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Independent Review Officer                 Independent Investigations Officer 
Hon. Barbara S. Jones (Ret.)          Robert D. Luskin, Esq.  
 

       July 2, 2024 

Via Electronic Mail 

David Suetholz 
General Counsel 
International Brotherhood of Teamsters 
25 Louisiana Avenue, N.W. 
Washington, DC 20001 
 

Re: Charges Against Steve Beck  
 

Dear Mr. Suetholz: 
 
 On February 23, 2024, I received the Report and Recommendation of the IBT Hearing 
Panel (“Panel Report”) appointed to hear the charges against Local 853 member Steve Beck. 
Pursuant to Paragraph 33 of the Final Agreement and Order (“Final Order”), approved on February 
17, 2015, in United States v. International Brotherhood of Teamsters, et. al., 88 Civ. 4486 (LAP), 
I write to notify you of my determination that the Panel Report is “inadequate” in part and “not 
inadequate” in part.   
 

Please respond in writing within twenty days of receipt of this letter as to what, if any, 
additional actions the IBT has or will take to correct the deficiencies that I have identified.  See 
Final Order ¶ 33. 

 
I. Background 
 

The Charge Report against Steve Beck was issued by the Independent Investigations 
Officer (“IIO”) on July 18, 2023, and adopted by General President O’Brien on August 16, 2023.  
On November 14, 2023, the Panel conducted a hearing on the charges with respect to Beck and, 
on February 23, 2024, the Panel rendered its decision in a written opinion.  On March 27, 2024, I 
received submissions from counsel for Beck regarding the adequacy of the Panel’s findings.  On 
April 10, 2024, I received the IIO’s position on the adequacy of the Panel’s findings along with 
prior disciplinary opinions to consider as precedent.  On April 19, 2024, I received replies to the 
IIO’s position from counsel for Beck.  On April 24, 2024, I received the IBT’s submission on this 
matter. 
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In addition, I have reviewed the Charge Report and its exhibits, transcripts of sworn 

examinations, the post-hearing briefs submitted to the Panel, the Panel hearing transcript as well 
as the exhibits submitted to the Panel during the hearing. 

 
II. The Charge Report 

 
The Charge Report contains two charges against Beck.  First, it alleges that Beck 

knowingly circumvented, frustrated, evaded, and disregarded an order of the Independent Review 
Officer (“IRO”) by discussing Teamster business with Rome Aloise, a suspended officer, in 
connection with labor negotiations for employers in the liquor and cannabis industries.  See Charge 
Report at 1 and 15-22.  These acts, if substantiated, would constitute a failure to cooperate with 
the independent disciplinary process of the Final Order and the IBT Constitution and thereby bring 
reproach upon the IBT and violate his oath as a member and officer.  See IBT Const. Art. II, 
Section 2(a); Art. XIX, Sections 7(b)(2),(5) and 14(a). 

 
Second, Beck was charged with making false statements under oath during the IIO’s 

investigation.  See Charge Report at 1-2.  In this regard, the Charge Report alleges that Beck failed 
to cooperate with the independent disciplinary process of the Final Order and the IBT Constitution 
by providing material evidence under oath that he knew to be false, thereby bringing reproach 
upon the IBT and violating his oath as a member and officer.  See IBT Const. Art. II, Section 2(a); 
Art. XIX, Sections 7(b)(2),(5) and 14(a). 

 
III. The Independent Review Officer’s Findings 

 
Beck became a member of the IBT in 1990.  See Charge Report Ex. 28 at 4:19-20.  After 

working as a member at a UPS facility in northern California, Beck became employed at Southern 
Glazer Wines and Spirits (“Southern Wines”).  Id. at 7:19-8:1-3.  Beck worked at Southern Wines 
for over 20 years, first in the warehouse and then in the customer service and sales departments.  
See November 14, 2023, Panel Hearing Transcript (“Hearing Tr.”) at 274:12-275:5.  Beck also 
became a shop steward representing members at Southern Wines.  Id.     

 
In April 2015, Beck was appointed to serve as a business agent for Local 853 by Rome 

Aloise, the principal officer at the time.  Id. at 275:9-10.  As a business agent, Beck was responsible 
for representing Local 853 members working at a variety of employers, which included Southern 
Wines as well as employers in the cannabis industry.  See Charge Report Exhibit 28 at 11:1-13 
and Hearing Tr. 317:17-318:1-319:3. 

   
In July 2017, Southern Wines and the Teamsters commenced labor negotiations regarding 

a new compensation program called the Quota Incentive Pay Program (“QIPP”).  See Charge 
Report Exhibit 29.  The QIPP impacted union members’ salaries.  See Charge Report ¶ 26 and 
Charge Report Exhibit 29.  At the time, both Aloise and Beck were responsible for representing 
Teamster interests in negotiations regarding the new compensation program.  See Charge Report 
Exhibit 29.   
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On December 22, 2017, the IRO suspended Rome Aloise for two years from his positions 
as International Vice President, President of Joint Council 7, and Secretary-Treasurer and Principal 
Officer of Local 853.  See Charge Report Exhibit 3.  Accordingly, Aloise was prohibited from 
holding any position, elected or appointed, with the IBT, Joint Council 7, Local 853, or any other 
IBT affiliate during that two-year period.  Id.   

 
Following the suspension, Beck took the lead in representing Local 853’s interests in the 

QIPP negotiations.  See Hearing Tr. 383:5-21.   
 
A. The QIPP Negotiations  
 
With respect to the QIPP, the Charge Report alleged that Aloise remained “heavily 

involved behind the scenes” in connection with the QIPP negotiations and that Beck, in violation 
of the IRO’s order, continued to work with Aloise on the matter.  See Charge Report ¶ 27.  The 
evidence in support of this charge primarily consists of travel and hotel records and testimony from 
other members establishing that Beck and Aloise were in the same location at around the same 
time during certain meetings concerning the QIPP negotiations.  See Charge Report Exhibits 31-
36, 39-40.   

 
Specifically, in March 2018, Beck was at a dinner with Aloise in Chicago at the same time 

a conference was being held to learn about the QIPP program.  Id.  In addition, in July 2018, Beck 
and Aloise were both in Santa Ana, California where a mediation regarding the QIPP program was 
taking place.  Id.  

 
Beck denied discussing the QIPP or other Teamster business with Aloise in Chicago and 

also denied meeting with Aloise or discussing the negotiations with him in California.  See Hearing 
Tr. 297:25-298:2-16; 302:15-23; 305:11-17; 312:16-23; 317:1-4; 385:9-15.  Beck also submitted 
evidence to corroborate his claim.  See Beck Exhibits 2-4; see also Hearing Tr. 174:4-176:10; 
266:5-267:14.  The Panel did not credit Beck’s testimony or his exhibits.  Instead, it found there 
was sufficient evidence that “strongly” suggested that Aloise was involved “in some way in the 
Teamster business being conducted” in connection with the QIPP program and that Beck’s 
discussions were not purely social.  See Panel Report at 8.1   

 
However, the reliable evidence in the record is insufficient to support the conclusion that 

Beck “knowingly and with the purpose or effect of circumventing, frustrating, evading, and 
disregarding [Aloise’s] suspension, did permit, empower, and enable Aloise to exercise authority” 
regarding the QIPP negotiations as charged by the IIO.  The evidence merely showed the Aloise 
and Beck were in the same location at the same time on two occasions.  There is no indication that 
Beck was instructed by, took direction from, or otherwise involved Aloise in the strategy regarding 
the QIPP negotiations.   

 
Accordingly, the Panel’s findings with respect to the QIPP allegations are “inadequate.” 
 
 

 
1 This finding is vaguely worded and should not be substituted for the preponderance of evidence standard. 
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B.  Cannabis  Organizing 
 
With respect to the cannabis industry, the Charge Report alleged Beck breached his 

obligations under the IBT Constitution by “enabling and welcoming Aloise’s continued leadership 
in this area during Aloise’s suspension.”  See Charge Report ¶ 34.  The evidence is clear Beck 
reported to, consulted with, and sought advice from Aloise in the IBT’s attempts to organize 
workers in the cannabis industry while Aloise was suspended.  See Charge Report Exhibits 41-44 
and IIO Exhibit 610.  In his testimony, Beck denied discussing cannabis related business with 
Aloise and, to the extent he sought his input, Beck claimed he was acting in accordance with legal 
advice provided to Local 853 by its counsel.  See Hearing Tr. 321:7-12; 336:3-7.   

 
The Panel, however, determined that the reliable evidence did not support Beck’s claims.  

Rather, they concluded that Beck enabled and permitted Aloise to violate his suspension.  See 
Panel Report at 9.  In addition, the Panel found that Beck’s claim that he was seeking “historical 
information” is not persuasive given the content of the evidence in the record.  Id.  After carefully 
reviewing the evidence and the submissions from the parties, I agree.   

 
Accordingly, the Panel’s findings with respect to the cannabis allegations are “not 

inadequate.” 
 
C.  False Testimony 
 
The Charge Report also alleged that Beck made false statements during a sworn 

examination when he testified that he did not have conversations with Aloise regarding Teamster 
business while he was suspended.  See Charge Report ¶ 36 and 37; see also Charge Report Exhibit 
28 at 17:15-18:14.  The specific testimony that is alleged to be false is as follows:  

Q:  And it’s your testimony that the conversations that you engaged in with [Aloise] during 
that period, they were more social? 

A:  Yes, sir. 

Q. About baseball and the charity that you were supporting? 

A. Uh-huh. 

Q. And you never had a conversation with Mr. Aloise about any of the business of Local 
853 during that period? 

A. No, I did not. 

Id. (emphasis added). 

The Panel determined that Beck provided false testimony when he stated that he never had 
conversations about Teamster business with Aloise because there was no dispute that Beck had  
email communications with Aloise where Teamster business was, in fact, discussed.  See Panel 
Report at 9.   










































