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The Public Review Board considers whether Darla Franklin’s removal from her 

appointed position as Local Joint Health and Safety Co-Chairperson violated the UAW 
Ethical Practices Codes. 

 
FACTS 

 
 Darla Franklin is employed by Stellantis (formerly FCA US LLC) at the Belvidere 
Assembly Plant in Illinois.  She is represented by UAW Local Union 1268.  Franklin served 
as a Local 1268 Joint Health and Safety Committee 1 (LJHSC) Representative.  As such, 
she was a “special purpose representative” appointed by the Department Director for the 
International Union.  She was first appointed to the LJHSC position over 20 years ago in 
2001.1 
 
 Special purpose representatives are subject to policies and procedures 
promulgated by the applicable Department Director.  The policy currently in effect for the 

 
1 Record, p. 104. 
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Stellantis Department was issued by Vice President Cindy Estrada on February 20, 
2020.2  The policy describes the responsibilities of appointed representatives.  They are 
“required to support, advance and carry-out all official policies of the International Union 
and the Local Union” and “to appropriately respond to the [Local] President when 
necessary.”3  Appointed representatives are prohibited from running for local office or 
engaging in local union politics.  Regarding the removal of special purpose 
representatives, the policy states: 
 

“Any request for the removal of a representative or alternate representative 
must be in a letter signed by the [Local] President and sent to the Vice 
President and Director of the FCA Department with a detailed reason for 
such removal. 
 
The Vice President and Director of the UAW FCA Department is solely 
responsible for making the final determination on the removal of any 
representative or alternate representative.  This decision may be based on 
the written request or an on-site investigation.”4 
 

 Over the years, the International Union has received complaints from Local 1268 
officers and members about Franklin’s performance as a representative.  In 2013, then 
Local President, George Welitchinsky, sought Franklin’s removal claiming that she had 
sided with the Company regarding the use of protective equipment while handling rotating 
shaft power tools.5  Franklin claims that Welitchinsky sought her removal in an attempt to 
have a personal friend appointed in her place.6  The removal request was denied due to 
a lack of evidence to support the allegations.7 
 

In 2018, Shop Chairperson, Tim Ferguson, requested that Welitchinsky “get 
something done” about Franklin, alleging that she had sided with management on several 
safety issues to the detriment of the membership.8  Nevertheless, Welitchinsky declined 
to request Franklin’s removal despite Ferguson’s urging, because he felt that she was 
doing her job correctly.9  In 2019, Ferguson took his concerns directly to Vice President 
Estrada during contract negotiations and in subsequent correspondence.10  However, 
Department policy only permits the Local President to request removal.11 

 
After these events, Kevin Logan became President of Local 1268.  He previously 

served nine years as Local Vice President.  On February 22, 2021, Logan met with 
Franklin at the union hall to discuss the overtime hours that she had been working as a 

 
2 Record, pp. 55-57. 
3 Record, p. 56. 
4 Record, p. 56. 
5 Record, p. 107. 
6 Record, p. 104. 
7 Record, p. 108. 
8 Record, p. 31. 
9 Record, pp. 108, 402. 
10 Record, pp. 30-31. 
11 Record, p. 56. 
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safety representative.12  He expressed the view that her hours were in excess of those 
permitted under the National Agreement, Memorandum of Understanding M-3.13  M-3 
provides that LJHSC representatives in workplaces with 600 or more employees can work 
40 hours per week in the capacity of a safety representative.14  In terms of overtime, M-3 
provides: 

 
“The Union member of the LJHSC will not be scheduled for Saturday, 
Sunday, holiday or daily overtime work except as a regular employee in 
their department and when so scheduled shall not perform their function as 
a Union member of the LJHSC; provided, however, when three hundred 
(300) or more, or more than 50% of the regular hourly work force on their 
shift/crew in a Plant/PDC of 600 or more hourly employees are scheduled 
to work during hours for which they are entitled to receive premium pay 
under either Section (86) or Section (87) of the National Production and 
Maintenance Agreement, the Union member of the LJHSC for that 
Plant/PDC will also be scheduled to work and to function as Union member 
of the LJHSC during such hours. In addition, they shall be scheduled when 
new equipment and/or major process changes are being installed or tried 
out which may affect employee safety and one hundred (100) or more of 
the employees on their shift/crew are scheduled to work.”15 
 
During her meeting with Logan, Franklin argued that the “language in the contract 

is a guideline.”16  Logan insisted that the contract spells out exactly when overtime may 
be worked in the capacity of a LJHSC representative.17  He asked Franklin to verify what 
she had been working on during certain overtime hours in December of 2020 and January 
of 2021, which she subsequently provided.18  During the meeting, he indicated that he 
would be “sending something up to be investigated.”19  He requested that Franklin refrain 
from working overtime in excess of the contract from that point forward.20 

 
 On February 24, 2021, Logan sent a letter to UAW Region 4 Servicing 
Representative Brandon Campbell requesting to have Franklin removed from her 
appointed position, based upon ten allegations of misconduct.  The first allegation was 
that Franklin had been corrupted by the Company through the receipt of overtime hours 
in excess of those permitted under the bargaining agreement.21  The second allegation 
was that Franklin had sided with the Company regarding a December 2020 incident 
involving a power vehicle operator who received points for an incident with a bicycle.22  

 
12 Record, p. 147. 
13 Record, p. 147. 
14 Record, p. 10. 
15 Record, p. 13. 
16 Record, p. 132. 
17 Record, p. 132. 
18 Record, pp. 58, 59, 132. 
19 Record, p. 147. 
20 Record, pp. 60, 147. 
21 Record, p. 106. 
22 Record, p. 106. 
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The remaining allegations concerned incidents in 2012, 2014, 2017 and 2018 in which 
Franklin was viewed as siding with the Company.23  These incidents were previously 
raised by Welitchinsky and had been investigated by the NTC.  Following this initial 
complaint, Logan also provided records showing the overtime worked by Franklin from 
2018 through 2021.24 
 
 The UAW Stellantis Department tasked International Representative Michael 
Spacil, a member of the NTC Safety Department staff, with investigating Logan’s 
complaint.  Franklin responded to Logan’s allegations in writing.25  She asserted that most 
of the allegations were previously investigated and found to lack merit.  She also defended 
her actions as consistent with the safety training provided by the Company and UAW.  
She claimed that Logan and other Local representatives were inappropriately attempting 
to play politics with safety issues.  She asserted that she had endured constant 
harassment from various Local officers over the years and described several incidents in 
which she was yelled at and accused of siding with the Company to obtain overtime.  In 
closing, she stated: 
 

“As an African American Woman in this position for over twenty (20) years, 
I have endured discriminatory behavior, slander, harassment, and bullying 
from the local union leadership.  I request that the UAW International 
leadership, advise local union leadership that Safety is not to be used as a 
political tool and advise them of their roles and responsibility when it comes 
to health and safety.”26 
 

 On April 8, 2021, Spacil made a report regarding his investigation, including his 
interviews with Logan, Ferguson, and Campbell.27  According to the report, Spacil advised 
Logan that his allegations occurred prior to the overtime evidence supplied in support of 
the complaint.  Logan committed to provide contemporaneous overtime records and 
evidence of more recent incidents involving Franklin.28  Spacil reported that Campbell 
was “thoroughly convinced that Darla’s been bought and paid for by the company by her 
working overtime not outlined in the national contract.”29  Spacil’s report did not draw any 
conclusions regarding the merits of the allegations against Franklin. 
 
 In response to Spacil’s report, Assistant Director of the NTC Safety Department 
Mark Taylor sent a letter to Vice President Estrada.30  Taylor asserted that eight of the 
ten allegations against Franklin were previously investigated by the NTC and found to be 
without merit.  He also explained that one allegation related to points issued to a forklift 
driver was currently before the NTC for a final ruling due to an impasse on the plant 
committee.  In his view, the NTC process was the proper channel to resolve the issue, 

 
23 Record, pp. 106-107. 
24 Record, pp. 62-94. 
25 Record, pp. 104-105, 132-139. 
26 Record, p. 105. 
27 Record, pp. 106-108. 
28 Record, p. 107. 
29 Record, p. 107. 
30 Record, p. 140. 
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not the removal of Franklin.  In terms of the allegation related to Franklin’s overtime, 
Taylor stated: 
 

“I have been in safety since March 2020 and as the Assistant Director to the 
NTC Safety Department, I have not received one call of concern or 
complaint regarding Darla Franklin.  Due to the lack of evidence to support 
the Local Leadership’s charges of overtime for siding with Company as a 
violation by the Safety Representative Darla Franklin, I cannot support the 
Leadership of 1268’s request to remove Darla Franklin from UAW 1268 
Health and Safety Representative.  My interpretation of the language is that 
the measures within the language [are] there as guidelines to what the union 
would be entitle too.  There is always ‘above and beyond’, which has meant 
over the years that if projects or unforeseeable requests arise, then 
management would make appropriate requests to support the business.”31 
 

 On April 28, 2021, Logan submitted additional allegations to Campbell.32  He 
recounted an incident in January 2021, when Logan had requested that Franklin let him 
know when an inspection of the plant ventilation system was scheduled so that he could 
attend.  He complained that Franklin did not respond to his request until she texted that 
the inspector was on site, and it was too late for Logan to be present.  Logan also 
complained that Franklin had inappropriately copied management personnel on emails 
regarding the same ventilation system issue, while failing to include other union members 
of the safety committee.  He asserted that he had advised Franklin many times over the 
years to include other union members of the safety committee in email correspondence, 
but she consistently disregarded this request.  During the investigation, Logan also 
provided documentation that Franklin continued to work overtime in 2021, even after he 
requested that she cease doing so in their meeting on February 22, 2021.33 
 

Campbell forwarded Logan’s additional allegations to William King, Top 
Administrative Assistant for the UAW Stellantis Department.34  Campbell reiterated 
Logan’s complaint about Franklin’s failure to include other union safety representatives in 
her email correspondence.  He explained that he had also asked her many times over the 
years to include the others but to no avail, and so would simply forward her emails to the 
others himself.35  In closing, he stated: 

 
“I believe Darla knows safety in a manufacturing setting very well, 
academically.  However, she has not displayed good judgement from the 
perspective of a UAW co-chair to the Local Joint Health and Safety 
Committee, and by her action or inaction, as the case may be, has refused 
to comply with what her uniquely important position requires.”36 

 
31 Record, p. 140. 
32 Record, pp. 147-148. 
33 Record, pp. 141-145. 
34 Record, p. 146. 
35 Record, p. 146. 
36 Record, p. 146. 
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 Franklin responded to Logan’s additional allegations in writing.37  With regard to 
the ventilation system inspection, she explained that she was not given advance notice 
regarding the timing of the inspection, only the date which she had conveyed to Logan.  
In terms of the overtime worked after meeting with Logan on February 22, 2021, she 
explained: 
 

“The schedule for a health and safety rep is very hectic.  The d-rating job 
trials are scheduled most days in Trim from 7am to 12pm and Chassis and 
Trim from 12pm to 1:30pm (minus the breaks in between).  Audits on all 
shifts, follow up on concerns on all shifts, investigations on all shifts 
(including PIV investigations), preparing reports, the audit guides, meeting, 
WCM activities, etc. are required.  Also, during the week of Feb 22, 2021 
thru the week of April 30, 2021 the plant skilled trades and the contractors 
have been preparing and installing relocated robot cells from Sterling 
Stamping and Warren Stamping in the BIW department therefore, I worked 
overtime.  I have included a copy of my calendar to show how hectic the 
schedule has been and pictures of the robot cells that were installed.”38 
 

As far as the failure to include other safety representatives on emails, Franklin denied 
that she was ever told to copy the others on all communications.39 
 
 The UAW Stellantis Department in conjunction with Region 4 continued to 
investigate the allegations against Franklin.  The result of this investigation was a report 
prepared by Campbell and presented to King.40  Campbell stated that Region 4 Director 
Ron McInroy, President Logan, and he continued to agree that Franklin should be 
removed “due to [their] collective lack of confidence in [Franklin’s] willingness to carry out 
her duties in [her] role [as] appropriate” and her “refusal to follow the direction of her 
superiors and the Collective Bargaining Agreement.”41  The report found that Franklin had 
continued to work overtime in excess of the agreement terms, even after Logan ordered 
her to cease doing so.42  Campbell also related that the Region had received phone calls 
from members complaining about Franklin’s conduct in the plant and expressing the view 
that she takes the position of management due to the overtime pay she receives.43  The 
report also discussed several instances in which Franklin agreed with management’s 
position on safety issues, even though Local Union leadership had adopted a contrary 
position.44  Finally, Campbell asserted that Franklin “[d]isplays an untouchable, I’m the 
boss demeanor, rather than taking a team-based approach with other UAW Safety 
[representatives].”45 

 
37 Record, pp. 158-159. 
38 Record, pp. 158-159. 
39 Record, p. 159. 
40 Record, pp. 201-203. 
41 Record, p. 201. 
42 Record, p. 201. 
43 Record, p. 202. 
44 Record, pp. 202-203. 
45 Record, p. 203. 
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 Following the issuance of Campbell’s report, Mark Taylor prepared a letter to King 
stating that he did not agree with the recommendation to remove Franklin.46  Taylor 
expressed the opinion that the NTC Safety Department should be responsible for 
interpreting the bargaining agreement language concerning overtime for LJHSC 
representatives.  He asserted that the NTC Safety Department had consistently 
interpreted the agreement as permitting LJHSC representatives “to work overtime at the 
discretion of management while performing activities under [the] WCM Safety Pillar.”47  In 
terms of Franklin’s failure to include other safety representatives in email, Taylor credited 
Franklin’s explanation that she meets with the others regularly in person and shares 
information “on a need-to-know basis.”48  He stated: “I do not believe this is grounds for 
removal but instead, an opportunity for clarity if needed.”49 
 
 After reviewing the investigative reports and findings, Vice President Estrada 
notified Franklin of her removal from office by letter dated July 22, 2021.  The letter stated: 
 

“Based on the recommendations from Local 1268 Leadership and 
considering the reduction of the 2nd shift at Belvidere Assembly effective 
Monday July 26, 2021, you will no longer serve as the Health and Safety 
Representative for UAW Local 1268.”50 
 

 Shortly thereafter, Franklin appealed Estrada’s decision to the International 
Executive Board (IEB).51  She argued that Estrada should have followed Mark Taylor’s 
recommendation to reject the request for her removal.52  She asserted: 
 

“The UAW Local 1268 Leadership past and present including UAW Region 
4 Servicing Representative Brandon Campbell have personal vendettas 
against me.  They have made attempts in the past to have me removed.  
The allegations were found without merit both past and present upon the 
investigations.  The Local Leadership wants me to make decisions that 
‘favors’ the Local Leadership.  I have based all of my decisions according 
to my training and experience to ensure a safe workplace, not playing to the 
politics of the Leadership.”53 
 

Franklin claimed that Local leadership and Campbell had previously tried to remove her 
in order to have a friend of Campbell’s appointed in her place.  She argued that Logan’s 
request for her removal was based primarily upon stale allegations which were previously 
investigated and rejected.  She also asserted that she was a highly trained and effective 
safety representative. 

 
46 Record, pp. 204-205. 
47 Record, p. 204. 
48 Record, p. 205. 
49 Record, p. 205. 
50 Record, p. 209. 
51 Record, pp. 223-226. 
52 Record, p. 223. 
53 Record, p. 223. 
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 The IEB issued its decision on October 5, 2021, adopting a report prepared by the 
International President’s staff.  Staff determined that a hearing on Franklin’s appeal was 
unnecessary.  The decision explained that special purpose representatives serve at the 
pleasure of the appointing official and may be removed for any reason, provided there is 
no violation of the UAW Ethical Practices Codes (EPC).54  Staff found that the UAW 
Stellantis Department’s investigatory process afforded full due process to Franklin.55  The 
IEB decision concluded: 
 

“To all intents and purposes, Appellant’s recommended removal was largely 
because she was claimed as being insubordinate to the local union 
leadership.  The record reflects that she was forewarned on prior occasions. 
All in all, although the record is deficient of a detailed claim of an EPC 
violation from Appellant, we can glean no evidence that the decision to 
remove her was in violation of the rights guaranteed under same EPC.”56 
 

Accordingly, the IEB affirmed Estrada’s removal decision and denied the appeal.   
 

Franklin appealed the IEB’s decision to the Public Review Board (PRB).  Following 
its initial consideration of this case, the PRB directed a series of follow-up questions and 
document requests to the International Union.  In particular, the PRB requested a list of 
other safety representatives serving in the plant and their overtime records for the prior 
three years.  In response, the PRB received overtime records but some years were 
missing.57  In addition, these records were in a different format from the overtime records 
for Franklin previously provided to the Board.  As a result, a direct comparison of the 
amounts of overtime worked was difficult and possibly inaccurate. 

 
The PRB also held a hearing on April 23, 2022.  Appellant Franklin argued that the 

International Union’s investigation was not conducted in a fair and democratic manner in 
violation of the EPC.  As a result, she was the victim of vilification and a conspiracy to 
remove her from her appointed position.  She asserted that Representatives Spacil and 
Campbell did not conduct an adequate investigation.  In contrast, Mark Taylor, Assistant 
Director of Health and Safety, reviewed the matter of her overtime and concluded that 
there was no cause for removal.  In response to questions from the Board, Appellant 
explained the reasons for her overtime work and that other Health and Safety 
representatives followed the same overtime practices and worked substantial amounts of 
overtime in some instances.  Appellant also explained that she was unfairly characterized 
as taking the side of management, because she was not the only Union representative to 
agree with management in the matters cited in support of this claim.  Appellant expressed 
the view that she has been treated differently than other Health and Safety 
representatives due, at least in part, to the fact that she is a Black woman. 

 

 
54 Record, p. 333. 
55 Record, p. 333. 
56 Record, p. 335. 
57 Record, pp. 387-393. 
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In presenting its case, the International Union emphasized that the PRB has very 
limited jurisdiction in matters involving the removal of special purpose representatives.  
The PRB does not determine whether removal is justified, only whether a violation of the 
EPC has occurred.  The International Union asserted that Vice President Estrada had 
conducted a thorough and independent investigation.  Estrada found that Appellant had 
worked a substantial amount of overtime and appeared too friendly with management.  
Estrada concluded that, at minimum, there was a breakdown in the relationship between 
Appellant and the Local leadership.  Local President, Kevin Logan, testified that 
complaints had come to him regarding the amount of overtime that Appellant had worked 
and, after discussing the matter with Franklin, he forwarded the issue to the International 
Union for further investigation. 

 
Representative Brandon Campbell testified that he was concerned about the 

appearance created by Appellant’s overtime work, but he conceded that he did not 
compare Franklin’s overtime to other Health and Safety representatives in the plant.  He 
stated that it was represented to him that Franklin had worked an abundance of overtime 
and he did not independently verify that claim.   

 
Assistant Director of Health and Safety, Mark Taylor, explained to the PRB that 

Franklin’s overtime was permitted under the CBA and necessary to carry out the 
responsibilities of her position.  Taylor also explained that he contacted Local President 
Logan after the issue of Franklin’s overtime work was first raised and advised him that 
her overtime was permissible under the CBA.  Taylor believed that the matter had been 
resolved.  Taylor also asserted that he did not believe that Franklin’s removal was justified 
and had expressed that view to Vice President Estrada and her staff. 

 
ARGUMENT 

 
A. Darla Franklin: 

 
I am appealing to the PRB for a full consideration, review, and decision based upon 

their investigation of the decision rendered by Vice President Estrada on my removal as 
the LJHSC Representative for Local Union 1268.  I am asserting that my rights under the 
Democratic Practices section of the EPC have been violated by Local President Kevin 
Logan and Shop Chairperson Tim Ferguson in collusion with Region 4 Director Ron 
Mclnroy and Servicing Representative Brandon Campbell.  These individuals have sought 
to vilify me with additional allegations that they conspired to send directly to Top 
Administrative Assistant Bill King.  They knowingly disregarded the investigative process 
undertaken by the UAW Health and Safety Department by excluding Assistant Director 
of Health and Safety Mark Taylor. 

 
Coincidently, Taylor’s summary and report to Administrative Assistant King was 

not included in the removal packet I received from the IEB.  To act in a deliberate effort 
to circumvent the process, omitting crucial investigative information, is unethical and 
undermines the democratic principles which govern the International Union and its Local 
Unions. 
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B: International Union, UAW: 
 

Pursuant to Article 33, §2(b), of the UAW International Constitution, when 
reviewing an IEB decision regarding an International officer’s removal of a special 
purpose representative, the “appeal shall be directly to the International Executive Board.  
There shall be no further appeal from the decision of the International Executive Board.”  
As such, the PRB has recognized that its jurisdiction in cases such as this is limited to 
situations where the reasons for removal violated the EPC.  In past decisions, the PRB 
has emphasized that “just cause is not the appropriate standard to apply to the removal 
of” a special purpose representative and further that a special purpose representative 
“who refuses to carry out the instructions of the duly elected appointing authority, would 
be subject to removal on these grounds.”  Luksch v. Local Union 686, UAW, 5 PRB 590, 
596 (1988). 

 
The PRB’s only role in reviewing removals from special purpose assignments is to 

determine whether the EPC has been violated.  The PRB explained the scope of its 
authority and the appropriate process for the UAW to remove a special purpose 
representative in Mock v. UAW-Chrysler Department, 15 PRB, Case No. 1735 (2016) and 
Gaston-Kelley v. UAW DaimlerChrysler Department, 12 PRB 483 and 12 PRB 497 
(2004).  The UAW undoubtedly met the standards set forth in those decisions through its 
thorough and thoughtful investigation in this case. 

 
This narrow exception is not implicated here because no evidence has been 

presented that Vice President Estrada’s reasons for removing Appellant violated the EPC.  
On the contrary, there was ample evidence of a strained relationship between Appellant 
and high-ranking officers of her Local and Region.  Two separate reports were reviewed 
which laid out the Local’s concerns following investigation by International 
Representatives. 

 
In Mock, the PRB definitively stated that special purpose representatives may be 

removed where their strained working relationship with management made the job for 
Local officials more difficult.  Mock was removed from her appointment after a series of 
fabricated charges by her employer.  The PRB noted that the question was not whether 
Mock was removed based on spurious charges from management.  To the contrary, the 
Union had grieved the charges.  Rather, the issue was that Mock’s campaign to flood the 
company with regulatory complaints was straining her relationship with Local leadership.  
The PRB reiterated that special purpose representatives enforce the policy of the 
appointing authorities and are therefore political appointees. 

 
Here, Appellant complains that she was removed for not “playing politics.”  But 

what she failed to do was follow the requests of Local leadership.  Special purpose 
representatives are required to adhere to the policies and priorities of elected union 
representatives, either at the Local or International level.  The IEB did not -- and need not 
-- reach the issue of whether Appellant was qualified for her position or if she was right in 
her disputes with the Local.  The decision to remove her is not subject to a just cause 
determination. 



PRB CASE NO. 1853  Page 11. 
 

Instead, following the UAW’s investigation, it became clear that there was a 
substantial lack of trust between Local leadership and Appellant.  While this touched on 
many issues (as discussed in the International Representative’s report to Administrative 
Assistant King), at its core, the Local instructed Appellant to stop working overtime not 
specifically authorized by the collective bargaining agreement.  A sense had developed 
among some members and Local leadership that Appellant was being allowed to work 
when she otherwise would not be assigned to work as a reward for doing the bidding of 
the Company.  Her failure to follow explicit instructions from the Local President, as well 
as this lack of trust, were more than sufficient to justify termination of her special purpose 
representative position. 

 
Finally, Appellant asserts that the Local and Regional officers denied her due 

process by disregarding the investigative process undertaken by the UAW Health and 
Safety Department through the failure to include Assistant Director of Health and Safety 
Mark Taylor.  Appellant further asserts that the IEB did not provide her with a copy of 
Taylor’s report in which he recommended against removing her. 

 
But, as in Mock, the issue in her removal was not the merits of her ability as a 

special purpose representative.  In Mock, the Board found that a removed special purpose 
representative was not entitled to learn the identities of the employees who complained 
about her performance so that she could refute their allegations.  If the EPC confer no 
right to confront adverse witnesses, then the failure to explicitly rely on a tangentially 
related report also is not required.  Again, Appellant is effectively seeking to impose a just 
cause standard on what is an at-will appointment.  As the PRB held in Mock, “[w]e can 
understand why this conclusion may appear unfair to [Appellant] . . .  Nonetheless, we 
conclude that the decision was not reached on prohibited grounds under the Ethical 
Practice Codes.”  15 PRB, Case No. 1735 at p. 16. 

 
Here, Appellant served at the pleasure of Vice President Estrada.  Campbell’s 

report includes numerous examples of actions that support a general sense that Appellant 
was too quick to appease management.  Whether any individual determination on a 
health and safety issue was supportable is beside the point.  Following a thorough 
investigation, a mountain of examples was presented to show a lack of confidence in 
Appellant on the part of the membership and Local leadership. 

 
Vice President Estrada did not reach this decision in haste.  The Local leadership 

requested Franklin’s removal.  Two separate investigatory reports were prepared by 
lnternational staff.  The issue was reviewed by Regional representatives, as well as 
representatives from the National UAW Stellantis Department.  All this information was 
provided to Vice President Estrada who made the reasonable decision to terminate 
Appellant’s position.  No EPC violation occurred, so the PRB has no jurisdiction to decide 
the merits of the decision to remove Appellant. 
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C. Rebuttal by Darla Franklin: 

 
The PRB should reverse the IEB’s decision affirming my removal.  I was removed 

as the result of malicious acts and egregious motivations.   Region 4 Director Mclnroy, 
Region 4 Representative Campbell, Local President Logan, and Shop Chairperson 
Ferguson conspired to vilify me.  Their collusion resulted in a denial of my due process 
rights. This was a clear violation of the EPC and plainly lies within the PRB’s jurisdiction. 

 
I have been a member of Local 1268 since 1994.  I was appointed as an Alternate 

Benefits Representative in 1998 and appointed Alternate Health and Safety 
Representative in 2000 by then President Dave Woody.  I was appointed as the LJHSC 
in 2001 by then President E.J. Parham.  I have provided a petition signed by over 400 
members objecting to my removal.58  I have also submitted letters of support from a dozen 
individuals attesting to my excellent performance as a safety representative.59 

 
As far as the allegation that my authorized overtime was in violation of the CBA, 

the entire Safety Department has and continues to work overtime. So why am I being 
discriminated against in terms of working overtime authorized by the Company?   

 
After Logan confronted me on February 22, 2021 about my overtime, I had 

questions regarding the issue and wanted clarity.  Therefore, I forwarded an email from 
Logan regarding my overtime to Mark Taylor.  Taylor told me that due to increased WCM 
activities if the company authorized me to work on WCM activities and projects, I could 
work the overtime.  He said that he would contact Logan.  Logan is the first Local 
President to assert that my authorized overtime was in violation of the CBA. I had worked 
authorized overtime periodically under two prior Presidents and while Logan was Vice 
President. 

 
Campbell, Logan, and Ferguson conspired to claim my authorized overtime was a 

contractual violation.  They also resubmitted several closed allegations in their request 
for my removal.  These allegations were previously investigated and found to lack merit. 

 
The IEB claims that a thorough investigation was conducted, but this is untrue.  

The investigation was far from adequate.  I refuted the allegations made against me based 
upon the policies and procedures of the UAW International Health and Safety  
Department.  Health and Safety is not a quid pro quo. 

 
Spacil contacted me by phone on March 25, 2021 regarding the ten allegations 

raised by Logan in support of his request for my removal.  Then Spacil emailed the 
allegations to me.  However, I did not know anything about the summary of overtime hours 
which Logan also supplied to Spacil.  Spacil did not allow me the opportunity to respond 
regarding these hours, which were from the prior three years when Logan was not even 
President.  In addition, Spacil failed to interview me after he received my written response 
to the allegations.  

 
58 Record, pp. 274-312. 
59 Record, pp. 365-376. 
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However, in the end, Spacil’s investigation summary was left open ended, and he 
did not reach any conclusions regarding the allegations against me or whether my 
removal was warranted.  One can only suspect that this was not what Campbell, Logan, 
and Ferguson wanted because they raised additional allegations in support of my removal 
on April 8, 2021, after Spacil’s report was issued. 

 
Regardless of my 20 years of training, knowledge and expertise in policy and 

procedures, Campbell, Logan, and Ferguson acted out of deeply rooted bias.  They have 
conspired to submit allegations that were unwarranted, had no evidence, and intentionally 
used the CBA overtime provision as a tool to get me removed.  Not one grievance was 
written based on this alleged violation of the CBA. That is because a grievance would 
cause the Company to stop authorizing overtime for the rest of the Local Health and 
Safety team.   

 
The disparaging behavior displayed by Campbell, Logan, and Ferguson was 

intended to vilify me and to circumvent procedures and policies in a manner that 
undermines the fundamental principles governing the UAW.  Their conduct is in clear 
violation of the EPC.  The remedy I am seeking is the reversal of the IEB decision, my 
immediate restoration as the LJHSC Representative for Local 1268 free of retaliation from 
the Local and Regional leadership, and reimbursement from the Local for my lost 
overtime compensation. 

 
DISCUSSION 

 
 The UAW International Constitution, Article 33, §2(b) provides: 
 

“For any action or decision pertaining to the appointment or removal of 
special purpose representatives, such as Benefit Representatives or Health 
and Safety Committeepersons by a National Department under the 
provisions of a collective bargaining agreement, the appeal shall be directly 
to the International Executive Board.  There shall be no further appeal from 
the decision of the International Executive Board.” 
 

Although the PRB has recognized that it “has no jurisdiction over appeals from [special 
purpose representatives] who are removed from their positions by the appointing 
authority,” the Board has also held that it “does have jurisdiction over a claim that an 
appointee has been removed for reasons which violate his or her rights as a member of 
the Union.”  Ward, et al. v. National UAW General Motors Department, 8 PRB 228, 232 
(1994).  For example, the Board has found improper the removal of a special purpose 
representative as retaliation for supporting and voting for a candidate for union office, 
provided that the appointee’s support does not violate any limitations on political activity 
clearly and unambiguous stated as a condition of the appointment.  8 PRB at 236-237.   
 
 In Gaston-Kelley v. UAW DaimlerChrysler Department, the PRB further explained 
the scope of its jurisdiction in cases involving the removal of special purpose 
representatives.  In Gaston-Kelley I, the Board held that the Constitution’s guarantee of 
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due process does not permit a Department Director to summarily remove a representative 
without first investigating and making findings to support the removal decision.  In 
addition, the representative must be advised regarding the grounds for removal.  12 PRB 
483, 491-493 (2004).   
 
 In Gaston-Kelley II, the PRB further held: “the protection afforded by the Ethical 
Practices Codes goes beyond freedom from invidious discrimination or political reprisal.  
A UAW member does have the right to expect ethical treatment by the Union.”  12 PRB 
497, 511 (2005).  In so holding, the Board emphasized that there is not a “rigid formula of 
prohibited reasons.”  12 PRB at 511.  However, the Board does require that: 
 

“. . . a claim that an appointed representative was removed for reasons that 
violate the Ethical Practices Codes must be specific and describe conduct 
contrary to generally accepted moral and ethical principles.  A claim that 
action was simply unfair or unjustified would not be sufficient to confer 
jurisdiction on this Board to interfere with a Department Vice President’s 
Constitutional discretion in the matter of appointments.” 
 

12 PRB at 511. 
 
 In this case, the Board finds that Appellant has demonstrated that her removal was 
conducted in a manner inconsistent with the EPC’s guarantee of due process and 
contrary to generally accepted ethical principles.  Due process requires that the decision 
to remove an appointed representative is based upon a fair and thorough investigation.  
A decision based upon unsubstantiated rumors and innuendo does not meet this 
standard.  In addition, a fair investigation requires an impartial evaluation of relevant 
information, as opposed to a predisposition to achieve a certain result.  We conclude that 
the investigation conducted in this case fell far below the standard required by the EPC 
for several reasons. 
 

First, eight of the ten allegations initially raised against Franklin by Local President 
Logan had been investigated at the International level previously and found to lack merit.  
In fact, Logan’s initial complaint included incidents which occurred as long ago as 2012 
and 2014.  Logan presented no new facts with respect to these previously investigated 
matters and, as Spacil pointed out, failed to provide any information that would tie these 
matters to the allegation with respect to Franklin’s overtime during the prior three years. 

 
Spacil’s report indicates that all but one incident in which Franklin was alleged to 

have sided with management occurred prior to the overtime identified by Logan as 
questionable.60  Spacil specifically noted that the International Union had rejected one of 
the oldest allegations against Franklin as grounds for removal in 2013.  Taylor also 
advised Vice President Estrada in his first letter regarding Logan’s request to remove 
Franklin that eight of the allegations were previously investigated by the NTC and found 
to have no merit.61  Nevertheless, Campbell’s subsequent report cited several of these 

 
60 Record, p. 108. 
61 Record, p. 140. 
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previously closed matters in support of the recommendation to remove Franklin, without 
acknowledging that these allegations were previously found to lack merit.62  Based on 
this Record, we find that the removal decision placed undue reliance on stale accusations 
previously rejected or abandoned, including matters not found to warrant removal by the 
leadership involved at the time.  Absent some new evidence or substantial reason to 
believe that a prior investigation was improperly conducted, we do not believe that due 
process permits the removal of a special purpose representative based on allegations 
previously reviewed and found to be without merit.63 

 
Aside from these stale allegations, the primary complaint initially raised against 

Franklin was that she had been corrupted by the Company through the receipt of overtime 
in excess of the CBA.  However, it has been established that this allegation was based 
upon an incorrect understanding of the applicable CBA provision.  Taylor, who was 
involved in bargaining over the contract language at issue, has explained that the CBA 
provision establishes a minimum requirement as to when the Company should make 
overtime available for Health and Safety representatives.64  Therefore, according to the 
Health and Safety Department, representatives can work additional overtime hours 
consistent with the agreement as necessary to support operations.  At the PRB hearing, 
all sides expressed agreement with Taylor’s explanation of the CBA language.  Further, 
based upon his review of the matter, Taylor concluded that Franklin had provided proper 
justification for the overtime that she worked when requested to do so.     

 
Nevertheless, Vice President Estrada’s removal decision disregarded the Health 

and Safety Department’s unrefuted conclusion that Franklin’s conduct did not violate the 
CBA or accepted practice.  Instead, the decision relied upon Campbell’s report which 
erroneously claimed that Franklin impermissibly worked overtime in excess of the 
agreement terms.  The Record does not establish any legitimate basis for viewing 
Franklin’s conduct as anything other than professionally justified. 

 
The Board is also troubled by the claim that Franklin’s overtime hours (even if 

consistent with the CBA) were “excessive.”65  This conclusion would require a comparison 
between Franklin’s overtime hours and those worked by other safety representatives.  But 
the Record is clear that no such comparison was undertaken by Vice President Estrada 
or anyone else involved in the investigation prior to the decision to remove Franklin.  On 
appeal, the PRB requested comparative overtime data, but received an inadequate 
response which did not allow for a precise comparison.  Nevertheless, even the 
incomplete overtime records provided appear to show that other representatives worked 
overtime hours comparable to Franklin in some years.  In addition, to the extent that the 
term “excessive” is intended to suggest that Franklin was given overtime hours 
unnecessarily, she should have been questioned about the work she performed.  Instead, 

 
62 Record, pp. 201-203. 
63 As for the one new allegation regarding an incident in which it was claimed that Franklin sided with 
management, Assistant Director Taylor explained in a letter to Vice President Estrada that the matter was 
still under investigation by the NTC at the time when Logan requested Franklin’s removal.  Record, p. 140. 
64 Record, p. 140. 
65 Record, p. 382. 
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Logan only asked her to account for a relatively brief period at the end of 2020 and the 
beginning of 2021.  She was never given the opportunity to address the other overtime 
hours ultimately characterized as inappropriate. 

 
The allegations related to Franklin’s overtime hours and the implication that she 

was “bought and paid for” by the Company are heavy accusations and especially 
sensitive given the financial lapses by UAW leaders in recent years.66  Such serious 
allegations require particularly thorough investigation in order to establish without doubt 
whether such improper conduct occurred.  First and foremost, a proper investigation is 
required so that the membership is assured that any misconduct has been properly 
addressed and not simply swept under the rug.  Secondary, allegations of serious 
impropriety can stain the reputation of a union official who is wrongly accused.  The 
accused individual deserves a proper investigation in order that his or her name may be 
cleared if the allegations ultimately prove to be without foundation.  This is the treatment 
that Franklin deserved in this case, especially given her decades of health and safety 
experience.  We note that the allegation of corrupt motives in accepting overtime was 
denied by the President’s office during the hearing when specifically asked if the 
International Union was relying on them.  But the manner of Franklin’s removal has 
allowed the unsubstantiated charge that she behaved corruptly to linger.  This is contrary 
to the EPC’s requirement of ethical treatment. 

 
Lastly, the PRB finds that the justification for Franklin’s removal shifted significantly 

throughout the investigative process, as well as during the Constitutional appeal process.  
This too is inconsistent with due process.  The Record makes clear that Spacil’s initial 
investigation did not find any basis upon which to recommend removal.  Instead of simply 
concluding that the allegations lacked merit, however, Spacil essentially invited Logan to 
bring forward additional overtime evidence and allegations.67   

 
After Logan expanded upon his initial grounds for removal, the Stellantis 

Department tasked Campbell to investigate further.  However, by his own admission 
during the PRB hearing, Campbell accepted the allegations with respect to overtime at 
face value and did not subject them to further independent inquiry.  He also claims to 
have been unaware of the contrary conclusions reached by the Health and Safety 
Department. 

 
In addition to repeating the overtime allegations previously discredited by Taylor, 

Campbell asserted additional reasons for Franklin’s removal, such as the failure to cease 
working overtime when directed by Logan, the failure to include other safety 
representatives on emails, and the highly subjective claim that Franklin displayed “an 
untouchable, I’m the boss demeanor.”  In comparison to the very serious overtime 
allegations, these additional reasons appear to be mere makeweight, and suggest an 
intent to achieve a predetermined result.  In particular, Taylor explained during the PRB 
hearing that he had communicated with Logan directly regarding the request that Franklin 
cease working overtime beyond the minimum specified in the CBA and believed that the 

 
66 Record, p. 107. 
67 Record, p. 107. 
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matter had been addressed satisfactorily.  Nevertheless, Campbell’s report indicates that 
Franklin simply chose to defy Logan’s directive, which is not what occurred.  Overall, 
Campbell’s report does not suggest a fair and impartial assessment of the facts.  

 
Vice President Estrada’s letter dated July 22, 2021 did not set forth specifically the 

grounds for her removal decision.  However, the IEB has stated that her decision was 
based upon the reports from Spacil and Campbell.68  The IEB decision gives no indication 
that Estrada gave any consideration to the contrary information provided to her office by 
Taylor.  Of course, Estrada was not obligated to adopt Taylor’s position on the matter of 
removal, but due process requires a meaningful response to countervailing evidence 
offered by a high-ranking health and safety official of the International Union during the 
investigative process.  In addition, the IEB claimed that Estrada’s decision was “largely” 
based upon the claims that Franklin was insubordinate to Local leadership, although the 
basis for this conclusion is not specified.69 

 
On appeal, however, the International Union has explained Vice President 

Estrada’s decision differently.  The International Union’s position statement asserts that 
her decision was based upon evidence of a “strained relationship between Appellant and 
high-ranking officers of her Local and Region.”70  International Representative Campbell 
too has characterized his position differently on appeal.  He now claims that he was 
concerned about the appearance of impropriety.71  He denies directly claiming that 
Franklin had engaged in misconduct, despite the strong language used in his written 
recommendation for removal. 

 
These shifting grounds for the removal decision solidify our conclusion that 

Franklin was denied due process.  The Board is also mindful of the fact that Appellant is 
the only woman ever to occupy a safety and health position at the Belvidere Assembly 
Plant, and that she indicated she endured insults in that position.  Although not the basis 
for our decision, we note that the pervasive lack of due process in the handling of 
Franklin’s removal unfortunately leaves open the possibility that her accusers were 
motivated by impermissible considerations. 

 
To be clear, the PRB fully appreciates that special purpose representative 

positions are at will and that removal decisions are not reviewed under a just cause 
standard.72  Nevertheless, when (as in this case) the removal of a representative rests 
upon an asserted cause, due process requires that the decisionmaker undertake a 
thorough investigation to determine if the asserted reasons have a factual basis.  
Removal based upon demonstrably false allegations or concocted grounds does not 
comport with due process.  

 
68 Record, p. 328. 
69 Record, p. 335. 
70 Record, p. 347. 
71 Record, pp. 380, 382, 383. 
72 See Luksch v. Local Union 686, UAW, 5 PRB 590, 596 (1988) (“just cause is not the appropriate standard 
applicable to the removal of a [special purpose] representative”). 
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Because we find that Franklin’s removal violated the EPC’s requirements for due 
process and ethical treatment, the PRB orders Franklin’s reinstatement to her position as 
a Health and Safety Representative.  However, the Board denies Appellant’s request for 
compensation for lost overtime opportunities or any other form of monetary relief.  Before 
and during the hearing, Appellant failed to offer any evidence to support her claim that 
she lost compensation as a result of her removal.  Accordingly, the Board does not award 
any such relief. 

 
 It is so ordered.  The appeal is granted and the decision of the IEB is set aside. 
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