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In this appeal, we consider whether the Unit 4 Bargaining Committee of UAW Local 
Union 1435 appropriately refused to permit debate at a Unit meeting regarding Alex 
Daudelin’s proposed bargaining demand for changes to the Local Agreement concerning 
overtime opportunities for the Unit Chairperson based upon the Committee’s 
interpretation of the EO&C National Agreement. 

 
FACTS 

 
Appellant Alex Daudelin is employed by FCA US LLC (“the Company”) at the 

Toledo Machining Plant (TMP).  He is represented by UAW Local Union 1435 in Unit 4.  
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There are approximately 40 engineering employees within Unit 4.1  Daudelin’s position is 
covered by the Engineering, Office and Clerical (EO&C) National Agreement.  In addition, 
there is an agreement between Local 1435 and the Company covering Unit 4 at the TMP 
(“Local Agreement”). 

 
 Section 47 of the EO&C National Agreement provides that “[a]rrangements for the 
equalization of overtime among salaried employees on the same classification in the 
same seniority group may be negotiated locally in the plants.”2  However, the National 
Agreement also contains language providing for Stewards to be permitted to work 
overtime when a represented employee is working.  Section 16(a)-(b) reads in relevant 
part: 
 

“(a) . . . During overtime periods or weekend work the Steward or if he is not 
working, the permanent Alternate Steward shall be scheduled to work as 
long as there is work scheduled in his district he can do and any of his 
respective constituents are working. . . . 

(b)  Paragraph (a) is intended to provide the Steward with the opportunity 
to represent employees in his district, provided he has the ability to perform 
the available work in a reasonably adequate manner.”3 

The EO&C National Agreement does not contain any analogous provision regarding 
overtime opportunities for Unit or Committee Chairpersons.  In fact, the section on 
“Representation” in EO&C National Agreement only references the Unit Chairperson in 
passing with respect to the designation of an Alternate Steward.4  This is in contrast to 
the National Agreement covering Production, Maintenance and Parts (PM&P) 
employees.  Section 17 of the PM&P National Agreement is entitled “Plant Shop 
Committeeperson” and subsection (f) provides: “During overtime periods or weekend 
work the Plant Shop Committeeperson shall be scheduled to work as long as there is 
work scheduled in his/her district he/she can do and any of his/her respective constituents 
are working.”5  Thus, Committeepersons and Stewards are treated the same under the 
PM&P National Agreement with respect to access to overtime opportunities. 
 
 As contemplated in the EO&C National Agreement, the Local Agreement 
addresses the distribution and equalization of overtime among Unit 4 employees.  Section 
1.D of the Local Agreement provides: “Overtime will be equalized according to an 
individual’s classification, shift, and department, except as provided for in Section 16(a) 

 
1 Record, p. 65. 
2 Record, p. 8. 
3 Record, pp. 2-3. 
4 Section 16(a) contains the following references to the Unit Chairperson: “The Unit Chairman/President or 
Local Union President shall notify the Plant Management in writing of the name of the Alternate Steward.  
The Alternate Steward shall function only upon the notification to the plant or office by the Unit 
Chairman/President or Local Union President of each instance the Steward will be absent from the plant or 
office.”  Record, p. 2. 
55 Record, p. 13. 



PRB CASE NO. 1824  Page 3. 
 
 
of the National Agreement.”6  Section 1.R of the Local Agreement specifically addresses 
Unit Chairpersons and states: “Overtime hours worked in the capacity of Unit Chairperson 
or Steward shall not be equalized or posted and in no way will contravene section 16(b) 
of the National Agreement.”7 
 
 In 2017, Daudelin tried to have a membership vote on whether to change the 
practice permitting the Unit Chairperson to work overtime ahead of other members.8  The 
Local President at the time, Bob Bickerstaff, and the Unit 4 Chairperson, August Stacklin, 
refused to allow the vote.  Daudelin tried to appeal their decision to the International 
Executive Board (IEB).  By letter dated April 21, 2017, the International President’s office 
advised that Daudelin’s appeal was improper.  In addition to finding that Daudelin had 
failed to make a formal motion for a vote, the President’s office advised: “. . . contract 
language and/or its longstanding interpretation cannot be changed by the membership 
within a contract term.  This must be bargained and changed within contract 
negotiations.”9  Daudelin did not seek to challenge the determination that his appeal was 
improper. 
 
 On December 3, 2018, Local 1435 held a meeting for Unit 4 members.  The subject 
of the meeting was “2019 UAW FCA National Negotiations – UAW Contract Benefit 
Enhancements/Suggestions.”10  Daudelin attended the meeting but he did not submit any 
resolution regarding overtime opportunities for the Unit Chairperson.  As he later 
explained, he understood that the change in overtime practices required modifying the 
Local Agreement, not the EO&C National Agreement.11 
 
 On April 2, 2019, Daudelin and ten other Unit 4 employees wrote to the IEB seeking 
guidance on the overtime issue.  They explained that Section 1.R of the Local Agreement 
“is presently interpreted to mean that the Unit Chairman gets preference to any and all 
overtime in his classification regardless of constituency.”12  They also claimed that “it is 
common for the Unit Chairman to take all available [overtime] hours.”13  They complained 
that “union officials [were] opposed to making changes that are detrimental to their 
financial gains.”14  Daudelin and the others indicated that they wished to delete Section 
1.R from the Local Agreement and asked whether this proposal could be included as an 
item in up-coming negotiations on the Local Agreement. 
 

By letter dated May 15, 2019, Region 2B International Representative, Walt 
Schwiefert, responded to the Unit 4 employees.  He wrote: 

 
6 Record, p. 16. 
7 Record, p. 18. 
8 Record, p. 19. 
9 Record, p. 20. 
10 Record, p. 22. 
11 Record, pp. 107-108. 
12 Record, p. 24. 
13 Record, p. 24. 
14 Record, p. 24. 
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“Unit 4 of Local 1435 falls under the EO&C agreement between FCA US, 
LLC and the UAW, dated October 22, 2015 and the local agreement 
between UAW Local 1435 and FCA US, LLC Toledo Machining Plant dated 
September 15, 2015. 

Negotiations with the above-mentioned are scheduled to happen in the 
upcoming months of 2019.  The membership is the highest authority of the 
Union and will utilize this authority as outlined in Article 19, section 4 of the 
Constitution of the . . . UAW.   ‘National agreements and supplements 
thereof shall be ratified by the Local Unions involved.’”15 

 Prior to Schwiefert’s response, on May 9, 2019, Local 1435 held a meeting for Unit 
4 members to “discuss and vote on” contract demands for Local negotiations.16  In 
advance of the meeting, the Local posted notice soliciting contract demands.  Daudelin 
submitted a demand to modify the Local Agreement, as follows: “Unit Chairman equalizes 
overtime same as all members except for Unit Steward.”17 
 
 During the May 9 meeting, various contract demands were discussed and voted 
upon.  Daudelin attended the meeting but his resolution was not addressed.  Toward the 
end of the meeting, Chairperson Stacklin stated that any resolutions not presented during 
the meeting had been deemed improper.18  Stacklin advised that members could speak 
with him after the meeting to have the reason for rejecting a resolution explained.19  
According to Daudelin, the Unit 4 Committee claimed that the National Agreement 
allowed the Unit Chairperson to have a first opportunity for all overtime and, therefore, a 
change to the National Agreement would be required to change the practice, not the Local 
Agreement.20  The Unit Committee consists of Chairperson Stacklin, Unit 4 Steward 
David Arndt, and Unit 4 Recording Secretary Andy Abbas. 
 

Daudelin promptly filed an appeal with the Unit Committee.21  Daudelin argued that 
the EO&C National Agreement only refers to Stewards, not Chairpersons, with respect to 
overtime opportunities, unlike the PM&P National Agreement.  Daudelin also requested 
that the Unit Chairperson recuse himself from the Unit Committee’s consideration of his 
appeal due to his personal interest in continuing to work overtime ahead of other 
employees.22  Daudelin estimates that Stacklin receives between $20,000 and $25,000 
in extra overtime pay each year.23  In particular, Daudelin claims that Stacklin 

 
15 Record, pp. 33-34 (emphasis in original). 
16 Record, p. 29. 
17 Record, p. 30. 
18 Record, p. 63. 
19 Following the May 9 meeting, Daudelin filed an appeal with the Unit 4 Recording Secretary requesting 
that the Unit conduct a meeting to read any contract resolutions deemed improper and have the reasons 
for rejection explained.  Record, p. 35.  The Local held a meeting as requested by Daudelin on June 18, 
2019.  Record, p. 39.  According to Daudelin, however, the membership was not permitted to vote at the 
meeting upon whether the demands were properly rejected.  Record, p. 115. 
20 Record, p. 37. 
21 Record, pp. 37-38. 
22 Record, p. 38. 
23 Record, p. 115. 
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monopolizes opportunities for overtime with premium pay, such as holidays, which adds 
substantially to the amount earned. 

 
The Committee denied the appeal.  Stacklin did not recuse himself.  The 

Committee reiterated its view that Daudelin’s demand should have been raised as a 
demand in National negotiations, stating: 

 
“Unit 4 of Local 1435 falls under the National EO&C agreement between 
FCA US, LLC and the UAW, dated October 22, 2015.  The Unit 4 Bargaining 
Committee has communicated with the membership on multiple occasions 
over the past three years our determination that Representation is a subject 
of National Contract Negotiations and the proper time and place to submit 
a demand to modify the National EO&C Agreement regarding 
representation is at the National Contract Resolutions meeting which was 
scheduled and held on Monday, December 3, 2018 at Local 1435.  Your 
demand was not submitted at that time therefore your appeal is denied.”24 

 Next, Daudelin appealed the Unit Committee’s decision to the Local President, 
Timothy Walbolt.  Walbolt also denied the appeal on the grounds that it raised an issue 
that should be addressed in National negotiations.  He stated: 
 

“In investigating, your appeal, I determined that while it is proper to ask for 
a revision/change to Section I. Letter R of the 2015 Local Agreement, the 
revision you stated in your demand is improper.  The current interpretation 
of Section 16, and Section 20 of the 2015 National EO&C Agreement 
includes the Unit Chairman during overtime periods for purposes of 
Representation.  Any issues involving the allowance/ disallowance of Union 
Representation is determined by the National parties, and thus covered by 
the National EO&C Agreement.  To my understanding a different Local 
demand regarding the removal of Letter R from Section I was submitted, 
and approved by the membership.  Your demand, forcing the Unit Chairman 
to equalize overtime hours with other members of the Unit, conflicts with the 
long standing interpretation of the previously stated sections of the National 
Agreement.”25 

 On August 3, 2019, Daudelin appealed the Local President’s determination to the 
IEB.26  He argued again that the EO&C National Agreement was silent with respect to 
overtime opportunities for Chairpersons and, therefore, the matter was properly 
addressed in negotiations for the Local Agreement.  Initially, the International President’s 
office referred the matter to Region 2B for handling.27  Ultimately, however, the 

 
24 Record, p. 41. 
25 Record, p. 47. 
26 Record, pp. 49-50. 
27 Record, p. 51. 
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President’s staff investigated the appeal and conducted a hearing on February 20, 
2020.28 
 Daudelin and two other Unit members, Raed Kharofa and Frank Tomasi, appeared 
in support of the appeal; Stacklin, Arndt, and Walbolt appeared on behalf of the Local.  
Daudelin argued that the Local had acted undemocratically in rejecting his contract 
demand and argued again that modification of the Local Agreement was the proper 
mechanism to achieve the desired change.29  Kharofa testified that he had also attempted 
to change the overtime practice with respect to the Unit Chairperson in the past to no 
avail.30  Walbolt testified that Unit Chairpersons prior to Stacklin had also been given the 
first opportunity to work overtime.31  He emphasized that the membership had ratified the 
existing language in the Local Agreement specifying that overtime hours for the Unit 
Chairperson are not equalized or posted. 
 
 The President’s staff issued a report based on the hearing and denied the appeal.  
Staff explained: 
 

“It is not in dispute between the parties that the shop plant committee makes 
up the local union bargaining team; this team decides what demands to 
present before local union management, during negotiation. . . .  the plant 
shop committee’s decision to reject Appellant’s demand [is] well within the 
rights of the local union and supported by the constitution.  To simply put it, 
Appellant’s demand did not make the cut.  The unit 4 committee did not 
accept Appellant’s suggested demand and gave a rational reason for not 
accepting it.  The local union president supported the shop committee’s 
position and gave a rational reason for not supporting Appellant’s proposal 
as a demand.”32 

The IEB adopted staff’s report as its decision.  International President Gamble sent a 
copy of the decision to Daudelin on June 19, 2020.33  This appeal to the PRB followed. 
 
 Following its initial consideration of this case, the PRB directed a series of follow-
up questions to the International Union.  The PRB also held a hearing on December 18, 
2020.34  Several of the Board’s questions were directed to the issue of Chairperson 
Stacklin’s financial interest in the current overtime practice.  Appellant admits that his 
assertion regarding Stacklin’s overtime earnings is a rough estimate based on his 
observations and general knowledge of the workplace.  Accordingly, the Board requested, 
prior to the hearing, overtime records for all Unit 4 employees, including Stacklin, from 
2017 to the present.  In response, the International Union advised that the Local was 

 
28 Record, pp. 52-53, 56. 
29 Record, pp. 65, 107-112. 
30 Record, pp. 65-66. 
31 Record, p. 66. 
32 Record, p. 68 (emphasis in original). 
33 Record, p. 60. 
34 The PRB hearing was conducted by videoconference due to the COVID-19 restrictions in effect. 
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unable to obtain the requested overtime records.  However, the International Union 
stated: 
 

“The Local Union and the FCA Department are not disputing that there were 
several dates and times, in which the Plant Shop Chairperson was the only 
employee that worked overtime.  Also, there were times that both Plant 
Shop Chairperson and Steward were the only two that worked overtime.  
There were even times where the Steward worked, and the Plant Shop 
Chairperson did not work overtime.”35 
 

Given the Union’s inability to provide overtime records, the Board will accept for the 
purposes of this appeal Appellant’s estimate that Stacklin earns between $20,000 and 
$25,000 annually in overtime pay. 
 
 The Board also directed several questions to the International Union in an attempt 
to better understand the contract provisions at issue in this case and the Bargaining 
Committee’s conclusion that Daudelin’s proposal was improper based upon the National 
Agreement.  In preparing its response, the International Union relied primarily on 
information provided by the Assistant Director for the UAW FCA National Department, 
Lee Bainter.  Bainter also appeared at the PRB hearing.  Bainter explained that Section 
47 of the EO&C National Agreement “allows the local parties to negotiate Plant Shop 
Committeeperson overtime opportunities.”36  Therefore, the “practice varies at each 
location cover[ed] by the EO&C Agreement.”37  At the hearing, he explained further that 
Chairpersons equalize overtime in the same manner as other employees at some 
locations, but in other units the Chairperson will be offered overtime separately. 
 
 When asked about the interpretation of the National Agreement invoked by Local 
President Walbolt, that the Agreement “includes the Unit Chairman during overtime 
periods for purposes of representation,” the International Union responded: 
 

“There is no interpretation that Section 16, and Section 20 of the EO&C 
Agreement that includes the Unit Chairman’s overtime.  Reggie Ransom, 
Administrative Assistant to the International President held a recent meeting 
with Walter Schwiefert, Region 2B, Greg Stoey, International 
Representative, FCA Department and Lee Bainter.  All three 
representatives were prior elected representatives in local unions under the 
jurisdiction of the FCA Department, except Ransom. . . .  The consensus of 
all three former FCA local elected representatives was that the EO&C 
National Agreement gives the parties the ability to negotiate the Plant Shop 
Chairperson overtime locally.”38 

 

 
35 Record, p. 170. 
36 Record, p. 168. 
37 Record, p. 168. 
38 Record, p. 169. 
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During the PRB hearing, Bainter also indicated that if the Bargaining Committee wanted 
to put Daudelin’s proposal forward in Local negotiations, they would be able to do so 
consistent with the National Agreement. 

ARGUMENT 
 

A. Alex Daudelin: 
 
I am appealing the IEB’s decision deeming improper my contract demand to revise 

Section 1.R of the current Local Agreement for Unit 4.  I dispute that the process to 
exclude my contract demand took place democratically.  Article VI, Section A of the Local 
1435 Bylaws states: “The membership is the highest authority in this Local Union.”  Article 
19, §5 of the International Constitution also states: “The general meeting of the local union 
members shall be the highest authority for handling problems within the establishment.”  
Members were directed to change the Local Agreement to alter the Unit Chairperson’s 
overtime benefit when the issue arose in 2017.  Members were also criticized for not 
forwarding proper motions in a meeting to discuss the change.  However, when my 
demand was submitted, it was unilaterally rejected without allowing members to vote on 
the matter.   

 
When the meeting for Local Contract proposals was held on May 9, 2019, my 

contract demand was not even read before the membership.  If the membership is the 
highest authority, then the membership should have had the opportunity in the meeting 
to appeal by motion any decision made by the Shop Committee.  There is strong evidence 
that had a vote taken place, the membership would have overruled the finding that my 
contract demand was improper.  By denying the opportunity for a vote, Chairperson 
Stacklin isolated the Shop Committee’s decision from membership review and violated 
the democratic process which affords the membership authority over any elected 
individual. 

 
The issue of Chairperson Stacklin’s motivation for rejecting my contract demand 

has not been addressed in the appeal process thus far.  Chairperson Stacklin has a 
personal financial motive to deem my demand improper.  Members estimate that he has 
obtained between $20,000 and $25,000 in extra overtime pay annually over the past three 
years. This income cannot be ignored and calls into question his motivation.  In addition, 
there has never been an occasion for the Unit Chairperson or Steward to represent a 
member in a specific matter during overtime hours in the last 25 years, as far as any 
current members can recall.  This too shows that the real motivation is the Chairperson’s 
financial interest, not the claimed need to represent members during overtime periods.  
The obvious conflict of interest here further reinforces that this issue is one that should 
be handled by the membership as a higher authority over the Unit Chairperson. 

 
The IEB response indicates the Local President and Chairman made rational 

decisions consistent with the applicable agreements and the Constitution.  However, 
rejecting the demand based on Section 16 of the EO&C National Agreement is not rational 
when there is no specification that a Unit Chairperson must be present on overtime hours 
as there is for the Steward.  Further, if it is left to the Unit Chairperson to decide whether 
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to work overtime and there is no one required to replace him if he decides not to work, 
then Unit Chairperson representation is not a requirement.  If it is not a requirement, then 
rationally it is a benefit that members yield.  As a benefit derived from members, members 
should have control over that benefit.  It is rational that the members who must yield 
overtime should be the ones who vote to approve or deny limits on that benefit. 

 
The IEB also did not address my challenge to the claim that there is a long-standing 

interpretation of the National Agreement that permits the Unit Chairperson’s overtime 
practice.  Testimony was given at the IEB hearing indicating confusion regarding the 
authority for the practice.  Unit Chairperson Stacklin himself has attested to learning of 
the rationale based on the National Agreement only after discussions outside the Local 
Union.  

 
The reasoning in the IEB decision is flawed in another respect.  The IEB cited the 

existing language in Section 1.R of the Local Agreement in support of Unit Chairperson 
overtime practice and yet simultaneously upheld the Local President’s decision based 
upon interpretation of the National Agreement.  lt is not rational for the IEB to say that an 
interpretation and practice must be changed at the National level, but that Local 
Agreement language defines the practice. 

 
The IEB decision also acknowledges that there is nothing specific in the National 

Agreement and relies instead on the Local Agreement language in support of the current 
practice despite testimony from the Local Union President that the membership has voted 
to remove Section 1.R from the Local Agreement.  It is not rational to refer to contract 
language that is to be removed to support a decision to deny adding language that is 
consistent with removing that contract language.  The membership voted to remove 
Section 1.R.  My proposed contract demand seeks to specify how the overtime practice 
for the Unit Chairperson is defined in the place of the current Section 1.R. 

 
Lastly, the IEB decision does not adequately address the argument that the current 

Unit Chairperson’s overtime practice violates the National Agreement.  The current 
practice allowing the Unit Chairperson to work “any and all” overtime is defined by Section 
1.R of the Local Agreement which also states that the overtime practice “will in no way 
contravene section 16(b) of the National agreement.”  Section 16 protects members’ 
overtime in two ways: (1) by limiting representation to only one Steward, and (2) by 
requiring a constituent to be working with the Steward.  The current interpretation of the 
“any and all” language in the Local Agreement violates these restrictions in the National 
Agreement, making past practice invalid and open to change. 

 
B. International Union, UAW: 
 

The IEB’s decision should be affirmed.  Daudelin’s appeal strikes at the heart of 
issues of rational contract interpretation and reasonable bargaining choices, which this 
Board has long held it will not disturb.  See, e.g., Butler v. UAW Region 1, PRB Case No. 
1806, at p. 8 (2019) (Board will not disturb Union’s “interpretation of applicable agreement 
terms, provided the interpretation rests upon a rational basis”);  Mitz v. Region 10, PRB 
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Case No. 1569, at p. 13 (2007) (“We will not interfere with a local union’s judgment on a 
matter of contract interpretation unless it can be shown to have been irrational.”).  Cf. 
Kosa v. UAW General Motors Department, 14 PRB 884, 892 (2013) (pursuant to Article 
33, §3(f), PRB lacks jurisdiction to review International Union’s “decisions with respect to 
. . . negotiations”).  The IEB appropriately determined that the Local Union’s interpretation 
of the National Agreement was reasonable, as was the Bargaining Committee’s decision 
to reject Daudelin’s bargaining demand.  This Board should affirm the IEB’s decision. 

 
Daudelin repeats his argument below that the Local Union acted undemocratically 

in rejecting his demand and that the Unit Chairperson is improperly motivated by receiving 
extra overtime pay, and he also claims that the IEB’s decision was not rational and that 
the IEB did not properly review his appeal.  None of these arguments have merit or are 
sufficient for reversing the IEB’s decision.  First, with respect to Daudelin’s due process 
arguments, Daudelin and other members of the Unit were given the full opportunity to 
submit demands for both the National and Local Agreements.  Daudelin did not submit a 
relevant demand for National negotiations and, as the IEB pointed out, it is within the 
democratically elected Local Bargaining Committee’s authority to decide what demands 
to present to management during Local negotiations.  The fact that Daudelin’s demand, 
as the IEB put it, “did not make the cut,” is simply not evidence of undemocratic practices 
within the Unit or Local.   

 
Second, while Daudelin claims that the Committee must have rejected his demand 

because of “bias,” i.e., the Unit Chairperson’s enjoyment of receiving overtime pay, that 
argument ignores the Local’s rational interpretation of the representation provisions in the 
National Agreement – reflected in Section 1.R of the Local Agreement – that the Unit 
Chair, like the Steward, should be permitted to work when his constituents are working, 
so that he may represent them.39  See Gillis v. Local Union 1976, 14 PRB 125, 131 (2009) 
(rejecting appeal challenging unit chairperson’s interpretation of contract language and 
assertion of established past practice where nothing in record contradicted chairperson’s 
“assertion that it was the policy”). 

 
Finally, Daudelin’s arguments that the IEB acted irrationally and failed to fully 

review his appeal are wholly without merit.  The IEB examined the factual history, 
including a relevant prior UAW President’s Office decision rejecting Daudelin’s attempts 
to reinterpret or change the CBAs, as well as the relevant contract provisions, and 
concluded that given the lack of evidence that the Local’s interpretation was irrational or 
motivated by fraud, discrimination, or collusion with management, it could not disturb that 
interpretation.  The IEB’s decision in this regard was completely appropriate and not, as 
Daudelin charges, irrational.  Likewise, the IEB’s review was complete and thorough, and 
included a full evidentiary hearing at which Daudelin and other members of the Unit were 
able to give testimony and present any argument or evidence that they wished to have 

 
39 The International Union’s position statement in this case indicates that the Unit 4 Chairperson only works 
overtime when any of his constituents are working.  However, in response to written questions from the 
PRB, the International Union acknowledged that the Chairperson has been the only employee working 
overtime on several occasions in the past three years.  Record, p. 170. 
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the IEB consider.  Accordingly, Daudelin’s argument that the IEB did not properly review 
his appeal must be rejected, and the IEB’s decision should be affirmed. 

 
C: Rebuttal by Alex Daudelin: 
 
 The heart of the issue in this case is not representation, it is overtime.  Members 
seek a means to protect themselves against the Unit Chairperson monopolizing overtime 
under the guise of providing union representation.  The EO&C National Agreement is 
clear in Section 47 that equalization of overtime is a local issue.  This provision is the 
basis for including Section 1.R in the Local Agreement in the first place.  The IEB’s 
decision seeks to elevate the issue of the Unit Chairperson’s overtime to the National 
level and, thus, ignores local authority to define overtime issues and should be 
overturned. 
 

With respect to the IEB’s statement that my contract demand “did not make the 
cut,” the IEB position is that the Bargaining Committee is the ultimate authority to 
determine what demands to put forward to management.  This position allows for the 
Committee to be arbitrary and capricious without accountability.  This is not consistent 
with the Local Union Bylaws which state: “The membership is the highest authority of this 
Local.” The practice of affording the membership the power to overrule the Bargaining 
Committee recommendations in the meeting to submit contract demands is in line with 
democracy.  Whether the Bargaining Committee negotiates the demands after that point 
during bargaining is not the question.  Under a democratic process the membership 
should be afforded the right to explore all demands after the Bargaining Committee makes 
its recommendations.  Nowhere is the Bargaining Committee cited as having ultimate 
authority to decide what will be negotiated for members ahead of bargaining. 

 
The IEB also maintains that the Unit Chairperson is not biased because he works 

overtime to represent constituents.  However, I point to the facts which show that there 
has never been a representation issue to deal with on overtime, the Steward could handle 
it if there was, and the Unit Chairperson takes overtime in place of members when there 
is no one to represent.  The IEB either discounts or ignores the monopolization of overtime 
by the Unit Chairperson and Steward along with any concern regarding what the will of 
the membership might be.  The IEB ignores the huge monetary value associated with 
overtime and the possibility that this would be the real reason a Unit Chairperson would 
even seek the position. 

 
DISCUSSION 

 
 In rejecting Daudelin’s appeal, the IEB focused on the Local Bargaining 
Committee’s authority to determine whether or not to put forward certain demands in 
bargaining.  In support, the International Union has pointed to Article 6, §15 of the UAW 
International Constitution which authorizes the Union to act as the exclusive 
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representative of members in collective bargaining.40  The International Union further 
argues that members can refuse to ratify an agreement if certain bargaining objectives 
are not achieved.  Alternatively, they can vote out of office any Bargaining Committee 
members deemed insufficiently responsive to their constituents’ concerns.  According to 
the International, these mechanisms adequately protect the democratic rights of the 
membership.    
 

Without doubt, a Bargaining Committee has wide latitude to decide upon 
negotiating priorities and strategy, and nothing in this decision is intended to hold 
otherwise.  But that is not the issue in this case.  During oral argument, Appellant 
acknowledged that the Unit Bargaining Committee retains the ultimate authority to 
determine whether to present his proposed contract demand in negotiations and, if 
presented, whether to abandon the demand at some point in favor of other bargaining 
objectives.  Instead, the issue Appellant raises here is the extent to which the Bargaining 
Committee can prevent a contract demand from being put forward and debated at a Unit 
meeting held for the purpose of providing members with an opportunity to “discuss and 
vote on local demands.”41 

 
The Board concludes that the Bargaining Committee does not exercise the same 

wide discretion to “pre-screen” contract demands before opening them to debate as the 
Committee ultimately exercises during the course of negotiations.  The UAW International 
Constitution broadly protects the rights of members to express their views and participate 
fully in local meetings.   Although these basic principles of union democracy are reflected 
in many places throughout the Constitution, they are set forth most explicitly in the 
“Democratic Practices” section of the Ethical Practices Codes, which reads in pertinent 
part: 

 
“The UAW is proud of its democratic heritage.  Its Constitution is carefully 
designed to insure each member her/his full democratic right, both as an 
individual and through her/his elected representatives, to express 
her/himself freely and to participate at all levels in the decisions governing 
the Union. . . . 

 
The democratic principles which have always governed the 

International Union, UAW, and its Local Unions are: 

 
40 Article 6, §15 states: 
 

“The International Union and the Local Union to which the member belongs shall be her/his 
exclusive representative for the purpose of collective bargaining in respect to rates of pay, 
wages, hours of employment or other conditions of employment; and for the negotiation 
and execution of contracts with employers covering all such matters, including contracts 
requiring membership or the continuance of membership in the Union as a condition of 
employment or continued employment; and contracts requiring the employer to deduct, 
collect, or assist in collecting from her/his wages any dues, initiation fees, reinstatement 
fees, payable to the International Union or her/his Local Union.” 

41 Record, p. 29. 
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1. Each member shall be entitled to a full share in Union self-
government.  Each member shall have full freedom of speech and the right 
to participate in the democratic decisions of the Union. . . . 

2. Membership meetings shall be held regularly, with proper notice 
of time and place and shall be conducted in an atmosphere of fairness.”  

 
We note that “Article 32, §1, of the UAW Constitution charges this Board with the 
responsibility to preserve and strengthen the democratic processes within the union as 
they affect the rights of individual members.”  Christensen v. UAW Local Union 2071 
Executive Board, 14 PRB 563, 576 (2010). 
 
 Appellant argues persuasively that these fundamental democratic rights are at 
stake in this matter, even though the Bargaining Committee may ultimately decide not to 
pursue his proposed contract demand.  He points out that debate on his proposal could 
reveal that other members either favor the current overtime practice or do not view it as 
a significant issue for bargaining even if they share some of his concerns.  Alternatively, 
if the membership did endorse his proposal, the Bargaining Committee would need to 
take this into account in deciding whether or not to pursue the matter at the negotiating 
table.  In this way, the issue becomes highlighted and the Bargaining Committee can be 
held to a higher level of accountability with respect to the matter than would otherwise be 
likely.  As Appellant has made clear, he is trying to effect change on a relatively narrow – 
but for him and others important – issue by having his contract proposal debated within 
the Unit.  He should not be relegated to pursue his narrow objective through less direct 
mechanisms, such as the contract ratification process or the election of new Bargaining 
Committee members.    
 

Thus, we find that the proper inquiry in this case is to assess the Bargaining 
Committee’s decision to deny debate in light of Daudelin’s interest in exercising his 
democratic rights.  In concluding that Appellant’s democratic rights are at stake, the Board 
does not hold that “pre-screening” contract demands for debate is entirely prohibited.  A 
member’s right to free expression and participation in meetings can be subject to 
reasonable rules and restrictions uniformly applied.  There may be some circumstances 
where obviously frivolous contract demands (such as those directly contrary to a specific, 
well-established International bargaining policy) or matters raised in bad faith are 
appropriately weeded out in advance to ensure an adequate opportunity for the 
membership to debate more vital issues.  Nevertheless, the Board would expect the 
membership to be permitted to debate a proposal as long as it concerned an arguably 
permissible topic of bargaining. 

 
 Considered in light of the foregoing principles, we find that the Bargaining 
Committee’s rationale for precluding debate on Daudelin’s proposal does not withstand 
scrutiny.  The Committee claimed that Daudelin’s proposal concerned representation and, 
therefore, was a subject that must be handled during National negotiations.  In addition, 
Local President Walbolt claimed that there was a current interpretation of the EO&C 
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National Agreement providing for the Unit Chairperson to work overtime for purposes of 
representation.  However, the International Union’s responses to the PRB’s questions in 
this case (both those in writing and during oral argument) show that the Committee and 
the Local President erred in construing the EO&C National Agreement to limit local 
bargaining on the overtime issue.42   
 

As the International Union has stated, Section 47 of the EO&C National Agreement 
“allows the local parties to negotiate Plant Shop Committeeperson overtime 
opportunities.”43  Accordingly, as Assistant Director Bainter has explained, the practice 
with respect to overtime for Unit Chairpersons varies at different locations covered by the 
National Agreement.  In some units, the Chairperson equalizes overtime on the same 
basis as other unit members, just as Daudelin has proposed in his contract demand.  In 
other units, however, the practice is similar to the current Local Agreement covering Unit 
4 at the TMP.  The International Union has also advised that there is no interpretation of 
the EO&C National Agreement pertaining to overtime for the Unit Chairperson.44  In short, 
Daudelin’s contract demand is a permissible bargaining topic at the local level, contrary 
to the Committee’s determination and, therefore, was improperly rejected. 

 
 Appellant also raises the issue of Chairperson Stacklin’s self-interest in the current 
overtime practice under the Local Agreement.  As explained above, in the absence of any 
contrary information, we accept Appellant’s representation that Chairperson Stacklin 
derives significant annual income as a result of the current arrangement.  In light of this 
financial interest, it is all the more appropriate to subject the Committee’s refusal to allow 
debate on Appellant’s proposal to close scrutiny, as we have done.  Further, it is 
reasonable to expect that this financial interest might be perceived as a relevant 
consideration by the Local membership when debating Daudelin’s proposed change. 
 

Appellant raises the further argument that Stacklin should have recused himself 
from this matter.  Neither the International Union nor the Local Union appear to have 
adopted any policy or guidance concerning the recusal of Bargaining Committee 
members.45  Although developing such a recusal policy might well be advisable, we do 
not believe that it would be appropriate for the Board to attempt to set policy in this area 
for the first time in the context of this case.  That said, we would encourage Local officials 
to consider recusal in similar circumstances as a means to avoid even the appearance of 
bias. 

 
 For the most part, Appellant has appropriately framed his appeal in terms of the 
exercise of his democratic rights.  However, he has also advanced a number of arguments 
which address the underlying merits of his contract proposal.  For example, he argues 

 
42 The PRB considers the UAW FCA Department to be the highest authority within the Union on the meaning 
and interpretation of the EO&C National Agreement. 
43 Record, p. 168. 
44 Record, p. 169. 
45 The PRB requested that the International Union provide copies of documents reflecting any policies or 
past practice with respect to recusal.  Record, p. 163.  No such documents were provided.  Therefore, we 
assume that none exist. 
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that the current overtime practice is subject to abuse and that the deprivation of access 
to overtime falls disproportionately on employees who work the first shift, as does 
Stacklin.  He also claims that in practice there has been little or no need for the Unit 
Chairperson to act in a representative capacity while working overtime.  He asserts that 
the fact that Stacklin works overtime even when none of his constituents are working 
undermines the argument that the current practice serves the interest of representing the 
membership.  He points to the PM&P National Agreement, which only permits a Unit 
Chairperson to work overtime when a constituent is working, in support of this contention.  
  

The International Union has responded to some of these arguments.  According to 
Assistant Director Bainter, the Union has consistently sought through negotiations to 
expand the availability of representation in the workplace.  In his view, Section 1.R of the 
Local Agreement serves this purpose and, therefore, he believes that Daudelin’s proposal 
would constitute regressive bargaining.   

 
These arguments, although well-presented, are misdirected.  It is not the role of 

this Board to assess the merits of Appellant’s proposed bargaining demand.  Instead, the 
arguments raised by both sides before us are precisely the issues that the Unit 
membership should be permitted to evaluate during debate on the proposal. 

 
Accordingly, we order that the Appellant be permitted to present his bargaining 

demand either at a regular Unit meeting or a specially scheduled meeting.  The Unit 
should conduct this meeting within 30 days of the date of this decision.  Within 15 days 
after the meeting is conducted, the International Union should submit a formal status 
report on the matter to the PRB and attach the minutes from the Unit meeting.      

 
The appeal is granted, and it is so ordered. 
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 On January 8, 2021, the Public Review Board (PRB) issued a decision in this 
matter, granting the appeal and ordering relief in favor of the Appellant.  The decision 
specifically stated: 

“[W]e order that the Appellant be permitted to present his bargaining 
demand either at a regular Unit meeting or a specially scheduled meeting.  
The Unit should conduct the meeting within 30 days of the date of this 
decision.  Within 15 days after the meeting is conducted, the International 
Union should submit a formal status report on the matter to the PRB and 
attach the minutes from the Unit meeting.”  (emphasis added) 

The Board was informally advised that the Unit conducted its meeting on January 27, 
2021.  However, the International Union did not submit a formal status report by February 
11, 2021 as requested.  On March 2, 2021, the PRB Co-Chairs sent a letter to the 
International President’s office again specifically requesting a status report.  In response, 
the International President’s office sent an email with various documents attached, 
including the minutes of the January 27 Unit meeting, but not a formal status report. 
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 Following its review of the meeting minutes, the PRB continues to have concerns 
as to whether Appellant’s contract demand has been handled in a manner consistent with 
the Ethical Practices Codes of the UAW International Constitution.  Accordingly, we have 
decided to retain jurisdiction over this matter to insure that democratic processes are 
followed.   

In addition, the Board directs the International Union to provide a formal status 
report no later than March 22, 2021.  The status report should provide a narrative 
description and assessment of the relevant information, not simply attach documents, in 
order to insure that the Board has a complete and accurate account of what has occurred.  
In addition to the information previously requested in the Board’s January 8, 2021 
decision, the status report should specifically address the following: 

(1) The January 27, 2021 meeting minutes indicate that the Unit leadership 
initially refused to hold a vote at the Unit meeting on Appellant’s contract 
demands but subsequently conducted a vote by email.  Explain in detail the 
steps taken to insure that the contract demand was voted upon and attach 
any relevant written communications from the International Union to the 
Local or within the Unit itself regarding the need to conduct a vote. 

 
(2) The PRB’s January 8, 2021 decision at page 14 encouraged Local 

leadership to consider recusal as a means to avoid even the appearance of 
impropriety.  Indicate whether the Unit Chairperson considered recusing 
himself from matters related to Appellant’s contract demand and, if 
considered, why the Unit Chairperson chose not to recuse himself.  Indicate 
whether the Local has adopted a recusal policy or has considered adopting 
such a policy and the result of that consideration. 

 
(3) In light of the fact that the Unit membership voted in favor of Appellant’s 

contract demand, describe the next steps in terms of the Bargaining 
Committee’s handling of the demand.  Indicate whether the Bargaining 
Committee has deliberated on the demand and, if yes, describe the 
deliberations and provide minutes if available.  Describe how the Bargaining 
Committee’s deliberations are communicated to the Unit membership and 
provide relevant documents. 

 
(4) Describe the current status of negotiations with the Company for changes 

to the Local Agreement, including the current schedule for bargaining.  
Describe how the disposition of various contract demands, including 
Appellant’s, will be communicated to the Unit membership. 

 
It is so ordered. 
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