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Michael Breckenridge argues that International Representative Chuck Zurawski’s 

decision to withdraw his grievance charging Management with a violation of 
Paragraph (86) of the GM-UAW National Agreement lacked a rational basis. 

 
FACTS 

 
Michael Breckenridge is an Electrician at General Motors’ Romulus Powertrain 

Engine Operations in a bargaining unit represented by Northwest Local 163, UAW.  He 
has a GM seniority date of February 8, 1966, and a plant seniority date of January 7, 
1985.  Breckenridge works on the third shift.  The third shift at the Romulus plant begins 
at 10:30 p.m. and runs until 7:00 a.m. on the following day.1 

 
During the week ending June 5, 2005, Breckenridge worked from 10:30 p.m. on 

Saturday, June 4, until 7:00 a.m. on Sunday, June 5, and he was paid 16.00 hours 
(double time) for the shift.2  On June 5, Breckenridge was offered the opportunity to 
                                                 
1 Record, p. 30. 
2 Record, p. 64. 
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come in four hours early for his shift beginning at 10:30 p.m. and work overtime.  He 
accepted the offer to come two hours early and he began his Monday shift at 8:30 p.m. 
on Sunday.  For the week ending June 12, 2005, Breckenridge received 42 hours 
straight time and one hour overtime premium.3  This was based on the time and one-
half pay he received for the two hours of overtime that he worked by reporting early for 
his shift on Sunday, June 5. 

 
On June 8, 2005, Breckenridge filed Grievance No. R07788 charging 

Management with a violation of Paragraph (86) of the GM-UAW National Agreement.  
Paragraph (86) of the National Agreement describes when employees are entitled to be 
paid double time.  It states: 

 
“For time worked during the first eight (8) hours worked on any shifts that 
start on Sundays and on each holiday specified in Paragraph (203); for 
time worked on the calendar Sunday or specified holiday in excess of the 
first eight (8) hours worked on any shift that starts on Sunday or one of the 
specified holidays; and for time worked on a Sunday or specified holiday 
in excess of eight (8) hours worked on a shift which starts the previous 
day and runs over into Sunday or one of the specified holidays.”4 

Management responded to Breckenridge’s grievance as follows: 
 

“This grievance is without merit.  Employee was offered and accepted 
early overtime for his shift starting Monday 6-6-05 and was paid 
accordingly for overtime worked on the first shift of his week.  Therefore all 
charges and demands are denied.”5 

Management and the Local 163 Shop Committee met on Breckenridge’s 
grievance on November 17, 2005.  In its statement of unadjusted grievance, the Shop 
Committee argued that Breckenridge should have been paid double time, rather than 
time and one half, for the two hours that he worked on Sunday in addition to his regular 
Monday shift.  The Union maintained that the third shift was being deprived of the right 
to earn double time on Sundays, because there was no clear 24 hour cycle for that 
shift.6  In its response to the Union, Management referred to an “Interpretation of 
Working Hours Section” in the National Agreement which addresses double time for 
third shift employees.  That document states as follows: 

 
“The Corporation advised the Union that if this or other such cases occur 
where the starting time of the employee’s seventh shift is advanced from 
Sunday to Saturday, the employee involved will be paid at double time for 

                                                 
3 Record, p. 32. 
4 Record, p.23. 
5 Record, p. 29. 
6 Record, p. 30. 
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the hours worked by the employee on the seventh shift worked even 
though the shift starting time falls on Saturday.”7 

Management pointed out that Breckenridge’s seventh shift begins at 10:30 p.m. on 
Saturday, and that would be the shift for which he would be entitled to receive double 
time. 
 

Breckenridge’s grievance was appealed to an Appeals Committee on February 3, 
2006.  On February 24, 2006, International Representative Chuck Zurawski advised 
Breckenridge that his grievance had been withdrawn.  Zurawski’s letter to Breckenridge 
states: 

 
“You were offered and accepted overtime for your shift starting Monday, 
June 6, 2005, and you were paid accordingly for overtime worked on the 
first shift of your week.  This was not a holiday, as specified in Paragraph 
(203) of the GM-UAW National Agreement.”8 

Breckenridge appealed the withdrawal of his grievance to the International Executive 
Board (IEB) on March 22, 2006. 
 

In his appeal to the IEB, Breckenridge explained that while his first shift of the 
week begins at 10:30 p.m. on Sunday, the hours prior to that starting time are actually 
part of the 24 hour cycle of his seventh shift so that he should be entitled to double time 
for any hours worked prior to that starting time.  Breckenridge wrote: 

 
“…Our Sunday starts at 10:30 p.m. Saturday and ends at 10:30 p.m. 
Sunday.  We should be paid double time for all hours worked during this 
period, but we are not being compensated correctly!”9 

Breckenridge claimed that when an employee works the seventh shift and receives 
double time, he is still entitled to double time for any hours worked during the 24 hour 
cycle of the seventh shift.  If the employee does not work the seventh shift, according to 
Breckenridge, the employee should be entitled to eight hours of double time for any shift 
beginning within the 24 hour cycle of his seventh shift even if that shift carries over into 
Monday.  Breckenridge described the way he believed Paragraph (86) of the GM-UAW 
National Agreement should be applied to third shift employees as follows: 
 

“…If you start early, i.e. at 8:30 p.m. Sunday, as in our case, then you are 
compensated the same as in example #2.  You receive double time for the 
first eight hours and time and one-half for hours in excess of eight hours.  
This method has been in effect for over 40 years at GM’s Detroit Diesel 

                                                 
7 Record, p. 25. 
8 Record, p. 38. 
9 Record, p. 40. 
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Div. and continues in effect at Detroit Diesel Corp.  I know this as a fact as 
I was a midnight shift committeeman at Detroit Diesel during the latter 
1960’s. …”10 

Breckenridge argued that GM had unilaterally changed the method of compensation 
applicable to the third shift and had been cheating the midnight shift employees at the 
Romulus plant for years.11 
 

Breckenridge stated that the Interpretations section referred to by management 
in its response to his grievance applied to the situation where an employee did not 
receive double time for his seventh shift because the shift began on a Saturday.  He 
maintained that when he came in early for his first shift on June 5, 2005, he was still on 
his seventh shift so he should have received double time.  He argued that the way GM 
scheduled jobsetters at Detroit Diesel demonstrated that the Company knew it should 
be compensating third shift employees at double time for all hours worked during the 
seventh 24 hour cycle.  He wrote: 

 
“Another example of GM knowing that they have a double time liability if 
you start your Monday midnight shift on Sunday is what they did at Detroit 
Diesel.  Jobsetters normally started their shift one-half hour before 
machine operators.  The midnight shift machine operators started their 
Monday shift at midnight Sunday.  The jobsetters started their Monday 
shift at midnight also instead of starting at 11:30 p.m. Sunday.  The rest of 
the week the jobsetters started at 11:30 p.m.  This was done so that they 
would not have to be paid double time for Monday. …”12 

Bob Kinkade and John Rucker conducted a hearing on Breckenridge’s appeal as 
hearing officers on behalf of President Gettelfinger.  They prepared a report to the IEB 
on the appeal based on information provided by Region 1A, Local Union 163, Michael 
Breckenridge, and testimony given at the hearing.  According to the hearing officers’ 
report, Local 163 President Larry Long testified that the practice at the Romulus plant is 
that an employee is paid double time for the seventh shift and that cycle time is not 
considered.  The report states: 

 
“Larry Long, President of UAW Local 163 for eight (8) years and 
Chairperson for twenty-two (22) years testified that on Saturday, the first 
eight (8) hours is double time and further that ‘cycle time’ does not enter 
into this appeal.  Long stated that the Local has pursued this issue and 
interpreted it that way for the last thirty (30) years.  Additionally, testimony 

                                                 
10 Record, pp. 40-41. 
11 Record, p. 41. 
12 Record, p. 41. 
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was admitted that there once was something in writing; however, it 
became lost over the years.”13 

The hearing officers asserted that cycle time is relevant to the appeal.  They observed 
that the third shift employees have a 24 hour cycle on their seventh shift which begins at 
10:30 p.m. on Saturday.  They held, however, that this did not mean that third shift 
employees should receive double time for overtime worked on the subsequent first shift.  
The hearing officers stated: 
 

“Contrary to testimony of the Local Union, cycle time does matter.  It does 
matter when an employee’s cycle time begins and it runs for a continuous 
twenty-four (24) hours.  In the instant appeal, the twenty-four (24) hour 
cycle time begins at 10:30 p.m. on Sunday night – which is the employee’s 
first work day of the week.  

If the appellant’s position was correct, he could be paid double time for 
coming in early on his Monday and double time for his seventh day, which 
begins at 10:30 p.m. on Saturday night.  However, the appellant cannot 
have it both ways.”14 

In addition, the hearing officers noted that Paragraph (86) of the GM-UAW 
National Agreement advises the reader to see Paragraph 11 of the 2003 GM-UAW 
Contract Settlement Agreement.  That Paragraph provides as follows: 

 
“National Agreement Changes and/or Waivers 

It is agreed that it may be beneficial for local unions and local 
managements to consider alternative work schedules and other changes 
at particular plant locations.  It is further agreed that in order to facilitate 
and encourage such innovations, it may be necessary to change and/or 
waive certain provisions of the National Agreement at such plant locations.  
It is understood that any such change or waiver would not be effective 
unless approved in writing both by the Corporation and the International 
Union, and such changes would be effective only at the plant location(s) 
specifically designated.”15  

The hearing officers remarked that there was no record of Local Union 163 having 
requested a waiver of the provisions of the National Agreement.  Nevertheless, the 
hearing officers concluded that the decision of the International Representative to 
withdraw Breckenridge’s grievance was not devoid of a rational basis.  The International 
Representative concluded that Breckenridge came in two hours early for his Monday 
                                                 
13 Record, p. 56 
14 Record, p. 58. 
15 Record, p. 59. 
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shift and was paid the proper rate of time and one-half for those two hours of overtime.  
The hearing officers observed that there was no evidence that the International 
Representative’s decision was improperly motivated.16  
 

The hearing officers denied Breckenridge’s appeal.  The IEB adopted the hearing 
officers’ report as its decision in a letter dated January 24, 2008.  Breckenridge has now 
appealed the IEB’s decision to the Public Review Board (PRB). 

 
ARGUMENT 

 
A. Michael J. Breckenridge: 

In his report on my appeal to President Gettelfinger, Regional Director Jimmy 
Settles stated that there are no other grievances in the procedure protesting the 
Company’s failure to properly pay overtime at the GM—Romulus Engine Plant.  In fact, 
there are over 30 other grievances in the procedure, including one of mine, dealing with 
this same problem.  These grievances are being held at the Local level pending the 
outcome of my appeal.  Previously, I filed two grievances dealing with the same 
problem when we had a different committeeman and zone man.  These grievances 
somehow disappeared and I was never informed. 

 
The hearing officers for the IEB state in their report that the 24 hour cycle time 

does matter.  If that is the case, then the minimum that the Corporation owes me is two 
hours pay at double time, since I worked ten hours on Sunday, June 5, 2005.  I worked 
eight hours on my seventh shift starting at 10:30 p.m. and then returned to work and 
worked that last two hours of my Sunday 24 hour cycle prior to the commencement of 
my first shift starting at 10:30 p.m. on Sunday. 

 
I am not primarily concerned about the money involved in this appeal.  I am 

pursuing this appeal so that all future midnight shift employees will be properly 
compensated for coming in early on Monday and giving up part of their Sunday to help 
the Corporation.  I have worked 39 of my 42 years as a UAW member on the midnight 
shift and I know that employees on the midnight shift are often treated like second class 
citizens or disliked step-children.  I have served as a committeeperson on the midnight 
shift.  For the past 24 years, I have served as a member of our Local’s Executive Board 
and as appointed education chairperson.  In these positions, I have found that many 
members never bother to read the contract and do not know how to or are afraid to 
stand up for their rights as Union employees.  I feel it is the duty and obligation of every 
elected and appointed Union official to fight for the rights of their fellow members to the 
best of his or her ability.  That is why I have continued to pursue this grievance. 

 

                                                 
16 Record, p. 59. 



PRB CASE NO. 1596  Page 7. 
 
 

B. International Union, UAW: 

Breckenridge was paid double time for his seventh shift of the week that began 
late on Saturday and ended Sunday morning.  The question raised by his grievance is 
whether he was paid appropriately for his regular first shift of the week, which began on 
Sunday evening and for the two hours he worked before the start of his regular shift.  
Breckenridge does not contend that he would have been entitled to more than 40 hours 
pay for the week if he had worked five consecutive eight hour shifts from Sunday night 
to Friday morning, each shift beginning at 10:30 p.m. and ending at 7:00 a.m.  So the 
fact that Breckenridge had already worked a full shift from 10:30 p.m. on Saturday to 
7:00 a.m. on Sunday should not make any difference to the way his overtime on 
Monday was compensated.  It would be illogical to pay double time for the shift that 
began Sunday night because that shift is part of Breckenridge’s regular work week.  It 
makes sense to pay double time for one or the other of these shifts, but not for both. 

 
The International Union withdrew Breckenridge’s grievance because the local 

practice of the parties was that the Monday shift actually started late Sunday night.  
Therefore, the double time provisions of Paragraph (86) do not apply because the shift 
in question was a Monday shift, not a Sunday shift.  It is not a shift that starts on a 
Sunday within the meaning of Paragraph (86) of the National Agreement.  There was no 
evidence that the parties had ever treated overtime prior to the first shift of the week as 
being subject to the double time rate. 

 
The Union’s decision to withdraw Breckenridge’s grievance was plainly rational.  

The grievance concerned a tiny amount of money.  The only issue was whether 
Breckenridge should have received four hours of pay instead of three for his work 
between 8:30 p.m. and 10:30 p.m. on Sunday night.  Although Breckenridge claims that 
he is seeking to correct a mistaken application of the National Agreement for the benefit 
of all midnight shift employees, the longstanding practice at this location supported the 
Corporation’s argument regarding the proper interpretation of Paragraph (86).  
Breckenridge does not contend that the grievance was withdrawn for discriminatory or 
vindictive reasons. 

 
DISCUSSION 

 
Appellant has argued that the application of the double time provisions of 

Paragraph (86) of the National Agreement at the Romulus plant puts the third shift 
employees at a disadvantage.  When a third shift employee works his regular hours on 
the seventh shift of the week and punches out at 7:00 a.m. on Sunday, he cuts off his 
opportunity to earn double time for that Sunday, even though there are still 15 hours 
remaining in his 24 hour cycle of the seventh shift.  His next shift will be considered a 
Monday shift, regardless of when it begins.  When the employee reports for work for his 
first shift of the week, even if he reports early in order to work overtime, he is not 
compensated at double time, because that shift is regarded as his Monday.  This is so 
even though the overtime worked on the first shift of the week falls within the 24 hour 
period beginning with the commencement of his seventh shift. 



PRB CASE NO. 1596  Page 8. 
 
 

 
We understand that appellant is concerned about this arguable disadvantage to 

third shift employees, rather than the small amount of money involved in this particular 
grievance.  Any possible disadvantage results, however, from the parties’ agreement to 
treat the shift beginning at 10:30 p.m. on Sunday as the first shift of the week, or the 
Monday shift.  In response to this appeal, the Union has demonstrated that this has 
been the longstanding practice at this location.  These practices vary from location to 
location and there is nothing irrational about the practice consistently applied at this 
plant. 

 
Our jurisdiction to consider appeals from the handling of grievances is limited to 

claims that the grievance was improperly handled as a result of fraud, discrimination, or 
collusion with management, or that the disposition of the matter was devoid of a rational 
basis.17  We are not authorized to consider claims of discrimination based on 
disadvantages arising out of negotiated contractual arrangements.18  These must be 
addressed at the bargaining table. 

 
The decision of the IEB is affirmed.  
 
 

                                                 
17 UAW Constitution, Article 33, §4(i). 
18 Patterson v. Local Union 848, UAW, PRB Case No. 1509. (May 12, 2005). 
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