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Judith Christensen is appealing the IEB‘s ruling that her charges against Local 

Union 2071 President Judy McClusty failed to satisfy the requirements of Article 31, §3, 
of the International Constitution. 

 
FACTS 

 
Judith Christensen works at Wayne State University in a bargaining unit 

represented by UAW Local Union 2071.  Christensen was elected first vice president of 
UAW Local 2071 in 2007.1  On June 10, 2008, Local 2071 President Judy McClusty 
informed Wayne State University Director of Labor Relations Alvin L. Rainey that 
Christensen was being relieved of her duties as vice president and would no longer 
represent the union in matters relating to the university.  McClusty‘s letter to Rainey 
states: 

 
―While Ms. Christensen will keep her title as 1st vice president of the local, 
she will no longer function in any active capacity, nor require release 
under the terms of the agreement currently in force.  This action is 
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necessitated by the unusual manner in which Judith has carried herself 
lately, and so as not to further strain the working relationship between the 
union and the university.‖2 

President McClusty notified Christensen of this action on July 9, 2008.3 
 

On March 3, 2009, International Representative John Cunningham wrote to 
President McClusty and requested information regarding the procedures she followed in 
relieving Christensen of her duties as vice president.4  President McClusty wrote to 
Region 1 Director Joe Peters to explain her decision with respect to Christensen.  
McClusty described several controversies that had come up since 2006 which caused 
animosity between Christensen and herself.  The first was a disagreement over where 
the local should move its offices.  Next, McClusty described a dispute over 
arrangements for a Labor Day parade.5  McClusty also complained about Christensen‘s 
handling of grievances.  She wrote: 

 
―Again, in December Judith Christensen, 1st VP set up a 4th step grievance 
(5 day suspension – Violence in the workplace) in Labor Relations for Rick 
Adams, went ahead and called the grievant, scheduled a date without my 
knowledge and planned to hear the grievance without me.  Knowing she 
was not following proper protocol, Rick Adams, the grievant, called me to 
inform me that Judith Christensen has scheduled his grievance and told 
him, ‗Whatever you do don‘t tell Judy.‘  He told me that this confused him 
and he would not be attending that grievance hearing.  She was to 
schedule and hear 3rd step grievances.  I am to schedule and hear 4th step 
grievances.  Judith knows this and so did Rick Adams, staff member of 
UAW Local 2071.  I immediately called Judith Christensen.  She would not 
respond to me and literally hung up the phone on me.  I called Labor 
Relations.  They thought I knew about the scheduled grievance.  I called 
John Cunningham, our representative; he was silent.‖6 

McClusty went on to give five examples of situations where she felt that Christensen 
had caused problems unnecessarily.  She described the situation that prompted her to 
relieve Christensen of her duties as vice president as follows: 
 

―An incident in Labor Relations, a grievant, Rose Fant, did not want Judith 
in her grievance hearing to represent her.  Judith got upset, she refused to 
leave, verbally attacked the Labor Relations Specialist, then stormed out 
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of the grievance hearing only to walk back and forth in front of the building 
ranting and raging, speaking to herself very loudly.  Calls poured into 
Labor Relations asking if they were going to call public safety.‖7 

McClusty stated that after this incident she decided to let Christensen keep her title as 
first vice president, but not handle any duties of the office. 
 

On June 12, 2009, International Representative John Cunningham wrote to 
President McClusty that he had reviewed the information provided by the local union.  
Based on that information, Cunningham recommended full reinstatement of Christensen 
to her duties as first vice president of Local 2071.  He explained that McClusty‘s 
decision to relieve Christensen of her duties as first vice president displayed a lack of 
compliance with the guidelines of the UAW Constitution, the Local 2071 bylaws, and 
parliamentary procedures.  Cunningham further instructed McClusty as follows: 

 
―In order for Ms. Christensen to facilitate her duties at the local, she should 
be provided with the necessary requirements, which include keys to the 
local and her office, building alarm code, if any; a working telephone; 
avenues for obtaining email and voice mail messages, and any other 
amenities afforded her position prior to the July 2008 decision resulting in 
the separation.‖8 

Local 2071 notified Wayne State University of Christensen‘s reinstatement in an 
email dated June 17, 2009.  Labor Relations Specialist Shawn Junior wrote to Myson 
Hawthorne, Associate Director of Public Services: 

 
―We have officially received the letter from the UAW reinstating her with 
full responsibilities to her elected position as 1st vice president.  Per the 
contract, she gets up to 15 hours per week for union business (Tuesdays 
and Thursdays).‖9   

Hawthorne responded that Christensen said it was Tuesdays and Fridays and he asked 
for clarification.  At the same time, Christensen wrote to President McClusty and 
complained that she had received no information about her reinstatement or how to 
obtain access to the local union for the purpose of attending to her duties as vice 
president.  Christensen wrote: 
 

I have received no messages, mail, or phone contact from you and the 
local except early on June 16th when you left messages to not come to the 
local until you told me to, and then at 3 PM (as I arrived) that I can only 
expect to get in if you unlocked the door to let me in.  As you know, no 
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facilities, no essential information or no arrangements were provided to 
me on that afternoon.  You left me sitting in the parking lot trying to clarify 
the situation with the Region by phone until almost 5 that day, and you 
have continued to ignore or reject instructions given us by the UAW.‖10 

On July 1, 2009, President McClusty wrote to Associate Director Myson 
Hawthorne regarding Christensen‘s activities as first vice president following her 
reinstatement on June 16, 2009: 

 
―In response to the whereabouts of Judith Christensen, 1st vice president 
of UAW Local 2071 Staff Association, Judith returned to the union office 
on Tuesday, June 16, 2009, at 3:00 p.m. and left the office at 3:15 p.m.  
Listed below are days that would follow a no call, no show, for Ms. 
Christensen: 

 Friday, June 19th 
 Tuesday, June 23rd 
 Friday, June 26th 
 Tuesday, June 30th 

 

Also, I am not aware of a union budget meeting being held at the UAW.  
To my knowledge, the UAW is on shutdown and has been on shutdown 
beginning Monday, June 29th 2009 until Monday, July 6th 2009.  As of July 
1st 2009, I still have not spoken to or seen Ms. Christensen.‖11 

McClusty responded to Christensen‘s complaint about not being given access to the 
local union on July 7, 2009, as follows: 
 

―Judith, so you‘re saying that when you showed up on June 16th at 3:00 
p.m., you did not get in???? I BUZZED you in and you went DIRECTLY to 
CWA Sec. Penny and asked for your keys.  She replied, I have no keys for 
you.  Then you came upstairs and asked for your keys and I told you I will 
buzz you in every Tues. and Friday.  Then you went into your office and 
left by 3:15 and I haven‘t heard or spoken to you since.  And you claim 
you sat outside the union office until 5 p.m.????  Again, this is what I have 
to deal with.  You claim that you don‘t report to me or the union.  That‘s on 
record.  So, on June 19th, June 23rd, June 26th, June 30th, and also today, 
July 7th, no Ms. Christensen.‖12 

Based on the information provided by President McClusty, Wayne State 
University Labor Relations requested a conference with Christensen to address a 

                                                 
10

 Record, p. 48. 

11
 Record, p. 49. 

12
 Record, p. 51. 



PRB CASE NO. 1652  Page 5. 

 
 
charge that she was abusing university paid union release from the worksite.  On 
August 19, 2009, in a letter addressed to Christensen, Associate Director Hawthorne 
described the conference as follows: 

 
―On July 8, 2009, due to concerns raised about your activities on 
Tuesdays and Fridays, a special conference was requested by Labor 
Relations.  On July 20, 2009, the special conference was held regarding 
your unauthorized ‗union business‘ on the subject dates.  Present were 
members of your local and regional union, as well as university libraries 
management officials.  You were given every opportunity to explain your 
side of the story and to account for your whereabouts on the subject 
dates.  You again stated that you were performing union business.  Your 
explanation of your movement on the dates in question was suspect at 
best (and refuted by Local 2071).  At that conference, I instructed you to 
supply any emails or telephonic documentation that would support your 
allegations that you were indeed performing UAW Staff Association Local 
2071 duties.  You said that you could, and would.  In a follow up letter, 
dated July 27, 2009, I informed you to give all of your documentation to 
UAW Staff Association Local 2071 President Judy McClusty so that she 
could then make the determination as to whether or not you were truly 
performing duties in service to her and Local 2071.  You were given a 
submission deadline of Thursday, July 30, 2009, at noon.‖13 

Following the conference on July 20, 2009, International Representative 
Cunningham wrote a letter to Wayne State Director of Labor Relations A. L Rainey 
explaining the duties of the first vice president at Local Union 2071.  Cunningham wrote 
that a local vice president generally assists the local president in the discharge of 
his/her duties.  In addition, Cunningham pointed out that at Local Union 2071, the vice 
president has other specific duties set forth in the local union‘s bylaws and he described 
those duties as follows: 

 
―The local‘s bylaws also outline duties of the vice president.  They are 
specific in recognizing the vice president as the chairperson of the 
bargaining committee and assisting the president in the fulfilling and 
implementation of the union‘s program.  The position is responsible for the 
handling of grievance and contract negotiations as so outlined in Article 
IX, Section one (1) and two (2) of the local bylaws.  In addition to 
participation in third and fourth step grievance meetings and arbitration.‖14 

Cunningham commented: 
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―While it should be understood that some duties, assignments, or 
responsibilities are sometimes assessed to the elected officers of the local 
by the president, each position has distinct responsibilities that are 
determined by the guidelines previously mentioned. 

The Region does not determine nor dictate the duties of the officer of the 
local.  Conversely, no authority was given by the Region for the actions 
that were taken by the president‘s office related to the incident that has 
brought us to this point.‖15 

Cunningham concluded by saying that he hoped a mutual understanding of the officers‘ 
assignments could be reached. 
 

Hawthorne‘s letter to Christensen regarding the July 20 conference makes the 
following reference to Cunningham‘s letter to Rainey: 

 
―UAW Region 1 International Rep. John Cunningham has indicated in a 
July 30, 2009, document that the Region does not determine nor dictate 
the duties of the officers of the local and that your activities were not 
assigned by UAW Region 1. …‖16  

Hawthorne‘s letter reprints an email that Christensen sent to McClusty describing the 
work she was performing for the local union in June.  Hawthorne characterized 
Christensen‘s activities as ―self-generated.‖  He wrote: 
 

―…Most of your activities appear to be self-generated, and while they may 
seem to represent your image of what you thought might be helpful to the 
union, President McClusty has expressly stated that they were not 
assigned or approved by the local union.  President McClusty has already 
indicated that as president of UAW Local 2071, she has the ultimate 
responsibility for all administrative and collective bargaining matters of the 
local union (2071), and that she also presides over executive board 
meetings while overseeing the daily functions of the local union.  She is 
not aware of any union business that you were handling for the local union 
on the four dates in question.  She adds that the days you are expected in 
the union office are still Tuesdays and Fridays, but since your return to the 
1st VP duty on June 16th, she has only seen you at the union office for a 
total of approximately 15 minutes.  She considers June 19th, June 23rd, 
June 26th, and July 7th, as ‗no call-no show‘ dates.‖17 
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Hawthorne issued Christensen a five-day disciplinary suspension for abusing her union 
release time.  He commented: 
 

―We hope that this action is corrective in nature.  Be assured that another 
incident of this type may result in the termination of your employment.‖18 

Christensen filed a grievance protesting the discipline on August 21, 2009.19 
 

On August 29, 2009, Christensen submitted charges against President McClusty 
to the recording secretary of UAW Local 2071 pursuant to Article 31 of the UAW 
Constitution.  Christensen charged that President McClusty engaged in conduct 
unbecoming a member of the union and that her conduct violated the UAW Constitution 
and the Ethical Practices Codes.  Christensen asserted that McClusty defied the 
recommendation of the Region to return her to her duties as first vice president of Local 
Union 2071 and colluded with Wayne State University Labor Relations to subject 
Christensen to a five-day disciplinary suspension.  The charge states: 

 
―Ms McClusty has made false & anti-union claims to be sole UAW 
authority in this local.  She continues to claim illegal rights and powers for 
herself, including a right to ‗supervise‘ and block union work of another 
duly elected local official‘s protected union activities.  This false claim and 
her collusion with Wayne State Labor Relations & management to enforce 
it in action deny my right to perform any union work because of her 
personal veto.  It affects my ability to perform my union responsibility and 
duties to the membership.  In fact, the basic functioning of all local officers 
and representatives elected by the members to serve them, plus members 
are impacted by this use of a unilaterally claimed personal veto.  She acts 
directly in violation to the UAW Constitution articles & its Ethical Practices 
Codes, violates UAW policies & union program, as laid out in the UAW 
Constitution and local bylaws by which it operates.  Her actions conflict 
directly with accepted union practices and to PERA/NLRB laws about 
‗protected union activities‘ of union reps & officers.‖20 

Christensen provided copies of the correspondence between herself and McClusty and 
between McClusty and International Representative John Cunningham concerning her 
removal and reinstatement as first vice president of Local 2071.  She also provided 
copies of her correspondence with McClusty demonstrating their differences over 
grievance handling.  Finally, she provided the documents concerning the discipline that 
was assessed against her on August 19, 2009.  These documents were referenced in 
her charge as Exhibits A through Q.   
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In her first paragraph, Christensen stated that her charge is concerned with the 
events subsequent to June 29, 2009 that led to her discipline.  Nevertheless, she 
described the deterioration of her relationship with McClusty in great detail.  Christensen 
argued that McClusty‘s decision to relieve her of her duties as first vice president and 
her response to the Region‘s inquiries about this action showed defiance of the UAW 
policies and rules.  Christensen referred to Representative Cunningham‘s letter of June 
12, 2009, that reinstated her duties as vice president and commented: 

 
―The June 2009 UAW letter stated the Region will be in contact with me on 
duties I am responsible to carry out, and they told her again to contact the 
Region on the subject.  (Later, when Ms. McClusty ordered me to go back 
to my library job on the morning of July 28th, she still insisted in fury that 
she would supervise me as she chose and the UAW or Region could not, 
could never, protect my ability to function or prevent her from doing what 
she wants. …‖21 

Christensen reported that McClusty continued to insist on her right to defy union rules 
even as she worked with management to achieve her goal of preventing Christensen 
from functioning as vice president.  Finally, Christensen argued that McClusty had set 
up a situation where Christensen could not risk attempting to perform her duties as first 
vice president.  She wrote: 
 

The 5 day suspension I served is supposedly to be for abuse of release 
time away from the workplace and relies only on her word.  It also 
threatens worse if I dare continue to function in any union activity without 
her express permission and willingness to ‗verify‘ it as proper union 
activity.  It lists all my activities as ‗suspect at best‘--a stretch after I‘ve 
earned credibility at WSU and Local 2071 for 10 years and spent 15 
earlier years as a union rep in my previous workplace.  Ms. McClusty told 
me directly that she will never verify even the hours I work at the local.  
She appears to have created a Catch 22 where I will next be fired if I try to 
perform future union duties, although I am the duly elected first vice 
president until May 2010.  She has no right to prevent my functioning.  Her 
defiance of UAW policy is stated by July and August actions and words 
and by Labor Relations.  I bring you these union charges both for myself 
and to meet my responsibilities to this local.‖22 

The record contains a statement signed by Byron Clement affirming that he 
witnessed Local 2071 Recording Secretary Patricia Hanserd sign a receipt for 
Christensen‘s charges against President McClusty at 12:10 p.m. on August 31, 2009.  
Clement stated that Hanserd received the charges plus the attached exhibits A through 
Q.  Christensen also supplied copies of the local union bylaws and Articles 31, 37, 39, 
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and 40 of the UAW Constitution, and the Ethical Practices Codes.  According to 
Clement, Recording Secretary Hanserd was informed of her responsibility to process 
the charges in accordance with Article 31 of the UAW Constitution.  Clement reported 
that Hanserd responded that she would just give the charges to President McClusty and 
to tell Joe Peters that she does not have to get into the middle of this.23  Christensen 
forwarded her charges to President Gettelfinger on September 5, 2009, and asked for 
help in getting them handled properly.  On September 18, 2009, President Gettelfinger‘s 
Administrative Assistant Eunice Stokes-Wilson advised Christensen that her charges 
would be presented to the local executive board for review pursuant to Article 31, §3(a) 
through (e), of the UAW Constitution.24 

 
Christensen‘s charges were presented to the Local 2071 Executive Board at a 

meeting on October 13, 2009.  The minutes of that meeting report that Christensen 
submitted a ten page charge with no supporting documents.  With respect to 
Christensen‘s exhibits, the minutes report: 

 
―…Materials marked as ‗evidence‘ were in a separate package, so that 
members had to read one set of materials, and then another, rather than 
read one total package.‖25 

The executive board ruled that the suspension issued to Christensen was justified.  The 
minutes state: 
 

―With regard to the five day suspension received by Ms. Christensen, the 
facts of the matter determined that Ms. Christensen failed to provide 
documentation and sufficient evidence as to her ‗union activities‘ when 
she was away from her office, and not at the union office.  She reported 
that she, as a matter of habit, worked out of the College of Education, 
making copies, on the telephone, or talking to union members.  
Management asked that she provide support to prove what she was 
doing, which she failed to produce.‖26 

The executive board also found that McClusty‘s attempts to relieve Christensen of her 
duties as vice president were justified.  The minutes report: 
 

―With regard to Ms. Christensen being stripped of her duties, it was based 
on a unanimous vote of the executive board that some action be taken to 
rein in Ms. Christensen because of her own chaotic, disruptive and 
destructive behavior.  Ms. Christensen stated that she was aware that 
there were ten people against her, but that she would continue her efforts.  

                                                 
23

 Record, p. 72. 

24
 Record, p. 74. 

25
 Record, p. 76. 

26
 Record, p. 77. 



PRB CASE NO. 1652  Page 10. 

 
 

It was explained that ten people were not against her, but were making 
every attempt to determine the facts regarding her charges.‖27 

The executive board reported that Christensen had charged that she was denied 
her right to free speech in violation of the Ethical Practices Codes, but that no one could 
remember any speech by Christensen that had been suppressed.  On the other hand, 
the executive board members reported that Christen had been known to tell chief 
stewards and grievants to shut up and speak when they are spoken to. The executive 
board passed a motion to find that the charges filed by Christensen are without merit.28 

 
Christensen appealed the local executive board‘s decision to the International 

Executive Board (IEB) on October 13, 2009.  In her appeal to the IEB, Christensen 
maintained that the local executive board did not take the review process seriously and 
did not apply the tests of Article 31, §3 to determine if the charges were proper.  She 
reported that Recording Secretary Hanserd distributed copies of the charges to the 
executive board members, but not the supporting documents.  Christensen wrote: 

 
―…The recording secretary handed out copies of the charges, but without 
the Constitution articles, Ethical Practices Code, without local bylaws & 
without the evidence necessary to pursue the review process properly.  
Then the recording secretary said that she would read selected 
sentences, and within 10 minutes, Bill Roberson moved that the charges 
were without merit and there was no evidence provided.  I objected that 
there was evidence and the board members also needed the Constitution 
articles & bylaws plus the attached evidence in order to consider if the 
evidence & witness information plus charges were of merit.  Ms. McClusty 
also insisted on her right to answer all charges before the charges were 
read or evidence was reviewed. …‖29  

Christensen went on to describe the nature of her charges as follows: 
 

―Some of the charges are specific to Pres. McClusty‘s refusal to discuss 
the UAW ruling that she had no authority to suspend my duties, and after 
my duties were returned, she kept me locked out of the local, wouldn‘t 
answer emails or my phone calls & mounted a campaign to WSU 
management that I was her employee to supervise & follow her 
instructions, therefore AWOL.  After June 16, she sent emails, called & 
sent letters to management & Labor Relations making those claims—it 
didn‘t get me fired, but she handed over sensitive union confidential 
material to management to provide them their basis for a five day 
suspension of me for allegedly violating release time – 18 hours total in a 
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month.  The board doesn‘t want to hear that their president played any 
part or even look at the letters or documents of suspension that show how 
management & Ms. McClusty effected a collusion.  I‘ve provided charges 
& evidence in a timely way.‖30 

Christensen‘s appeal from the rejection of her charges against McClusty also describes 
a number of other issues unrelated to the charges.  She wrote about how McClusty 
brought an anonymous letter to the local executive board and attributed it to 
Christensen.  She discussed the fact that McClusty was chronically late in her payment 
of the local union‘s per capita taxes.  She complained that McClusty refused to conduct 
an election for chief steward because she claimed that local did not have the money, 
while at the same time she purchased a $1,200 laptop computer.  Christensen reported 
that after rejecting her charges against McClusty, the executive board voted to try her at 
the October 20, 2009, membership meeting on a charge of vilifying the president.  
Christensen stated that the executive board did not put this charge in writing but instead 
sent a newsletter to selected members and moved the membership meeting off campus 
for the first time in 40 years.  She commented that this ―pick & choose‖ approach is how 
business has been handled at Local 2071 for the past few years.31  Christensen 
concluded her appeal with the following request: 
 

―As a result of this unfavorable ruling, I ask you to pursue my appeal per 
Article 33 and appeal the decision of October 13, 2009, Local 2071 
Executive Board meeting majority.  Despite one display of angry 
intimidation by the interim steward, Sammy Wright, & demands by board 
members, especially Bill Roberson, that I resign now &/or quit my job at 
Wayne State U. & leave the union, I stand my ground and ask for proper 
hearing of union charges & correction of serious violations of UAW Const. 
by President McClusty & the local executive board.‖32 

Administrative Assistant Stokes-Wilson acknowledged Christensen‘s appeal on 
October 29, 2009. 
 

President Gettelfinger‘s staff determined that a hearing was unnecessary on 
Christensen‘s appeal.  They prepared a report to the IEB on the appeal based on 
information provided by Christensen and Local Union 2071.  Staff noted that the local 
executive board exceeded its authority when it determined that Christensen‘s charges 
lacked merit.  They noted that the local executive board‘s role is to examine the charges 
and to determine whether they should be disqualified by reason of the requirements of 
Article 31, §3, of the International Constitution.33  The report to the IEB indicates that the 
only issue presented by the appeal is whether the charges submitted by Christensen 
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satisfied the requirements of Article 31, §3(a) through (e) of the International 
Constitution. 

 
Staff remarked that many of the events described in Christensen‘s charges 

occurred in 2007, 2008 and parts of 2009, so that the charge dated August 29, 2009, 
would be untimely with reference to these events.34  Staff reported that the charges 
were timely with respect to the discipline assessed on August 19, 2009.  However, staff 
ruled that an appeal to the membership would be the appropriate remedy for this type of 
complaint.  Staff‘s report states: 

 
―The charge speaks to the manner in which the local president carries out 
the responsibilities of her office.  The local union bylaws state that in the 
absence of the membership, the highest authority is the local union 
executive board.  The bylaws also state that between meetings of the 
executive board, the local president shall exercise general administrative 
authority and shall be empowered to act on behalf of and take action 
permitted to the executive board, subject to the subsequent approval of 
the executive board.  If appellant believes the local union bylaws have 
been violated as set forth in the charge, the proper place for redress is the 
local union membership and not by filing charges under Article 31, of the 
International Constitution.‖35  

Staff went on to state that even if Christensen‘s charge satisfied Article 31, §3(a) 
through (d), of the Constitution, it must still be disqualified under Article 31, §3(e).  Staff 
remarked that appellant had not presented any corroborating statement by a witness.36  
Based on its conclusion that Christensen‘s charges should have been disqualified under 
Article 31, §3(d) and (e) of the Constitution, staff affirmed the decision of the Local 2071 
Executive Board.37 
 

The IEB adopted staff‘s report as its decision in a letter dated March 29, 2010.  
Christensen has now appealed the IEB‘s decision to the Public Review Board (PRB). 

 
ARGUMENT 

 
A. Judith R. Christensen: 

I am truly puzzled by the IEB‘s decision which suggests that my charges against 
President McClusty were untimely.  My charge concerned a five-day suspension 
assessed against me on August 19, 2009.  This discipline was issued because 
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President McClusty represented herself to management as my supervisor and then 
claimed that none of the work I performed was verified as union activity.   

 
Our International Servicing Representative John Cunningham explained to 

McClusty and to Wayne State University Labor Relations that the first vice president has 
distinct duties in our local regarding grievance handling and in chairing our local union‘s 
bargaining team.  Wayne State University management used McClusty‘s claims as the 
basis for its discipline instead of the contractual language and our local union bylaws. 

 
The decision of the IEB acknowledges that some of my charges have merit, but it 

states that they are untimely and not presented simply.  I do apologize for that, but I was 
in shock at being suspended for the first time in my life.  I believe that my charges are 
proper and should be addressed.  The local president kept me locked out of the local 
union for two years of my four year term as vice president.  She interfered with my 
ability to perform the duties and functions which I swore to uphold.  She told the 
membership that she would refuse to bargain with Wayne State on the contract which 
expired on July 31, 2009, unless the members voted to suspend me.  She tried to force 
the membership into an illegal vote to have me removed.  Administrative Assistant 
Eunice Stokes-Wilson called me the next day at 9 a.m. and made it clear that this was 
illegal. 

 
Our local president claims to be the unilateral decider for the local union and the 

voice of the UAW here.  I have done the best I can to serve the membership as vice 
president.  I filed these charges to address this problem.  The IEB rendered its decision 
on my charges without asking me one question about them.  I hope to gain a hearing 
before the PRB to get a fair review of my charge. 

 
B. International Union, UAW: 

The decision of the IEB should be upheld because appellant‘s Article 31 charges 
were not proper.  Most of the factual allegations in appellant‘s charges relate to events 
surrounding her removal from union office in June of 2008.  This matter is clearly 
outside the limitations period stated in Article 31.  With respect to the one timely 
allegation in the charges, Christensen has not offered any evidence such as witness 
statements to support and/or corroborate her allegation that her local union president 
colluded with management to have her suspended from work.  Article 31 requires more 
than a bare allegation.  It requires evidence and the appellant simply has not provided 
that evidence. 

 
DISCUSSION 

 
Judith Christensen‘s charges against President McClusty appear to pass the 

tests for propriety imposed by Article 31, §3.38  They are timely.  Although the text of 

                                                 
38

Article 31, §3, of the International Constitution provides, in pertinent part, as follows: 
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Christensen‘s charges brings in a lot of extraneous material, the gist of the accusation is 
that President McClusty colluded with management to subject Christensen to discipline 
with the object of preventing her from performing her duties as an elected officer of 
Local Union 2071.  Discipline was assessed against Christensen on August 19, 2009.  
The charge and the attached exhibits A through Q were received by the local union on 
August 31, 2009, well within the sixty day period set forth in Article 31, §2, of the 
Constitution.   

 
The charges were not properly disqualified pursuant to Article 31, §3(e).  We are 

frankly puzzled by the International Union‘s assertion that there is no evidence to 
support Christensen‘s allegation against McClusty.  The entire episode is well-
documented in this record culminating in Associate Director Myson Hawthorne‘s letter of 
August 19 imposing the five-day disciplinary suspension.  Hawthorne‘s letter 
corroborates Christensen‘s assertion that the discipline was based primarily on 
representations that McClusty had made to management concerning Christensen‘s 
activities.  It is not required that the corroborating witness referred to in Article 31, §3(e), 
be a friend or supporter of the charging party.  There is also International 
Representative John Cunningham‘s letter to the Director of Labor Relations in which 
Cunningham attempted to explain the separate and independent duties of the different 
elected union officers.  This letter supports Christensen‘s charge that McClusty had 
asserted the right to declare when and where Christensen could perform her duties as 
vice president.  Correspondence in the record reflects the ill will that had developed 
between these two officers and thus lends support to Christensen‘s claim that McClusty 
acted with the intent to cause her harm.  All of this is more than sufficient to satisfy the 
requirement of Article 31, §3(e), of the Constitution with respect to Christensen‘s charge 
against McClusty. 

 

                                                                                                                                                             
―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).‖ 
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The IEB‘s decision suggests that Christensen‘s complaint concerned an alleged 
violation of the local union bylaws or the manner in which McClusty carried out her 
duties as president.  They concluded that such an issue should have been raised as an 
appeal to the membership.  We disagree with this position as well.  If, as alleged, 
McClusty caused management to discipline Christensen, there is nothing the 
membership could do to address the problem. The membership has no authority over 
actions taken by management.  Furthermore, we have previously held that the act of 
providing information to management concerning the activities of a fellow worker which 
would place that worker in jeopardy of losing his or her job may well constitute conduct 
unbecoming a member.39  Although local union officials will not generally be subject to 
charges arising out of the discharge of their official responsibilities, that rule does not 
apply where it is alleged that the official acted with malice or improper motivation.40  
Christensen‘s charges do contain the requisite allegation of improper motivation.  She 
claims that McClusty invoked management‘s authority to achieve her goal of effectively 
preventing Christensen from acting as first vice president.  In addition, McClusty‘s 
reports to management were not part of her official responsibilities as local union 
president.  It is not one of the duties of a local union president to involve management in 
overseeing the manner in which other elected union officials perform the duties of their 
offices.  Any issues concerning the sufficiency of an elected officer‘s performance are 
meant to be resolved by the democratic processes set forth in the UAW Constitution. 

 
The failure of this local union to be governed by the democratic principles stated 

in the UAW Constitution goes to the heart of the problem raised by this appeal.  
Although Christensen‘s charges appear to satisfy the tests set forth in Article 31, §3, of 
the Constitution, we can understand the International Union‘s reluctance to send this 
matter back to Local 2071 for the purpose of conducting a trial.  Conducting trials is one 
of the more demanding and complex tasks that a local union undertakes.  It requires 
strict adherence to the procedural requirements set forth in Article 31.  Review of the 
record in this case reveals that the members of the current administration of Local 
Union 2071 have little comprehension of the requirements of due process.  The local 
executive board countenanced the president‘s unilateral decision to relieve Christensen 
of her duties as first vice president in flagrant violation of Christensen‘s right to due 
process.  After the Regional service representative intervened, the local president 
defiantly sought to evade his instructions.  Although Article 31 requires that proper 
charges must be submitted to a trial committee, there seems little likelihood that this 
organization will be capable of putting together a trial committee and conducting a trial 
that satisfies the UAW Constitutional standards of due process.   

                                                 
39

 Boyle v. Local Union 157, UAW, 2 PRB 445 (1977) at 449; and Henderson v. Local Union 659, UAW, 
10 PRB 348 (1999), at 352. 

40
 Comley v. Noble, 1 PRB 347 (1965); West v. Local Union 738, UAW, 1 PRB 430 (1967); Ruzicka v. 

Local Union 166, UAW, 1 PRB 654 (1971);   Dillon v. Local Union 735, UAW, 3 PRB 152 (1981); Libby v. 
Local Union 6000 Executive Board, UAW, 9 PRB 549 (1998); and Parker v. UAW Local 1248 Executive 
Board, PRB Case No. 1473 (2004). 
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In addition, President McClusty‘s previous decision to relieve Christensen of her 
duties as an elected officer had no Constitutional authority and appears to have violated 
the Democratic Practices Section of the UAW Ethical Practices Codes.  In Bolen v. 
UAW Local Union 848 Executive Board, PRB Case No. 1402 (2003), we held that the 
local executive board‘s suspension of an elected officer without first providing him with 
formal charges and a hearing at which he would have had the opportunity to refute the 
claims that were being made against him violated the Democratic Practices Section of 
the UAW‘s Ethical Practices Codes.41  Subsequently, in Karras v. Local Union 653, 
UAW, PRB Case No. 1512, (2005), we held that the local union president had no 
authority under the Constitution to remove the elected shop committee chairperson for 
any reason, and we ordered the local union to compensate the chairperson for any 
losses he suffered as a result of his improper removal.42  Although the time limits for 
filing a charge concerning McClusty‘s initial decision to relieve Christensen of her duties 
as vice president have passed, McClusty‘s assertion of supervisory authority over the 
other elected officers of Local Union 2071 is contrary to UAW democratic principles, 
ongoing, and needs to be addressed. 

 
We take this opportunity to observe that the UAW represents an increasing 

number of non-traditional units, that is, units which are not part of an automobile 
manufacturing operation.  The political structure of a local union associated with one of 
the automobile manufacturing plants will often have been in place for generations.  The 
members in these locals have a strong sense of how the administration is supposed to 
operate.  A newly elected officer in such a local will step into a job that has already been 
well-defined.  At Local 2071, on the other hand, President McClusty clearly 
misunderstood her role in the political structure of the local union.  Furthermore, this 
record reveals a pattern of anti-democratic practices which seems to warrant an 
investigation beyond the narrow scope of a trial on the disciplinary issue.  For example, 
the local recording secretary‘s initial refusal to present Christensen‘s charges to the 
local executive board demonstrates a defiance of UAW Constitutional procedures that is 
cause for concern.  Similarly, the local executive board‘s review of the charges was not 
conducted in accordance with the UAW Constitution.  Christensen has raised other 
issues in her correspondence which, while not before this Board, seem to warrant 
further investigation by the IEB.  The International Union should be especially alert to 
deviations from its well-established democratic principles in non-traditional units where 
elected officials may not be aware of democratic traditions.  The International Union 
must take immediate steps to bring such locals into compliance with the Constitution 
where deviations occur. 

 
An investigation by the IEB into possible violations of the Ethical Practices Codes 

and intervention by that body to address those violations could eliminate the need for an 
expensive and disruptive trial.  Although Christensen‘s charges appear to satisfy the 
requirements of Article 31, §3, of the Constitution, ongoing violations of the UAW‘s 
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 PRB Case No. 1402, at 14. 

42
 PRB Case No. 1512, at 14. 
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democratic principles is a matter of more urgent concern.  Article 32, §1, of the UAW 
Constitution charges this Board with the responsibility to preserve and strengthen the 
democratic processes within the union as they affect the rights of individual members. In 
furtherance of that goal, we direct the IEB to conduct an investigation to determine if a 
trial should be conducted on the charges against McClusty or whether some other type 
of intervention on the part of the International Union is warranted to restore democratic 
procedures at Local Union 2071.  As this is a matter involving our role under Article 32 
of the Constitution, we ask the IEB to report the results of its investigation to the 
Chairpersons of the PRB within 60 days. 

 
The decision of the IEB is reversed.  Christensen‘s appeal is hereby remanded to 

the IEB for action consistent with this opinion. 
 
 


