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 The Public Review Board (PRB) considers whether this appeal is moot given that 
Regional Director Rich Rankin is no longer employed by the UAW and International 
Serving Representative Jason Barlow has been reassigned. 
 

FACTS 
 

UAW Local Union 2213 represents approximately 900 registered nurses (RNs) 
employed by St. Vincent Mercy Medical Center (SVMMC) in Toledo, Ohio.  The RNs first 
joined the UAW 20 years ago as a unit of Amalgamated Local Union 12.  In 2014, Local 
2213 was separately chartered.  Local 2213 is within the jurisdiction of UAW Region 2B.  
Appellant Susan Pratt is the Local President and Unit Chairperson.  Appellant Sharon 
Maxcy is the Local Recording Secretary and a member of the bargaining committee.   
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 In June 2017, Rich Rankin became the Director of Region 2B.1  In August 2018, 
Rankin assigned Jason Barlow as the International Servicing Representative for Local 
2213.2 
 
 In 2018, Local 2213 began negotiations with SVMMC for a successor bargaining 
agreement.3  After a year, the parties had still not reached an agreement.  Local 2213 
declared a work stoppage on May 6, 2019.  The strike ended on June 12, 2019.4 
 
 On November 9, 2019, Pratt and Maxcy sent a letter to the International Executive 
Board (IEB).5  The letter raised numerous complaints, mostly centered on the conduct of 
Rankin and Barlow.  The complaints included allegations of hostile and gender-biased 
statements and conduct directed toward Appellants and other Local 2213 members.  
Appellants also complained about Barlow’s conduct during contract negotiations, 
including the allegation that he obtained a job for his wife (who is a nurse) at SVMMC 
during negotiations.  They alleged that he had mishandled several grievances, including 
both terminations and contract matters.  The letter raised issues related to the strike, 
including the failure of the International Union to forward strike donations to the Local.  
Appellants also alleged that the International Union’s 2018 audit of the Local was 
improperly motivated.  In the conclusion to their letter, Appellants requested the following 
relief: 
 

“We demand that Jason Barlow be removed from servicing our local union, 
and that the international spare other TOP units of the same treatment by 
prohibiting him from representing bargaining units that are majority female.  
Mr. Barlow and Mr. Rankin have demonstrated their animus and hostility 
toward our membership and the leadership of our local union.  We therefore 
respectfully ask to be taken out of their jurisdiction and placed under the 
jurisdiction of another region or department of the international union.”6 
 

In December 2019 and January 2020, Appellants submitted additional complaints to the 
International Union regarding various grievances withdrawn by Barlow.7 
 

In order to address the large number of allegations raised in an organized fashion, 
the President’s staff compiled a numbered list consisting of 54 complaints.  Number 53, 
concerning Barlow’s handling of various grievances, was further broken down into 
subparts (a)-(s), with each individual grievance matter addressed as a different subpart.  

  
The President’s office proceeded to investigate all the complaints.  On December 

16-18, 2019, the President’s staff interviewed Appellants and other Local officers and 

 
1 Record, p. 435. 
2 Record, p. 2. 
3 Record, p. 1. 
4 Record, p. 435. 
5 Record, pp. 6-14. 
6 Record, p. 14. 
7 Record, pp. 16-17, 380. 
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members at the Local’s offices in Toledo, Ohio.8  In conjunction with these interviews, 
Appellants submitted numerous documents in support of their appeal, which were 
designated as Exhibits 2 through 83.    Staff also interviewed International officers and 
employees.9  After the interviews were conducted, staff sent follow-up questions to 
Appellants.  The follow-up questions were focused primarily upon establishing dates for 
the events forming the basis of the complaints contained in Appellants’ November 9, 2019 
letter.   

 
While the investigation of this appeal was ongoing, in December 2019, the 

International Union engaged a law firm to investigate allegations of sexual harassment, 
discrimination, and retaliation made against Rankin by a Region 2B employee.10  On 
March 30, 2020, the IEB voted to bring Article 30 charges against Rankin.  At the same 
time, the IEB also suspended Rankin from office pending trial on the charges.  Rankin 
ultimately resigned from office on August 4, 2020, just before his union trial was scheduled 
to commence.11 

 
On January 27, 2020, the International Union terminated Barlow’s employment, in 

part, due to evidence uncovered during the investigation of this appeal.12  The UAW Staff 
Council filed a grievance contesting Barlow’s termination.13 

 
On February 25, 2020, the Local submitted its response to the follow-up questions 

from the International President’s office.14  The responses indicated that many of the 
incidents described in the complaint letter dated November 9, 2019 occurred months or 
even years earlier.  Accordingly, on February 25, 2020, Pratt and Maxcy also submitted 
a request to the International President that he exercise his authority under Article 33, 
§4(d) to waive time limits with respect to their appeal.15  They argued that all the incidents 
of misconduct complained about should be considered to determine whether Rankin and 
others violated the UAW Ethical Practices Codes or engaged in conduct unbecoming a 
union member. 

 
The International President’s office issued a letter on March 3, 2020, determining 

that 40 of the 54 complaints contained in the November 9, 2019 appeal letter were 
untimely and could not be considered.16  In a few instances, the President’s office found 
that Appellants could not provide a date for the incident in question and, accordingly, 
found that Appellants had failed to meet their burden of establishing timeliness with 
respect to those complaints.  Pratt and Maxcy appealed the untimeliness determination 

 
8 Record, p. 386. 
9 Record, p. 386. 
10 Record, p. 447. 
11 Record, p. 447. 
12 Record, p. 442. 
13 Record, p. 549. 
14 Record, pp. 388-394. 
15 Record, pp. 395-396. 
16 Record, pp. 397-398.  The complaints determined to be untimely were: 1-7, 9-11, 13-22, 24-25, 27-30, 
32-35, 39-41, 43-44, 46-47, and 50-52. 
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to the IEB on April 1, 2020.17  They raised the same arguments advanced in support of 
their request for a waiver of the time limits. 

 
In the meantime, Administrative Assistant to the President, Tony Feyers, continued 

to meet with Pratt and investigate the complaints that were not dismissed as untimely, 
particularly those related to the handling of various grievances.18  On July 7, 2020, the 
President’s office conducted a meeting with Pratt at which several of her complaints were 
resolved, specifically Nos. 8, 12, 23, 26, 31, 36, 37, 38, and 45.  In addition, by email 
dated July 8, 2020, Pratt withdrew several of the complaints related to Barlow’s handling 
of grievances, specifically Nos. 53(a), 53(b), 53(d), 53(h), 53(i), and 53(m).19  Pratt 
previously withdrew complaint No. 53(g) by email dated June 3, 2020.20 

 
On September 3, 2020, Feyers sent a letter to Pratt addressing issues raised in 

the November 9, 2019 which were characterized as “member concerns.”21  Feyers 
explained that other issues that “were, or could arguably be construed as, appeals under 
Article 33 of the UAW International Constitution” would be addressed separately in a 
decision from the IEB.22  As a general response to the member concerns, Feyers wrote: 

 
“The UAW President’s Office appreciates you bringing these issues to our 
attention.  In large part because of the evidence uncovered during the 
investigation [of] your allegations, the UAW International Union terminated 
Barlow’s employment effective January 27, 2020.  This action had the effect 
of removing him from acting as the servicing representative for UAW Local 
Union 2213, which is one of the key items sought in the local union’s appeal 
and member concerns.  Accordingly, we consider many of your allegations 
to have been remedied by Barlow’s removal and termination.”23 
 
The letter also described the events leading to Rankin’s resignation from office.  

Feyers concluded: “Rankin’s resignation removes most of the concerns you have 
raised.”24  The letter also addressed each complaint identified as a member concern 
individually.  In most instances, the letter concluded that the concern was moot in light of 
Barlow’s removal and/or Rankin’s resignation.  All of the complaints designated as 
member concerns were previously determined to be untimely in the letter issued by the 
International President’s office on March 3, 2020. 

 
The IEB issued its decision on October 1, 2020, adopting the report prepared by 

the International President’s staff.  The IEB decision affirmed the decision from the 
International President’s office finding that most of Appellants’ complaints were untimely.  

 
17 Record, pp. 399-400. 
18 Record, pp. 401-402, 406, 417-418. 
19 Record, p. 416. 
20 Record, p. 403. 
21 Record, pp. 421-432.  The complaints designated as member concerns were: 1, 3, 11, 19, 21, 22, 24, 
25, 27-29, 32, 33, 35, 39, 43, and 44. 
22 Record, p. 421. 
23 Record, p. 422. 
24 Record, p. 422. 
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However, the decision also recognized that the appeal raised a “number of serious 
allegations” and that the “International Union has taken important steps that, in many 
respects, remedy the complaints made by the local union.”25  The decision specifically 
addressed each complaint not previously addressed as a member concern, discussing 
both the timeliness and merits of each allegation. 

 
In terms of the allegations of hostile and gender-based statements and conduct by 

Rankin and Barlow, the IEB found these claims to be untimely, but also addressed them 
more substantively, noting the serious nature of the charges.  Regarding an allegation 
that Rankin tried to enter the room of a Local 2213 member at the Walter and May Reuther 
Family Education Center in 2014, the IEB found that witness accounts of the event 
differed in terms of Rankin’s motivations.26  In response to this and other claims of 
harassing conduct, the IEB explained that charges had been brought against Rankin as 
a result of other reports of sexual harassment, and that he had resigned from the UAW.27  
In terms of Pratt’s allegation that Barlow had sent a threatening and degrading email, the 
IEB concluded that the content of the email did not support Appellant’s characterization.28 

 
The allegations regarding Barlow’s conduct during contract negotiations centered 

around his statement to management at the negotiating table that his wife was seeking a 
position with the medical center.  The IEB found that this event occurred a year before 
any appeal was filed and, therefore, was untimely.29  The IEB, however, emphasized the 
seriousness of the allegation as a potential violation of the UAW’s Ethical Practices Codes 
and Section 302 of the Labor Management Relations Act.  It was further explained that 
Barlow had been terminated largely as a result of the investigation of Appellants’ claims.30 

 
The IEB also addressed Appellant’s various claims that Barlow had mishandled 

grievances.  The IEB explained that many of these complaints were untimely.31  
Nevertheless, as of the time when the decision was issued, the International Union was 
continuing to address many of the grievance complaints in conjunction with the Local.32  
The IEB explained that those matters would be addressed at a later date if not 
satisfactorily resolved.  The decision also noted that Pratt had withdrawn her claims with 
respect to several individual grievances during the course of the investigation by the 
President’s office.33  Lastly, the IEB specifically addressed the matter of Grievance No. 
18-030, which the President’s office had ordered to be reinstated on August 28, 2019.  
The decision clarified that the reinstatement order was not intended to imply that the Local 

 
25 Record, p. 437. 
26 Record, p. 447. 
27 Record, pp. 446-447. 
28 Record, p. 446.  The email in question is included in the Record at page 208.  It is a communication from 
Barlow to management regarding several grievances, in which he claims not to have received grievance 
files from the Local.  The email does not contain any threatening or degrading language.   
29 Record, p. 441. 
30 Record, p. 442. 
31 Record, pp. 452-453. 
32 Record, pp. 457-459. 
33 Record, pp. 458-459. 
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had failed to provide necessary information about the grievance and that further 
investigation had shown that the Local had provided the needed information.34 

 
The IEB decision specifically addressed Appellants’ complaints regarding strike 

benefits and donations, despite finding the complaints untimely because the strike ended 
on June 12, 2019.  The IEB explained that the International Union was continuing to work 
with the Local to determine if any strike benefits were still owed to members and had 
provided a process for members to submit vouchers to the International Union for 
reimbursement.35  With respect to strike donations, the International Union acted as 
custodian of those funds pursuant to UAW Administrative Letter, Vol. 36, No. 4.  On 
November 21, 2019, the Local adopted a plan for the distribution of those funds.  As a 
result, the International Union transmitted $18,396, the total amount of strike donations, 
to the Local for distribution.  In light of these facts, the IEB considered the matter 
resolved.36 

 
Lastly, the IEB discussed the complaints relating to the International Union’s 2018 

audit of Local 2213.  The IEB explained that the International Union tries to audit all local 
unions every three to five years.  Local 2213 became separately chartered in 2014 and 
was audited in 2018 consistent with the Auditing Department’s usual practices.37  The 
IEB also rejected Appellants’ claim that the audit had incorrectly identified certain 
expenditures, such as business cards and t-shirts, as impermissible.  Overall, no 
evidence was found of animus or bad motive in connection with the 2018 audit.38 

 
Not long after the issuance of the IEB decision, on October 12, 2020, the 

International Union reinstated Jason Barlow pursuant to a settlement reached with his 
union, the UAW Staff Council.39  Barlow was reinstated without backpay to his former 
position as an International Representative.  As a condition of his reinstatement, however, 
he is not permitted to service Local 2213.  The decision to reinstate Barlow, pursuant to 
a grievance settlement was made by the UAW President’s Office, in consultation with the 
Union’s Human Resources and Legal Departments. The decision was based upon an 
assessment of the International Union’s chance of prevailing at arbitration.  The 
International Union explains its reasoning as follows: 

 
“Barlow was terminated due to an allegation that he attempted to obtain a 
job with St. Vincent Mercy Medical Center (‘SVMMC’) for his wife, during 
bargaining of a new contract with that employer.  Barlow denied that he had 
done so; however, during the grievance process, Staff Council also pointed 
to mitigating factors including that: (a) his wife already worked for the same 
parent employer at another hospital; (b) SVMMC had a nursing shortage 
and was actively and publicly recruiting for nurses; and (c) Barlow’s wife 

 
34 Record, pp. 451-452. 
35 Record, p. 450. 
36 Record, p. 450. 
37 Record, p. 445. 
38 Record, pp. 445, 451. 
39 Record, 549. 
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had positive performance evaluations at the employer’s other hospital, was 
plainly qualified for the position, and would have gotten the job regardless 
of whether he made a request that SVMMC hire her or not.  In addition to 
these undisputed facts, Staff Council emphasized that the Local Union’s 
witnesses’ statements did not fully align, were generally not dated, and did 
not precisely identify the alleged date that Barlow made the statement.  For 
these reasons, the International Union concluded that an arbitrator might 
find that Barlow’s termination exceeded just cause and order him 
reinstated.”40 
 

ARGUMENT 
 

A. Susan Pratt and Sharon Maxcy: 
 
We are appealing the handling of all our complaints to the PRB.  We have 

repeatedly requested to be heard and believe that our concerns have been marginalized.  
The response of the International President’s office portrays the issues raised by Local 
2213 through the appeal process as mere personality conflicts.  The charges and appeals 
filed were against individuals representing the UAW International Union and their 
behavior should not be tolerated, minimized, or excused. 

 
B: International Union, UAW: 
 

The IEB and President’s Office appropriately handled Appellants’ complaints.  
While the majority of the appealable issues raised in Appellants’ November 9, 2019 letter 
were untimely, contrary to Appellants’ claim that their complaints were “marginalized,” the 
record demonstrates that the International Union took their allegations seriously and 
performed a thorough investigation.  Moreover, the relief sought in Appellants’ appeal has 
been granted.  Since January 2020, Barlow has been removed from servicing Local 2213, 
and since March 2020, Rankin has not acted as the Director of Region 2B.41   Accordingly, 
despite technically denying most of the issues raised in their appeal as untimely, 
Appellants’ appeal was, in actuality, resolved in the manner that they requested at the 
outset. 

 
In addition to providing Appellants with the relief they sought, the IEB’s decision 

on their appeals also expressly sustained their claims on two of the three timely issues 
raised.  The IEB agreed with Appellants complaint No. 42 that strike donations made 
during the Local’s 2019 strike and held by the International Union should be -- and were 
-- disbursed to the Local, and in issue No. 48 that Grievance 18-030 should be reinstated, 
even clarifying that an earlier decision on that Grievance was not intended to imply that 
the Local had failed to provide necessary information to the servicing representative.  
Only one timely issue addressed in the IEB’s decision, No. 54, was denied.  Far from 

 
40 Record, p. 549. 
41 The International Union’s position statement submitted to the PRB on December 14, 2020 does not reflect 
the fact that Barlow was reinstated on October 12, 2020. 
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giving that allegation short shrift, the IEB gave a clear and reasonable explanation for why 
it was denying the complaint, specifically, that the evidence presented by Appellants did 
not support the allegation, and that, to the extent the Local was taking issue with the 
contractual grievance procedure, the language had been ratified by the membership. 

 
Likewise, the letter from the President’s Office, thoughtfully and appropriately 

addressed Appellants’ other concerns.  As with their appeals, these allegations were 
primarily centered on Barlow and Rankin, and the relief that Appellants demanded was 
the same -- not having to work with or be under the jurisdiction of Barlow or Rankin.  Given 
that that relief was granted, most of these issues resolved in Appellants’ favor.  And, to 
the extent that Barlow’s termination and/or Rankin’s resignation did not clearly resolve 
the issue, the President’s Office provided clear explanation and reasoning for how they 
viewed those issues, citing to the evidence provided by Appellants and collected from the 
International Union. 

 
In their appeal to this Board, Appellants vaguely complain about the International 

Union’s handling of their allegations, but they do not provide any detail on how or why 
they believe their complaints were inadequately or improperly addressed.  Rather, they 
tacitly suggest that the International Union is tolerating bad behavior by its representatives 
by marginalizing their complaints and excusing impropriety.  To the contrary, however, 
the International Union acted with respect to both Rankin and Barlow.  Although these 
actions were not entirely connected to Appellants’ complaints, they demonstrate that the 
IEB and the International Union are not afraid to act when there is evidence of improper 
behavior by International personnel, and the end result of these actions was to give 
Appellants exactly what they sought in their appeal.  Under the circumstances, there is 
no further relief that this Board could or should grant to Appellants.  Accordingly, the IEB’s 
decision should be affirmed. 

 
C. Rebuttal by Susan Pratt: 
 

It has been recently brought to my attention that Jason Barlow has been reinstated.  
Many of the appeals and charges that my Local filed were answered by the International 
Union stating that Barlow’s employment was terminated on January 27, 2020.  We do not 
believe that the UAW International has been acting in good faith by writing several letters 
stating that Barlow was terminated when, in fact, he has been returned to his former 
position.  Now that he has returned, I question how this impacts the complaints that the 
International Union deemed “moot” because of Barlow’s termination. 

 
D. Surrebuttal by the International Union, UAW: 
 

Barlow’s reinstatement via a contractual grievance procedure is an internal 
personnel matter that does not alter the arguments made in the International Union’s 
position statement.  As explained in the position statement, the relief sought in Appellants’ 
original appeal was that Local 2213 no longer be under the jurisdiction of Rich Rankin or 
be serviced by Jason Barlow.  That relief was, and continues to be, effectively granted.  
Local 2213 is not -- and, per the settlement of his grievance, cannot be -- part of Barlow’s 
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servicing assignments.  Appellants no longer have to work or interact with him.  Moreover, 
his reinstatement has no effect on the fact that the vast majority of the items that 
Appellants raised in their appeal were untimely, or that, for the handful of items that were 
timely, the IEB either granted the appeals or failed to find sufficient evidence to sustain 
them. 

 
Appellants may be unhappy that the International Union and the UAW Staff Council 

settled Barlow’s grievance, but they do not get veto power over the International Union’s 
personnel decisions.  Furthermore, by protecting their interest in no longer working with 
Barlow, the grievance settlement demonstrates that contrary to Appellants’ claim that the 
IEB “marginalized” their complaints, the International Union has actually been very 
sensitive to them. 

 
DISCUSSION 

 
 The PRB agrees that the relief sought by Appellants effectively has been granted 
and their complaints have been addressed adequately.  Therefore, we find that this 
appeal is moot.   As a result, there is no need for the Board to address the International 
Union’s alternate argument that the appeal was untimely.  We also note that the 
International Union investigated all of Appellants’ complaints and addressed them 
substantively even though finding nearly all claims to be untimely.  For this reason, too, it 
is unnecessary for the PRB to consider the issue of timeliness.   
 
 Appellants’ most serious allegations concern the conduct of former Regional 
Director Rich Rankin.  As the International Union has explained, an investigation into 
other claims of misconduct against Rankin was initiated shortly after this appeal was filed.  
In response to the investigation findings, the IEB suspended Rankin on March 30, 2020 
and brought Article 30 charges against him.  Rankin subsequently resigned.  Although 
this process was not directly related to the Appellants’ allegations, the result insures that 
Rankin no longer exercises authority with respect to Local 2213 (or any other UAW local) 
effectively granting the relief originally requested by Appellants.  Notably, Appellants have 
not argued to the PRB that there is any further action for the International Union to take 
in regard to their claims against Rankin.   
 
 Appellants also raised substantial allegations regarding the conduct of 
International Servicing Representative Jason Barlow.  The International Union 
investigated these claims and initially decided to terminate Barlow’s employment.  
Barlow’s union grieved the termination.  The International Union then assessed its 
chances of prevailing in arbitration.  As a result, the International Union ultimately decided 
to reinstate Barlow without back pay, essentially converting the termination into an eight-
month suspension.  Most significant in terms of this appeal, the International Union 
conditioned Barlow’s reinstatement such that he is not permitted to service Local 2213.  
The PRB would expect this restriction to be a permanent condition of Barlow’s 
employment and that in the future he will not be involved with Local 2213, even incidental 
to servicing other units.  Given that Appellants’ original request was to be removed from 
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Barlow’s jurisdiction, we believe that the conditions placed upon Barlow provide adequate 
relief. 
 
 In terms of Appellants’ complaints about the International Union’s handling of strike 
benefits and donations, the IEB properly found that these matters had been resolved.  
Indeed, the Record indicates that the International Union took prompt action after 
Appellants’ submitted their appeal to make sure that all Local 2213 members could obtain 
any strike benefits to which they were entitled.  The International Union also worked 
cooperatively with the Local to facilitate the distribution of strike donations to the 
membership.  In their appeal to the PRB, Appellants have not argued that the resolution 
of these matters has been less than satisfactory. 
 
 Similarly, the Record establishes that Appellants’ complaints regarding the 
handling of various grievances have been properly addressed.  Again, Appellants have 
not asserted otherwise in this appeal.  The International Union investigated the status of 
each grievance and met with Local President Pratt on several occasions to address them.  
Many of these matters were withdrawn or resolved by the time when the IEB issued its 
decision, and the International Union committed to continue working on those matters 
which remained outstanding.    
 
 Accordingly, the decision of the IEB is affirmed and the appeal is denied. 
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