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Shaniqua Mckinzie argues that her charges against Local 276 Shop 

Committeeperson Beverly Roberts should have been referred to a trial committee 
convened in accordance with Article 31 of the UAW Constitution. 

 
FACTS 

 
Shaniqua Mckinzie was employed at the General Motors plant in Arlington, 

Texas, in a bargaining unit represented by UAW Local Union 276.  She had a seniority 
date of September 14, 2015.1  On May 27, 2016, Local Union 276 filed Grievance 
121819 on behalf of Mckinzie protesting her unjust termination.  The grievance states: 

 
“I charge management with unjust termination.  I demand management 
review all information in this case and I be brought back to work with all 
monies lost and seniority.”2  

                                      
1
 Record, p. 104. 

2
 Record, p. 5. 
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The grievance is signed by Committeeperson Beverly Roberts.  On June 21, 2016, 
Committeeperson Roberts withdrew Mckinzie’s grievance based on the following 
disposition: 
 

“WWOP.  EE paid 2.9 hours without prejudice.”3 

On November 18, 2016, Shaniqua Mckinzie filed charges against 
Committeeperson Beverly Roberts pursuant to Article 31 of the UAW Constitution for 
refusing to represent her in connection with her grievance.  The charges state: 

 
“I would like to file charges against District 1B Committeeperson Union 
Representative Beverly Roberts; she has violated the UAW Constitution.  I 
have followed the proper steps to get representation for my grievance; she 
refuses to respond or work on my grievance.  I am asking as a union sister 
that the laws and the UAW Constitution be used for my false accusations 
and disciplinary charges against Beverly Roberts for slandering my name, 
not working on my grievance as a union rep, and her refusing to respond 
to me in a timely manner…” 4 

Mckinzie went on to describe the specific deficiencies in Roberts’s handling of her 
grievance and to explain her claim that Roberts made false and slanderous accusations 
against her.  Her charges state: 
 

“On May 27, 2016, I was asked to go to Labor and Beverly Roberts, 
Crystal on 3rd shift in Labor, and Alternate Kerry Washington were present 
and handed a grievance with an unjust termination.  It was not fully 
explained to me the reason for my termination.  After my grievance, 
Beverly Roberts has failed to return my calls, emails, texts, and now 
certified mail in my effort to get my job back.  I served her notice by 
certified mail October 18, 2016 that she failed to fulfill her duties under fair 
representation.  Not only have I lost my job on May 27, 2016, wrecked 
(totaled) my car on May 9, 2016, and admitted into the emergency room, 
and now it is my understanding that I have been classified as a stalker or 
a crazy woman by Beverly Roberts.  This information is false about my 
character.  Furthermore, I have attached text messages and information 
that would prove that I was never told that my interaction with Barry 
Jerome Howard, Jr. was unwelcomed.  Likewise, the mere fact that I was 
in a relationship with Barry Jerome Howard, Jr., and that I have 
statements that he wanted me to have his baby, would not support that we 
were not in a consensual relationship. …”5 

                                      
3
 Record, p. 6. 

4
 Record, p. 7. 

5
 Record, p. 8. 
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Mckinzie’s charges were reviewed by the Local 276 Executive Board at a 
meeting on January 18, 2017.  The executive board determined that the charges were 
improper under Article 31, §3(a) of the Constitution.6  Article 31, §3(a) states: 

 
“(a)  The charges do not state the exact nature of the alleged offense as 
required by Section 1 of this Article.” 

Local Union 276 notified Shaniqua Mckinzie and Beverly Roberts of the local executive 
board’s decision on January 23, 2017.7 
 

On February 13, 2017, Mckinzie appealed the local executive board’s rejection of 
her charges against Roberts to the International Executive Board (IEB).  Mckinzie 
argued that her charges did state the exact nature of Roberts’s offense.  Furthermore, 
Mckinzie reported that as of February 10, 2017, she still had not received any 
information about the status of her grievance.  Mckinzie further charged that the local 
executive board’s rejection of her charge was politically motivated.  She wrote: 

 
“…It is clear that the Local 276 Executive Board engaged themselves in 
acts of collusion to protect shop committee member Beverly Roberts from 
set charges because of their intimate personal relationship in by political 
affliction in the upcoming election. …”8 

Mckinzie asked the IEB to overturn the decision of the Local 276 Executive Board and 
reinstate her charges.9 
 

Unit 1 Shop Chairperson John L. Cox, Jr. submitted a letter dated February 17, 
2017, in support of Mckinzie’s appeal.  The letter is addressed to whom it may concern 
and shows that it was circulated as an email to various Regional and local union 
officers.  Cox asserted that Beverly Roberts continued to breach her duty to represent 
Mckinzie while slandering her name in the process.  Cox described an incident at the 
union hall during which Roberts referred to Mckinzie as a “crazy bitch” in reference to 
her grievance.  In addition, Cox wrote that Roberts described Mckinzie as a stalker in 
regard to her relationship with employee Barry Jerome Howard, Jr., when in fact, 
according to Cox, Mckinzie was trying to break off her relationship with Howard.10  

 
Local Union 276 responded to Mckinzie’s appeal to the IEB on March 9, 2017.  In 

a letter addressed to President Williams’s Administrative Assistant Mark Strolle, Local 
Union President Johnny Pruitte reported that Committeeperson Beverly Roberts 

                                      
6
 Record, p. 66 

7
 Record, pp. 68-69 and 70-72. 

8
 Record. P. 76. 

9
 Record, p. 76. 

10
 Record, p. 79. 
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presented a grievance to management protesting Mckinzie’s wrongful termination on 
May 27, 2016.  Pruitte reported that while the grievance form indicates that Roberts 
contacted Mckinzie and left a voice mail message about the settlement on August 15, 
2016, Mckinzie did not appear to have received any such message.  Pruitt stated that 
Mckinzie contacted him on October 18, 2016, seeking his assistance to determine the 
status of her grievance.  Pruitte reported that Roberts did not provide Mckinzie with 
notice of the settlement of her grievance until February 17, 2017.  He provided a letter 
from Roberts to McKenzie dated February 17, 2017, advising her that her grievance had 
been settled.  Roberts’s letter states: 

 
“After a thorough investigation of the above grievance, the grievance has 
been settled on your behalf.  A copy of your grievance resolution is 
enclosed.”11  

Pruitte concluded by stating that Mckinzie’s charge was proper and should have been 
submitted to a trial committee.  He pointed out that the local executive board did not 
properly apply the criteria of Article 31, §3 during their review of Mckinzie’s charge.  
Pruitte maintained that Mckinzie’s charge clearly stated the nature of the offense 
because she did not receive notice of the settlement of her grievance until eight months 
after it had been settled.12 
 

President Dennis Williams’s staff determined that a hearing was unnecessary on 
Mckinzie’s appeal.  Acting on the president’s behalf, staff issued a report on the appeal 
based on information provided by the parties.  Staff provided the following description of 
the local executive board’s role in reviewing charges presented pursuant to Article 31, 
§3 of the UAW Constitution: 

 
“It is not the function of the local union executive board or the International 
Executive Board to determine guilt or innocence levied against a member.  
Guilt or innocence is within the exclusive purview of the trial committee.  
Instead, the executive board’s only function is to determine if the charges, 
as submitted, are proper pursuant to Article 31, Section 3(a) through (e) of 
the UAW International Constitution.  This review is to be conducted 
without emotion, is procedurally rigid and the executive board’s charge is 
confined to reviewing only the original charge submitted by the charging 
member and any attachments to that original submission.”13 

Staff found that the Local 276 Executive Board performed its prescribed Constitutional 
role in reviewing Mckinzie’s charges, but staff disagreed with the local executive board’s 
determination that Mckinzie’s charge against Roberts was insufficiently specific.  

                                      
11

 Record, p. 82. 

12
 Record, p. 97. 

13
 Record, p. 107.   



PRB CASE NO. 1766  Page 5. 

 
 
Instead, staff concluded that Mckinzie’s charge should have been rejected based on 
Article 31, §3(c) and (d) of the UAW Constitution.  Article 31, §3(c) and (d) state: 
 

“(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.” 

In support of this conclusion, staff referred to an Official Interpretation of Article 31, §3, 
found in the UAW Constitution addressing charges that grievances have been 
improperly handled.  The Interpretation states: 
 

“(5) Charges that Grievances Have Been Improperly Handled 

Where charges on their face set forth no more than an accusation that a 
committeeperson, steward, or some similar official or body has used poor 
judgment, or has not exercised the proper degree of discretion or wisdom 
in handling a grievance, such charges should not be processed under 
Article 31, Section 3, of the International Constitution.  Such attack upon 
the judgment, discretion or wisdom of an official or body in handling the 
grievance would not constitute any specific violation of this Constitution or 
conduct unbecoming a member and would, therefore, be an improper 
accusation to submit to a Trial Committee.  Where a member believes 
her/his grievance has been improperly handled without the exercise of 
proper judgement, discretion, and wisdom, her/his remedy lies in the 
regular procedures established for such review under Article 33 of the 
Constitution.”14 

Staff observed that Mckinzie’s charge is essentially a complaint about Committeeperson 
Roberts’s handling of her grievance and was therefore improper to submit to a trial 
committee. In addition, staff held that Mckinzie’s charge failed to meet the criteria set 
forth in Article 31, §3(e) of the Constitution.  Article 31, §3(e) states: 
 

“(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).” 

Staff’s report to the IEB states: 
 

“Given the Constitutional language above, the charges brought by the 
appellant fail the criteria in Article 31, Section 3(c) and 3(d).  Additionally, 

                                      
14

 Record, pp. 107-108. 
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the appellant failed to provide a corroborating witness, so the charges 
would also fail the criteria in Article 31, Section 3(e).  While we disagree 
with the local union executive board on their finding of the charges not 
being proper because they failed to meet the criteria in Article 31, Section 
3(a), we still reach the same conclusion that the charges are improper and 
there should be no trial conducted.”15 

Staff agreed that the local union handled Mckinzie’s grievance badly, but they 
found that this did not amount to a violation of the Ethical Practices Codes.  Staff’s 
report states: 

 
“In her appeal to the UAW International Executive Board, the appellant 
asserted that there was a violation of the first paragraph of the UAW 
Ethical Practices Code.  The appellant did not claim this violation in her 
original charges considered by the local union executive board.  We agree 
with the appellant that the notification of her grievance was poorly handled 
by both the shop committeeperson and by the president of the local union 
who should have been able to find out the disposition of the grievance 
after the appellant’s visit on October 18, 2016.  However, the appellant’s 
claim of Ethical Practice Code violation lacks merit and the fact that her 
appeal is before the UAW International Executive Board is proof that her 
rights to appeal have been honored.”16 

In addition, staff found that Mckinzie’s charge did not allege the kind of malice or 
improper motivation that would remove the protection provided to local union officers in 
the performance of their official responsibilities.  In response to Mckinzie’s argument 
that the local executive board’s rejection of her charges was politically motivated, staff 
pointed out that the Public Review Board has previously ruled in Crable v. Local Union 
148 Executive Board, PRB Case No. 1452, 12 PRB 299 (2003), that political 
motivations do not amount to malice.  
 

Staff concluded that McKenzie’s charges were improper for trial and denied her 
appeal.  The IEB adopted staff’s report as its decision.  A copy of the IEB’s decision was 
mailed to Mckinzie on May 11, 2017.  Mckinzie has now appealed the IEB’s decision to 
the Public Review Board (PRB). 

ARGUMENT 
 

A. Shaniqua Mckinzie: 

I was written up improperly after missing two consecutive days of work.  I should 
only have received one notice for that absence, but I was written up twice.  I provided 

                                      
15

 Record, p. 108. 

16
 Record, p. 108. 
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my union representative with doctors’ notes and emergency room records, but she 
never presented those documents to Labor Relations.   

 
Beverly Roberts called me a crazy bitch to employers and union members after I 

sent documents supporting my grievance in a certified letter addressed her.  
Chairperson John Cox has submitted a statement to the Region confirming this.  The 
statement I submitted in connection with my grievance is not included with the 
grievance file.   

 
I had to contact Vice President Cindy Estrada to direct Committeeperson Beverly 

Roberts to give me an update on my grievance.  My grievance has now been reopened.  
After a union meeting on May 7, 2017, where this matter was discussed, Roberts texted 
me and threatened me about my job and the reopening of my grievance.  She was not 
at the meeting but she knew about it.   

 
The Local 276 Executive Board acted unethically in rejecting my charges.  

Representative Beverly Roberts has not only violated her representational duties, she 
has also violated the Ethical Practices Codes.  I am asking this Board to overturn the 
decision of the Local 276 Executive Board and reinstate my charge against 
Representative Beverly Roberts.  

 
B. International Union, UAW: 

Mckinzie’s charge plainly raises her dissatisfaction with Roberts’s handling of her 
grievance.  Specifically, Mckinzie cites Roberts’s lack of communication about the 
status and disposition of the grievance.  As the Official Interpretation of Article 31, §3 
makes clear, allegations that a committeeperson has used poor judgment or failed to 
exercise the proper degree of wisdom in the handling of a grievance should not be 
processed under Article 31, §3.  The IEB correctly applied this Interpretation to conclude 
that Mckinzie’s charge failed to meet the criteria set forth in Article 31, §3(c) and (d) of 
the UAW Constitution.  Furthermore, this Board has repeatedly held that acts or 
omissions of a local union officer in the performance of his or her duties may not be the 
subject of Article 31 charges.  Zappa v. Local Union 1248 Executive Board, PRB Case 
No. 1473, 12 PRB 461 (2004), at 468.  The only exception to this rule, and it is not a 
broad exception, is where the union official acted with malice or improper motivation.  
Mckinzie has not alleged malice or improper motivation.   

 
The IEB properly addressed Mckinzie’s argument that the Local 276 Executive 

Board was motivated by political considerations when it rejected her charges.  As this 
Board noted in the Crable decision, cited by the IEB, political motivations do not amount 
to malice.  In addition, a local executive board’s motivation is irrelevant to the issue 
whether charges satisfy the requirements of Article 31, §3.   

 
The IEB also correctly concluded that Mckinzie’s charge must be rejected for 

failing to provide at least one corroborating witness as required by Article 31, §3(e).  
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Mckinzie has not provided any explanation for her failure to comply with this 
requirement.  

DISCUSSION 
 

We do not know the contractual basis for GM’s decision to terminate Mckinzie’s 
employment.  There is no notice of termination in our record.  Committeeperson Roberts 
apparently concluded that the termination was contractually justified because she 
withdrew Grievance 121819 after only one month.  The staff report adopted by the IEB 
makes clear that the local union handled the grievance poorly.  At the very least, 
Mckinzie should have been notified immediately that her grievance had been withdrawn.  
In addition, Roberts ought to have explained to Mckinzie the basis for her decision to 
withdraw it.  

 
However, this appeal does not raise the issue whether Roberts’s disposition or 

handling of Mckinzie’s grievance lacked a rational basis.  In order to challenge the basis 
for Roberts’s disposition of the grievance, Mckinzie would need to perfect a timely 
appeal to the membership in accordance with the procedures described in Article 33 of 
the UAW Constitution.  We do not know whether such an appeal is pending at this time.   

 
Mckinzie’s charges against Roberts contain two distinct elements.  She 

complained that Roberts failed to communicate with her about the status of her 
grievance in violation of the UAW Constitution and she asserted that Roberts slandered 
her by referring to her as a stalker in connection with her relationship with employee 
Barry Jerome Howard, Jr.  The charge of slander raises a different issue than the 
charge concerning the grievance so that its disqualification should be explained 
separately.   

 
The IEB properly rejected Mckinzie’s charge about Roberts’s handling of her 

grievance pursuant to Article 31, §3(c) of the Constitution.  The UAW has established a 
rule to deal with charges arising in the context of the grievance procedure.  In 
accordance with the UAW’s Official Interpretation of Article 31, §3, a complaint based 
solely on the handling of a grievance should not be submitted to a trial committee.  Such 
complaints should be addressed using the appellate procedures established in Article 
33 of the Constitution.  The IEB also cited Article 31, §3(e) as a basis for rejecting 
Mckinzie’s charge, but that section would not apply to a charge asserting the 
mishandling of a grievance.  Article 31, §3(e), by its terms, applies to an otherwise 
proper charge. It is designed to reject a timely charge which describes conduct that 
would be appropriate for a trial in accordance with §3(c) and (d), but for which there is 
no evidence outside of the charge itself that the alleged activity ever took place.  Article 
31, §3(e) would not come into play, therefore, in reviewing a charge based solely on the 
handling of a grievance; such a charge is improper on its face.  

 
Mckinzie still believed that she had an active grievance protesting her termination 

when she filed her charges against Roberts.  The central focus of Mckinzie’s original 
charge against Roberts and the subject of the extensive exhibits she submitted in 
connection with those charges concern her relationship with Barry Jerome Howard, Jr., 
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and the aftermath of her automobile accident on May 9, 2016.  Her main complaint is 
not so much about the resolution of her grievance but the nature of her relationship with 
Howard.  She asserted that Roberts mischaracterized that relationship and described 
Mckinzie as a stalker.  This may have been the aspect of Mckinzie’s charge that the 
local executive board rejected as insufficiently specific pursuant to Article 31, §3(a) of 
the Constitution.  If so, we find that section was appropriately applied.  Mckinzie’s claim 
that Roberts called her a stalker lacks the specificity required by Article 31, §1 of the 
Constitution.  Under that section, the member submitting a charge that another member 
has engaged in conduct unbecoming a union member is directed to describe the exact 
nature of the alleged offense and the period of time during which it occurred.  Mckinzie’s 
charge gives no context at all for the claim that Roberts called her a stalker.  In any 
event, this dispute about the nature of Mckinzie’s personal relationships would not 
support a charge of conduct unbecoming a union member.  We have frequently 
asserted that Article 31 was not intended to resolve personal differences between 
members of the Union.17  Therefore, this aspect of Mckinzie’s charge also fails the test 
of Article 31, §3(c) of the Constitution.  Here again, Article 31, §3(e) would not apply to 
this portion of Mckinzie’s charge because the charge is improper on its face.   

 
The decision of the IEB is affirmed.  

                                      
17

 Mayfield v. Local Union 862 Executive Board, PRB Case Nos, 1199 and 1200, 9 PRB 681 (1998). 


