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 The PRB addresses whether the International Executive Board correctly 
determined that the President of Local 140 was entitled to a lump-sum payment under 
the terms of the Local’s Bylaws. 

 
FACTS 

 
Appellant Irene Guzman is a member of UAW Local Union 140 which represents 

employees at FCA’s Warren Truck Assembly Plant (WTAP) located in Warren, Michigan.  
Randall Pearson is the President of Local 140. 

 
 Local 140’s current Bylaws were adopted on February 14, 1999.1  Under the 
Bylaws, the Local President and Financial Secretary-Treasurer are full-time positions.  
Article VII, §3 provides that these officers are compensated, as follows: 

 
1 Record, p. 4. 
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“The President and Financial Secretary-Treasurer shall receive the same 
salaries and expense allowance granted UAW International 
Representatives (International Constitution).  Any gross wages received 
from the plant will be deducted from the wages paid the President and 
Financial Secretary-Treasurer from their Local Union salary.  In addition to 
their salaries, they will receive profit sharing and bonuses from 
DaimlerChrysler Corporation as spelled out in the National Agreement.”2 

On September 20, 2018, Local President Pearson received a payment from Local 140 in 
the amount of $3,344.72, which was in addition to his regular salary from the Local.3  That 
payment is the focus of the current appeal.4 
 

Article VII, §7 of the Local 140 Bylaws also provides for the payment of lost time 
to Local representatives who are not full-time Local officers: 

 
“All lost time will be paid only when that representative or member is 
performing necessary duties for and on behalf of the Local Union during 
time for which he/she would otherwise be compensated by the 
DaimlerChrysler Corporation.  The amount of lost time shall not exceed the 
amount which he/she would otherwise have received from the 
DaimlerChrysler Corporation for the same period of time for which he/she 
is being compensated by the Local Union. . . .”5 

 In 2019, Local 140 began the process of updating its Bylaws.  Several of the 
proposed changes are relevant to this appeal.  The following changes, as underlined, 
were proposed to the provision governing compensation for the Local President and 
Financial Secretary-Treasurer: 
 

“The President and Financial Secretary-Treasurer shall receive the same 
salaries, expense allowances, and bonuses granted UAW International 
Representatives (International Constitution).  Any gross wages received 
from the plant will be deducted from the wages paid the President and 
Financial Secretary-Treasurer from their Local Union salary.  In addition to 
their salaries, they will receive profit sharing and bonuses from FCA US LLC 
Corporation as spelled out in the National Agreement.”6 

Proposed changes to the Bylaw provisions regarding lost time were as follows: 
 

“All lost time will be paid only when that representative or member is 
performing necessary duties for and on behalf of the Local Union during 
time for which he/she would otherwise be compensated by the FCA US 

 
2 Record, p. 7. 
3 Record, p. 44. 
4 Pearson also received a similar payment on August 2, 2017 in the amount of $3,247.30.  Record, p. 31. 
5 Record, p. 8. 
6 Record, p. 14. 
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LLC.  The amount of lost time shall not exceed the amount which he/she 
would otherwise have received from the FCA US LLC for the same period 
of time for which he/she is being compensated by the Local Union.  In the 
event, FCA US LLC does not pay compensated lost time hours for bonuses 
(ie, profit sharing), the local union will pay the wages. . . .”7 

The change in the Bylaws with respect to lost time was in response to FCA’s 
refusal to make profit sharing payments based on union lost time, as the Company had 
apparently done in the past.  At a membership meeting on March 10, 2019, some 
members advocated for the Local to compensate part-time officers for the bonus amounts 
which the Company refused to pay.  The Local’s Financial Secretary-Treasurer explained 
that the Local could not make such payments until the Bylaws were amended to permit 
those expenditures.8  As of June 23, 2020, when the IEB issued its decision in this case, 
the proposed amended Bylaws had still not received final approval and, therefore, were 
not in effect.9 

 
 At a membership meeting on April 14, 2019, the issue of changing the Bylaws to 
permit bonus payments based upon union lost time was discussed again.  Appellant 
Guzman spoke on the issue and questioned how President Pearson could have received 
a $3,344 bonus payment before concluding the process for approval of the proposed 
changes to the Local Bylaws.  The minutes from the membership meeting reflect the 
following exchange: 
 

“Sister Irene Guzman, 9170 stated that she understand[s] that the Bylaws 
need to be changed for profit sharing and bonuses but why did we wait so 
long to change them & also if they were not changed how can you President 
Pearson take a check in the amount of $3,334 before taxes. 

President Pearson stated that it took so long because there was a lot going 
on that was first priority & Bylaw changes aren't something you can rush 
through.  He stated that in our Bylaws the F.S & President are paid 
International wages.  When he was elected, FS sat him down & told him 
what he is entitled to and the bonus your talking about prior President got 
the same bonus that he received. 

Sister Guzman stated but [didn’t] you say that our Bylaws w[ere] 
sup[p]ose[d] to be updated in [2017] so why did you take money before the 
changes were made? 

[President] Pearson state[d] that that bonus was outlined in the Staff Council 
agreement.  He stated that he would be a fool to take money from the local 
or membership with all the corruption that [is] going on.  He stated that [he 

 
7 Record, pp. 15-16. 
8 Record, pp. 61-62. 
9 Record, p. 94. 
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is] insulted that someone would accuse him of taking money.  He stated 
everything he does is for the betterment of this membership.”10 

 On June 7, 2019, Guzman filed an appeal with the Local 140 Recording Secretary.  
She challenged President Pearson’s receipt of $3,344 in 2018, which she characterized 
as payment “for lost time hours bonuses (i.e. profit sharing).”11  She argued that the 
payment was not authorized under the Local Bylaws in effect and requested that the Local 
seek recoupment.  Guzman’s appeal was read at the Local’s Executive Board meeting 
on June 7, 2019.  The Executive Board found the appeal untimely.12 
 
 Guzman’s appeal was read at the next membership meeting on June 9, 2019.  
President Pearson stated that the appeal was untimely because the bonus was paid out 
in the prior year and any appeal should have been filed within 45 days.13  Later in the 
meeting, another member called for a point of order and indicated that she would like the 
membership to vote on Guzman’s appeal.  President Pearson ruled the member out of 
order.14 
 
 Simultaneous with her appeal to the Local, Guzman filed an appeal to the 
International Executive Board (IEB).  After verifying that the Local had acted on Guzman’s 
appeal in the first instance, the International President’s office acknowledged the appeal.  
The President’s office obtained documentation from Local 140 and then conducted a 
hearing on February 24, 2020.15 
 
 Based on the documentation and hearing testimony, the President’s staff prepared 
a report.  Staff found that the Local handled Guzman’s appeal improperly by summarily 
dismissing her complaint as untimely.16  Staff explained that the Local should have 
afforded Guzman an opportunity during the membership meeting to address the issue of 
when she first learned of the grounds for her appeal and then should have permitted the 
membership to vote on the appeal.17  Staff also reviewed the procedure for approving 
changes to the Local’s Bylaws and concluded that the amended Bylaws had yet to receive 
final approval and, therefore, could not be relied upon.18 
 
 Despite these procedural issues, however, staff found that the $3,344 payment to 
President Pearson was proper.  Staff wrote: 
 

“Pertaining to the crux of this appeal, we find that the local union president 
did not misuse local union funds.  Pearson did receive a bonus check.  That 

 
10 Record, p. 64. 
11 Record, p. 73. 
12 Record, p. 79. 
13 Record, p. 76. 
14 Record, p. 77. 
15 Record, pp. 85-86, 87. 
16 Record, p. 93. 
17 Staff’s report indicates that Guzman testified at the hearing that she learned about the bonus payment 
to Pearson in 2018.  Record, p. 91. 
18 Record, pp. 93-94. 
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bonus check represented a 4% lump sum bonus payment, in lieu of a salary 
increase, that the UAW Union Staff Council received in 2018.  The 
legitimate UAW Local Union 140 bylaws put the salary of the president at 
the same rate as that of an UAW international representative.  The 4% lump 
sum bonus is considered by all to be compensation.  He did not receive any 
part of a profit-sharing bonus.”19 

Staff erred in describing the lump-sum as 4% of salary; in fact, it was 3% of salary. 
 
 The IEB adopted staff’s report as its decision and a copy was provided to Guzman 
on June 23, 2020.20  She filed a timely appeal with the Public Review Board (PRB). 
 
 By letter dated October 23, 2020, the PRB addressed a series of questions to the 
International Union seeking to better understand the basis for the $3,344 payment to 
Local President Pearson.  The International Union explained that President Pearson’s 
salary was $111,476.15 in 2018, the same as the salary for Staff Council members in that 
year.21  The payment of $3,344.72 represents 3% of that salary, before applicable taxes 
and other withholdings.22  In August 2018, pursuant to the 2016 Staff Council Agreement, 
the International Union made a 3% lump-sum payment in the amount of $3,344 to 
International Representatives.23  Additional lump-sums were paid to International 
Representatives in 2017 and 2019 pursuant to the Staff Council Agreement.   
 

The International Union explains the basis for these lump-sum payments, as 
follows: 

 
“Bonuses paid to UAW international staff were made either in years where 
no salary increases were made (used to retard salary inflation), or to replace 
profit sharing bonuses lost to those Staff Council members from General 
Motors, Ford or FCA when they left the auto makers and began being paid 
by the UAW International Union.  UAW International Union represented auto 
workers routinely were paid thousands of dollars in profit sharing bonuses 
annually.  The Staff Council (the Union representing UAW staff members) 
negotiated bonuses to Staff Council members in place of profit-sharing 
bonuses that a majority of Staff Council members lost.”24 
 

 
19 Record, p. 94. 
20 Record, p. 89. 
21 Record, pp. 128-129.  See also Article 11, §8 of the UAW International Constitution which provides that 
the full salary for International Representatives is $111,476.15.  Guzman has questioned the International 
Union’s representation regarding the salary amount for Pearson based on the fact that the LM-2 Report for 
the Local for 2018 indicates payments to Pearson in the total amount of $65,623.  We note, however, that 
under the Local 140 Bylaws Pearson’s salary is equivalent to the salary of an International Representative, 
but the amount paid by the Local is offset by any earnings from the Company. 
22 Record, p. 128. 
23 Record, pp. 129, 161. 
24 Record, p. 130. 
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In addition, the International Union explained that many locals have bylaws similar to 
Local 140 which provide for some officers to be paid the same salary as International 
Representatives.  In 2015, the International President advised these locals that lump-sum 
payments in lieu of salary increases could be paid consistent with their bylaws. 
 

“The question, does bonuses constitute compensation, was argued at 
several local unions in or around 2015.  It was decided by then UAW 
International President Dennis Williams (“Williams”).  Williams declared that 
those bonuses paid to Staff Council members did constitute compensation; 
therefore, local union bylaws that placed officer’s compensation at par with 
international representative’s salary, included the payment of bonuses. 
 
The IEB decision rendered in this case was made on the authority of UAW 
Local Union 140’s preceding bylaws and the interpretation of compensation 
by Williams.”25 
 

The International Union acknowledges that the proposed Bylaw revisions for Local 140 
were likely intended to clarify this practice but argues that does not mean making the 
lump-sum payment contravened the unamended Bylaws. 
 

ARGUMENT 
 

A. Irene Guzman: 
 
I am appealing the IEB’s decision that Local President Pearson was entitled to a 

bonus payment of $3,344.  I am requesting that Pearson pay the bonus money back to 
the membership fund or that the International Union pay all the other local presidents who 
did not receive the Staff Council bonus when they should have.  If it is good for one, it is 
good for all, since the International Union is stating that local presidents are entitled to the 
3% and 4% Staff Council bonus under the UAW International Constitution. 

 
I still believe that Article VII of the old Local 140 Bylaws does not authorize the type 

of bonus payment made to Pearson from Local funds.  Therefore, the payment to him 
was not justified.  The new proposed Bylaws would permit this type of bonus payment, 
but those changes are not yet effective.  The Board should review both the old Local 140 
Bylaws and the new Bylaws.  The Record clearly shows that the Local paid the bonus 
money to Pearson before there was proper authorization under the Bylaws to do so.  

 
B. International Union, UAW: 
 

The IEB correctly concluded that Local 140’s unamended Bylaws permitted the 
2018 bonus payment to Pearson.  Therefore, neither he nor the Local engaged in financial 
impropriety as charged by Guzman.  As the IEB explained, the Bylaws have long stated 
that the President, as a full-time officer, “shall receive the same salaries and expense 

 
25 Record, pp. 129-130 (emphasis in original). 
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allowance granted UAW International Representatives (International Constitution).”  The 
International Constitution, in turn, provides for certain bonus payments to International 
Representatives, and the bonus paid to Pearson in 2018 was equivalent to the bonus 
paid that year to International Representatives. 

 
While the lEB used its decision to politely educate the Local on how to properly 

process an appeal and amend its Bylaws, those issues did not affect the merits of the 
case, and the lEB’s denial of Guzman’s appeal was proper.  On appeal to this Board, 
Guzman continues to assert that she believes the bonus payment was improper under 
the existing Bylaws, although she does not provide any analysis explaining why she 
believes that to be the case.  She also asks that Pearson be required to repay the Local 
for the $3,344 bonus or, alternatively, that “the International Union pay all the other local 
presidents who did not receive the Staff Council bonus when they should have.”  This 
argument is not availing.   

 
First, the IEB appropriately concluded that the unamended Bylaws allow for the 

bonus payment by referencing the salary and expenses paid by the International Union 
to International Representatives under the Constitution.  Second, pay received or not 
received by the presidents of other locals is irrelevant.  Every local’s bylaws are different, 
and run the gamut from, like Local 140, full-time presidents representing members at 
large industrial corporations who receive pay equivalent to an International 
Representative, to small locals representing tiny shops or public employees with part-time 
presidents who receive no salary from the local and are only paid lost time on an as-
needed basis.  It therefore would be absurd – not to mention a violation of the UAW 
Constitution and many locals’ bylaws – for every local president within the UAW to receive 
the same bonus payment that Local 140 paid to Pearson. 

 
C. Rebuttal by Irene Guzman: 
 

I have reviewed the International Union’s response to the information request from 
the PRB.  I question how the bonus amount was calculated for President Pearson.  
Pearson receives pay from both the Company and Local 140.  The LM-2 Report filed by 
Local 140 for 2018 indicates total payments to Pearson of $65,623 in that year.  Even if 
Pearson were entitled to a 3% bonus payment, $3,344 is well in excess of 3% of the 
actual amount paid to Pearson by the Local in 2018. 

 
DISCUSSION 

 
 The UAW’s policy is clear that any compensation paid to a local officer or member 
must be specified in the local’s bylaws.  UAW Administrative Letter, Vol. 50, Letter No. 3 
provides in pertinent part: 
 

“If the local union pays member(s) a salary, the local union bylaws must 
specify the amount; raises, if any; vacation entitlement, if any; specifying 
rate of pay and time off; sick leave, if any; and holidays.  The bylaws must 
specify the circumstances under which it may be permissible for the 



PRB CASE NO. 1825  Page 8. 
 
 

member to earn money above the salary from the employer.  If the local 
union pays for profit-sharing, bonuses, pension or severance, and/or 
medical coverage, the formulas must be specified. . . . 

 
Compensation given to local union officials must be detailed in the bylaws.  
The words ‘other’, or ‘etc.’ are not acceptable as definitions.  If it is not in 
the bylaws, then it is not a proper expenditure of local union funds.”26 
 

The Union may properly seek recoupment of any compensation paid to an officer which 
is not authorized under the local’s bylaws.27 
 
 Following our initial review of this case, it appeared to the Board that Local 140 
may have made a bonus payment to Local President Pearson in 2018 before adopting a 
proposed amendment to the Bylaws specifically providing for the payment of bonus 
amounts.  For that reason, we requested additional information from the International 
Union to clarify the basis of the payment made to Pearson.  In light of the International 
Union’s response, the PRB is satisfied that the lump-sum payment to Pearson was proper 
and not inconsistent with the Local 140 Bylaws in effect at the time. 
 
 Although the lump-sum payment to Pearson has been referred to as a “bonus,” 
that label is misleading under the circumstances.  The International Union has explained 
that the 3% lump-sum payment made to International Representatives in 2018 was in lieu 
of a salary increase.28  It is not uncommon for an employer to pay additional compensation 
in the form of a one-time lump-sum, rather than a percentage increase in salary which 
would continue to apply and compound into the future.  It was for precisely this reason – 
“to retard salary inflation” – that the International Union paid the 3% lump-sum in 2018.29  
Thus, the lump-sum was more akin to base compensation, as opposed to a “bonus” which 
is generally regarded as additional compensation contingent upon performance or the 
attainment of some specified metric.   
 

Properly characterized as payment in lieu of a percentage increase in base 
compensation, it is reasonable to construe the Local 140 Bylaws as authorizing the 
payment.  The Bylaws entitled Pearson to receive the same salary as an International 
Representative.  Since the 3% lump-sum was in lieu of a salary increase, it is reasonable 
to consider the payment as part of Pearson’s salary.  We also find it significant that the 
International Union provided guidance to locals with similar bylaws on this issue in 2015.  
Contrary to Appellant’s suggestion, President Pearson was not laying claim to 
compensation otherwise unavailable to officers at other locals with a similar 
compensation structure. 

 
26 Record, pp. 1-2 (emphasis in original). 
27 See Edwards v. UAW International Executive Board, PRB Case No. 1797 (Aug. 14, 2019). 
28 This 3% lump-sum should not be confused with the separate profit-sharing bonuses also awarded to 
International Representatives under the Staff Council Agreement.  As the IEB indicated in its decision, 
Pearson did not receive these profit-sharing bonuses, presumably since he receives profit-sharing bonuses 
from the Company under the terms of the Local 140 Bylaws. 
29 Record, p. 130. 
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Although it is reasonable to interpret the Local 140 Bylaws to permit the payment 

to Pearson, the proposed amendments to the Bylaws will provide further clarification 
going forward.  Appellant Guzman’s concern that the Local had jumped the gun in 
awarding Pearson a bonus before revising the Bylaws to provide proper authorization 
was understandable under the circumstances.  Given this understandable confusion, the 
Board expects that the proposed Bylaws – which had not been finally approved as of 
June 23, 2020 – will receive such approval and become effective in the very near future.  
Nonetheless, we find that Guzman’s concerns have now been addressed and the basis 
for the payment to Pearson adequately explained. 

 
In response to the International Union’s explanation, Appellant has raised the 

further objection that the lump-sum amount was improperly calculated given that 
President Pearson receives only part of his salary from Local 140 and the rest from the 
Company.  It is correct that any earnings received by Pearson from the Company are 
deducted from his salary as Local President.  However, it is still intended that his total 
earnings are equal to those of an International Representative.  Since the 3% lump-sum 
payment was in lieu of a salary increase, it was appropriate that President Pearson 
receive this amount from the Local.  In other words, the 3% was properly calculated based 
upon Pearson’s total salary ($111,476.15), not merely the portion of salary paid by the 
Local after deducting Pearson’s earnings from the Company. 

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