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Nancy Opatich argues that she was improperly recalled from her position as chief 

steward based on false accusations in violation of the procedures set forth in Article 45, 
§3, of the UAW Constitution. 

 
FACTS 

 
Nancy Opatich works in the Warren District Office for the State of Michigan, 

Department of Human Services (DHS).  Bargaining unit employees of the State of 
Michigan are represented by UAW Local Union 6000.  Opatich was elected Local 6000 
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Chief Steward for the Warren District Office in 1994.  She served in that position for 19 
years.1 

 
On June 5, 2013, Mazzie Booker sent an email to Barbara Hill regarding a 

petition they had filed to have Nancy Opatich removed as union steward.  The email 
states: 

 
“As stated on the Petition that has been presented, and as dues paying 
union members, we are petitioning to have Nancy Opatich removed from 
her duties as union steward effective immediately for the reasons listed 
below: 

1. Lack of leadership, not leading by example, having been written up 
several times herself; 

 
2. Does not support union members with grievances; 
 
3. Lack of communications and/or ability to get along with management; 
 
4. Lack of obligations to inform union member in a timely manner about 

the time and place of informative meetings; 
 
5. Dedication as a union steward. 
 
We are asking that Nancy Opatich be removed in accordance with the 
UAW International Constitution, Article 45, Section 3, immediately.”2 

Barbara Hill forwarded Mazzie Booker’s email to Local 6000 Recording Secretary 
Charlene Yarbrough on June 6, 2013.3 
 

On June 19, 2013, Recording Secretary Yarbrough sent Opatich a letter advising 
her of the petition.  Yarbrough’s letter states: 

 
“A valid petition has been filed with UAW Local 6000 for the recall of the 
chief steward position you currently hold.  According to the UAW 
International Constitution, Article 45, Section 3, a copy of the charges are 
enclosed for your review.”4 

 

                                                 
1
 Record, p. 18. 

2
 Record, p. 1. 

3
 Record, p. 2. 

4
 Record, p. 3. 
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Yarbrough informed Opatich that a meeting would be scheduled on the recall petition 
and that she would be notified of the date, time and location of the meeting. 
 

Local Financial Secretary Miya Williamson prepared a letter setting the date, 
time, and place of the meeting on the recall petition.  The letter is dated June 24, 2013.  
It does not indicate any mailing address.  It states: 

 
“Dear Member: 

The local union is in receipt of a petition with the required number of 
signatures to recall Chief Steward Nancy Opatich.  In accordance with 
Article 16 of the local union bylaws, a special meeting of the members 
working under the jurisdiction of the chief steward is scheduled for the 
purpose of considering the recall. 

MEETING DATE: Wednesday, July 10, 2013 
TIME: 12:00 PM – 1:00 PM 
LOCATION: Macomb County, Warren DHS Office 
 Training Room.”5 
 

Williamson’s letter provided the following agenda for the meeting: 
1. Reading of the petition 
2. Statement from petitioners 
3. Response from Nancy Opatich and/or supporters 
4. Rebuttal from petitioners 
5. Rebuttal from Nancy Opatich and/or supporters 
6. Vote 
 

Williamson’s letter advised the members of the requirements of Article 45, §3, for 
recalling a steward.  The letter states: 
 

“Twenty-five percent (25%) of the membership must be in attendance in 
order for the meeting to be held.  A two-thirds (2/3) vote of those in 
attendance is necessary to recall the steward.  There are 98 members in 
good standing in the district.”6 

On July 23, 2013, Financial Secretary Williamson provided notice to Cheryl 
Schmittdiel of the Office of the State Employer that Nancy Opatich no longer held the 
position of Local Union 6000 chief steward for the Department of Human Services.7  
Nancy Opatich appealed her removal as chief steward on August 14, 2013, in a letter 
addressed to Local Union 6000.  The appeal states: 

                                                 
5
 Record, p. 4. 

6
 Record, p. 4. 

7
 Record, p. 7. 
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“This appeal under UAW Constitution, Article 31, 33, and 45, Section 3, is 
in reference to the petition that was filed with UAW Local 6000 for my 
recall as chief steward.”8   

Opatich asserted that Mazzie Booker, Barbara Hill, and Constance Sanders acted 
improperly and in violation of federal law, the UAW Constitution, and the UAW Ethical 
Practices Codes in their pursuit of the recall petition against her.  
 

Specifically, Opatich charged that the petitioners failed to provide documents to 
support their petition to the membership.  In addition, Opatich charged that the 
petitioners negotiated a recall meeting in secret without fair notice to the membership.  
Opatich stated that the petitioners failed to comply with the contract rules for posting 
notices on the local union bulletin board.  Finally, Opatich accused the petitioners of 
making false claims.  The appeal describes this point as follows: 

 
“Making false and misleading statements to membership that would have 
led reasonable people to believe that Nancy Opatich, the chief steward, 
needs to be removed.”9 

Opatich argued that Booker, Hill, and Sanders had produced no evidence to 
support their petition for recall.  She reported that they failed to respond to her when she 
asked for evidence or specific examples to support their charges during the meeting on 
July 10, 2013, to consider the recall petition.  Opatich charged that her removal as chief 
steward violated her right to due process under the UAW Constitution and her civil 
rights under federal law.10  Opatich asked that the charges against her be dismissed 
and that Booker, Hill and Sanders be held accountable for their violations of the UAW 
Constitution.  Opatich’s appeal is witnessed by Dennis Driscoll with the following 
comment: 

 
“I, Dennis Driscoll, seek the recall for Nancy Opatich, Chief Steward, be 
nullified and she be reinstated.”11 

Eight other members signed the appeal in support of Nancy Opatich.12 
 

On October 16, 2013, Recording Secretary Charlene Yarbrough responded to 
Opatich’s appeal on behalf of the Local 6000 Executive Board.  Yarbrough advised 
Opatich that the local executive board had reviewed her charges and found them 

                                                 
8
 Record, p. 8. 

9
 Record, p. 9. 

10
 Record, p. 14. 

11
 Record, p. 14. 

12
 Record, p. 15. 
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improper and insufficient.13  Opatich appealed the local executive board’s ruling to the 
International Executive Board (IEB) on November 9, 2013.14  

 
In support of her appeal, Opatich submitted a packet of materials describing her 

contributions to the local union as its chief steward. 15  She explained her position as 
follows: 

 
“Of course, Ms. Mazzie Booker, statement as the petitioner, was that it 
was not a personal attack but that I’m inefficient.  During my response, I 
presented the attached information to the membership and asked for any 
and all documents to support their charges against me.  The rebuttal 
statement, per Ms. Booker, was that they just want new leadership.”16 

Opatich argued that the arbitrary processes followed by Local 6000 to recall her brought 
discredit to the UAW.  She stated that she has been a dedicated steward and she asked 
for justice.  The International President’s office acknowledged Opatich’s appeal on April 
1, 2014.17 
 

Acting on behalf of International President Dennis Williams, Administrative 
Assistant Rick Isaacson conducted a hearing on Opatich’s appeal on October 28, 2014.  
Isaacson prepared a report to the IEB on the appeal based on information provided by 
Opatich, Local Union 6000, and testimony given at the hearing. 

 
Isaacson reported that Chester Wasilewski represented Opatich at the hearing.  

Wasilewski presented a letter Opatich read during the recall hearing describing her 
nineteen years of service to the Warren District Office as its chief steward.  Isaacson 
reproduced a copy of Opatich’s letter in his report.  It states:  

 
“As the chief steward, I just want you to know that I have been the 
backbone of the union as I have served as your first line of protection of 
employees’ rights.  Unfortunately, as my workload increased, this role can 
be more difficult as it may take me away from my work to perform steward 
duties.   I have used my own personal non-work time to provide service to 
our members.  That in itself should be warrant to my dedication as your 
chief steward.  Workload or other issues have never relieved the union of 
its duty to provide representation and I continued to carry a full caseload in 
conjunction with my role as chief steward.  I have given all grievances my 
utmost attention and all have been filed timely and dealt with accordingly.  

                                                 
13

 Record, p. 16. 

14
 Record, p. 17. 

15
 Opatich apparently submitted these materials with her appeal to the local on August 14, 2013.  The 

packet is attached to her appeal to the IEB.  (Record, pp. 18-47) 

16
 Record, p. 17. 

17
 Record, p. 48. 
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There were times when the union was contacted when workload demands 
made it impossible for me to respond to a member’s request.  As my 
record has shown for the past 19 years, all my negotiations on behalf of 
the Warren DHS employees have been successful.  I have been the voice 
of the workers, gathering information and preparing such issues to present 
to management through the labor-management process.  I have 
distributed the labor-management suggestion form and held building 
meetings to gather issues and concerns for such meetings.”18 

In the conclusion to her letter, Opatich announced that an election of new chief 
stewards would be conducted in October and she invited members interested in running 
to complete an acceptance of nomination form.  
 

According to Isaacson’s report, Wasilewski testified that Opatich had processed 
over 100 grievances during her term as chief steward, and that she had attended all 
union meetings.  He reported that Opatich had never been written up by management 
as asserted by the petitioners.  Wasilewski also complained that the notice of the recall 
meeting was posted at various places throughout the plant, but not on the union’s 
designated bulletin board where it belonged.  Wasilewski argued that the charges listed 
in the recall were vague and did not refer to any specific action to justify the recall.19  
Isaacson reported Opatich’s testimony that she was never provided with a copy of the 
recall petition and did not receive a list of names of members who signed the petition.20  

 
According to Isaacson’s report, Local Union 6000 President Ed Mitchell appeared 

at the hearing and introduced a copy of Article 16 of the local union bylaws, which 
governs the recall of stewards and committeepersons.  Article 16 of the bylaws provides 
as follows: 

 
“A steward or local union representative/committeeperson can be recalled 
in accordance with Article 45, Section 3 of the International Constitution, 
as follows: 

1. A vote on the question [of] recalling a steward or local union 
representative/committeeperson may be initiated by a petition 
submitted to the local union recording secretary setting forth the 
reasons why the recall is sought, and signed by at least twenty-five 
(25%) percent of the current members working under the jurisdiction 
of the steward or local union representative/committeeperson. 

 
2. The local, upon receipt of a valid recall petition, will promptly call a 

special meeting of the members working under the jurisdiction of the 

                                                 
18

 Record, p. 67. 

19
 Record, p. 68. 

20
 Record, p. 68. 
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affected steward or local union representative/committeeperson to 
consider the recall petition. 

 
3. Twenty-five (25%) percent of the current members working under the 

jurisdiction of the steward or local union 
representative/committeeperson must be present at the recall 
meeting to constitute a quorum. 

 
4. A two-thirds vote of those present is necessary to recall a steward or 

local union representative/committeeperson.”21   
 

According to Isaacson’s report, President Mitchell testified that about forty members 
were present when the recall meeting commenced on July 10, 2013, and that eight 
members arrived before the vote was taken.  Mitchell stated that 32 of those members 
present voted for the recall, which satisfied the two-thirds requirement of the bylaws and 
the UAW Constitution for recalling a steward.22  President Mitchell also responded to 
Opatich’s objections to the recall process.  Isaacson reported President Mitchell’s 
testimony as follows:  
 

“President Mitchell stated that he ran the meeting in accordance with the 
local union bylaws and further, he was required to have and follow through 
with the recall meeting at once upon receiving the petition for recall. 

President Mitchell added that the membership list was available for 
review. 

President Mitchell stated that appellant was removed from office during 
July 2013 and her regular term of office would have expired on December 
21, 2014. 

President Mitchell added that the appellant is eligible to seek election in 
the next election cycle.   

President Mitchell reiterated that a proper notice was mailed out to 
members under the jurisdiction of the recall and that Article 16 of the local 
union bylaws requires no posting of a recall notice.”23   

Isaacson included a copy the UAW Constitutional provision governing the recall 
of stewards and committeepersons in his report to the IEB.  Article 45, §3, of the UAW 
Constitution states: 

 

                                                 
21

 Record, p. 69. 

22
 Record, p. 69. 

23
 Record, pp. 69-70. 
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“A steward or committeeperson may be recalled by the members s/he 
represents for failure to perform the duties of the office.  A valid petition 
setting forth specific complaints of the stewards or committeeperson’s 
failure to perform the duties of the office shall be signed by the members 
s/he represents.  The steward or committeeperson so complained against 
shall receive notification of the specific complaints.  Upon the filing of such 
a petition with the local union, a special meeting for recall shall be held, of 
which due notification shall be given.  A two-thirds (2/3) vote of the 
members present at such special meeting shall be required to recall.  
Each local union or unit of an amalgamated local union shall establish in 
its bylaws the number of petitioners required for a recall and the quorum 
necessary to establish such recall meeting.” 

Isaacson observed that the certified letter Recording Secretary Yarbrough sent to 
Opatich on June 19, 2013, stated that a “valid recall petition” had been submitted and 
that a copy was attached to the letter.24  Isaacson reported that there was “undisputed 
testimony” that a notice of the meeting was mailed to all of the members represented by 
Opatich.25  Based on these findings, Isaacson concluded that the notice of the recall 
meeting was proper.  His report to the IEB states: 
 

“We conclude that the local union did act responsibly in their notification of 
the meeting scheduled for recall held July 10, 2013.  That can certainly be 
supported by the fact that 48 out of the 98 members in that district showed 
up to participate in the process.”26 

Isaacson acknowledged Opatich’s complaint that the recall petition was vague 
and did not describe any specific deficiencies in her performance as chief steward, but 
he asserted that there is no requirement that charges supporting a petition for recall be 
stated with precision.   He concluded therefore that the recall petition against Opatich 
was properly referred to the membership for a vote in accordance with Article 45, §3, of 
the Constitution. 27  

 
Isaacson observed that the other requirements of Article 45, §3 had been 

satisfied.  A quorum was present at the recall meeting because 48 of the unit’s 98 
members were present.  Thirty-two of those present voted for recall, which satisfied the 
requirement that the recall receive approval of two-thirds of those present at the recall 
meeting.  Isaacson commented: 

 
“The members of the appellant’s district were in the best position to 
resolve the dispute of the recall petition and they did so.  Additionally, we 

                                                 
24

 Record, p. 70. 

25
 Record, p. 71. 

26
 Record, p. 71. 

27
 Record, p. 71. 
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find no substantive complaints regarding the conduct of the hearing.  No 
party indicated they were denied the right to be present or state their 
position and there has been no charge or evidence that discriminatory 
practices or fraudulent action occurred.”28   

Isaacson concluded that due process was followed in the recall of Nancy Opatich from 
her position as chief steward of the Warren District Office.  His report was adopted by 
the IEB as its decision.  President Dennis Williams provided Opatich with a copy of the 
IEB’s decision on January 8, 2015.  She appealed to the Public Review Board (PRB) on 
January 23, 2015.  We heard the parties in oral argument on June 6, 2015. 
 

ARGUMENT 
 

A. Attorney Chester Wasilewski on behalf of Nancy Opatich: 

Nancy Opatich held the position of chief steward to the Warren District Office 
nearly two decades.  There was no basis for Mazzie Booker’s complaints about 
Opatich’s performance as chief steward.  There was no evidence submitted in support 
of the complaints and they are not true.  

 
The people who organized this petition did not follow the proper procedures.  The 

notice of the recall meeting was not posted in the plant.  The local union claimed that 
the notice was mailed to the unit members, but that is not the customary way the unit 
informs members of significant meetings.  People expect notices of meetings to be 
posted on the union bulletin board at the worksite.  Opatich has no way of knowing who 
actually received this notice.  Furthermore, we have no information about the actual 
petition or how that was circulated.  There was no petition attached to Financial 
Secretary Miya Williamson’s letter of June 24, 2013, setting the agenda for the recall 
meeting.  Recording Secretary Yarbrough’s letter of June 19, 2013, was the first notice 
Opatich received that the petition even existed.  Opatich still has not seen the petition.  
She requested a copy during the meeting on July 10, 2013, but it was not provided.  In 
Gaston-Kelley v. UAW DaimlerChrysler Department, PRB Case No. 1476 II, 12 PRB 
497 (2005), this Board recognized that UAW members have a right to expect union 
rules to be fairly and uniformly applied.  Opatich’s right to a fair and uniform application 
of the union’s rules governing recall petitions was violated in this case.   

 
The complaints stated in the email Mazzie Booker forwarded to Recording 

Secretary Yarbrough on June 6, 2013, are false.  Opatich has not been written up by 
management during her entire 25 years as an employee of the Warren District Office.  
She has never refused to file a grievance for one of the unit’s employees.  There has 
been no lapse in the notification to members of informational meetings.  All meeting 
notices are sent out electronically to union members on the local union’s email list. 
There has been a good labor-management process in place for the past 19 years.  The 

                                                 
28

 Record, p. 71. 
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petitioners provided no explanation for their accusation that Opatich lacked 
communication skills or the ability to get along with management.  Management has 
never raised any complaints about the manner in which Opatich performed her duties 
as union steward.  

 
Opatich had no idea what actually prompted the petition against her, but she 

prepared a statement to present at the meeting on July 10, 2013, describing her service 
to the local union during her 19 years as steward.  The union steward’s position at the 
Warren District Office is an unpaid one.  The steward is allowed four hours a pay period 
for union business.  In her letter to the membership, Opatich explained that she often 
used her own personal time to ensure that all grievances were filed on time and dealt 
with properly.  Opatich reported that she strived to be the voice of the membership and 
she described the activities she had engaged in to achieve this goal.  

 
The petitioners made no response to Opatich’s presentation at the meeting on 

July 10.  Mazzie Booker was the spokesperson for the petitioners.  She simply stated 
they thought Opatich was inefficient and they wanted new leadership.  At the conclusion 
of Opatich’s presentation, Mazzie Booker stated that she stood by the five items in her 
email.  

 
After Opatich was recalled, Local 6000 President Ed Mitchell appointed 

Stephanie Moore to act as temporary chief steward.  When nominations were opened 
for the position, Opatich did not run.  She does not want to be reinstated to her position 
now; she wants to be vindicated.  She was wrongfully removed on the basis of an 
invalid petition in violation of the due process guaranteed to her by the Ethical Practices 
Codes in the UAW Constitution.  Her nineteen years of service to the unit as its chief 
steward shows her dedication to the membership.  There was no basis for her removal.  
She wants that to be recognized.  

 
B. Administrative Assistant Rick Isaacson on behalf of the International 

Union, UAW: 

Article 45, §3 is designed to give members a tool to remove a committeeperson 
who is not performing his or her duties.  This provision in the Constitution is not 
designed to deal with members’ dissatisfaction with a committeeperson’s handling of 
grievances or to challenge a representative’s interpretation or application of the 
collective bargaining agreement.  Members have the right to appeal any action or 
refusal to act on the part of a local committeeperson pursuant to Article 33 of the 
Constitution.  Nearly all of the issues that come up between members and their elected 
representatives ought to be resolved by means of that appellate process.  We believe 
the recall process should only be used in highly unusual circumstances where there is a 
breakdown in the representational relationship.  In our view, grounds for a valid recall 
petition rarely occur.  

 
The officers of Local Union 6000 have a different interpretation of the purpose of 

Article 45, §3, however.  They believe that the purpose of this provision is to give 
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members the option of recalling a representative when they become dissatisfied with his 
or her performance.  The officers of Local Union 6000 took the position that it is up to 
the membership to determine the validity of the petitioner’s complaints once the 
procedural steps for recalling a committeeperson have been satisfied.  When Opatich’s 
appeal reached the IEB, we believed that the PRB’s decision in Gene and Janice Austin 
v. Local Union 594, UAW, PRB Case 1514, 13 PRB 105 (2006), compelled us to accept 
Local 6000’s position and thus refrain from interfering with the membership’s ruling on 
the validity of the recall petition against Opatich.  In its notice of hearing, the PRB asked 
us if the International Union believes the membership should be able to recall a 
democratically elected steward or committeeperson solely because they want someone 
else in the position.  We do not believe that.  The International Union does not believe 
that Article 45, §3 should be used to throw people out of office on such grounds.  The 
IEB’s decision in response to Opatich’s appeal is based on this Board’s ruling in the 
Austin case. 

 
Appellant’s challenge to her recall focuses on the lack of specificity of the 

petitioner’s complaints and the lack of evidence to support those complaints.  The PRB 
evaluated similar arguments in Austin.  In that decision, the PRB observed that there is 
no preliminary test of validity for a recall petition as there is for charges filed pursuant to 
Article 31 of the Constitution.  The Board’s opinion states: 

 
“…There is no preliminary test of validity for recall petitions filed pursuant 
to Article 45, §3 of the Constitution such as that described in Article 31, 
§3.  Under Article 45, once the requisite number of signatures has been 
obtained and validated, the membership must determine the merits of the 
petitioners’ complaints by a two-thirds vote at a special meeting called for 
that purpose.”29  

While the PRB acknowledged that a petition may be challenged for lack of the 
specificity required by Article 45, §3, the petition in the Austin case did not appear to be 
any more precise than the petition submitted here.  In the Austin case, the PRB 
accepted the petition as being sufficiently specific to have advised the Austins of the 
petitioners’ complaint, even though someone outside of the local unit might not 
understand what the petition referred to.  Like the petition in the Austin case, the petition 
to recall Opatich gave her notice of the general substance of the petitioner’s 
dissatisfaction with her performance.  The members of the Warren District Office unit 
apparently understood what the petition referred to because a sufficient number signed 
it to qualify it for processing.  Therefore, the IEB held, based on the Austin ruling, that 
the petition against Opatich was properly put to a vote of the membership at a special 
meeting called for the purpose in accordance with the procedures set forth in Article 45, 
§3, of the UAW Constitution.  
 

                                                 
29

 13 PRB 105, at 117. 
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Opatich also argues that notification to the membership regarding the petition 
was deficient because it was not posted on the local union bulletin board.  The local 
bylaws do not specify any particular type of notice for a special meeting to consider a 
recall petition.  Local 6000 mailed a notice of the meeting to all 98 members of 
Opatich’s district.  Forty-eight members attended the meeting to participate in the 
process.  The number of members who participated in the meeting supports the IEB’s 
conclusion that the local union provided proper notification to the membership of the 
recall meeting.   

 
Opatich has not raised any complaints about the conduct of the recall meeting.  

The quorum requirements were met and the petition was approved by two-thirds of 
those present at the recall meeting.  No member has come forth to claim they were 
denied the right to participate in the recall process.  The IEB determined that in the 
absence of evidence of serious irregularities, the voice of the membership should be 
final.  

 
C.  Rebuttal on behalf of Nancy Opatich by Attorney Wasilewski: 

The UAW failed to apply adequate safeguards to protect Opatich’s right to due 
process.  The petition against her in this case was frivolous.  It should have been 
declared invalid.  As a remedy, Opatich would like to have the eight hours annual leave 
she had to use to address this issue restored.  

 
DISCUSSION 

 
There was no recall petition in the record we received from the International 

Union in connection with Opatich’s appeal.  The email forwarded to Recording 
Secretary Yarbrough on June 6, 2013, made reference to a petition, but there was no 
separate petition attached to the email.  During oral argument, in response to an inquiry 
in our notice of hearing, the International Union produced the actual “Petition for a New 
Union Steward” that was signed by a sufficient number of unit members to initiate the 
recall proceedings against Opatich. The petition states: 

 
“After our last union meeting, on March 12, 2013, union members 
discussed their disappointment in Nancy Opatich in the lack of obligations, 
contributions, and/or dedication to the members representing us as union 
steward.  At this point in time, we would like to petition that Nancy Opatich 
be removed from her duties as union steward effective immediately.  As a 
dues paying union member, and would be interesting in taking part in 
removing Nancy Opatich from the position of union steward, please print 
and sign your name at the bottom of this page.” 30 

 

                                                 
30

 Record, pp. 108-112. 
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This petition was not valid within the meaning Article 45, §3, of the Constitution.  
General disappointment with a steward’s performance does not warrant recall of the 
steward.  A steward or committeeperson may only be recalled based on specific 
complaints identifying a failure to perform the duties of his or her office. 
 

Recording Secretary Yarbrough testified during our hearing that she informed 
Barbara Hill the petition to recall Opatich had to be more specific.  Hill responded with 
the email from Mazzie Booker that was subsequently attached to the petition.  Booker’s 
email did not correct the defective recall petition.  Testimony during oral argument 
confirmed that the signatories to the original petition never saw the email clarification.  
There was no valid petition, therefore, signed by a requisite number of members to 
serve as a basis for removing Opatich from her position as union steward.  

 
Moreover, even if the five points enumerated by Mazzie Booker in her email to 

Barbara Hill had been circulated as part of the recall petition, the petition would still 
have been invalid.  The final three items in Mazzie Booker’s email are still too vague to 
initiate the recall process.  Article 45, §3, requires specific complaints describing the 
steward’s failure to perform the duties of the office.  In DeBoer v. Local Union 257, 
UAW, PRB Case No. 226, 1 PRB 639 (1971), we first examined the function of the 
specificity requirement in the recall process.  We held that the petition must describe the 
deficiencies in the representative’s performance with sufficient detail to give the 
accused notice of what he was supposed to have done wrong, so that he could prepare 
a defense.  In DeBoer we compared the recall petition to a criminal complaint and 
observed that prosecution of a defendant without notice of the exact nature of any 
charge against him would violate basic principles of justice upon which our legal system 
is based.31  In Austin, we held that a petition meets the specificity requirement of Article 
45, §3, if it identifies the petitioners’ claims sufficiently to give the target of the petition 
the opportunity to respond within the context of the local union’s particular situation.32  
We found that the petition in Austin performed this required function because it informed 
Gene Austin of the events that prompted the recall drive.  General complaints about 
lack of dedication and poor communication skills do not satisfy the specificity 
requirement of Article 45, §3, because such complaints do not inform the accused what 
precise lapse triggered the request for the recall. 

 
The first two items in Booker’s list assert specific complaints.  We question the 

relevance of having been written up by management to the performance of the duties of 
a chief steward.  A bargaining representative vigorously defending the rights of her 
constituents might occasionally offend a member of management sufficiently to prompt 
a disciplinary action.  A breakdown of the grievance procedure might be grounds for a 
recall drive if the dysfunction were the committeeperson’s fault.  The most disqualifying 
defect of these two complaints, however, is that they are untrue as established in this 
case.   

                                                 
31

 1 PRB 639, at 642. 

32
 13 PRB 105, at 117. 
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The question whether Opatich had ever received a written disciplinary notice is a 

question of fact, not something open to debate.  Opatich denied this allegation during 
the recall meeting on July 10, 2013.  Opatich had not, in fact, ever received a 
disciplinary notice from management.  Opatich also informed those present at the recall 
hearing that, contrary to the petitioners’ accusation, she had never refused to file a 
grievance for any member.  Local 6000 President Ed Mitchell testified during oral 
argument that Opatich spoke for approximately thirty minutes during the recall meeting.  
Mitchell reported that the petitioners offered no rebuttal to Opatich’s presentation during 
that meeting.  Although members voting on a recall petition may be called upon to 
resolve disputed questions of fact, they are not free to adopt conclusions that have no 
basis in reality.  The testimony of Local 6000’s officers during our hearing suggested 
that they did not consider truth or falsehood relevant to the validity of the petition.  This 
is a misunderstanding of the recall process.  The function of the recall petition is to 
provide notice to the committeeperson of the alleged deficiencies in his or her 
performance.  The target of a recall petition cannot respond to complaints that have no 
connection to actual events.  In order to meet the requirements of Article 45, §3 of the 
UAW Constitution, Mazzie Booker needed to substantiate her allegations with specific, 
concrete examples of recent events affecting the unit membership. 

 
To the extent that any of our remarks in the Austin opinion suggested a different 

approach to the recall process, we need to clarify how those remarks applied to the 
distinctive situation presented by that appeal.  Although appellants in the Austin case 
challenged the specificity of the petition circulated to remove Gene Austin as 
chairperson of the bargaining committee, the specificity of that petition was not the 
central issue addressed by our decision on Austin’s appeal.  Our decision in Austin 
chiefly concerned the procedural confusion that beset the local union’s attempts to deal 
with the petition.  The petition itself was sufficiently specific to perform its Constitutional 
function.  The five points in the petition to recall Gene Austin may appear similar to 
Mazzie Booker’s five points, but unlike Booker’s complaints, the Austin petition referred 
to actual events familiar to the members of Local 594.  The members blamed Gene 
Austin’s poor relationship with the International Union for the decision to move work 
from Pontiac to Warren.  There was a controversy about the transition of temporary 
employees to permanent positions that the petitioners felt Austin had misrepresented.  
Gene Austin responded to the petition by stating that these events were beyond his 
control, but he clearly knew what the petitioners were talking about.  In other words, he 
had adequate notice of the petitioners’ complaints in order to prepare a defense to the 
charges.  The record we received in connection with Gene Austin’s appeal, which 
included approximately 700 pages, demonstrated that both the petitioners and Austin’s 
supporters waged vigorous campaigns on both sides of these political issues.33 

 
Appellants in the Austin case also commenced a series of procedural challenges 

to the recall process, including an appeal to the IEB asking to have the petition declared 
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invalid.  While this procedural wrangling continued, the local union went forward with the 
petition and rented the Pontiac Silverdome for the purpose of conducting the special 
meeting called for in Article 45, §3.  The notice of the meeting to recall Gene Austin 
stated that the meeting would begin at 1:00 p.m. on April 25, 2004, and that 1,452 
members in attendance would be considered a quorum.  The notice informed the 
members that if a quorum were not reached by 1:30 p.m., no further action would be 
taken on the petition.34  Following the meeting on April 25, Local 594 President Suzanne 
Brown issued a notice to the membership that a quorum had not been reached.  
President Brown’s notice went on to state, however, that she had been informed there 
were people in the Silverdome parking lot turning members away from the meeting.  
According to Brown, people reported that members arriving at the Silverdome were told 
that they could not participate in the meeting unless they were registered by 1:30 p.m. 

 
At a local union membership meeting on May 2, 2004, President Brown reported 

that the local had received sufficient information to support a conclusion that the quorum 
process for the special recall meeting had been corrupted.  Brown advised the 
membership that the only way to correct the problem was to reschedule the recall 
meeting.  She introduced a motion to conduct a second recall meeting and the motion 
passed.  The second recall meeting took place at the Pontiac Silverdome on June 6, 
2004.  Ninety-eight percent of the 1,706 members who attended the second recall 
meeting voted in favor of the recall petition.35 

 
Our review of the record in the Austin appeal focused primarily on the propriety of 

the second recall meeting rather than the validity of the recall petition.  The local union 
had announced that no further action would be taken on the petition if a quorum were 
not reached at the meeting on April 25, 2004.  There was no substantiation in the record 
for the factually specific allegations about members being turned away from that 
meeting.  An investigation of the conflicting versions of these events would require us to 
schedule oral argument on the appeal, thus prolonging this controversy that the 
membership had voted overwhelmingly to move beyond.  Our rationale in Austin is 
essentially an explanation of our decision to deny oral argument even though we could 
not say with certainty that any improper behavior prevented the first recall meeting from 
reaching a quorum.   

 
The minutes of the May 2, 2004, membership meeting in Austin revealed that the 

membership had examined the events that prevented a quorum at the first recall 
meeting.  The membership reviewed the entire controversy over the recall procedure 
when considering Gene Austin’s appeal during a meeting on June 13, 2004.  We 
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concluded that the membership’s acceptance of the local union’s justification for the 
second meeting, as expressed in their approval of the recall petition, should prevail.  
Our comments in Austin about the membership being in the best position to resolve 
factual disputes regarding specific events discussed and contested at membership 
meetings were directed toward this unique controversy.  We never meant to suggest 
that the IEB is required to accept factual allegations in a recall petition that are 
demonstrably false or wholly unsupported.  

 
We agree with the International Union’s view that recall petitions should only be 

processed in extraordinary circumstances.  In general, any complaint about the 
administration of the grievance procedure should be addressed by an appeal to the 
membership or the IEB in accordance with the procedures described in Article 33 of the 
UAW Constitution.  General disappointment with a committeeperson or steward should 
be addressed at the ballot box in a regularly scheduled election conducted in 
accordance with Article 45, §2, of the UAW Constitution.  There is no urgency about 
general disappointment that warrants the extraordinary procedure described in Article 
45, §3, of the Constitution.  We understood from Recording Secretary Yarbrough’s 
testimony that the election of chief steward in this small clerical unit is something of a 
formality.  The nominations process amounts to a search for someone willing to devote 
his or her time and attention to the tasks of the chief steward.  Nancy Opatich’s election 
by acclamation for successive terms of office did not necessarily reflect enthusiastic 
support for her candidacy on the part of the membership, but only the lack of opposition 
to it.  At the same time, Opatich’s nineteen years of service to her unit as its chief 
steward does, indeed, stand as a testament to her dedication to the membership’s 
interests.  She had a right to expect her local union to respect that and to ensure that 
any union procedures were administered fairly.  

 
We find that the process followed by the Warren District Office unit of Local 

Union 6000 to remove Nancy Opatich as chief steward was not in accord with the 
requirements of Article 45, §3, of the Constitution.  At this point, we can only provide this 
declarative remedy for Opatich’s improper removal.  We have no authority to restore the 
annual leave Opatich used in pursuing her appeal.  A new election for Local 6000 Chief 
Steward for the Warren District Office has taken place and Opatich did not run for the 
office.  It would not be appropriate to remove the newly elected chief steward in order to 
reinstate Opatich.  In any event, Opatich has expressed no interest in resuming the 
duties of that office.  

 
The decision of the IEB is reversed. 
 


