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Floyd Edwards argues that the UAW Ford Department’s decision to withdraw a 

grievance protesting his disqualification from the job setter classification was motivated 
by discrimination and lacked a rational basis. 

 
FACTS 

 
Floyd Edwards works at Visteon’s Sterling, Michigan, plant with a seniority date 

of June 25, 1953.  On October 29, 2001, Edwards was reduced from his position as a 
job setter in Department 38 to the same classification in Department 39 after 
Department 38 was dissolved.  Although Edwards’ classification in the two departments 
remained the same, the requirements of the jobs were different.  According to the 
Company, Department 38 made a bearing race cup while Department 39 makes a 
spider u-joint.1 

 

                                                 
1 Record, p. 21. 
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Edwards had worked on the day shift in Department 38, but he was assigned to 
the midnight shift in Department 39.  When he was first assigned to Department 39, 
Edwards was paired with another job setter in order to learn the new job.  According to 
the Ford Department Servicing Representative, Chuck Browning, after four months on 
the job in Department 39, the Company determined that Edwards was not acquiring 
adequate skills to work on his own.2  He was therefore assigned to the day shift in order 
to be trained on the job in Department 39.  The Company explained that this 
assignment was made because the job setters on the day shift were more 
knowledgeable about the job and better able to train Edwards in his new job setter 
responsibilities.3 

 
In June 2002, the Company met with representatives of UAW Local 228 to 

schedule a demonstration of job competency for Floyd Edwards. The test was 
scheduled for June 11, 2002.  Edwards was not able to perform the task assigned to 
him on June 11.  Committeeperson Edwin F. Kowalski stated that after observing the 
demonstration, both he and the Alternate Committeeperson agreed that while Edwards 
was able to perform some of the set-up, he was not able to complete the task 
successfully on his own.4  Edwards did successfully complete the task assigned to him 
during a second step of the evaluation on June 28, 2002.5  He did not succeed with the 
third step of the evaluation conducted on July 23, 2002.6 

 
On July 31, 2002, Visteon disqualified Edwards for the job setter position in 

Department 39, and placed him in a cleaner position in Department 249.7  Local 228 
filed a grievance protesting Edwards’ disqualification on August 1.  The grievance 
states: 

 
“Discrimination & Harassment—The Union and the agg. 
protest against management for the unjust disqualification of 
the agg. on 7-31-2002.  The agg. has been harassed and 
discriminated against from the start of his evaluation.  
Demand—That the Company restore the agg. to his position 
and continue to train the agg. and restore all lost time and 
lost monies to be made whole.”8 
 

The Company filed a Statement of Fact and Position in response to Edwards’ 
grievance on February 17, 2003.  It stated that Edwards had been trained for the job 
                                                 
2 Record, p. 33. 
3 Record, p. 21. 
4 Record, p. 7. 
5 Record, p. 15. 
6 Record, p. 22. 
7 Record, p. 22. 
8 Record, p. 19. 
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setter position in Department 39 for seven months.  The Company maintained that it 
had followed the contractual guidelines in placing Edwards in the job setter position in 
Department 39, and that it made every effort to ensure his success in that position, but 
that Edwards could not acquire the skills necessary for the job. 

 
Edwards’ grievance was referred to the Umpire on February 25, 2003.  On 

June 9, 2004, the grievance was withdrawn at the 3½ stage by Ford Department 
Representative Chuck Browning.9  Edwards appealed the decision to withdraw his 
grievance to the International Executive Board (IEB) on November 18, 2004.  In support 
of his appeal, Edwards pointed out that he had been a job setter for over twenty years.  
He claimed that none of the other operators and job setters who transferred to 
Department 39 after Department 38 was closed was required to be trained and tested.  
He stated: 

 
“…I believe that because of my advanced age & race I was 
forced to test and was harassed until I was disqualified 
unjustly.”10 
 

In response to Edwards’ appeal, Representative Browning described the training and 
testing that took place in Edwards’ case and commented: 
 

“During the investigation, there was no evidence of 
discrimination on the Company’s part.  As a matter of fact, it 
appeared that the Company went to great lengths to bring 
Mr. Edwards’ proficiency as a job setter up to a level that 
would have avoided his subsequent disqualification.  In 
addition, the process followed by the Company was 
consistent with the language outlined in the UAW Local 228 
Agreement titled ‘Disqualification Procedure.’” 11 
 

Browning also noted that Department 39 had been eliminated a few months after 
Edwards was disqualified. 
 

President Gettelfinger’s staff determined that a hearing was unnecessary on 
Edwards’ appeal and they prepared a report for the IEB based on the evidence 
presented by Edwards, Local Union 228, and the UAW Ford Department.  Staff 
remarked that the job setter’s function is an important one, and that improper 
performance of that job could have severe consequences for the Company’s equipment 
and the safety of other employees.12  Furthermore, they pointed out that there was no 

                                                 
9 Record, p. 27. 
10 Record, p. 32. 
11 Record, p. 33. 
12 Record, p. 41. 
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evidence submitted that any employee had been allowed to remain in the job setter 
classification who could not perform the four critical tasks that Edwards’ was required to 
perform to demonstrate his competency. Staff also referred to an Umpire’s decision 
cited by the Company in which the Umpire held that great weight must be given to the 
immediate supervisor’s evaluation of an employee’s competence.13  Staff concluded, 
therefore, that Representative Browning’s decision that he could not win Edwards’ case 
before an Umpire was rational.  Staff found no evidence of malice or improper 
motivation and they denied Edwards’ appeal.14  

 
The IEB adopted staff’s report as its decision and notified Edwards on June 2, 

2005.  Edwards has now appealed to the Public Review Board (PRB). 
 

ARGUMENT 
 

A. Floyd G. Edwards: 

I was a job setter for over twenty years and I should not have been disqualified or 
harassed.  When Department 38 was closed, I went to Department 39 along with the 
other operators and job setters from Department 38.  None of the other transferred job 
setters was required to undergo training or testing.  After Department 39 was closed 
these employees became job setters in yet another department.  They were never 
forced to take training or perform a competency test.  I believe that because of my 
advanced age and my race I was harassed until I was disqualified unjustly.  

 
B.  International Union, UAW: 

It is undisputed that the job setter classification requires special skills.  It is also 
undisputed that appellant was given seven months of training in the skills required for 
his assignment.  Appellant does not contest the fact that he could not demonstrate his 
proficiency in the job after seven months.  There is no evidence that appellant was 
singled out to demonstrate his proficiency or that the means for testing him were unfair.  
On these facts, the International Representative made the entirely reasonable decision 
to withdraw his grievance.  

 
DISCUSSION 

 
This record does not support Edwards’ claim that the Company discriminated 

against him because of his age and race.  The record shows that the Company made 
every effort to train Edwards on his new assignment and that the Local 228 
Representatives made certain that Edwards was given the opportunity to demonstrate 
his competence.  Unfortunately, Edwards could not acquire the skills necessary to do 
the job in Department 39, so he was given a different assignment.  The Company has 

                                                 
13 Record, pp. 42-43. 
14 Record, p. 44 
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the right and the responsibility to insist that employees are capable of performing the 
tasks assigned to them.  

 
Our task in considering collective bargaining grievances is to determine whether 

the handling of the grievance in question was affected by fraud, discrimination or 
collusion with management or whether its disposition was devoid of any rational basis.  
Unless we find such to have been the case, we are required to dismiss the appeal.15  
Edwards’ reassignment did not violate the collective bargaining agreement and the Ford 
Department Representative who investigated the grievance found no evidence of 
discrimination.  Representative Browning’s decision to withdraw the grievance was 
rational under these circumstances. 

 
The decision of the IEB is affirmed. 

                                                 
15 UAW Constitution,  Article 33, §4(i). 


