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Raymond Bellew argues that the handling of his grievance by the UAW 

DaimlerChrysler Department was influenced by discrimination and collusion or that it 
lacked a rational basis. 
 

FACTS 
 

Raymond Bellew worked at DaimlerChrysler’s McGraw Glass Plant (McGraw) 
with a seniority date of August 28, 1972.  Larry McKinney worked at McGraw with a 
seniority date of July 6, 1977.  On April 30, 2004, McGraw closed permanently and its 
approximately 85 employees were instructed to report to the Trenton Engine Plant 
(TEP) where they were assigned to a jobs bank.  On May 7, thirty-eight of the former 
McGraw employees were given permanent assignments at various DaimlerChrysler 
facilities to become effective May 10.  Bellew and McKinney were assigned to the 
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Sterling Heights Assembly Plant (SHAP).1  On May 11, Bellew asked the UAW Local 
1700 Shop Committeeperson at SHAP to file a grievance for him and McKinney 
protesting their placement at SHAP.2  

 
In support of his request for a grievance, Bellew explained that he and McKinney 

had signed a Labor Market Area Placement Election Form volunteering for placement in 
the Detroit Area.  The election is made pursuant to Letter #1513, “Labor Market Area 
Placement Election” contained in the DaimlerChrysler-UAW Production, Maintenance 
and Parts Agreement.4  When Bellew and McKinney were assigned to SHAP, there 
were six DaimlerChrysler facilities that offered permanent placement opportunities.  
According to Bellew, employees who volunteered for placement were supposed to be 
canvassed at the time they were laid off and given preference for assignments based on 
seniority.5 

 
Bellew stated that his preference was to be assigned to the Detroit Axle Plant 

(DAP).  Instead, he reported that employees with low seniority who had not volunteered 
to be placed were assigned to DAP.  Bellew explained: 

 
“When we arrived at Trenton Engine Plant (TEP) on May 3, 
2004, we were advised by Local Union and plant 
management officials that 16 other individuals were forced 
from TEP’s job bank to both Warren Truck and Detroit Axle 
effective May 3, 2004.”6 
  

                                                 
1
 Record, p. 22. 

2
 Record, p. 23. 

3
 The letter states: 

“During the 1993 negotiations, the parties discussed the procedures for developing the order of 
placement of employees from the Combined Labor Market Area list on job opportunities within the 
Labor Market Area pursuant to Paragraph III(D) of the Memorandum of Understanding – 
Employment Security System.  The parties agreed that, for placement purposes, employees on the 
Combined Labor Market Area list will be offered, in seniority order, the opportunity to volunteer for 
openings based on a non-revocable election made at such time as they are indefinitely laid off or 
assigned to protected employee status.  Volunteers will be placed in seniority order.  Absent 
volunteers, the junior employee on the Combined Labor Market Area list must transfer to the new 
location or be separated from the Corporation as a resignation. 

The parties further agreed that during the initial development of the Combined Labor Market Area 
list, a one-time canvass will be conducted of all laid off employees to provide them an opportunity to 
make a non-revocable election to volunteer for placement within the Labor Market Area.  The laid off 
employee canvass will occur as soon as practicable, but no later than sixty (60) days following the 
ratification of the Agreement.” 

4
 Record, pp. 19-20. 

5
 Record, pp. 26-27. 

6
 Record , p. 25. 
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Bellew stated that when he learned about the placement of low seniority employees at 
DAP he requested assistance from each of the Local Union representatives of UAW 
Local 372, but the Local representatives refused to get involved.  Bellew reported that 
on May 3, 2004, Local 372 Shop Chairperson M. Herald advised the former McGraw 
employees that International Representative Gil Wojcik was handling their placement.7 
 

Bellew charged that his and McKinney’s placement at SHAP was not consistent 
with the contract language and established past practice.  In his request for a grievance, 
Bellew described the following response from the International Union to his inquiries 
about his placement at SHAP: 

 
“Also during an attempt to resolve this matter R. Bellew 
spoke with International sourcing rep. Harry Reilly on 
5/12/04 to inquire about the improper placements.  On 
5/13/04 said International rep. contacted R. Bellew and 
informed him that he had spoken with his boss Gil Wojcik 
and was told by him: L. McKinney and R. Bellew were 
placed at SHAP and T. Perkins at JNAP. That is where they 
belong and that is where they are going to stay and was told 
to refer us to the International servicing rep. K. Mickens. 
 
All of these activities are troublesome and reek of improper 
directions from the Corporation and/or the International 
Union.”8  
 

Bellew asserted that he and McKinney were assigned to SHAP in retaliation for 
protected activities they had engaged in as officers of UAW Local 227, the Local Union 
that had represented McGraw’s employees.9 
 

UAW Local 1700 filed Grievance No. 04-149 on behalf of Bellew protesting his 
unjust job placement on June 1, 2004.10  Management denied the grievance at the 
second step on August 12, 2004.  Management stated that the grievant was properly 
placed pursuant to the “Memorandum of Understanding on Plant Closings” contained in 
the UAW-DaimlerChrysler National Agreement.  In addition, Management pointed out 
that Section V of that Agreement provides as follows: 

 

                                                 
7
 Record, p. 26. 

8
 Record, p. 27. 

9
 A “Summary Report” prepared by the NLRB in response to a charge filed by Bellew states that Bellew 

claimed that he was placed at SHAP in retaliation for his participation in a protest of the closing of the 
McGraw Glass Plant outside International Union headquarters in 2002.  Bellew and McKinney 
acknowledged that they conducted the protest despite having been warned by high-ranking International 
Union officials against it. (Record, p. 45) 

10
 Record, p. 30. 
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“The corporation shall not incur any liability for claimed 
violations or errors in administration of this Memorandum, 
and employees will not accumulate seniority or other rights 
by reason of this Memorandum.”11 
 

A third step meeting was conducted on Bellew’s grievance on November 11, 
2004.  Local 1700 President Bill Parker prepared a statement describing the Local 
Union’s position with respect to the grievance. Parker reported that Bellew and 
McKinney made the following claims: 

 
 “1) They should have been given the opportunity to pick 

from among 6 plants hiring on May 10th; 
 2) They should receive full seniority rights at their new 

plant; 
 3) Their placement should have taken place May 3rd 

instead of May 10th; and 
 4) They should receive compensation for all lost wages 

provided in Section 32 of the National Agreement.”12
  

 
Parker pointed out that there were three positions available at DAP on May 3, 2004, but 
they were filled by employees with higher seniority than Bellew’s or McKinney’s, so he 
could find no basis to pursue their claim of back pay retroactive to May 3.  Parker 
reported that he could find no language or policy in the 2003 Agreement between 
DaimlerChrysler and the UAW or the Letter and Memoranda attached to that Agreement 
that gives individuals in the combined labor market pool the right to pick which plant 
they want from among those hiring.13  Parker stated that he could neither confirm nor 
deny Bellew’s and McKinney’s allegation that the National Parties “…played some sort 
of game with their placement.”14 
 

Parker’s statement goes on to address other issues raised by Bellew and 
McKinney in relation to their employment at SHAP.  He observed that they were not 
given priority in selecting vacation weeks because that selection must be made prior to 
March 1 of each year.15  He noted that they were not happy about being placed as 
assemblers in the Trim Department, but he found no violation with the assignment.  He 
explained: 

 
“…However, half the population at SHAP is high seniority.  I, 
myself, am an assembler in the Trim Department and, had I 

                                                 
11

 Record, p. 31. 

12
 Record, p. 50. 

13
 Record, pp. 50-51. 

14
 Record, p. 51. 

15
 Record, p. 51 
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lost my election in May, would have returned there.  So I 
personally do not see a problem with their assignment.  
Each is free to accept a canvass for a higher classification if 
such a job opens in Trim and each is free to sign up for a 
transfer to another department when openings occur.  Local 
1700 will work to correct any injustice, but it is not clear what 
entitlements they feel they have coming.”16 
 

Parker concluded: 
 

“The mechanism for selecting who goes to what plant on any 
given day is handled by the National Parties.  Therefore, this 
grievance is being appealed to the fourth step for 
investigation as to whether or not appropriate procedures 
were followed in their placement at SHAP effective May 10th, 
2004.”17  
 

Bellew’s grievance was processed through to the Appeal Board step of the grievance 
procedure.  On June 14, 2005, the grievance was withdrawn by DaimlerChrysler 
Department Representative Keith Mickens.18 
 

President Parker of Local 1700 advised Bellew of the withdrawal of Grievance 
No.  04-149 on August 17, 2005.  Bellew appealed the decision to withdraw his 
grievance to the International Executive Board (IEB) on September 23.  In his appeal to 
the IEB, Bellew asserted that the decision to withdraw his grievance was motivated by 
the International Union’s desire to retaliate against him for his dissident activities.  He 
claimed that those handling his grievance were pressured by members of the Union 
hierarchy to see that the grievance was not resolved favorably even though a bona fide 
contractual violation existed.19  He argued that such conduct was unethical.   

 
Bellew explained that he had been the Chief Steward at UAW Local 227.  In 

2002, the members of Local 227 became concerned about signs that the 
DaimlerChrysler Corporation intended to close McGraw and that the International Union 
supported its decision.  Bellew stated that he made a motion at a membership meeting 
on August 18, 2002, to stage a protest at Solidarity House, and the motion passed.  
Bellew reported that when the International learned of the planned protest, 
representatives attempted to persuade the Local to call it off in telephone conversations 
which he described as “combative, hostile, and in some instances were threatening.”20  

                                                 
16

 Record, p. 51. 

17
 Record, p. 52. 

18
 Record, p. 70. 

19
 Record, p. 76. 

20
 Record, p. 78. 
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Bellew reported that he overheard a conversation on a speaker phone between 
International Representatives and Acting Chairperson Larry McKinney, in which 
Representative Wojcik stated, “You are going to pay for this.”21  Nevertheless, he said, 
the rally occurred and was covered by local radio and television stations.  Bellew stated 
that after the rally, all of the representatives who planned or participated in it were 
suspended or fired for various reasons.  He reported: 

 
“While at a UAW meeting in Hollywood, Florida, Temperance 
Perkins, Local 227 President, attempted to appeal to Wojcik 
regarding assistance in restoring the union officials to 
employment.  He chuckled and told her, ‘I always get my 
man.’”22 
 

Bellew insisted that Grievance No. 04-149 should not have been withdrawn 
because it was supported by the language of the contract and its consistent application.  
He described a number of instances where the national parties corrected placement of 
employees where they were not assigned in accordance with their preferences by 
seniority.23  Furthermore, Bellew asserted that DaimlerChrysler Corporation had 
influenced his decision not to resign his Union office in order to secure his assignment 
to DAP by lying to him about the availability of work there.  Bellew insisted that 
DaimlerChrysler should not be protected by the language of the Memorandum of 
Understanding on Plant Closings because its failure to place him in available openings 
at DAP on May 3 was not an error, but a deliberate and purposeful reprisal.24  Finally, 
Bellew complained that no one above the Local Union level would discuss the merits of 
his case with him.25 

 
International Representative Keith Mickens prepared a memorandum in 

response to Bellew’s appeal on December 21, 2005.  Mickens reported that Bellew had 
volunteered to be placed in the Detroit Area in accordance with the Memorandum of 
Understanding on Plant Closings.  He observed that the Detroit Labor Market has fifteen 
facilities.  He commented: 

 
“...He elected to be placed in the Detroit Labor Market Area 
and he was so placed.  According to the ‘Manpower 5-10-04’ 
list, the employees were placed by seniority, in groups that 
varied in size according to what the individual plants 
required.  They were all placed on the same day.  No 
employee has the right to pick what plant they are recalled 

                                                 
21

 Record, p. 94. 

22
 Record, p. 95. 

23
 Record, pp. 81-82. 

24
 Record, pp. 88-87. 

25
 Record, p. 92. 
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to.  Consequently, there was no contractual right that was 
violated.  The ‘canvass’ that Brother Bellew refers to was 
nothing more or less than the M-7 Labor Market Area 
Placement Election form.  There is no other such ‘canvass.’ 
For there to have been otherwise would have been contrary 
to the Agreement itself.”26  
 

Mickens stated that he had never been instructed to withdraw Bellew’s case or to 
handle it in any particular fashion.  He reported that he was not personally acquainted 
with Bellew and had no knowledge of his role in the events which he claimed influenced 
the handling of his appeal.  Mickens stated that the case was handled strictly on its own 
merits.27 
 

President Gettelfinger’s staff determined that a hearing was unnecessary on 
Bellew’s appeal and they prepared a report on his behalf for the IEB based on 
information provided by Bellew, Local Union 1700, and the UAW DaimlerChrysler 
Department.  Staff stated that the contract language is unambiguous and does not 
require that employees be canvassed for the purpose of selecting a particular plant for 
placement following a plant closing.  Staff found no evidence to support Bellew’s 
allegations of discrimination and retaliation.28  Staff denied Bellew’s appeal and their 
report was adopted by the IEB on September 18, 2006.  Bellew has now appealed the 
IEB’s decision to the Public Review Board (PRB). 

 
ARGUMENT 

 
A. Raymond Bellew: 

Representatives in the UAW DaimlerChrysler Department were hostile towards 
me because I organized a protest against the UAW designed to protect the interests of 
my constituents at McGraw Glass.  Assistant Director Gil Wojcik of the National Training 
Center said he was going to get me.  I received comments from various Union officials 
during the week of May 3, 2004, that let me know I was being punished intentionally.  A 
Company representative told a Union steward at TEP to stay away from us.  A Union 
representative told us that Gil Wojcik was the reason we had been sent to the room 
(assigned to the jobs bank at TEP).  It was clear that both the Company and the Union 
knew what was going on and were in agreement in regard to the unjust and 
discriminatory treatment.  These people did not care who all suffered as long as their 
intended victims were among them.  

 
Prior to the closure of the McGraw Glass plant, Gil Wojcik told the employees 

that anyone with thirty or more years of seniority who volunteered to be placed would be 

                                                 
26

 Record, p. 106. 

27
 Record, p. 107. 

28
 Record, p. 131. 
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placed first in accordance with their seniority and then the remaining employees would 
be forced to return to active employment in reverse seniority order.  My decision to 
remain in my elected position at McGraw was based on this information.  It now seems 
that this was a deliberate deception designed to allow the Union to place me and other 
objectors in undesirable locations.  Wojcik’s explanation was entirely contrary to what 
occurred.  The UAW and the Corporation forced everyone from McGraw into a plant 
regardless of their labor market election form and regardless of other available 
employees in the labor market.  Considering that all placements that preceded ours 
were consistent with what we were told by Wojcik, no other explanation than 
discrimination and retaliation seems plausible.  

 
McGraw Manager Edward Kolacki informed me and other dissident Union 

officials that there were no openings at DAP on May 3, 2004, other than those filled by 
the three high seniority employees.  In fact, there were numerous openings which the 
national parties filled with low seniority employees who had not volunteered for 
placement.  It is clear that the Union officials who have touched this case have tried to 
go along with the International Representatives in order to avoid my fate.  I am also 
puzzled why the Local Union maintained that the entire issue was out of their hands, 
and then held the grievance in the plant for an exorbitant amount of time.  These were 
not mistakes. 

 
The IEB ignored the violation that precipitated my grievance.  Instead it went for 

what it thought would be a cleaner kill.  The IEB claims that the collective bargaining 
agreement does not allow members to select which plant they will be assigned to.  That 
is not true.  For instance, Lou Peterman was placed at the Warren Truck Plant pursuant 
to his request despite the fact that he was not available when the request was made.  
Other similar placements occurred.  While my grievance was pending, Representative 
Keith Mickens refused to discuss it with me because of the complaint that I had filed 
with the NLRB.  When I appealed Mickens’ decision, the only argument given to support 
the decision was that of Keith Mickens. 

 
B.  International Union, UAW: 

Bellew was placed at the Sterling Heights Assembly Plant in accordance with his 
election to be placed in the Detroit Labor Market Area.  He was placed with his original 
seniority date of August 28, 1972.  He lost no pay or benefits as a result of his 
placement.  Bellew had no right to choose the specific plant in the Detroit Labor Market 
Area where he would be placed.  None of the employees who were placed on May 10, 
2004, were given the right to select which plant they would be assigned to.  Because 
Bellew had no contractual right to determine his assignment within the Detroit Labor 
Market Area, the Union properly withdrew his grievance at the fifth step of the grievance 
procedure. 

 
Instead of trying to build a contractual argument, Bellew contends that the Union 

leadership in the DaimlerChrysler Department did not like him because he participated 
in a protest at Solidarity House in August 2002.  There is no evidence to support this 
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claim.  The employees who were placed on May 10, 2004, were placed in groups in 
seniority order.  There is nothing suspicious about the manpower list prepared by the 
Union on May 10. 

 
The Union’s decision to withdraw Bellew’s grievance was rational because the 

grievance had no basis in the contract.  Bellew has presented no evidence that either 
the Corporation or the Union acted in a discriminatory manner or colluded with respect 
to his placement. 

 
DISCUSSION 

 
Appellant has requested that the International Union provide a list of all the 

employees who were placed on jobs available in the DaimlerChrysler Detroit Labor 
Market Area on Monday, May 3, 2004.  This is presumably for the purpose of showing 
that there were more positions available at DAP than the three that were filled by higher 
seniority employees on that date, and that low seniority employees were placed at DAP 
on the same day that Bellew reported to TEP to await his assignment.  There is no need 
to obtain this information, however, because we have no reason to doubt that this is the 
case.  The report of the NLRB in response to Bellew’s complaint regarding his 
placement at SHAP mentions that sixteen employees with less seniority were placed at 
DAP and other facilities on May 3, 2004.29  Nevertheless, we do not believe that this 
circumstance supports a conclusion that Bellew was assigned to SHAP in retaliation for 
his dissident activities in 2002. 

 
The placement of employees who have been laid off as a result of a plant closure 

is the responsibility the National Job Security Operational Effectiveness and Sourcing 
Committee (NJOES), comprised of representatives of the UAW and the DaimlerChrysler 
Corporation.30  In other words, the Union does not control the decision where to place 
employees; it is a responsibility shared by the Union and the Company.  Obviously, the 
Committee members must consider a variety of factors in determining where to place 
employees, but certainly the manpower requirements of the Company is an important 
element.  When faced with a plant closure and the need to find positions for 
approximately 85 employees, it would hardly be possible to accommodate each 
employee’s preference in order of seniority.  It would not be practical or wise to allow 
employees to dictate where they will be placed regardless of other considerations. 

 
Bellew has not identified any contract language that was violated by his 

placement at SHAP.  Instead, he maintains that it had become a well-established past 
practice to allow high seniority employees to select the plant where they would be 
placed pursuant to the Memorandum of Understanding—Employment Security System 
(ESS) Program.  Bellew maintains that he relied on this practice when he decided not to 
                                                 
29

 Record, p. 45. 

30
 Letter (140) of the “Letters, Memoranda, and Agreements” that is part of the 2003 Production, 

Maintenance and Parts Agreement between DaimlerChrysler and the UAW. 
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resign his Local Union office in order to make himself available to secure a position at 
DAP prior to the closure of the McGraw Glass Plant.  He argues that DaimlerChrysler is 
required to maintain the practice that its employees have come to rely on, even though 
the collective bargaining agreement is silent on the issue. 

 
We do not believe that Bellew has established that any past practice existed with 

respect to the placement of employees pursuant to the Memorandum of Understanding.  
He has certainly not established that the national parties were required to transfer lower 
seniority employees previously assigned to DAP, so that Bellew’s preference for that 
assignment could be honored.  Such a rule would have a chaotic result.  It may be that 
individual employees were consulted in the past and allowed to choose between 
alternative options for placement, but that does not constitute an enforceable past 
practice.  Indeed, it would be difficult to speak of a past practice established with 
respect to the impact of a plant closure on a large number of employees.  Each such 
unfortunate event has its own unique problems and complexities that must be 
addressed by the NJOES Committee. 

 
Furthermore, Bellew has not produced any credible evidence that his placement 

was motivated by hostility.  He points to the fact that the Representatives of Local Union 
372 refused to file a grievance protesting the assignment of McGraw employees to the 
jobs bank there.  He reports that the Local 372 Shop Chairperson stated that 
International Representative Gil Wojcik was handling the placement of the McGraw 
employees.  This was simply the truth.  Local Union 372 had no role to play in the 
matter and a grievance would have been inappropriate.  The most Bellew has 
established is that Wojcik, who participated in the decision to place the McGraw 
employees, was annoyed by the demonstration in 2002 in which Bellew was a 
participant.  However, none of the statements attributed to Wojcik as evidence of his 
hostility was specifically addressed to Bellew. 

 
Representative Mickens who made the decision to withdraw Bellew’s grievance 

had no previous acquaintance with him or any reason to be hostile.  Mickens withdrew 
Bellew’s grievance because he had not demonstrated that his placement at SHAP 
violated the National Agreement.   Mickens’ decision was not without a rational basis 
and there is no evidence of any improper motivation on his part.  Furthermore, there is 
no basis in this record for concluding that the NJOES Committee gave any thought to 
the protest Bellew participated in several years ago when confronting the task of finding 
positions for the former McGraw employees in 2004. 

 
The decision of the IEB is affirmed.    
 


