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We consider whether the International Executive Board correctly determined that 
the President of Local 140 lacked the authority to remove an elected Committeeperson 
from his position and to reassign a department within the jurisdiction of another 
Committeeperson. 

 
FACTS 

 
Appellant Randall Pearson is the President of UAW Local Union 140 located in 

Warren, Michigan.  The Local represents employees of FCA US LLC (“the Company”) at 
the Warren Truck Assembly Plant (WTAP).  D’Urvalle Robinson is an elected 
Committeeperson for Local 140 assigned to Division II.  Shawn Early was an elected 
Committeeperson assigned to Division VI prior to his removal from office by President 
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Pearson.  This case involves: (1) President Pearson’s decision to remove Early from his 
position as Committeeperson, and (2) Pearson’s decision to move Department 9190 from 
Division II (assigned to Robinson) to Division VI. 

 
 Several provisions of the UAW-FCA US LLC National Agreement for Production, 
Maintenance and Parts employees (“National Agreement”) are relevant to this case.  
Section 15 of the National Agreement governs the number of Chief Stewards and districts 
in each plant covered by the Agreement.1  The number of Chief Stewards is determined 
according to the number of employees on the active payroll.  Each Chief Steward is 
assigned to a district.  The National Agreement provides for periodic redistricting based 
upon the average number of active employees in a given time period.    Section 15(j) also 
provides that redistricting can occur when a change in the active rolls would require a 
decrease or an increase of two or more districts under the Agreement terms.  Section 15 
of the National Agreement only addresses Chief Stewards; none of the provisions of 
Section 15 relate to Committeepersons. 
 
 Instead, Section 17 of the National Agreement pertains to Plant Shop 
Committeepersons.2  The Agreement provides that there will not be more than six 
members of a Plant Shop Committee.  By agreement between Plant Management and 
the Plant Shop Committee, each Committeeperson has certain districts assigned to him 
or her.  The Supplemental Agreement (“Local Agreement”) between Local 140 and the 
Company identifies the departments falling within each of the six divisions to which a 
Committeeperson is assigned.3  Under the Local Agreement, Department 9190 is 
assigned to Division II. 
 
 The International President’s office conducted a hearing in this matter.  At the 
hearing, Early testified that he received a call from Scott Campbell, Labor Relations 
Supervisor for WTAP, in June 2019.4  Campbell advised that he was speaking with 
President Pearson and Chairperson William Bell about eliminating Early’s position as 
Committeeperson assigned to Division VI.  Early claims that Pearson and Bell had 
previously made statements about removing him.5 
 

On July 9, 2019, Campbell sent a letter to Pearson invoking Section 15(j) of the 
National Agreement.  In the version of the letter provided by President Pearson to the 
International Union, the last sentence reads: “Based on the aforementioned information, 
the number of Chief Stewards will be reduced by four (4) and would require a decrease 
of two (2) Committeepersons.”6  In the version of the letter provided by Committeeperson 
Robinson, the last sentence reads: “Based on the aforementioned information, the 
number of Chief Stewards will be reduced by four (4) and would require a decrease of 

 
1 Record, pp. 2-6. 
2 Record, pp. 8-9. 
3 Record, pp. 10-11. 
4 Record, p. 61. 
5 Record, pp. 61-62. 
6 Record, p. 12 (emphasis added). 
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two (2) districts.”7  The International President’s office was unable to determine during its 
hearing which version of the letter was authentic but concluded that the issue of 
authenticity was immaterial to resolving this matter.8 

 
 In early October 2019, Supervisor Campbell contacted Early and advised him that 

he had been removed from his position as a Committeeperson.9  Around the same time, 
President Pearson told Committeeperson Robinson that Department 9190 would be 
removed from Division II.10  According to Robinson, President Pearson reassigned 
Department 9190 to the jurisdiction of Chairperson William Bell, who is Pearson’s 
cousin.11 

 
Robinson appealed the removal of Early and the reassignment of Department 

9190 to the Local 140 Executive Board and membership.12  The appeals were denied at 
the Local level.13 

 
Next, Robinson appealed to the International Executive Board (IEB).14  Robinson 

contended that President Pearson’s actions were not consistent with the National and 
Local Agreements.  He argued that Section 15 of the National Agreement did not provide 
a basis for the removal of a Committeeperson.  He also argued that the Local Agreement 
identifies the departments within Division II and that the Local President cannot alter the 
Agreement terms. 

 
On February 24, 2020, the International President’s office conducted a hearing on 

Robinson’s appeals.  Robinson, Early, and three other members of Local 140 appeared 
in support of the appeals.  On behalf of the Local, President Pearson and other members 
of the Local 140 Executive Board appeared.  International Representative Jason Craig 
appeared for UAW Region 1.15 

 
Following the hearing, the International President’s Office requested information 

from the UAW FCA Department regarding the National and Local Agreements at issue in 
this matter.  In response, Servicing Coordinator Mark Taylor stated on behalf of the UAW 
FCA Department: “There is no written or negotiated language in the 2015 National 
Agreement to address the removal of [a] Committeeperson.”16  Taylor also advised: 

 
7 Record, p. 107 (emphasis added). 
8 Record, p. 66. 
9 Record, pp. 62, 108. 
10 Record, p. 63. 
11 Record, p. 37. 
12 Record, pp. 13-16, 28-31. 
13 Record, pp. 27, 36. 
14 Record, pp. 37-41. 
15 Record, pp. 59-60. 
16 Record, p. 57.  Taylor attended Local 140’s membership meeting on October 13, 2019.  During the 
hearing conducted by the International President’s office, Early testified that Taylor advised the membership 
that the Company could not request a reduction in Committeepersons under the National Agreement, only 
a reduction in Chief Stewards.  Record, p. 62.  However, President Pearson testified that Taylor had advised 
that Committeepersons are negotiated and could be removed through negotiation with the Company.  
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“There is no written or negotiated language at the local level through the Local 
Agreement” concerning removal of a Committeeperson.17  He noted that the Local 140 
Bylaws allow for the removal of a Committeeperson, but only following receipt of a petition 
from members working in the Committeeperson’s jurisdiction and upon a 2/3 vote of those 
members.18 

 
 The International President’s staff prepared a report based upon the hearing 
evidence and the response from the UAW FCA Department.  With respect to the removal 
of Early from his position as an elected Committeeperson, staff concluded that the 
National Agreement provisions related to reducing the number of Chief Stewards did not 
authorize the Local President to remove a Committeeperson.19  Staff wrote: 
 

“This action that was executed by Pearson cannot be upheld.  It is important 
to emphasize this is not about the reassignment of chief stewards, the 
reduction of chief stewards or the redistricting of chief stewards.  The 
contract language concerning chief stewards is immaterial to this appeal.  
The issue is about the reduction of a committeeperson, which, in this case, 
is the removal of Early from committeeperson assigned to Division VI.”20 
 

Staff also found that Pearson’s action was contrary to the Article 45 of the UAW 
International Constitution and Article 12 of the Local 140 Bylaws.21  Under these 

 
Record, p. 62.  Ultimately, this disagreement regarding Taylor’s oral representations was not material to 
the IEB’s determination in this case. 
17 Record, p. 57. 
18 The Local 140 Bylaws, Article XII, §4 provides: 
 

“A vote on the question of recalling a Chief Steward or Committeeperson may be initiated 
by a petition setting forth the reasons why the recall is sought, and signed by at least 25% 
of the current members working under the jurisdiction of the Chief Steward or 
Committeeperson.  They may be recalled for good and sufficient cause by two-thirds (2/3) 
vote of the members, whom they represent, present and voting at a special meeting call 
for that purpose, provided due notification of such meeting is given and at least 25% of the 
current members working under the jurisdiction of the Chief Steward or the 
Committeepersons are present at such meeting.”  Record, p. 118. 

19 Record, pp. 65-66. 
20 Record, p. 66. 
21 Record, p. 67.  Article 45, §3 of the UAW International Constitution states: 
 

“A Steward or Committeeperson may be recalled by the members s/he represents for 
failure to perform the duties of the office. A valid petition setting forth specific complaints of 
the Stewards or Committeeperson’s failure to perform the duties of the office shall be 
signed by the members s/he represents. The Steward or Committeeperson so complained 
against shall receive notification of the specific complaints. Upon the filing of such a petition 
with the Local Union, a special meeting for recall shall be held, of which due notification 
shall be given. A two-thirds (2/3) vote of the members present at such special meeting shall 
be required to recall. Each Local Union or unit of an Amalgamated Local Union shall 
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provisions, a Committeeperson may be removed through a recall petition and vote of the 
represented membership. 
 
 Staff also found that Pearson’s removal of Department 9190 from the jurisdiction 
of Division II was improper.22  Staff relied upon Section 17(c) of the National Agreement 
which provides that the assignment of Committeepersons to certain districts is determined 
through negotiation between the Plant Shop Committee and Plant Management.  Staff 
also found that the assignments agreed to pursuant to Section 17(c) were those set forth 
in the Local Agreement.  Under the Local Agreement, Department 9190 is within the 
jurisdiction of Division II.  Because a majority of the Plant Shop Committee had not agreed 
to move Department 9190 from Division II, staff found that Pearson’s action was in 
violation of the National Agreement. 
 
 Having found that Pearson’s actions were contrary to applicable contract terms, 
the International Constitution, and the Local 140 Bylaws, staff found that Robinson’s 
appeal should be granted with respect to the removal of Early and the reassignment of 
Department 9190.23  Staff recommended that those actions be set aside.  Staff also 
determined: “There shall be no further appeal based on the interpretation from the UAW 
FCA Department.  Article 33, Section 2(b) allows the IEB to dismiss an appeal without 
further investigation when the facts are undisputed and the contractual basis for the UAW 
FCA Department’s interpretation is clear.”24 
 
 The IEB adopted staff’s report as its decision and a copy was sent to Robinson on 
June 10, 2020.25  By letter dated June 12, 2020, Local President Pearson appealed the 
IEB’s decision setting aside his removal of Committeeperson Early and reassignment of 
Department 9190.26 
 

ARGUMENT 
 

A. Randall Pearson: 
 
I am appealing the IEB decision reinstating Department 9190 back to Division II 

and reinstating the Committeeperson for Division VI, Shawn Early.  I feel that the 
decisions were made in haste.  Redistricting is addressed in the National Agreement and 
not the Local Agreement.  As employment levels increase, representatives are added and 
when employment levels decrease representatives are decreased, which is all 
accomplished under Section 15 of the National Agreement between the UAW and FCA. 

 

 
establish in its bylaws the number of petitioners required for a recall and the quorum 
necessary to establish such recall meeting.” 

22 Record, p. 65. 
23 Record, p. 68. 
24 Record, p. 68. 
25 Record, p. 58. 
26 Record, pp. 122-123. 
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Redistricting has always been done by the President of the Local Union and Plant 
Management.  Former Local 140 Presidents Mark Taylor and Mark Dickow accomplished 
redistricting under their leadership without any dispute from the International Union.  At 
the General Membership Meeting held on October 13, 2019, Taylor was in attendance 
and this issue was discussed.  He stated to the membership that, as President, he and 
Plant Management accomplished redistricting of the plant under Section 15 of the 
National Agreement.27   

 
The Local Agreement has nothing to do with employment levels which dictate 

representation at a plant.  Instead, the Local Agreement addresses the divisions of the 
plant by work content within the plant only.   

 
WTAP management wanted to reduce the representatives at Local 140 by six 

representatives in total, four stewards and two committeepersons.  As President of Local 
140, I met with them.  Under Section 15 of the National Agreement between UAW and 
FCA, we agreed to a reduction of only three representatives instead of six.  As of this 
moment WTAP management is saying they do not recognize the IEB’s decision and will 
not uphold it. 

 
B. International Union, UAW: 

 
The decision of the IEB states that it is made pursuant to an interpretation of the 

UAW FCA Department under Article 33, §2(b) of the International Constitution, from which 
there is no further appeal.  There is no allegation in the present appeal that the 
determination to treat the decision as one under Article 33, §2(b) was improper.  
Therefore, the appeal is not properly before the PRB. 

 
However, should the PRB hear the appeal on its merits, there is also no allegation 

that the decision was in bad faith, improperly motivated, or devoid of a rational basis.  The 
appeal only states that the IEB decision was made “in haste” and that “[r]edistricting has 
always been done by the President of the Local Union and Plant Management.” 

 
Of course, the fact that a practice has always been done a certain way is no 

defense if it is clearly contradicted by contract language.  The Local President does not 
have authority to make an agreement with the Company to change departments from one 
division to another, that is a matter which is addressed, and agreed upon, in the Local 
Agreement, and neither the Local or the National Agreements authorize the President to 
make changes in this regard.  Therefore, Appellant violated the contract by removing 
Department 9190 from Division II. 

 
Similarly, the Local President does not have authority to make an agreement with 

the Company to remove a committeeperson.  Section 17 of the National Agreement 
addresses the Plant Shop Committee.  It says that the Plant Shop Committee shall have 
no more than six members (Section 17(a)) and that committeepersons may be assigned 

 
27 See footnote 16 above. 
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to districts “by agreement between the Plant Management and the Plant Shop 
Committee.” (Section 17(c)).  Therefore, unlike shop stewards, the number of positions is 
not subject to fluctuations in the number of active employees.  Also, a committeeperson’s 
role is not subject to elimination by redistricting, nor is it necessarily tied to any particular 
district.  Further, the Local 140 Bylaws state that a committeeperson may only be removed 
by recall.  Thus, Appellant did not have the authority to remove Committeeperson Early. 

 
C. Rebuttal by Randall Pearson: 

 
On July 19, 2019, WTAP management sent me a letter requesting to redistrict the 

plant because of a decrease in manpower.  Management requested the elimination of 
four chief stewards and two committeepersons.  Under Section 15(j) of the National 
Agreement between the UAW and FCA, I as Local President along with the Plant Shop 
Chairperson, William Bell, met with local management and negotiated to redistrict the 
plant.   The National Agreement states that if the local parties cannot agree on a 
redistricting plan then it would be referred to the International Union and Corporate 
Relations, which was not the case.  Plant Management, myself, and Chairperson Bell 
agreed to the reduction of two Chief Stewards and one Committeeperson in accordance 
with the National Agreement.  The Local Agreement has nothing to do with the 
redistricting of the plant.  

 
There is no language in the National Agreement between FCA and the UAW or in 

the UAW International Constitution which exempts committeepersons from redistricting.  
The International Union should only get involved if we cannot reach an understanding on 
the local level, which was not the case.  Through negotiations at the local level, we 
retained three representatives instead of losing six representatives.  Article 45 of the UAW 
Constitution and Article XII, §4 of the Local Bylaws are not applicable when it comes to 
redistricting the plant.  

 
DISCUSSION 

 
 The International Union asserts that this case falls under the appellate limitation 
found in Article 33, §2(b) of the International Constitution pertaining to obviously correct 
interpretations of bargaining agreements.  Alternatively, the International argues that the 
appeal should be denied on the merits.  We will address each of these arguments but 
conclude that this case is appropriately reviewed upon the merits.  Analyzed on this basis, 
Appellant fails to demonstrate that the contract interpretations at issue lacked a rational 
basis or were otherwise improper. 
 

Article 33, §2(b) states in relevant part: 
 
“For an interpretation of a collective bargaining agreement by a National 
Department or Regional Director, where the interpretation is so obviously 
correct that no purpose will be served by an appeal, and where it is 
consistent with other provisions of this Constitution and International Union 



PRB CASE NO. 1823  Page 8. 
 
 

policy, the appeal shall be directly to the International President.  There shall 
be no further appeal from that decision.” 

As the PRB has explained, this Article 33, §2(b) limitation was added to the Constitution 
in 1980 with the intent of limiting frivolous appeals.28  Since then, the Board has dealt with 
this limitation on its jurisdiction in several decisions.  We have explained that “Article 33, 
§2(b) allows the International President to dismiss an appeal without further investigation 
when the facts are undisputed and the contractual basis for the National Department’s 
interpretation is clear.”  Hayes, et al. v. UAW-Chrysler Department, PRB Case No. 1758, 
at p. 14 (May 15, 2017) (rejecting the International Union’s invocation of Article 33, §2(b)).   
 
 Recognizing the authority granted to the International President under this 
Constitutional provision, we have described our standard of review as follows: 
 

“When the International President decides an appeal pursuant to his 
authority under Article 33, §2(b) of the Constitution, there is no appeal from 
his ruling.  When . . . he has made his ruling pursuant to §2(b), the only 
issue is whether the President has abused his discretion by invoking his 
§2(b) authority.” 

Madden, et al. v. International Union, UAW, 11 PRB 28, 31 (2000) (finding no abuse of 
discretion because “the Department’s interpretation of the collective bargaining provision 
was obviously correct”).29  In applying this standard, the Board has concluded that the 
Article 33, §2(b) limitation does not apply when “complex” or “heavily contested 
contractual arrangements” are at issue.  Hayes, PRB Case No. 1758, at p. 14.  Similarly, 
we would find the limitation inapplicable if an appellant were able to establish that the 
contractual interpretation was in bad faith or improperly motivated. 
 
 Here, the contractual provisions at issue are sufficiently complex that we do not 
believe this case is appropriately decided under Article 33, §2(b).  This case involves the 
interplay between Sections 15 and 17 of the National Agreement, as well as the section 
of the Local Agreement addressing the departments within the plant.  In addition, the 
interpretation of these contractual provisions also relies upon Article 45 of the 
International Constitution and the Local 140 Bylaws.  There are also factual allegations 
of a past practice pursuant to one section of the National Agreement.  Thus, this case 
involves more than the straightforward application of the plain terms of the National 

 
28 See Thompson, et al. v. UAW General Motors Department, 9 PRB 64, 69-70 (1996).  Article 33, §2(b) 
also provides that appeals are limited in other cases, such as an appeal challenging a ruling of the Chair 
on procedural questions arising at a local union meeting or the decision of the UAW National Skilled Trades 
Department pertaining to a journeyperson card. 
29 See also Jarmoluk, et al. v. UAW GM Department, 12 PRB 131, 136 (2003) (quoting Madden and finding 
no abuse of discretion).  In another case, the Board described its review somewhat differently, stating: 
“Where Article 33, §2(b), is invoked by the International Union, the Public Review Board has jurisdiction to 
consider whether the decision being appealed was, in fact, based upon an obviously correct interpretation 
of a collective bargaining agreement.”  Strohmeyer, et al. v. UAW GM Department, 12 PRB 197, 212 (2003) 
(finding that the contract interpretation was obviously correct). 
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Agreement.  Perhaps in recognition of this, the International Union correctly chose to 
address this case alternatively on the merits. 
 

Evaluating this appeal on the merits, we find that the International Union rationally 
concluded that President Pearson lacked the authority to reach an agreement with the 
Company to remove a Committeeperson from office.  Section 15 of the National 
Agreement pertains to Chief Stewards and provides that each Chief Steward will be 
assigned to a district.  None of the provisions in Section 15 relate to Committeepersons, 
who are addressed separately in Section 17.  Thus, the International Union reasonably 
found that the redistricting process set forth under Section 15 does not apply to 
Committeepersons.  This interpretation is consistent with Article 45 of the International 
Constitution and the Local 140 Bylaws, both of which specify that a Committeeperson 
may be removed from office upon a 2/3 vote of the involved membership following the 
submission of a recall petition.  The International reasonably construes these provisions 
to mean that a Committeeperson may not be removed through negotiations between the 
Local President and management. 

 
Similarly, the International Union rationally found that President Pearson lacked 

the authority to reassign Department 9190 from Division II.   Section 17(c) of the National 
Agreement provides that the assignment of Committeepersons to certain districts (also 
referred to as departments) is determined by agreement between the Plant Shop 
Committee and management.  In addition, the Local Agreement defines the current 
allocation of departments to the various divisions within the plant.  The Local President 
cannot make changes to a Committeeperson’s jurisdiction when the agreement gives the 
authority to the Plant Shop Committee to make assignments. 

 
In response to the International’s analysis, President Pearson asserts that 

redistricting has been handled between the Local President and management in the past.  
Although he refers to past redistricting, Pearson provides no specific examples.  He also 
does not specifically claim that past redistricting has involved the removal of 
Committeepersons or the reassignment of departments, which are the issues in this case.  
Moreover, as the International Union argues, prior practice generally does not justify 
action which is contrary to the terms of governing agreements. 

 
 The appeal is denied and the decision of the IEB is affirmed. 
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