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Gregg Shotwell is appealing the denial of relocation benefits to employees of the 

Delphi Coopersville Plant who transferred to GM plants within the Lansing Area Hire 
Area. 

 
FACTS 

 
Gregg Shotwell worked at Delphi Corporation in Coopersville, Michigan.  He filed 

an Extended Area Hire Application to return to General Motors Service Parts Operations 
(SPO) in Lansing, Michigan, under the Extended Area Hire provisions of the 2003 UAW-
GM-Delphi Flowback Agreement.1  On August 7, 2006, GM informed Shotwell that SPO-
Lansing had an opening and that he was being offered a permanent job at that location.  
The letter further states: 

 
“If you accept this job offer, you have the option to choose one of the two 
Relocation Packages: 
 

                                                 
1 Record, p. 7. 
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Option 1 – Enhanced Relocation ($25,000) 
Option 2 – Basic Relocation – Amount is based on the mileage 
between your current plant and the plant to which you are moving.”2 
 

When Shotwell inquired about the relocation benefits, however, he was informed that he 
was not eligible because Coopersville was in the designated Area Hire Area for 
Lansing.3 
 

On August 28, 2006, Shotwell appealed the decision to deny him relocation 
benefits to the International Union.  Shotwell argued that it was unfair to include 
Coopersville in the Area Hire Area for Lansing, thus depriving Coopersville transferees 
of relocation benefits, when transferees from Saginaw were eligible for those benefits.  
He pointed out that Saginaw is closer to Lansing than Coopersville.  He stated: 

 
“It appears that UAW-Delphi members from Coopersville were treated 
unfairly without reasonable cause.  My servicing rep explained that Area 
Hire status gave us priority hiring rights but the fact is that hundreds of 
more workers from Saginaw were not only hired in Lansing but received 
$25,000 relocation benefits.  Coopersville workers did not in fact 
experience any advantage.  Several of our members have been held back 
from transferring to Lansing.  Many Coopersville members must travel 
over 100 miles one way to Lansing and will be forced to relocate.  
Depriving us of relocation benefits feels discriminatory and lacks a rational 
basis.”4 
 

Shotwell asked that all UAW-Delphi members transferring from Coopersville to GM 
Plants in Lansing be designated Extended Area Hire so that they would be eligible to 
receive relocation benefits. 
 

On December 4, 2006, President Gettelfinger’s Administrative Assistant Don 
Sarkesian responded to Shotwell’s appeal.  Sarkesian observed that the decision to 

                                                 
2 Record, p. 7. 
3 Paragraph (96a)(1) of the 2003 UAW-GM National Agreement provides, in pertinent part, as follows: 

“An employee whose seniority is transferred between General Motors plants pursuant to 
Paragraph (96) of this Agreement will be paid a Relocation Allowance, provided: 
 
(a)The plant to which the employee is to be relocated is outside of the Area Hire Area as 
defined by the National Parties, …” 

The Memorandum of Understanding on Employee Placement found in Appendix A of the UAW-GM 
National Agreement defines Area Hire Area as follows: 

“An Area Hire Area is comprised of all plants within a 50 mile radius of a given plant or 
larger as may be agreed upon by the National Parties.” 

4 Record, p. 9. 
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include Coopersville in the Area Hire Area for Lansing was made during the 1993 
National negotiations.  He concluded, therefore, that Shotwell’s appeal was untimely.5 

 
Shotwell appealed Sarkesian’s ruling to the International Executive Board (IEB) 

on December 29, 2006.6  Shotwell stated that the 1993 contract that was distributed to 
workers in Coopersville did not specify that the Lansing Area Hire Area had been 
expanded to include Coopersville.  Furthermore, even if Coopersville employees had 
access to the letter expanding the Area Hire Area for Lansing in 1993, Shotwell argued 
that there was no reason to assume that the letter was still in effect in 2006.  He 
observed that new National contracts were negotiated in 1996, 1999, and 2003.  He 
reported that there was nothing in the 2003 National Agreement that advised 
Coopersville employees that their Area Hire Area included Lansing.  Shotwell explained 
that the relocation allowance was not an issue in Coopersville prior to the Delphi 
bankruptcy so the matter was never discussed in connection with any of the prior 
agreements. 7 

 
Shotwell observed that the Constitutional time limit applicable to appeals begins 

to run when an appellant first becomes aware, or reasonably should have become 
aware, of the action or decision being appealed.  Shotwell reported that he had no idea 
when the decision was made to include Coopersville in the Area Hire Area for Lansing.  
Shotwell remarked that he was not the only one who did not know that the Lansing Area 
Hire Area had been expanded to include Coopersville.  He pointed out that the letter he 
received from GM about the job offer at SPO-Lansing informed him that he was eligible 
for the relocation benefit.8  

 
Shotwell acknowledged that Appendix A gives the parties the right to expand the 

Area Hire Area beyond the 50 mile radius, but he insisted that there should be some 
rational basis for the decision to do so.  He concluded: 

 
“The President’s office is evading the issue.  If there is a rational 
explanation, the President’s office should inform us.  If there is not a 
rational explanation, the result of the arbitrary decision is unfair treatment 
without reasonable cause.”9 
 
President Gettelfinger’s staff determined that a hearing was unnecessary on the 

appeal and they prepared a report to the IEB based on information provided by 
appellant and the UAW-GM Department.  The President’s staff reported that the 
Coopersville worksite was included in the Lansing Area Hire Area during the negotiation 
                                                 
5 Record, p. 30. 
6 Shotwell submitted his appeal to the Public Review Board (PRB) on December 29, 2006, and PRB staff 
referred the appeal to the IEB on January 4, 2007.  (Record, pp. 32-37) 
7 Record, p. 33. 
8 Record, p. 33. 
9 Record, p. 34. 
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of the 1993 National Agreement.  At that time, the Coopersville location was part of GM.  
Staff provided a Proposed Contract Resolution from 1993 explaining the decision to 
expand a number of Area Hire Areas under the National Agreement.  The Resolution 
states as follows: 

 
“The purpose of the Area Hire Agreement between the UAW and GM is to 
ensure that laid off seniority employees in one GM plant will have 
preferential hiring rights into another GM plant within the specified 
geographic areas.  These provisions are crucial to the security and welfare 
of laid-off workers and their families. 
 
During the 1990 National negotiations many concerns associated with 
implementation of the Area Hire Agreement were discussed and 
corrected.  However, as a result of widespread and lengthy layoffs that 
have affected nearly every plant in the Corporation, there are significant 
problems remaining which require a change in the Agreement. 
 

• The fifty (50) mile radius for area hire [will] be broadened for 
additional area hire options 

 
• Eligibility for area hire in plants with liberal leveling language will 

require that only the lowest seniority people in the plant be eligible 
 
• Violations of the Area Hire Agreement will be subject to the 

grievance procedure and employees will be made whole for any 
and all losses due to such violations. 

 
• Discuss and correct problems incurred under the various sections 

of the agreement.”10 
 

An excerpt from the minutes of the Employee Placement/Job Security Subcommittee 
dated October 23, 1993, lists modifications to Area Hire Areas agreed to during National 
negotiations.  Eight Area Hire Areas were modified, included the following: 
 

“Coopersville, Michigan and Grand Rapids, Michigan are expanded to 
include Kalamazoo, Michigan and Lansing Michigan.”11 
  

According to staff, the Lansing Area Hire Area remained intact after the location at 
Coopersville became part of Delphi Corporation.   
 

Staff maintained that the expansion of the Lansing Area Hire Area was explained 
in the summary highlights available to members prior to the vote on the 1993 National 

                                                 
10 Record, p. 3. 
11 Record, p. 4. 
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Agreement.  Staff provided a copy of the UAW-GM Report with Contract Highlights 
distributed in October 1993 and called attention to the following language from page 26 
of that booklet: 

 
“The UAW and GM agreed that certain areas having two or more GM 
facilities within general proximity of each other would be Area Hire Areas 
under the new agreement.  For example, Baltimore, Maryland, and 
Wilmington, Delaware, will be in the same Area Hire Area.  Also for 
example, Coopersville, Grand Rapids, Kalamazoo and Flint will be in the 
Lansing, Michigan, Area Hire Area.”12  
 

Staff observed that the Contract Highlights in the UAW-GM Report were available at 
ratification meetings, and that there is no requirement that Highlights must be distributed 
on the shop floor.  Staff maintained that because the expansion of the Lansing Area 
Hire Area was described in the Contract Highlights of the 1993 Agreement distributed 
during ratification meetings, Shotwell should reasonably have become aware of it in 
1993 within the meaning of Article 33 §4(b), of the International Constitution.13  Staff 
concluded, therefore, that Shotwell’s attempt to challenge the placement of Coopersville 
in the Lansing Area Hire Area in 2006 was not filed within the thirty day time limit set 
forth in Article 33, §4(c), of the Constitution.14 
 

The IEB adopted staff’s report on February 22, 2007.  Shotwell has now 
appealed the IEB’s decision to the PRB. 

 
ARGUMENT 

 
A. Gregg Shotwell: 

The International Union maintains that the Coopersville employees should have 
known that Lansing was part of their Area Hire Area based on a paragraph in a Contract 
Highlights booklet from 1993.  Rank and file members do not retain copies of Highlights 
that are 13 years old.  We go by the current contract.  The current National Agreement 
between the UAW and GM does not state that Coopersville and Lansing are in the 
same Area Hire Area, and the Coopersville employees had no reason to believe that 
they were.   

 
It is not reasonable to assume that a decision made with respect to Coopersville 

in 1993 would still be in effect because so much has changed since then.  Coopersville 

                                                 
12 Record, p. 2. 
13 Article 33, §4(b), of the International Constitution provides, in pertinent part, as follows: 

“CALCULATION OF TIME.  The time limits of Section 4(c) of this Article begin to run from 
the time the appellant first becomes aware, or reasonably should have become aware, of 
the alleged action or decision appealed. …” 

14 Record, p. 46. 
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separated from GM in 1999 and we lost all our credited service with GM.  New National 
contracts were negotiated in 1996, 1999, and 2003.  If the parties had intended to keep 
Coopersville in the Area Hire Area for Lansing under those contracts, they ought to 
have stated that specifically.  Even GM did not know that Coopersville was supposed to 
be in the Area Hire Area for Lansing.  The Company’s letter to me informed me that I 
was eligible for the relocation allowance applicable to employees transferring outside of 
the Area Hire Area. 

 
There is no rational basis for giving transferees from Saginaw the $25,000 

relocation benefit while denying the same to transferees from Coopersville.  If there is 
some rational basis for this decision, the International Union should say what it is. 

 
The Delphi plant in Coopersville is closed, and its employees were forced to 

retire early or relocate.  The Saginaw Delphi plant is still operating and it is not slated for 
closure.  UAW members in Saginaw not only had more options, they were also granted 
Extended Area Hire benefits that UAW members from Coopersville were arbitrarily 
denied.  I am asking that all employees who transfer from Coopersville to Lansing be 
given equal access to extended hire relocation benefits. 

 
B. International Union, UAW: 

The purpose of amending the scope of the Lansing Area Hire Area was to create 
additional employment opportunities for employees from Coopersville to transfer to 
Lansing and other GM locations in Michigan.  Shotwell argues that the change did not, 
in fact, confer any benefit on Coopersville employees.  He asserts that Saginaw workers 
were given preference over those from Coopersville, and, at the same time, allowed to 
collect enhanced relocation benefits.  Appellant offers no evidence, however, to support 
these assertions. 

 
Shotwell does not dispute the fact that Coopersville was added to Lansing’s area 

hire region during negotiations in 1993.  He does not deny that the agreement about 
which he now complains was clearly identified in the Highlights that were distributed to 
all members who attended contract ratification votes held at locals throughout the 
country in 1993.  Therefore, Shotwell reasonably should have been aware of the 
changes to Coopersville’s Area Hire Area in 1993.  His challenge to that change now is 
untimely. 

 
Shotwell argues that he should not be charged with knowledge of what was 

contained in the 1993 Contract Highlights, because that document is no longer readily 
available to employees.  This argument, however, demonstrates the very reason why 
there must be time limits on bringing claims.  Over time, the documents on which the 
claims rest will be lost.  We are not persuaded by appellant’s argument that he should 
only be charged with knowledge of what appears in the current collective bargaining 
agreement.  The relationship between the UAW and Delphi is complicated and informed 
by decades of bargaining history.  The thousands of agreements reached over the 
years cannot all be incorporated into a single document.  It is enough that the 
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membership was notified of the change in the Area Hire Agreement in 1993 and voted 
to approve it. 

 
This appeal should be denied as untimely. 
 
C. Rebuttal by Gregg Shotwell: 

I think I am justified in relying on the text of our current collective bargaining 
agreement for clarification and validation of contractual issues.  This is particularly so 
given the substantial changes in our collective bargaining agreement since 1993.  The 
International Union’s claim that all current provisions affecting the employees covered 
by the agreement cannot be incorporated into a single document is contrary to the way 
the documents have been interpreted in the past and also contrary to the members’ 
reasonable expectations.  The 2003 collective bargaining agreement does not specify 
that Coopersville and Lansing are in the same Area Hire Area.  It only refers to the fifty 
mile radius.   

 
We, the former employees of Delphi Coopersville, are baffled by the Union’s 

assertion that we were somehow advantaged by being placed in the Area Hire Area for 
Lansing.  We received no special consideration for employment opportunities in the 
Lansing Area.  Larry Koetze was held back from transferring to Lansing and as a result 
lost job and shift preference rights at the new location.  Tamara McCoy and Cheryl 
Schmucker reported that Saginaw employees who applied to transfer to Lansing at the 
same time that they did were placed ahead of them.  None of the UAW members from 
Coopersville received any benefit from the arbitrary Area Hire designation.  
Furthermore, the advantage argument is troubling because it implies discrimination.  If 
both plants are outside the fifty mile radius, why should the employees of one plant 
have an advantage over the employees of another? There is no rational basis for 
unequal treatment. 
 

DISCUSSION 
 

Shotwell is appealing the decision of the UAW-GM Department not to pay the 
relocation allowance described in Paragraph (96a) of the National Agreement to 
Coopersville employees transferring to Lansing.  He was informed of that decision in 
August 2006, and he filed his appeal to the IEB on August 28, 2006.  His appeal was, 
therefore, timely within the meaning of Article 33, §4(c), of the Constitution.  The IEB’s 
argument that the time limits on Shotwell’s appeal began to run when the decision was 
made to alter the Area Hire Area for Lansing implies that Shotwell might have had 
standing in 1993 to challenge that decision based on speculation about its application 
sometime in the future.  That is clearly not the case.  Consequently, we do not need to 
address the question whether appellant should be charged with knowledge of a 
sentence found on page 26 of a Contract Highlights booklet distributed during 
ratification meetings in 1993. 
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The merits of this case are so clear, however, that nothing would be gained by 
remanding it to the IEB.  It is plain from the Proposed Contract Resolution regarding 
Area Hire that in 1993 the National parties negotiated modifications to Area Hire Areas 
nationwide in order to ensure the viability of the Employee Placement Program under 
the National Agreement, rather than to discriminate against, or give advantage to, any 
particular plant.  A number of considerations beyond the proximity of the plants 
obviously determined the shape of each Area Hire Area, including manpower needs of 
the Company and anticipated layoffs at each of the plants.  There is no dispute that as 
part of this process, the Lansing Area Hire Area was expanded to include Coopersville.  
Therefore, under the clear language of Paragraph (96a)(1), of the UAW-GM National 
Agreement, employees transferring from Coopersville to Lansing were not entitled to a 
Relocation Allowance.   

 
The decision to include Coopersville in the Lansing Area Hire was not a unilateral 

decision on the part of the UAW-GM Department, but the result of negotiations between 
the National parties.  Therefore, even if the IEB had considered the merits of Shotwell’s 
appeal, it would have had no basis for setting aside the unambiguous language of the 
National Agreement in response to a claim that its application in a particular situation 
was unfair to some of the employees covered by the Agreement. 

 
The appeal is denied. 

 
 
 
 


