Turner. v. Local 148 Executive 

Board, UAW, presents a more difficult question than the previous appeals.  In 
determining whether charges satisfy the requirements of Article 31, §3, of the 
International Constitution, we start from the assumption that the facts recited by the 
charging parties are true.  Appellants have asserted that Schultz provided information to 
management that could have jeopardized their jobs.  We have ruled in the past that 

                                            
20 Article 32, §5(a), of the Constitution provides, in pertinent part, as follows: 

“If a complaint is against the operation of a subordinate body or any officer or 
representative thereof, the complaint must be initiated by a member of that subordinate 
body who shall be obligated to first attempt to seek redress and correction of the matter 
complained of through appeal to the membership of the Local Union. …” 
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such an allegation does state a claim of conduct unbecoming a union member.21   
Although, as we have stated, Local Union officials generally are not subject to charges 
for actions taken in connection with their official responsibilities unless they acted with 
malice, that rule does not apply to this charge.  The circumstance that removes this 
situation from the application of that general rule is that Schultz was not acting in his 
official capacity when he observed appellants in the Elephant Bar.  Schultz’s duties as 
Local Union President did not require him to be in the Elephant bar or to report to 
management his suspicion that the charging parties were in the bar on Company time.  
The allegation that he went to management with this suspicion and requested an 
investigation, if established, does appear to state a claim of conduct unbecoming a 
union member. 

 
In his brief in support of this appeal, Sonnier reports that the Local Executive 

Board disqualified appellants’ charge under Article 31, §3(e), of the Constitution.  This 
was clearly error.  Section 3(e) was added to Article 31 of the Constitution based on our 
recommendation in Cain and Dennis v. Local Union 862 Executive Board, UAW, 9 PRB 
407 (1997), in order to provide a tool for eliminating artfully drafted charges which, while 
technically satisfying the requirements of Article 31, §3(a) through (d), of the 
Constitution, were nevertheless wholly untrue.  Unfortunately, some Local Executive 
Boards seem not to comprehend the notion of corroboration, and the section has been 
the source of much confusion.  The Cain and Dennis appeal concerned a charge 
containing allegations that the charging party knew were false, but that he presented in 
the hope of gaining political advantage.  We observed in that case that a Local 
Executive Board is not supposed to investigate charges presented pursuant to 
Article 31 of the Constitution, but to assume that the allegations are true and apply the 
tests of Article 31, §3.  The point of Article 31, §3(e), is to give Local Executive Boards a 
means of avoiding the expense of a trial on charges that have no corroboration other 
than the allegation contained in the charge itself.  Where the act complained of is 
something that affects several people and triggers an investigation by management, 
those circumstances alone amount to corroboration.  Whether Schultz’s behavior was 
justified by circumstances not stated in the charge would be a question for the Trial 
Committee. 

 
We conclude, therefore, that the charges filed by Carolyn Giordano, Joyce 

Sonnier, Edward Ricardez, Jr., Diane Maye, Terry Veling, Valettie Blair-Scott, Vickie 
Turner, Darryl Spencer, Donnie Harris, and Leslie Reid against Bill Schultz on 
February 25, 2004, satisfied the requirements of Article 31, §3, of the Constitution and 
ought to have been referred to a Trial Committee in 2004.  We are concerned, however, 
that it would be unjust to submit this matter to a trial now after more than three years 
have passed since the events that are the subject of the charges took place.  Article 31, 
§2, provides a rather short limitations period for submitting charges in order to avoid 
subjecting members to a trial on the basis of a stale record.  We would be concerned 

                                            
21 Appellants cite Boyle v. Local Union 157, UAW, 2 PRB 445 (1977) and Henderson v. Local Union 659, 
UAW, PRB Case 1257 (1999) as examples of our ruling on this issue. 
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about this point even if the appellants were not at fault in causing the delay.  But, as we 
have observed, the appellants are not blameless in this regard.  Appellants could have 
had their appeal reviewed by the IEB as early as March 2005, if they had responded to 
Administrative Assistant Curson’s request that they replace the lost appeal.  The delay 
after that day resulted from unreasonable behavior on the part of the person appellants’ 
chose as their representative for which they must assume responsibility.  Furthermore, 
there is no principle of importance to the Union as an institution that will be 
compromised if these charges are not submitted to a Trial Committee.  As we have 
commented in previous cases, the members of this Local Union would do well to call a 
truce between the two warring caucuses and an end to charges and counter charges.  
Under the circumstances, we believe that equity favors a dismissal of appellants’ 
charges against Bill Schultz. 

 
For the reasons stated herein, therefore, the five appeals submitted by Wilbert 

Sonnier on behalf of Joyce Sonnier, Micheal Turner, and Vickie Turner are denied.   


