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We consider whether charges filed by Charles Robinson against Shannon Roehl-
Wickingson satisfy the requirements of Article 31, §3 of the UAW International 
Constitution. 

FACTS 

Charles “Chuckee” Robinson was employed by General Motors Company at the 
Fairfax Assembly facility located in Kansas City, Kansas.1  Robinson is also a 
Committeeman for UAW Local Union 31.2  Shannon Roehl-Wickingson is employed at 
the Fairfax Assembly facility and serves as an appointed UAW-General Motors Joint 
Activities Representative.3  Roehl-Wickingson’s husband, Paul Wickingson, is also 
employed at the Fairfax Assembly facility.4  

1 Record, p. 14. 
2 Record, p. 21. 
3 Record, p. 33. 
4 Record, p. 26. 
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In May 2018, Robinson and Wickingson engaged in a series of hostile 
exchanges on social media and through text messages.5  According to Wickingson, on 
May 17, 2018, he and Robinson got into an altercation in the workplace.6  Wickingson 
reports that the incident began with a heated exchange of words and then Robinson 
allegedly struck Wickingson twice in the face, knocking him to the floor.7  Following the 
alleged incident, Wickingson sent a text message to Roehl-Wickingson with a 
photograph showing facial injuries.8  In the subsequent exchange of text messages 
between them, Roehl-Wickingson wrote: “YOU might not to go management.  MAYBE I 
WILL.”  Wickingson responded: “Nope.  All good.  I got this[.]  I really dont need my wife 
involved[.]”  Robinson denies that he was involved in an altercation with Wickingson in 
the workplace. 

On May 31, 2018, General Motors received an anonymous call to the Company’s 
“Awareline.”9  The caller indicated that he or she had personally observed an altercation 
involving Robinson and Wickingson.  The Company’s Awareline report states: 

“The caller stated that on May 17, 2018, at 5:30 p.m., s/he noticed 
Robinson walking behind Paul (surname unknown), Skilled Tradesman.  
The caller elaborated that Robinson got into a verbal altercation with Paul.  
The caller mentioned that during the altercation, Paul knocked Robinson’s 
hat off his head.  The caller complained that Robinson hit Paul twice and 
knocked him to the floor.  The caller added that s/he was confused why no 
one reprimanded Robinson for his behavior.”10 

Following the call, management began an investigation.  On June 5, 2018, 
management questioned Wickingson in the presence of his union representatives.11  
Wickingson showed management photographs from his cell phone showing the injuries 
to his face reportedly from Robinson’s blows.12  He also indicated that he had sent texts 
to his wife immediately following the incident, and showed management texts of earlier 
hostile exchanges between himself and Robinson.  Toward the end of the interview, 
Wickingson agreed to provide copies of the photographs and texts to management.13 

Subsequently, management interviewed Robinson and on June 21, 2018 he 
provided the Company with copies of his text messages.14  Robinson’s texts consisted 
of messages he exchanged with Roehl-Wickingson and separately with Wickingson.   

5 Record, pp. 10-11. 
6 Record, p. 14. 
7 Record, p. 9. 
8 Record, pp. 6-7. 
9 Record, pp. 8-9. 
10 Record, p. 9. 
11 Record, pp. 10-13. 
12 Record, p. 10. 
13 Record, p. 13. 
14 Record, pp. 1-5. 
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On June 29, 2018, management interviewed Roehl-Wickingson.15  She also 
provided the Company with copies of the text messages with Wickingson regarding the 
alleged incident on May 17, 2018. 

Based on the investigation, General Motors discharged Robinson on July 6, 
2018.  The Notice of Disciplinary Action provided: 

“For your actions on May 17, 2018 when you engaged in an in-plant 
exchange with Paul Wickingson related to issues between the two of you 
that had been escalating in the days and weeks leading up to the date 
during which exchange you struck Wickingson twice in the area of the 
face.  This exchange was the culmination of increasingly heated 
exchanges and text messages between yourself and Wickingson, in which 
messages you threatened Paul Wickingson using hostile and demeaning 
terminology and otherwise perpetuated and escalated the disagreements 
between the two of you related to several issues.  In one such message 
you text[ed] Wickingson ‘…when I see you I’m fucking you up faggot.’  
You also texted Shannon Wickingson, wherein you stated ‘I’m fucking 
your husband up.’  The May 17 incident culminated in you striking 
Wickingson two times, knocking him to the ground and resulting in 
numerous injuries to the area of his head, face and mouth.  For your part 
in the fight you are being discharge[d].”16 

Robinson grieved his discharge and it is currently at the third step in the 
grievance process.17  Management also placed Wickingson on a one-week 
disciplinary layoff for his role in the incident.  He too is grieving his suspension and the 
matter is currently at the third step.18 

On August 14, 2018, Robinson sent a letter to Local 31’s Recording Secretary 
Dontay Wilson containing charges against Roehl-Wickingson.  Robinson alleged: 

“Shannon Wickingson voluntarily provided General Motors Labor 
Relations with text messages between herself and union members for an 
ongoing 50-day investigation that resulted in the discipline of Paul 
Wickingson and termination of Charles Robinson. 

Shannon Wickingson works directly with G.M. Labor Relations as the 
UAW appointed Joint Activities Representative.  Her office is in the same 
vicinity as G.M. Labor Relations, less than 20 feet away.  Shannon 
Wickingson waited [until] June 29, 2018 to submit these text messages to 

15 Record, pp. 6-7, 16, 22. 
16 Record, p. 14. 
17 Record, p. 184. 
18 Record, pp. 22, 184. 
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G.M. Labor Relations.  They were dated from May 17, 2018 and used as 
evidence to a case involving union members only.”19 
 

Robinson charged that Roehl-Wickingson had engaged in conduct unbecoming a 
member and had violated various provisions of the UAW International Constitution.  In 
support of his allegations, Robinson attached copies of the text messages provided to 
management by Roehl-Wickingson, as well as other background documents from the 
Company’s investigation.20  Robinson also indicated that there were two witnesses to 
the conduct forming the basis of his charges: 
 

“Omar Williams and Dwayne Hawkins are witnesses to the events and text 
messages.  Charles Robinson’s representative, Omar Williams 2nd shift 
Zone Committeeperson was present at interviews and has access to all 
exhibits including the text messages provided to General Motors Labor 
Relations by Shannon Wickingson.  Shop Chairman, Dwayne Hawkins 
was also present and privy to all information and evidence.”21 
 

 On August 15, 2018, three Local 31 members, Lee Pitts, Jason Addie, and Dave 
Barnhart, also sent a letter to Recording Secretary Wilson proffering charges of conduct 
unbecoming a member against Roehl-Wickingson.  These members stated the factual 
basis for their charges as follows: 
 

“Shannon Wickingson’s actions and reasons were politically motivated 
against Charles Robinson and violated the duties of her union office by 
turning text into management.  These actions caused Paul Wickingson to 
be placed on disciplinary layoff and Charles Robinson to be terminated. 
 
FACTS: 
 
An anonymous call to the General Motors Aware Line was made on May 
31, 2018 that stated the caller saw Chuckee Robinson hit Paul Wickingson 
on May 17th at 5:30 p.m.  (Exhibit A) 
 
During the investigation, Paul Wickingson told General Motors Labor 
Relations on June 5th that the incident did happen but at 4:50 that same 
day.  Paul’s statement had no cooperating witnesses other than text that 
he had edited before turning over to Management.  Texts were between S. 
Wickingson/P. Wickingson and C. Robinson/P. Wickingson.  (exhibits b) 
 
Charles Robinson statements given to management does not place him at 
said incident.  Robinson also turned over all his text that occurred between 
P. Wickingson and S. Wickingson during that time.  (Exhibits c and d) 

 
19 Record, p.15. 
20 Record, p. 16. 
21 Record, p. 17. 
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After interviews with both Paul and Charles, management had not moved 
forward to charge either with discipline. 
 
On June 29, 2018, Shannon Wickingson voluntarily handed over text to 
management that they used as evidence to charge both employees.  
(exhibit e) 
 
Furthermore, Shannon Wickingson did not witness this so-called incident. 
 
Charles Robinson is witness to Shannon Wickingson volunteering text 
messages to General Motors Labor Relations on June 29, 2018.”22 
 

In support of their charges, these members cited the decision of the Public Review 
Board (PRB) in Henderson v. Local Union 659, 10 PRB 348 (1999), stating: “the PRB 
recognized that providing information to management that jeopardized the job of a 
fellow employee would constitute conduct unbecoming a member of the union, even 
where the charged party was acting in the capacity of a union representative.”  The 
members claimed to be aggrieved because Charles Robinson was no longer acting as 
their representative in the workplace due to the actions of Roehl-Wickingson. 
 

Local 31’s Executive Board held a special meeting on September 26, 2018 to 
consider Robinson’s charges.  According to the minutes, the charges were read and 
there was “vigorous discussion.”23  Ultimately, a motion was made to find the charges 
proper under the criteria set forth in Article 31, §3 of the International Constitution.  The 
motion passed by a majority vote.  Two Board members voted “no” asserting that the 
charges lacked substantial direct evidence and a corroborating witness. 

 
Local 31’s Executive Board held another special meeting on September 28, 2018 

to address the charges filed by Pitts, Addie, and Barnhart.  The charges were read and 
also gave rise to “vigorous debate.”24  A motion was made to find the charges proper 
under Article 31, §3 of the International Constitution.  The motion passed by a majority 
vote.  Three Board members voted “no” finding that the charges lacked substantial 
direct evidence and/or a corroborating witness. 

 
 By letter dated October 1, 2018, Local 31 advised Roehl-Wickingson that 
charges of conduct unbecoming a member had been made against her.25  The letter 
also advised that the Local Executive Board had found the charges to be procedurally 
proper.   

 
22 Record, p. 22. 
23 Record, p. 47. 
24 Record, p. 24. 
25 Record, p. 25.  It is unclear whether the Local’s letter dated October 1, 2018 relates solely to the 
charges submitted by Robinson or also encompasses the charges submitted by Pitts, Addie, and 
Barnhart. 
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 In response, Roehl-Wickingson filed an appeal dated October 5, 2018 with the 
International Executive Board (IEB) challenging the Local Executive Board’s decision 
that the charges of Robinson, Pitts, Addie, and Barnhart were procedurally proper.  She 
related the events leading up to the alleged incident on May 17 between Robinson and 
Wickingson, as well as the Company’s investigation of the matter.  W ith respect to her 
involvement in the investigation, she stated: 
 

“On June 29th, 2018 I was called to Labor Relations and asked a series of 
questions about the alleged incident that occurred between my husband 
and Chuckee Robinson on May 17th, 2018.  I did not voluntarily go to labor 
relations as the charges against me state.  I was asked a series of 
questions regarding my knowledge of the incident.  I said I did not witness 
the altercation.  I was then asked if I had text messages of my husbands 
and I’s conversation from the day.  I answered all questions truthfully and 
honestly.  I even told the truth about my husband knocking off Chuckee 
Robinson’s hat from his head which my husband had denied doing in his 
76a interview.”26 
 

Roehl-Wickingson asserted that the charges against her were deficient because “the act 
complained of does not sustain a charge of conduct unbecoming a member of this 
union.”27  She further argued that none of the charges were properly supported by a 
corroborating witness because none of the named witnesses had firsthand knowledge 
of her interview with management and none had submitted signed statements. 
 
 Local 31 submitted a letter in response to the appeal on October 16, 2018.28  The 
Local asserted that its Executive Board had assessed the charges based upon the 
criteria set forth in Article 31, §3 of the International Constitution and the information 
presented at the time.  The Local cited Article 31, §3(2) of the official interpretations of 
the Constitution, which provides: “Charges are to be reviewed, as submitted, based on 
their specific content.  No investigation is required or proper.” 
 
 President Jones’s staff determined that a hearing on Roehl-Wickingson’s appeal 
was unnecessary.  Acting on behalf of the President, staff members prepared a report 
to the IEB.  Staff focused on the charges submitted by Robinson, but noted that another 
set of charges from Pitts, Addie, and Barnhart had been included in the information 
received from Local 31.  In discussing the standard to be applied when reviewing 
charges under Article 31, §3, staff stated that “the local union executive board, as well 
as the UAW International Executive Board (IEB), must assume the information in the 
charge is true.”29 
 

 
26 Record, p. 27. 
27 Record, p. 27. 
28 Record, p. 30. 
29 Record, p. 34. 
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 Staff found that the charges failed to satisfy Article 31, §3(c) because the act 
complained of does not sustain a charge of conduct unbecoming a member.  Staff 
explained: 
 

“Generally, the act of providing information to management concerning the 
activities of a fellow worker which would put that worker in jeopardy of 
losing his or her job constitutes conduct unbecoming a union member.  
However, the Public Review Board (PRB) has distinguished between 
spontaneously providing such information and providing information in 
response to interrogation by management.  Notably, this distinction was 
made in Henderson v. Local 659, which is the same case Brother 
Robinson cites in the August 15, 2018 charges against Appellant.”30 
  

Staff also explained that the standard for establishing conduct unbecoming a member 
requires “either a culpable intent to injure recognized interests of the Union or its 
members or a disregard of such interests so flagrant as to be willful and wanton.”31  
Quoting, Comley v. Noble, 1 PRB 347, 349 (1965). 
 
 Having set forth these general principles, staff concluded: 
 

“In the instant case, Appellant was called into the office and questioned by 
management about a physical altercation between two other employees 
(one of whom happened to be her husband).  When management 
questioned her and requested information she had in her possession, 
Appellant answered honestly and provided the requested information.  By 
responding to management’s interrogation in this manner, Appellant did 
not demonstrate culpable intent to injure the interests of the Union or 
another member.” 
 

During the appeal process, the PRB asked the International Union to identify the basis 
for the conclusion that Roehl-Wickingson provided information solely in response to 
interrogation by management.  In response, the International stated that this conclusion 
was based upon Roehl-Wickingson’s appeal submission to the IEB.32  Staff found that 
the appeal should be granted.  The IEB adopted the staff’s report as its decision.33  
President Jones provided Roehl-Wickingson with a copy of the IEB decision on January 
16, 2019. 
 

On February 5, 2019, Local 31 sent a letter to Robinson advising that the IEB 
had granted Roehl-Wickingson’s appeal.34  By letter dated March 2, 2019, Robinson 
requested that the Local provide him with a copy of the IEB decision in order to prepare 

 
30 Record, p. 35.  The August 15, 2018 charges were brought by Pitts, Addie, and Barnhart. 
31 Record, p. 36. 
32 Record, p. 185. 
33 Record, p. 32. 
34 Record, p. 53. 
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his statement of reasons for an appeal.35  Robinson filed an appeal to the PRB which 
was received by the International President’s office on March 7, 2019.36 

 
ARGUMENT 

A. Charles Robinson: 
 

The charges that I submitted against Roehl-Wickingson fulfilled all requirements 
under Article 31 of the UAW International Constitution.  I would refer the Board to the 
documentary evidence submitted with my charges.  I intend to provide additional 
arguments in support of my appeal when I have obtained a copy of the IEB decision 
granting Roehl-Wickingson’s appeal. 

 
B. International Union, UAW: 
 
The charging members rely on Henderson v. Local 659, 10 PRB 348 (1999) to 

support their charges.  However, as the IEB decision explains, that case actually 
supports Roehl-Wickingson.  In Henderson, the PRB distinguished between cases 
where information is provided to management “spontaneously” as opposed to “in 
response to interrogation by management.”  The PRB was careful to note that, even if it 
is conduct unbecoming a union member to “snitch to management” on a fellow union 
member, “[t]his would not apply to instances where issues of safety or health are 
involved.” 

 
Although Robinson and the other charging members allege that Roehl-

Wickingson “voluntarily” provided information to the Company, they do nothing to refute 
the fact that she provided the information in response to interrogation by the Company.  
Further, this case involves health and safety because it relates to an allegedly violent 
confrontation in the workplace. 

 
In addition, Robinson’s charges alleging that Roehl-Wickingson voluntarily 

provided information to management were not supported by substantial direct evidence 
nor corroborated by a witness.  The charges listed the names of two witnesses.  
However, there was no statement or evidence provided in support of this charge.  The 
charges filed by members Pitts, Addie, and Barnhart identified Robinson as the witness 
to the voluntary exchange.  In her appeal to the IEB, Roehl-Wickingson rebutted the 
allegations that she voluntarily provided information to management in her explanation 
of the investigatory meeting on June 29, 2018. 

 
C. Rebuttal by Charles Robinson: 

 
In Comley v. Noble, 1 PRB 347, 349 (1965), the PRB set forth the standard of 

“culpable intent” for establishing conduct unbecoming a member.  A person is culpable 
if he or she causes a negative event and (1) the act was intentional, (2) the act and its 

 
35 Record, p. 54. 
36 Record, p. 55. 
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consequences could have been controlled, and (3) the person provides no excuse or 
justification for the action.  

 
It is more likely than not that Roehl-Wickingson made the anonymous call to the 

GM Awareline.  In a text to her husband on May 17, 2018, the date of the alleged 
incident, Roehl-Wickingson indicated that she wanted to go to management regarding 
the matter.  The caller also showed bias in favor of Wickingson and against me because 
the caller expressed the view that I alone should be reprimanded despite stating that 
Wickingson knocked my hat off.  In addition, Roehl-Wickingson was in a position to 
know that I had not been reprimanded due to her position as an appointed 
representative. 

 
Roehl-Wickingson gave information due to an interrogation by management, but 

that is only part of the story.  Roehl-Wickingson had previously stated in the presence of 
two appointed representatives that she wanted me gone.  Roehl-Wickingson also had 
knowledge that Plant Manager Bill Kohanick resented previously agreeing to give me 
my job back on March 17, 2017. 

 
Had it not been for Roehl-Wickingson voluntarily handing over copies of the texts 

between herself and her husband, I would still be in the plant fighting for my brothers 
and sisters.  There are numerous discrepancies in the Awareline report, the text 
messages, and Wickingson’s interview with management.  Due to these discrepancies, 
management lacked proper grounds to terminate me and I deny ever having a physical 
altercation at work at any point during my 20 years at GM. 

 
Roehl-Wickingson and Wickingson are friends and political allies of Dwayne 

Hawkins, Shop Chairman.  Hawkins and Local President Daniel Kandlbinder made the 
decision to appoint Roehl-Wickingson as Joint Activities Representative.  I was critical 
of the appointment on numerous occasions at union meetings, which infuriated 
Hawkins, Kandlbinder, Roehl-Wickingson, and Wickingson.  This provides motive for 
the actions taken against me. 

 
The IEB ruled in favor of Roehl-Wickingson’s appeal stating that I failed to satisfy 

the requirements of Article 31, §3(c).  I believe that Roehl-Wickingson’s actions and 
statements prior to and during management’s “interrogation” were without question 
conduct unbecoming a member.  I believe that this should be a matter for the Local 
membership to decide.37 

 

 
37 By letter dated May 6, 2019, Roehl-Wickingson objected to the inclusion of Robinson’s rebuttal 
statement and additional attachments in the Record of this case.  At a meeting of the above panel on 
June 7, 2019, the PRB considered the objection and concluded that it should be denied.  As a general 
matter, the PRB liberally includes materials submitted on appeal into the Record.  The decision to include 
materials in the Record does not imply that the PRB attaches any particular weight to the submission or 
even deems the materials to be relevant. 
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DISCUSSION 
 

 Article 31, §3 states that “[u]pon charges being submitted, it is mandatory that a 
trial be held unless the charges are withdrawn by the accuser or considered by the 
Union to be improper under this Article.”  Article 31 directs the Local Union Executive 
Board to review the charges and consider them improper if any of the criteria set forth in 
§3(a) through (e) are not satisfied: 
 

(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 other 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). 

 
“The rule is well-established that in making this determination, the Local Executive 
Board should assume that all of the allegations contained in the charge are true.”  
Torres v. UAW Local Union 594 Executive Board, 13 PRB 592, 595 (2007).  As stated 
in Article 31, §3(2) of the Interpretations of the Constitution of the International Union: 
 

“Article 31 charges are procedurally reviewed by local executive boards to 
determine if they are proper or improper pursuant to the sub-sections of 
Section 3.  Charges are to be reviewed, as submitted, based on their 
specific content.  No investigation is required or proper.  The addition of 
Section 3(e) at the 32nd Constitutional Convention requiring substantial 
direct evidence as well as the evidence of at least one (1) corroborating 
witness does not change the historical method of review.” 
 

In evaluating criteria (a) through (d), the Local Executive Board must consider only the 
language of the actual charges and no extraneous material.  Torres, 13 PRB at 595.  If 
these four criteria are satisfied, the Local Executive Board should proceed to consider 
whether the requirements of Article 31, §3(e) have been met.  
 
 Section 3(e) was added to the International Constitution based on the PRB’s 
recommendation in Cain and Dennis v. Local Union 862 Executive Board, 9 PRB 407 
(1997).  The provision is intended “to provide a tool for eliminating artfully drafted 
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charges which, while technically satisfying the requirements of Article 31, §3(a) through 
(d), of the Constitution, [are] nevertheless wholly untrue.”  Parker v. UAW Local Union 
1248 Executive Board, 12 PRB 461, 469 (2004).  As the PRB has emphasized in past 
decisions, §3(e) is a fairly minimal standard intended only “to weed out charges lacking 
tangible corroboration in the real world.”  Torres, 13 PRB at 596; see also Otto v. Local 
Union 1292 Executive Board, 13 PRB 877, 887 (2008) (Section 3(e) “has the narrow 
function of weeding out artfully drafted charges which lack any tangible corroboration in 
the real world”).  “It is not intended to invest the Local Executive Board with authority to 
rule on the reliability or sufficiency of the evidence to support the charges; that is still 
exclusively the role of the trial committee.”  Torres, 13 PRB at 596.  In determining 
whether the standard is satisfied, the Local Executive Board is to consider documentary 
evidence and statements submitted in support of the charges but does not engage in 
any further investigation. 
 

The focus of this appeal is whether Local 31’s Executive Board correctly applied 
these standards in evaluating the charges against Roehl-Wickingson and determining to 
move forward with the trial process.  No party has claimed that the charges do not 
satisfy the requirements of Article 31, §3(a), (b), or (d), nor do we see any grounds to 
support such a claim on the Record before us.  Therefore, the question narrows to 
whether the Local Executive Board correctly found that the charges meet the criteria of 
Article 31, §3(c) and (e).  

 
We turn first to the requirements under §3(c).  Assuming that the allegations 

contained in the charges are true and confining the analysis to the charges themselves, 
the Local Executive Board correctly concluded that the act complained of, if proved, 
could sustain a charge of conduct unbecoming a member.  The charges assert that 
Roehl-Wickingson voluntarily provided information to management which ultimately led 
to Robinson’s discharge for fighting in the workplace.  Such a claim in itself is sufficient 
to sustain a charge of conduct unbecoming a member.38  The PRB has held in prior 
decisions that volunteering information to management which jeopardizes the job of a 
fellow employee can constitute conduct unbecoming a member.  See Henderson v. 
Local Union 659, 10 PRB 348 (1999); Boyle v. Local Union 157, 2 PRB 445 (1977).  

 
As the IEB emphasized in its decision, the PRB has drawn a distinction between 

voluntarily providing information to management and providing information in response 

 
38 The charges against Roehl-Wickingson emphasize that she serves as an appointed UAW-General 
Motors Joint Activities Representative (JAR).  Record, p. 33.  In response to questions from the PRB, the 
International Union explained that a JAR’s duties involve facilitating training and travel for other union 
representatives appointed to a variety of joint labor/management committees.  Record, p. 185.  The JAR 
does not assist members with problems that could lead to discipline or dismissal.  Given the nature of the 
JAR’s duties, we do not believe that Roehl-Wickingson’s position as an appointed representative has any 
particular relevance to the analysis under Article 31, §3 of the charges against her since it does not 
appear that she was acting in a representative capacity when she provided information to management.  
See Dunn v. Local Union 723, PRB Case No. 1755, p. 17 (Nov. 14, 2016).  That said, we do not preclude 
the possibility that the Trial Committee may find Roehl-Wickingson’s union activities relevant to its 
assessment of the charges against her. 
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to interrogation by management.  Certainly, we recognize that an employee is obligated 
to provide full and truthful information when questioned by management at the risk of 
discipline for failing to do so.  But the charges here allege that Roehl-Wickingson 
volunteered information in the course of an on-going investigation by management, not 
that she simply provided information when required to do so by the Company.  It is 
further alleged that management did not move forward with disciplinary charges until 
several weeks into the investigation after Roehl-Wickingson handed over incriminating 
text messages, resulting in the termination of Robinson shortly thereafter.  Accepting 
these allegations as true, which we must, they are sufficient to state a claim of conduct 
unbecoming a member. 

 
When reviewing charges under the Article 31, §3 criteria, the standards for the 

IEB are the same as for the Local Executive Board.  Therefore, the IEB must assume 
that the information in the charges is true and no further investigation is required or 
proper.  The IEB stated the standards to be applied properly in its decision, but 
nevertheless failed to fully adhere to these principles when it considered information 
beyond that contained in the charges.  In overturning the Local Executive Board’s 
determination, the IEB erroneously relied upon the representations made by Roehl-
Wickingson in her appeal submission.  On appeal, Roehl-Wickingson denied 
volunteering information to management and asserted that she had been called into the 
office instead.  She maintained that she only provided information in response to 
questioning by management and was requested to provide evidence in her possession.  
In deciding to set the charges aside, the IEB credited Roehl-Wickingson’s refutation of 
the allegations against her.  In so doing, the IEB failed to confine its review to the 
charges themselves.  Instead, the IEB proceeded to make factual findings based upon 
Roehl-Wickingson’s assertions, essentially deciding that Roehl-Wickingson’s version of 
events was more credible than the version offered by her accusers.  

 
Whether or not Roehl-Wickingson voluntarily provided information to 

management, as alleged, is the central factual issue in this case.  It is the sole province 
of the Local Trial Committee to find the facts, not the Local Executive Board, the IEB, or 
the PRB.  Ultimately, the Trial Committee may find that there is insufficient evidence to 
support the charges. Or the Committee may credit Roehl-Wickingson’s denials and any 
additional evidence she may provide over any testimony and evidence which might be 
offered by her accusers.  Under the International Constitution, however, the Trial 
Committee alone is charged with weighing the evidence and making any credibility 
determinations.  The Constitution reserves these functions for the Trial Committee for 
good reason because the Committee is best positioned to judge the credibility of 
witnesses based upon their demeanor while testifying and in response to questioning. 

 
On appeal, the International Union also argues that the charges do not sustain a 

claim of conduct unbecoming a member because this case, arising from an allegedly 
violent confrontation in the workplace, involves issues of safety or health. In raising this 
argument, the International Union relies upon a footnote from our decision in Henderson 
v. Local Union 659.  There, we noted that providing information to management 
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voluntarily might not constitute conduct unbecoming a member in “instances where 
issues of safety or health are involved.”  10 PRB at 354 n.11.  

 
Although we recognized an exception in Henderson for matters involving safety 

and health, we did not have occasion in that case, and have not had an opportunity 
since, to address fully the scope of such an exception.  We believe that the International 
Union’s position would apply this exception too broadly in the instant case.  We fully 
agree that violence in the workplace is abhorrent, and we understand that management 
was shown cell-phone photographs of facial injuries alleged to have resulted from a 
workplace altercation. But we cannot subscribe to the view that when a dispute involves 
an alleged physical altercation, this necessarily creates an exception to conduct 
unbecoming a member. 

 
Most significantly, assuming that the charges are true and confining our analysis 

to the charging documents, we cannot conclude definitively that this case involves 
safety and health concerns.  In recognizing an exception for safety and health in 
Henderson, the PRB did not create an exception to the rule that charges are taken as 
true and evaluated without further investigation for purposes of Article 31, §3.  Here, the 
charges filed by Pitts, Addie, and Barnhart assert that Robinson denied getting in a fight 
when questioned by management.  Robinson’s charges themselves concede nothing 
with regard to whether or not a fight actually occurred.  Thus, on the face of the charges 
alone, it cannot be established that a threat to safety and health existed which would 
justify volunteering information to management regarding a fellow union member.  

 
Under such circumstances, it should be left to the Local Trial Committee to 

determine in the first instance whether or not Roehl-Wickingson provided information to 
management due to safety and health concerns and, if so, whether those concerns 
provide sufficient justification in the case at hand.  Such a determination necessarily 
rests upon factual findings which only the Trial Committee is authorized to make under 
the Constitution.  See Sonnier v. International President, UAW, 13 PRB 391, 400 (2007) 
(“Whether [the accused’s] behavior was justified by circumstances not stated in the 
charge would be a question for the Trial Committee.”) 

 
Having determined that the charges satisfy the requirements of §3(c), we next 

examine whether the Local Executive Board properly determined that the requirements 
of §3(e) were also met.  As discussed above, the purpose of §3(e) is to establish that 
charges have tangible corroboration in the real world, as opposed to resting wholly on 
fabricated claims.  It is not intended that the Local Executive Board weigh the 
sufficiency or reliability of the evidence offered in support of the charges.  Here, the 
charges along with the documents attached in support satisfy this standard.  It is clear 
from these materials that the charges relate to real events, i.e. a report to management 
regarding an altercation, followed by management’s investigation of the report, the 
provision of certain text messages to management by Roehl-Wickingson, and ultimately 
Robinson’s discharge.  In his charges, Robinson named two corroborating witness, 
Omar Williams and Dwayne Hawkins.  Both are identified as union representatives, and 
it is claimed that they were present during management’s investigative interviews and 
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had access to documents related to the investigation, including the text messages at 
issue.  The charges filed by Pitts, Addie, and Barnhart claim that Robinson himself is a 
witness to Roehl-Wickingson voluntarily providing text messages to management.  
Again, the determination as to whether charges are proper under §3(e) does not involve 
weighing the evidence offered.  Therefore, in finding that the charges meet this 
threshold requirement, we do not express any view as to whether the evidence offered 
will ultimately prove reliable or otherwise sufficient to sustain the charges.  It is the Local 
Trial Committee’s task to make those determinations. 

 
In response to written questions from the PRB, the International Union asserted 

for the first time during this appeal that the charges lacked substantial direct evidence or 
sufficient witness corroboration.39  Specifically, the International Union argues that the 
charges are deficient because they were not accompanied by witness statements.  In 
past decisions, however, the PRB has indicated that charges need not be supported by 
affidavits or other formal witness statements, especially if other documents submitted in 
support of the charges serve to substantiate them.  See Alejandro v. Local Union 2244, 
13 PRB 849, 871 (2008); Christensen v. UAW Local Union 2071, 14 PRB 563, 574 
(2010).  We note that §3(e) of the Constitution does not specify that charges must be 
accompanied by a witness statement, only that the accuser present “evidence of at 
least one (1) corroborating witness.”  

 
The International Union also argues that the evidence submitted in support of the 

charges is insufficient to demonstrate that Roehl-Wickingson acted voluntarily, 
especially in the face of her denials on appeal.  This argument misconceives the 
analysis under §3(e).  The inquiry is whether there is substantial direct evidence to 
support the charges, not whether there is sufficient evidence to withstand the accused’s 
rebuttal.  Section 3(e) is not intended to supplant the trial process, but only to ensure 
that the Local is not required to proceed on the basis of charges “lacking any tangible 
corroboration in the real world.” Torres, 13 PRB at 596; Otto, 13 PRB at 887. 

 
In this case, the charges and supporting materials provide more than just the 

bare allegation that Roehl-Wickingson acted voluntarily.  Most notably, in the text 
message exchange with Wickingson immediately following the alleged altercation, 
Roehl-Wickingson offers to go to management regarding the incident, only to be told by 
her husband that he did not want his wife involved.  The charges also point to the timing 
of Roehl-Wickingson’s provision of the text messages to management which occurred 
several weeks after the investigation commenced as supportive of the charge that she 
acted voluntarily.  In addition, the charging parties claim that Roehl-Wickingson works in 
close proximity to the offices of the Company’s labor relations personnel, drawing the 
inference that she had easy access to management.  Again, whether the evidence is 

 
39 In her submission to the IEB, Roehl-Wickingson argued that the charges against her were not 
supported by substantial direct evidence or statements from corroborating witnesses as required under 
§3(e).  Record, p. 28.  The IEB, however, based its decision solely on §3(c) and did not address the 
requirements of §3(e). 



PRB CASE NO. 1795  Page 15. 

 
 
ultimately sufficient to sustain the charges is not for us to say, but a sufficient showing 
has been made to allow the charges to proceed to trial. 

 
Lastly, the International appears to question whether the individuals named as 

corroborating witnesses can provide competent evidence based on personal 
knowledge.  As the PRB has indicated in several past decisions, review under §3(e) 
does not involve the evaluation of the quality or reliability of the evidence offered to 
corroborate the charges.  Otto, 13 PRB at 887.  Thus, “the question whether evidence 
amounts to hearsay is one for the Trial Committee.”  Alejandro, 13 PRB at 871. 

 
For all these reasons, we conclude that the charges are proper under the criteria 

of Article 31, §3(a)-(e).  The IEB’s decision granting Roehl-Wickingson’s appeal must be 
set aside.  Accordingly, we reinstate the Local Executive Board’s determination that the 
charges are proper and may proceed before a Local Trial Committee. 

 
 It is so ordered. 




