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Appellant argues that the Union should have pursued a grievance challenging 

the transfer of the work performed by his classification to outside contractors and 
salaried employees. 

FACTS 
 

Larry Siwek worked in the Supplier Quality Assurance (“SQA”) laboratory at 
General Motors’ Pontiac Plants Complex in a bargaining unit represented by UAW Local 
594.  His classification in the Pontiac Plants Complex was “Group Leader Inspection 
Tool Gauge Jig and Fixture.”  This was a non-apprenticeable skilled classification 
unique to the Pontiac location.  Members of the Group Leader Inspection classification 
at Pontiac performed physical and visual inspections of parts and materials received by 
the Company from outside suppliers and items produced in-house by bargaining unit 
employees.1  Siwek has a seniority date of September 24, 1967.  At the time of this 
appeal, he was assigned to the JOBS Bank Program as a result of a reduction in force.2  

 

                                                 
1 Record, p. 38. 
2 Record, p. 52. 
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On November 21, 2000, Local 594 filed Grievance S302556 charging 
management with subcontracting work normally and historically performed by 
employees in the Group Leader Inspection Tool Gauge Jig and Fixture classification to 
outside contractors and to GM engineers who were not part of the bargaining unit.  The 
grievance demanded that the work be returned to the SQA laboratory immediately and 
that the bargaining unit employees be made whole.3  Management responded to 
Grievance S302556 at a Shop Committee meeting on June 7, 2001, with the following 
statement: 

 
“The Union contends that management has discontinued the practice of 
inspection work as it pertains to GP-11 being performed by those 
employees classified as ‘Group Leader – Insp. Tool Gauge’ (3004) and 
has subcontracted this work to various outside sources.  It is 
management’s position that we are adhering to the provisions of 
Paragraph (183) of the 1999 GM/UAW National agreement as it pertains 
to subcontracting. 4  This work is not currently, nor has it ever been 
subcontracted.  It is the responsibility of the suppliers of the production 
material to ensure the quality and specifications of the parts they supply to 
the Company are to the standards of General Motors.”5 

The Company went on to state that employees in the Group Leader classification were 
still performing inspections on an “as needed” basis, but that the need for secondary 
inspection by bargaining unit employees had been reduced by an increase in the quality 
of the products supplied by the vendors.6 
 

In response to management’s position, the Union presented a data chart showing 
that bargaining unit employees performed 19,282 inspections in 1999, 12,019 in 2000, 
but only 459 in 2001.7  The Union asserted that GM had 281 salaried employees 
performing inspections while the bargaining unit had been reduced from 61 to 48 
employees.8  On June 21, 2001, the Union submitted a letter dated August 15, 2000, 
                                                 
3 Record, pp. 7-8. 
4 Paragraphs (183)(a) and (b), of the 1999 GM-UAW National Agreement provide as follows: 

“(a) Employees of an outside contractor will not be utilized in a plant covered by this 
Agreement to replace seniority employees on production assembly or manufacturing 
work, or fabrication of tools, dies, jigs and fixtures, normally and historically performed by 
them, when performance of such work involves the use of Corporation-owned machines, 
tools, or equipment maintained by Corporation employees. 
 
(b) The foregoing shall not affect the right of the Corporation to continue arrangements 
currently in effect; nor shall it limit the fulfillment of normal warranty obligations by 
vendors nor limit work which a vendor must perform to prove out equipment.” 

5 Record, p. 9. 
6 Record, p. 9. 
7 Record, p. 11. 
8 Record, p. 12. 
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signed by two GM Vice Presidents to support their position that shifting responsibility for 
inspections to suppliers was a new policy.  The first sentence of the letter states as 
follows: 

 
“We will be implementing the following tooling/material initiatives for pre-
production components, to facilitate the organization’s ability to meet our 
business plan objectives to improve quality and support Fast VDP.  These 
initiatives will also provide the organization with effective tools to help 
meet our stretch budget targets.  The Pre-Production Material 
Management organization is responsible for the rollout and 
implementation of these initiatives.”9 

The initiatives referred to in this paragraph describe procedures the Company intended 
to follow in order to ensure that the parts it received from suppliers met GM’s 
specifications.  The Union made the following argument based on the first sentence of 
this letter: 
 

“…It is the Union’s position that this sentence signifies the new process of 
having suppliers perform their own inspections as they pertain to GP – 11, 
and this directive effectively subcontracted the historical work of the 
bargaining unit as it pertains to GP – 11 inspections.”10  

Grievance S302556 was appealed as Appeal Case Z-12 and remained 
unresolved until 2006 when it was referred to the National Parties for settlement.11  
Appeal Case Z-12 was withdrawn by International Representative Brian Johnson on 
July 17, 2006, in conjunction with the settlement of the 2003 Local Wage and Seniority 
Agreement at the Pontiac Plants Complex.12  Larry Siwek was notified of the withdrawal 
of Appeal Case Z-12 on August 4, 2006, and he appealed the decision to the 
International Executive Board (IEB) on August 19. 

 
In support of his appeal, Siwek explained that Appeal Case Z-12 involved 

subcontractors and salaried personnel doing work historically performed by his 
classification.  Siwek reported that he had been informed by Representative Brian 
Johnson that GM was no longer performing independent inspections of products 
received from outside suppliers.  Siwek argued that this was not true.  He claimed that 
the work was still being done by salaried employees.13 

 

                                                 
9 Record, p. 14. 
10 Record, p. 13. 
11 Record, p. 35. 
12 Record, p.37. 
13 Record, p. 49. 
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Acting on behalf of President Gettelfinger, hearing officers Toffie Abbasse and 
Jack Campbell conducted a hearing on Siwek’s appeal on October 30, 2007.  Abbasse 
and Campbell prepared a report to the IEB based on testimony and information 
presented at the hearing.  The hearing officers reported that Siwek testified that 
employees in his classification used to do dimensional inspection and calibration on 
parts received by GM and then approve the part.  Siwek asserted that management 
assigned this work to salaried employees.  He reported that there are no longer any 
active employees in the SQA laboratory, and there are eight former SQA employees in 
the JOBS Bank.  According to the hearing officers’ report, Siwek stated that the SQA 
laboratory employees could not understand how the International Union could give 
bargaining unit work away to non-represented salaried employees.14 

 
The hearing officers’ report indicates that Local 594 Chairperson Jim Hall 

testified that appellant and the other employees in the SQA laboratory had been doing 
work that was the responsibility of the vendor, so that the Company was paying twice 
for the same job.  Hall reported that during the 2003 local negotiations, Bill Brown, an 
employee from the SQA laboratory, presented the case of the employees in the Group 
Leader classification to representatives for the UAW.  Hall told the hearing officers that 
Brown went through each piece of evidence to make certain that the International 
Representatives understood the bargaining unit members’ position on Grievance 
S302556.15  The Company insisted, however, that it had the right to require the 
suppliers to be responsible for ensuring the quality of parts.16 

 
The hearing officers’ report also contains excerpts from a written report submitted 

by UAW Skilled Trades Representative Mark Kelly explaining the Union’s decision to 
withdraw the appeal concerning the inspections previously performed by employees in 
the SQA laboratory.  Kelly explained that the Union tried to make the case that the letter 
of August 15, 2000, from two GM Vice Presidents regarding engineering material costs 
implemented a new procedure in violation of the National Agreement, but that 
management effectively rebutted this charge by demonstrating that suppliers were 
always responsible for the primary inspection of parts.  Kelly reported that the Company 
presented a document titled “General Motors Suppliers Development General 
Procedure Manual for Suppliers of Pre-Prototype and Prototype GP – 11,” which 
explicitly places the responsibility of inspections of GP – 11 material/parts supplied by 
the vendor, on the vendor.17  According to Kelly, the Company’s representatives 
demonstrated that the work of the grievants’ classification was only to perform 
secondary inspections of supplier parts.  With respect to the Union’s chart intended to 
demonstrate the transfer of bargaining unit work to outside sources, Kelly’s report states 
as follows: 
                                                 
14 Record, p. 55 
15 Record, pp. 55-56. 
16 Record, p. 57 
17 Record, p. 59.  The document supplied by the Company is attached to the June 7, 2001, Shop 
Committee Meeting minutes as Exhibit F.  (Record, pp. 18-22) 
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“Mgt. not only denied the Union’s claim, but used the same Union 
presented chart as proof that their policy of driving the initial inspections 
back to the supplier was consistent with Corporate policy and intent, and 
that it was working.  They demonstrated that as they continue enforcing 
current policy of supplier quality expectations the need for secondary 
inspections decreases, hence less people are required for this type of 
work.  Attritions were not replaced.”18  

Kelly explained that the documentation produced by management refuting the allegation 
that was the basis of Appeal Case Z-12 left the Union with no alternative but to withdraw 
the appeal.19 
 

The hearing officers concluded that the Union’s decision to withdraw Appeal 
Case Z-12 was proper and not devoid of a rational basis.20  Their report explains this 
conclusion as follows: 

 
“It is evident in this appeal that the Corporation did in fact pay the supplier 
to manufacture parts and material that were supposed to meet General 
Motors’ specifications.  The Company in their attempt to be as accurate as 
possible had the SQA Lab bargaining unit employees double check the 
vendors’ work.  This did not establish that the bargaining unit could lay 
claim to this work.  It is understandable that when work slows down and or 
departments are eliminated, that claims such as this do arise; however, it 
is not in the interest of the Company or the Union for the Company to pay 
double to get the job done.”21 

The hearing officers denied Siwek’s appeal and the IEB adopted their report as its 
decision on January 24, 2008.  Siwek appealed the IEB’s decision to the Public Review 
Board (PRB) on February 19, 2008.  After the appeal was docketed, Siwek presented 
additional documents to support his appeal.  These documents describe the work that 
was being done by the Group Leader classification prior to the decision to hold suppliers 
responsible for the quality of the parts they supplied.22  In addition, Siwek presented 
information regarding grievances successfully challenging the right of salaried GM 
employees to perform the work of the SQA laboratory.23   
 

                                                 
18 Record, p. 59. 
19 Record, p. 60 
20 Record, p. 62. 
21 Record, p. 61. 
22 Record, pp. 87-96. 
23 Record, pp. 97-109 
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ARGUMENT 
 

A. Larry J. Siwek: 

Our Chairperson Jim Hall told the hearing officers for the IEB that the Company 
refused to pay double for the inspection of parts contracted out to vendors.  It would 
have been more accurate if Hall had said that GM refused to pay three times, because 
the salaried supplier quality engineers are still doing this work in the laboratory.  I have 
assisted engineers Donna Stanley and Chuck Fraley in performing this work.  At one 
point, I was assisting Fraley on a regular basis. 

 
Representative Mark Kelly told us that GM was no longer inspecting parts 

received from suppliers.  When I told him that salaried engineers in the SQA laboratory 
were still doing this work, he clarified his statement and said that this was no longer an 
hourly function.  This is not reflected in the report of the hearing officers to the IEB.  The 
hearing officers also make no reference to the fact that our group was “red lined” by 
laboratory Superintendent Ray Reed.  During the hearing, the hearing officers 
acknowledged that Reed did not follow protocol because he did not inform us of our 
rights when the Company “red lined” our group.  I argued during the hearing that we 
were deceptively “red lined,” but that is not in the hearing officers’ report. 

 
The Union told our group that all outsourcing grievances were combined for 

purposes of settling the local contract.  All grievances should be considered on their 
own merits.  The Union gave our jobs away and did not obtain any compensation for us.  
This disposition lacked a rational basis. 

 
B. International Union, UAW: 

This appeal arises out of a situation where UAW skilled workers were brought in 
to mitigate the damage caused by poor quality from vendors and ineffective 
management by GM.  Over a period of time, GM faced up to its failures, but the process 
of reform meant that the UAW inspectors were no longer needed.  Eventually, the 
responsibility for inspecting and approving parts was shifted back to salaried employees 
and ultimately back to the vendors themselves. 

 
Siwek’s grievance was the vehicle in negotiations for the Union’s claim that $12.5 

million in bargaining unit work was lost.  This argument depended on the assumption 
that inspection had become the UAW’s work through historic practice.  GM naturally 
took the opposite view.  After extended negotiations, this controversy was resolved 
based on the payment of $1,036,000 for all overtime grievances at this location and the 
elimination of the SQA laboratory. 

 
It is tragic, and perhaps a little ironic, that the employees represented by the 

UAW ended up losing their work after having provided the skills needed to deal with 
GM’s failures.  The more just solution would have been to leave the inspection work 
with the SQA laboratory and pay the vendors less for what they were delivering.  But 
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that solution could not be achieved though bargaining.  The bargained result was not 
optimal or particularly fair.  But it was every bit as rational as the economic system 
which spawned it.  In context, the settlement was reasonable because the alternatives 
were either worse, or unachievable. 

 
C. Rebuttal by Larry J. Siwek: 

The core of the grievance that became Appeal Case Z-12 was that Local 594 
supplier quality inspectors’ work was transferred to salaried personnel and outside 
contractors.  Grievances filed in the past over this issue resulted in monetary 
settlements because this work belonged to our group.  The International Union denies 
that this work is still being done at the Pontiac Plants Complex.  We have provided 
countless documents proving that this work is still being done by supplier quality 
engineers.  The International Union also states that a settlement was reached at the 
local level, but that is not true.  We were lumped into a supposed settlement just to 
make our case go away. 

 
DISCUSSION 

 
Appellant has demonstrated that the employees in the SQA laboratory had been 

performing a number of functions to ensure the quality of products received by GM from 
outside vendors.  Apparently for a number of years, substandard parts from suppliers 
were the rule rather than the exception.  The Company finally addressed the problem by 
dealing directly with the vendors and requiring that they perform more adequate quality 
control.  As a result, much of the work that had been done by appellant’s classification 
was eliminated and salaried personnel took over the job of inspecting parts received 
from suppliers to ensure that they met with the Company’s specifications.  

 
The decision to withdraw the group grievance protesting this approach to the 

quality control problem was not irrational.  The Union could not insist that the Company 
is precluded from demanding quality parts from suppliers based on a claim that the work 
of correcting inadequate parts belonged to bargaining unit employees.  We understand 
appellant’s argument that salaried employees also took over part of the quality control 
operations and that the Union should have protested this.  The record establishes, 
however, that the Union evaluated carefully the merits of the SQA laboratory 
employees’ claim this was historically bargaining unit work, but that management 
presented persuasive evidence to support its position that it was not.   Furthermore, the 
decision to allow management to eliminate the SQA laboratory was just one of the 
issues addressed during the protracted negotiations that resulted in the settlement of all 
outstanding grievances at this location for $1,036,000 as part of the 2003 Local Wage 
and Seniority Agreement.24 

 

                                                 
24 See also Gillert et al. v. Local Union 594, UAW, PRB Case No. 594 (2008). 
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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.25  
There is no evidence of improper motivations on the part of the negotiators who settled 
the 2003 Local Wage and Seniority Agreement.  On the contrary, the record established 
that the negotiators fought long and hard to obtain the best possible settlement for all 
represented employees.  

 
The decision of the IEB is affirmed. 
 

 

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

  


