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The question now presented by this appeal is whether Doug Grima and Joe 

Hayosh lack standing to protest the rerun of an election in which they were candidates 
because they are no longer employed by an employer under the jurisdiction of Local 
Union 174. 

 
FACTS 

 
Doug Grima was the President and Joe Hayosh was the 2nd Vice President of 

UAW West Side Local 174.  They were re-elected to these offices during general 
elections conducted by the Local in May 2007.  Members Sheila Draper and John 
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Zimmick protested the election and on September 21, 2007, the International Executive 
Board (IEB) upheld the protest and ordered the Local to conduct a new election.  

 
At a meeting on November 14, 2007, the Local 174 Election Committee 

scheduled the rerun election for December 10, 11, and 12.1  On November 22, 2007, a 
flier was mailed to the membership notifying them of the dates for the rerun election.2  
The notice states that the election will be held December 10, 11, and 12.  It directs the 
members to refer to the workplace posting for the specific date, time, and location to 
vote.  The notice states that eligible retirees could vote on any of the three days 
between the hours of 8:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m. at the Local Union hall.3  

 
The rerun election produced the following results in the race for President and 

Second Vice President: 
 
PRESIDENT: 

 John Zimmick 1197 (Elected) 
 Doug Grima 866 
 Voids and Blanks 140 
 Total 2203 

 
2ND VICE PRESIDENT: 

 George Hardy 1202 (Elected) 
 Joe Hayosh 871 
 Voids and Blanks 130 
 Total 22034  

 
Grima and Hayosh filed a protest to the rerun election at a meeting of the Local 174 
Joint Council on January 20, 2008.  The minutes of that meeting report the following 
action on the protest: 
 

“John Simpson, Chairperson of the Election Committee, reported on the 
appeal of the election submitted by former President Doug Grima and 
former 2nd Vice President Joe Hayosh.  There were 30 different points of 
appeal.  Chairperson Simpson read each and every point and responded 
to each point. 

                                                 
1 Record, p. 32. 
2 Record, p. 40. 
3 Record, p. 38. 
4 Record, p. 57. 
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At the end of Simpson’s report, Administrator Al Przydzial asked if there 
were any questions on any of the points contained in the appeal.  There 
were no questions and no debate.  Both appellants were in attendance.  
Neither of them spoke.  John Simpson made a motion to deny the appeal.  
The motion was seconded by several members.  The appeal was denied 
unanimously.”5 

On February 12, 2008, Grima and Hayosh filed an appeal with the IEB from the 
Local Joint Council’s decision to deny their election protest.  In support of their appeal, 
they argued that the rerun election was not conducted in accordance with the 
requirements of Article 38 of the Constitution.  They pointed to the fact that the date for 
the election was not established by the membership as required by Article 38, §10(d), of 
the UAW Constitution.  They asserted that the 15-day notice required by Article 38, §2, 
of the Constitution only listed the general dates for the election, but not the polling 
hours, places, or dates for each of the units.  They reported that some units did not 
receive notice of their polling times until one day prior to the election.  In addition, they 
claimed that polling hours were changed arbitrarily on the day of voting, and that there 
was no rational basis for the hours that were established.  Their protest explains: 

 
“An example is MCOP (Monroe County Opportunity Program) and plant of 
25 members got two hours over a two day period to vote whereas Lear 
Romulus with 250 members had their hours reduced to two hours.  Ryder 
Highland Park had nine hours with less people than Lear Romulus Plant.  
There was not a rationale for the time for each unit.  Small units with a few 
members received more time than units with many more members.”6 

Grima and Hayosh also charged that some members were allowed to vote the week 
prior to the election and some after the election, even though there is no provision for 
absentee ballots at Local 174.7 
 

Grima and Hayosh observed that the IEB decision ordering the Local to conduct 
the rerun election mandated that the election should be conducted by a democratically 
elected Election Committee.  They pointed out that twenty new Election Committee 
members were elected in order to comply with this mandate.  Grima and Hayosh 
charged that the entire election was conducted by a CPA firm with no involvement by 
the democratically elected Election Committee.  They stated that the Election 
Committee never met with the candidates to discuss election procedures as 
recommended by the UAW’s Guide for Local Union Election Committees.  In addition, 
Grima and Hayosh complained that they were not given the opportunity to inspect the 
membership lists or inspect the ballots as required by Section 401(c), of the LMRDA.  
Finally, Grima and Hayosh complained that the CPA firm committed numerous 
                                                 
5 Record, p. 65. 
6 Record, p. 68. 
7 Record, pp. 66-68. 
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violations of the Guide in the way that it handled checking voter identity and eligibility 
and accounting for the ballots.8 

 
Local 174 President John Zimmick and Election Committee Chairperson John 

Simpson responded to the appeal of Grima and Hayosh on April 22, 2008.  Zimmick 
explained the Local Union’s decision to use a CPA firm to conduct the rerun election as 
follows: 

 
“The Election Committee and Local Union had several obstacles to 
overcome.  It was clear that once President Grima was removed, several 
Grima supporters declined to serve on the Election Committee at the very 
last minute.  Others could not get released from their respective 
employers.  Both problems were significant.  To that end, Director Gamble 
requested the assistance of the CPA firm of Johnson and Johnson.”9 

In response to appellants’ complaints about the balloting procedures employed by the 
CPA firm, Zimmick wrote: 
 

“With the guidance and experience of the CPA firm, we were assured of a 
neutral election.  It became apparent that they had procedures in place 
that assured a fair and democratic election.  One of those procedures was 
providing a different method of sealing ballot boxes.  Whereas the 
appellants are demanding numbered seals, the fact is, the boxes were 
sealed and could only be opened with tools that only the CPA firm had.  
That unique method went a long way to ensuring that the ballots were not 
tampered with in any fashion.”10 

Election Committee Chairperson Simpson asserted that the dates and times for 
the election were approved by action of the Local Joint Council at the meeting on 
November 18, 2007.  He reported that notices of the election were mailed to each 
member’s address and faxed to each bargaining unit on November 20, 2007.  Simpson 
explained the rationale for the polling times established for each unit as follows: 

 
“As in past elections, and in order to give all members an opportunity to 
vote, we held elections on December 10, 11, 12, 2007, in workplaces 
where management allowed.  A majority of our units did in fact allow our 
members to vote on site.  Where management was not cooperative, we 
kept the Local Union open for members to vote.  The result was a much 

                                                 
8 Record, pp. 68-70. 
9 Record, p. 74. 
10 Record, p. 74. 
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larger voter turnout.  The result also was that a new team of officers were 
elected.”11 

Chairperson Simpson complained that Grima and Hayosh had not provided enough 
specific information to support their charge that polling times were changed arbitrarily.  
With respect to changes in polling times, Simpson made the following comment: 
 

“Regarding the issue of changing a date; we sent a fax to each unit of their 
times of voting.  Whenever a unit questioned the change, we explained it 
to them satisfactorily.  We had a few units ask us to respond in writing, 
which we did.  That process was recommended by the CPA firm assisting 
with this election.”12 

In response to the charge that members were allowed to vote before and after the 
election, Simpson explained as follows: 
 

“Answer:  This was in compliance with Article 38, Paragraph 10, 
Subparagraph B.  We had two members vote an absentee ballot as they 
were out of the area during election.  One member, an International 
Representative, was out of town on union business the entire week.  One 
member was sent out of the country to Germany for his company.  The 
International Union Constitution makes such allowances for absentee 
voting under these circumstances (Article 38, Paragraph 10). 

Regarding voting after the election, we had one company (Numatics) that 
did not vote on their scheduled time on the last day of the election.  An 
error in scheduling election workers was made after talks with the 
Administrator and the overseers from CPA firm local for the election, (sic) 
and to ensure the democratic process, we decided we would let those 
members have an opportunity to vote on the next day.”13 

Chairperson Simpson asserted that it was not necessary for the Election 
Committee to meet with the candidates prior to the rerun election because the 
candidates were the same as in the original election.  Simpson pointed out that the 
Election Committee met with the candidates in April 2007.  In response to Grima’s 
complaint that he was not allowed to inspect the membership lists or the ballots, 
Simpson reported that the Local Union did not receive Grima’s request to conduct these 
inspections until Friday, December 7, at 4:10 p.m.  As the election was scheduled to 
begin on Monday, December 10, this did not give the Local Union time to provide Grima 
with a membership list or allow him to inspect the ballots.14 
                                                 
11 Record, p. 76. 
12 Record, p. 91. 
13 Record, p. 89. 
14 Record, pp. 86 and 88. 
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The IEB made no response to Grima’s and Hayosh’s appeal until December 5, 

2008.  At that time, President Gettelfinger wrote to them that their appeal had been held 
in abeyance pending the outcome of their appeal to the PRB challenging the order to 
rerun the election.  Gettelfinger noted that the PRB had issued a decision in response to 
that appeal on August 25, 2008, so the matter was now ripe for consideration.  
Gettelfinger informed the appellants that their appeals would not be presented to the 
IEB, however, because they no longer had standing to protest an election conducted by 
West Side Local Union 174.  His letter states: 

 
“The protest was signed by the two of you (Doug Grima and Joseph 
Hayosh), and neither of you have standing with Local 174.  Brother Grima 
is a member of Local 594 and is considered as having been issued an 
honorable withdrawal transfer card from Local 174.  Pursuant to the 
Interpretation Section of Article 17, §3(2), of the International Constitution, 
‘a member cannot deposit a withdrawal card in the original Local or 
transfer back to the original Local until s/he actually has a job over which 
the original Local has jurisdiction.’  Brother Grima has no standing with 
Local 174. 

Brother Hayosh was employed at the Lear Corporation Detroit Plant.  That 
plant closed in September of 2007.  As a result of the plant closure, he is 
no longer a member of the Local Union because he is not an employee at 
a workplace under the jurisdiction of Local 174.”15 

Grima and Hayosh appealed President Gettelfinger’s ruling to the PRB on 
January 15, 2009.16  We heard the parties in oral argument on June 20, 2009.   

 
ARGUMENT 

 
A. Doug Grima on behalf of appellants: 

For the International to raise the issue of standing to appeal at this point is 
completely disingenuous.  This appeal has been pending for a year and a half and the 
question of our eligibility to participate in the rerun election or standing to protest it has 
never been raised.  The International Union specifically reviewed the question of my 
eligibility to run for President of the Local in response to John Zimmick’s appeal of the 
original election.  In response to that appeal, the IEB declared that everyone was 
eligible.  The President’s Administrative Assistant Dave Curson specifically told the PRB 
members during oral argument on PRB Case No. 1606 that the merits of our appeal of 
the rerun election would be addressed as soon as the PRB issued its decisions on our 
prior appeals.  The IEB is now attempting to use this standing argument to evade 

                                                 
15 Record, p. 96 
16 Record, p. 98. 
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dealing with the issues raised by our election protest.  The IEB does not want anyone to 
see how badly the rerun election was conducted compared to the original election in 
which we were the successful candidates.  Responding to our legitimate complaints 
would require the IEB to expose the hollowness of its professed concern for democracy.  

 
The International Union claimed that I was transferred to a different Local and 

Region because I did not have sufficient seniority to remain at Local 174.  That is false.  
I was removed from office by the IEB and transferred to another Local Union by 
Regional Director Rory Gamble.  This decision had nothing to do with my seniority.  I 
have 35 years seniority with General Motors and there were two General Motors plants 
in Local 174.  Had I been allowed to remain in a General Motors unit until after the rerun 
election, I would have been able to campaign and participate in the election.  Director 
Gamble’s action was designed to deprive us of the ability to participate in the rerun 
election.  Director Gamble’s interference in the electoral process at Local 174 is 
unprecedented.  Gamble colluded with the candidates opposing us to ensure their 
success.  He even went so far as to declare at a Joint Council meeting on 
November 18, 2007, that the members should not waste their votes on Doug Grima, 
because he would not be allowed to serve.   

 
The fact that Joe Hayosh’s plant no longer exists has no bearing on his standing 

to protest the election rerun by Local Union 174 on December 10, 11, and 12, 2007.  
Hayosh has requested out-of-work credits in accordance with Article 16, §19, of the 
International Constitution for every month that he has been off work in order to maintain 
his membership in good standing.  There are several Local and International 
Representatives whose plants no longer exist, but they are allowed to retain their 
offices.  When the IEB merged Local 985, Local 174, and Local 157 to create the New 
West Side Local 174, two former members of Local 985, Dale Callaway and Jim Pursell, 
were appointed servicing representatives for the new Local Union, even though neither 
of them had an employment relationship under the jurisdiction of the new Local because 
both of their home plants had closed.  When the newly elected officers of Local 174 
replaced these two representatives in 2004, they both continued their membership in 
good standing by certifying for out-of-work credits.  The locals that now make up Local 
Union 174 each have a long history of officers who came from closed plants and have 
no relationship to an employer.  The IEB has completely distorted this requirement for 
eligibility.  

 
The International Union’s position that we lack standing to protest the rerun 

election violates the democratic practices guaranteed by the UAW Constitution and the 
Ethical Practices Codes.  How could we be deemed eligible to be candidates for the 
rerun election, but not afforded the protections of fair democratic procedures inherent in 
the right to appeal?  The IEB does not want to defend the many violations that occurred 
during this election.   
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B. Administrative Assistant Eunice Stokes-Wilson on behalf of the 
International Union, UAW: 

When the rerun election was conducted at Local Union 174, the International 
Union believed that Doug Grima was on layoff status from a plant under the jurisdiction 
of the Local.  We were unaware that Grima ought to have been placed at the Pontiac 
Assembly plant under the terms of a Special Attrition Plan negotiated by the national 
parties in 2005.  The reason we did not know Grima’s employment status in 2007 was 
that two Administrative Assistants in the GM Department were protecting him.  His 
employment records were closed to us until recently.  The question had not been 
resolved in October 2008, when this Board conducted oral argument on Grima’s appeal 
from the imposition of an administratorship over the affairs of the Local and his removal 
from office as the Local Union’s President. We have now obtained documents that 
explain Grima’s employment status and request permission to submit them into the 
record.  

 
Grima was classified as a Sewing Machine Repairman at Delphi Automotive 

Systems in Livonia.  In 1989, he was laid off and assigned to the JOBS bank under the 
jurisdiction of Local 174.17  At the time that Grima was originally laid off, GM had 
effectively eliminated the Sewing Machine Repairman classification so that Grima along 
with five or six other Sewing Machine Repairmen were collecting 40 hours per week on 
layoff from a classification that would never be repopulated.  There was no way to place 
these former Sewing Machine Repairmen because their classification was defunct, so 
their assignment to the JOBS Bank was effectively indefinite.  

 
In order to address this problem, GM negotiated a Special Attrition Plan 

applicable to the Sewing Machine Repairman classification.  Under this plan the 
employees were given five options.  They were required to select one of the options by 
July 18, 2005.  The first three options described retirement for eligible employees.  
Under Option 4, the employee could accept an opportunity to be retrained in another 
skilled trade.  Option 5 was to accept a production job opportunity.  The plan further 
states: 

 
“Those employees not choosing an option will be required to report to a 
location designated by GM National Employee Placement Center.”18 

Doug Grima made no option under the Agreement, so he should have been reassigned 
in accordance with the area hire provisions of the Memorandum of Understanding on 
Employee Placement set forth in the UAW/GM National Agreement.  In accordance with 
those provisions and Grima’s GM seniority, Grima should have been placed at the 
Pontiac Assembly Plant.  He could no longer be placed under the jurisdiction of 

                                                 
17 This is a reference to the Memorandum of Understanding Job Security (JOBS) program described in 
Appendix K of the 2003 UAW/GM National Agreement. 
18 Record, p. 133. 
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Local 174.  The companies under the jurisdiction of Local Union 174 are primarily 
service parts organizations.  You cannot transfer from a manufacturing job to a 
warehouse.  There was no contractual basis for placing Grima in a job at one of these 
locations. 
 

Grima had been elected President of Local 174 in 2004, so no one noticed that 
he had not made an election or received an assignment under the terms of the 2005 
Special Attrition Plan.  Grima was friends with two Administrative Assistants in Vice 
President Dick Shoemaker’s office, Jim Beardsley and Joe Springs.  Beardsley and 
Springs allowed Grima to change his status from being on layoff to being on leave of 
absence for Union activity pursuant to Paragraph (109) of the UAW/GM National 
Agreement.  The GM employee in charge of supervising the JOBS bank was Jennie 
Springs, the wife of Joe Springs.  She also went along with the arrangement that 
allowed Grima to remain under the jurisdiction of Local 174.  When the 
administratorship was placed over the Local Union, Director Rory Gamble removed 
Grima from office and directed him to report to work at his General Motors employer.  At 
the same time, Gamble informed General Motors that Grima’s Paragraph (109) leave 
should be cancelled.19  Grima was placed at the Pontiac Assembly Plant under the 
jurisdiction of Local Union 594 in November 2007.   

 
Joseph Hayosh worked for Lear Corporation in Detroit.  The Lear Plant closed on 

November 7, 2007.  When the Company announced its intention to cease production, 
the Union and the Company negotiated a Closing Agreement which provided severance 
benefits to its bargaining unit employees.  Hayosh was entitled to severance benefits 
under the terms of the Closing Agreement.  Once he accepted the benefit, however, he 
would automatically be issued an honorable withdrawal card pursuant to Article 17, §2, 
of the International Constitution and so would not be eligible to run for office or pursue 
Constitutional appeals.20  An employee who has been issued an honorable withdrawal 
card pursuant to Article 17, §2, is not entitled to certify for out-of-work credits pursuant 
to Article 16, §19. 

 
When Hayosh submitted his letter attempting to certify for out-of-work credits, the 

Regional Representative responded by advising him that he was not eligible for out-of-
work credits if he had accepted a severance benefit from Lear.  The Lear Closing 
Agreement, which is in this record, contains a provision that allowed Joseph Hayosh 
and James Burton to delay taking their severance benefits until the actual closure of the 
plant and a waiting period had expired.  We attempted to find out from Lear if the 
severance had ever been paid.  We called Lear four times trying to get this information, 
but they would not say whether the severance had been paid.  On January 27, 2009, I 
wrote to Hayosh asking him if the severance had been paid.  We assume it has been 
                                                 
19 Record, PRB Case No. 1606, pp. 58 and 59. 
20 Article 17, §2, provides, in pertinent part, as follows: 

“Any member who has voluntarily separated from the jurisdiction of the UAW shall be 
issued a withdrawal card immediately by her/his Local Union.  The above shall not apply 
to those members who are employed by or official represent the UAW.” 
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paid by this time because the Company has gone bankrupt, so Hayosh has been issued 
an honorable withdrawal card.  He is not a member of Local Union 174, and therefore 
has no standing to pursue this appeal of the rerun election. 

 
C. Rebuttal by Doug Grima: 

The materials submitted by Administrative Assistant Stokes-Wilson during oral 
argument are not new.  Some of these documents go back to 1942.  The International 
Union had access to all of this material throughout the processing of this appeal.  
Furthermore, the issues addressed in these old minutes have nothing to do with my 
situation.  The first item reflects a discussion about a member being transferred as a 
result of a plant closing while holding Union office.  The second deals with someone 
who voluntarily takes a buyout.  Neither of these applies to my situation.  One of the 
items submitted by Stokes-Wilson is an email sent on November 12, 2007, at the 
request of Director Gamble.  Why would the IEB not have access to any of these 
documents? 

 
The information contained in the email of November 12, 2007, distorts the facts.  

The allegation is made that I received a pension benefit under the Special Attrition Plan 
while also receiving regular wages.  This is untrue.  I never received a pension check 
from General Motors or anywhere else.  After the Special Attrition Plan was negotiated, 
I explained to General Motors Financial Services in Arizona that I had not retired.  
General Motors Financial Services conducted an investigation and assured me that 
there was no issue.   

 
While I was President of Local Union 174, I never received one penny more than 

the amount authorized by the Local Union bylaws.  While I was receiving a paycheck 
from the JOBS bank, the corresponding amount was deducted from the wages paid to 
me by the Local Union.  This could easily be verified by the International Union which 
has access to all Local Union pay records and audits.  I did not make an election under 
the terms of the Special Attrition Plan because I held the office of Local Union President 
at the time it went into effect.  I called Jennie Springs, the GM Supervisor of the JOBS 
Bank, and told her that I was not ready to make an election under the plan because I 
wanted to campaign for President.  I asked to be placed on a Paragraph (109) leave of 
absence for Union business.  After I was reelected in 2007, I once again requested a 
Paragraph (109) leave and the request was granted.  There was no secret about this.  
Administrative Assistant Stokes-Wilson’s claim during oral argument that Jim Beardsley 
and Jennie Springs were blocking her investigation of these events is absurd.  Jim 
Beardsley retired in 2004, well before the Special Attrition Plan for Sewing Machine 
Repairmen was even introduced.  The other Administrative Assistant retired in 2006.  
How could they possibly prevent an investigator acting on behalf of the International 
President from discovering this kind of information? 

 
Furthermore, John Zimmick’s appeal of the denial of his protest of the 2007 

election shows that he was aware of Director Gamble’s plan to assign me to the Pontiac 
plant before any of these events took place.  In a letter dated May 30, 2007, Zimmick 
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argued that Grima was ineligible to run for office at Local 174 because his membership 
had been transferred to Region 1.  How could Zimmick have known where I would be 
placed six months in the future?  The fact that Zimmick did know is evidence that 
Zimmick and Gamble were already colluding as early as May 2007 to have him installed 
as President of Local 174. 

 
In any event, I should have been placed on a job under the jurisdiction of Local 

174 when my Union leave was revoked.  Stokes-Wilson stated that I came from a 
vehicle manufacturing facility and therefore could not have been transferred to a service 
parts organization.  She has given no reason for this assertion.  There is absolutely 
nothing in the contract that would prohibit me from working in a service parts 
organization.  Furthermore, I have never worked in a manufacturing facility.  My thirty 
plus years at GM were spent in a cut and sew plant under the jurisdiction of Local Union 
174.  There are several members from this cut and sew plant who transferred to service 
parts organizations under the jurisdiction of Local 174.  This information is easily 
verifiable.   

 
D. Joseph Hayosh: 

I certified for out-of-work credits every month while this appeal was pending.  I 
feel that I was entitled to out-of-work credits because my recall rights at Lear continued 
in effect until I took the severance benefit under the Closing Agreement.  I purposely did 
not take the severance benefit because I wanted to continue my membership in good 
standing.  I did receive two letters from the Local Union questioning my eligibility to 
certify for out-of-work credits.  I asked the advice of a Department of Labor 
representative on this point and he said to keep sending the letters.  Finally, about two 
months ago, a representative from the Lear Plant called me and told me that I had 
better take my severance or I was likely to lose it because the Company was facing 
bankruptcy.  I could not afford to forego that much money, so I took the severance in 
April 2009. 

 
I do not think that my acceptance of the severance benefit in April 2009 is 

relevant to my standing to pursue this appeal.  I was clearly a member in good standing 
of Local Union 174 when I filed my appeal protesting the rerun election.  At the hearing 
in October 2008, Administrative Assistant Dave Curson told this Board that the 
International Union would address the merits of our appeal of the rerun election as soon 
as the PRB ruled on Grima’s appeal of his removal from office by the administrator.  
Now, the International is claiming that I lack standing because of the closure of the Lear 
Plant in November 2007.  This is an entirely new theory which had never been raised 
before.  In any event, it violates my right to due process.  My eligibility to run in the rerun 
election was never challenged.  If I was eligible to run, I am entitled to the protections 
afforded by the appellate process.  The International Union has deliberately delayed 
addressing the merits of our appeal, and they should not be allowed to use that delay to 
shield exposure of the undemocratic practices used to elect the officers of Local Union 
174. 
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DISCUSSION 
 

The events giving rise to this appeal date back to April 2007 when the candidate 
opposing Grima in the race for President of Local Union 174 protested arrangements 
adopted by the Local 174 Joint Council for the Local’s upcoming election of officers.  
The IEB eventually ordered the officers’ election to be rerun, and Grima and several 
other officers of Local 174 appealed that decision to the PRB on October 3, 2007.21  The 
officers of Local 174 were advised that the IEB’s order to rerun the election should be 
complied with before the appeal could be processed.  In the meantime, the IEB imposed 
an administratorship over the Local Union and removed Doug Grima as its President.  
Grima appealed those actions to the PRB on November 13, 2007.22  Grima and Hayosh 
also renewed their appeal from the decision to rerun the election.  On December 21, 
2007, Grima asked that all of his appeals be referred to the PRB.  The IEB did not refer 
all of Grima’s appeals to the PRB, however; it only referred his appeal from the decision 
to rerun the election.  We upheld the IEB’s decision to rerun the original election on 
August 25, 2008, and commented that Grima’s arguments concerning the imposition of 
the administratorship, his removal from office, and his claim that the rerun election was 
undemocratic would have to be addressed in the context of separate appeals.23  The 
International Union forwarded Grima’s appeal concerning the administratorship to the 
PRB on June 9 2008 and we heard the parties in oral argument on October 25, 2008.   

 
On November 24, 2008, we upheld the imposition of the administratorship, but 

commented that we found the administrator’s decision to remove Grima from office 
troubling.  We concluded, however, that this issue would have to be addressed in the 
context of Grima’s protest of the rerun election.24  President Gettelfinger issued his 
ruling that Grima and Hayosh lacked standing to protest the rerun election on December 
5, 2008, less than two weeks after our ruling in Case No. 1606. 

 
In retrospect, it would have been more prudent for the PRB to extend our inquiry 

in PRB Case No. 1606 beyond the question whether the administratorship was proper.  
The factual and Constitutional issues raised by Grima’s claim that his removal as part of 
the administratorship was a pretext to prevent him from being re-elected are entwined 
with the issues that we considered in Case1606, and we decided that case without a full 
understanding of the broader context.  Had we investigated Grima’s claims that he was 
improperly assigned to the Pontiac Assembly Plant after he was removed from office, 
his employment status at Local 174 would have come to light, and the arguments 
presented by the International Union with respect to the application of Article 17 to these 
appellants could have been examined.   

 

                                                 
21 Grima and Hayosh v. International Executive Board, UAW, PRB Case No. 1589, (2008), at p. 19. 
22 Grima v. Regional Director Rory Gamble, PRB Case No. 1606 (2008), at p. 11. 
23 PRB Case No. 1589, at p. 28. 
24 PRB Case No. 1606, at pp. 21-22. 
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As a general rule, issues arising out of the same set of circumstances should be 
consolidated as one appeal.  In the future, when more than one appeal arises out of the 
same series of events, we trust the International President’s office will forward the entire 
record of the events to this Board in accordance with the procedures described in 
Article 33, §3(f), of the International Constitution.25  If the President believes that one or 
more issues should be held in abeyance, he can present that request along with the 
record and we will consider it.  

 
In this case, we are confronted with a situation where the claims about standing 

raised and examined during oral argument are entirely different from the questions 
about conduct of the rerun election that were presented by the initial appeal.  
Furthermore, the issue presented by the International Union’s position is a complex one 
both factually and legally under the UAW Constitution.  During oral argument on this 
appeal, Administrative Assistant Stokes-Wilson explained that the International Union 
did not raise a question about the appellants’ standing to protest the rerun election 
during oral argument on PRB Case No. 1606, because they had not been able to 
establish appellants’ employment status at that time.  She then introduced material to 
support the Union’s argument that appellants now lack standing to protest an election 
conducted by Local Union 174.   

 
We agree with appellant Grima that the material submitted by the International 

Union during oral argument cannot be characterized as new or recently discovered.  
The Special Attrition Plan applicable to Sewing Machine Repairmen was negotiated in 
2005.  The plan itself cannot have been unknown to the International Union prior to the 
hearing on PRB Case No. 1606.  The plan was negotiated by the International Union 
and General Motors Corporation.  Furthermore, the argument that Grima ought to have 
made an election for placement under the plan had already been raised by John 
Zimmick in connection with the original officers’ election.  The International Union 
cannot claim to have been taken by surprise in discovering that Grima was covered by 
the Special Attrition Plan.  Similarly, the International was clearly aware of the Lear 
Closing Agreement, which is included in the record in this case.  The only thing they 
could not discover was whether Hayosh had actually received his severance benefit 
under the terms of the plan.  If we had had the entire record before us in Case 1606, we 
would have been alerted to the need to resolve the factual issue regarding appellants’ 
employment, thus possibly avoiding the necessity of a subsequent appeal.  

 
Nevertheless, the additional material presented by Administrative Assistant 

Stokes-Wilson during oral argument on this appeal is not the kind of additional evidence 
we would reject pursuant to Rule 10 of our Rules of Procedure.  Negotiated contracts 
between the national parties affecting the rights of appellants are automatically 
considered to be part of the record.  Similarly, legislative history offered to explain 

                                                 
25 The pertinent language of Article 33, §3(f), provides as follows: 

“…When notified that an appeal to the Public Review Board has been filed, the 
International President shall forward to the Chairperson of the Public Review Board all 
documents and records in the case. …” 
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provisions of the UAW Constitution is always acceptable and welcome.  What we mainly 
learn from the history regarding Article 17 of the UAW Constitution is that its application 
has been a topic of concern for a long time.  

 
These bits of conversations are interesting, but the last word on the subject must 

always be the text of the Constitution itself.  If there were significant ambiguities in the 
application of Article 17 to this situation, we would request the International to brief the 
issues and explain exactly how it applied Article 17 to each appellant and identify when 
his loss of standing to pursue this appeal occurred.  We believe, however, that the text 
in Article 17 is sufficiently clear to resolve the issue of appellants’ standing to protest the 
rerun of the election at Local Union 174, without the need for any further explanations.  

 
Grima was classified as a Sewing Machine Repairman.  He was laid off to the 

JOBS bank in 1989.  As a JOBS bank employee, Grima would have been considered 
employed under the jurisdiction of Local 174.  He ran for President in 2004 and won.  
During oral argument, Grima asserted that his situation was unchanged in 2007, but 
that is not true.  In 2005, GM negotiated the Special Attrition Plan for the Sewing 
Machine Repairman, which changed Grima’s employment status.  Grima ought to have 
selected one of the options described in the Special Attrition Plan by July 18, 2005.  
These included three retirement packages, an opportunity to be retrained, or placement 
on a production job opportunity at another location.  The plan states: 

 
“Those employees not choosing an option will be required to report to a 
location designated by GM National Employee Placement Center.”26 

Grima did not choose an option under the plan, however, because he was President of 
the Local.  Instead, he asked to be put on Paragraph (109) leave.  His request for 
Paragraph (109) leave did not negate the application of the Special Attrition Plan, 
however.  When Grima made no option under the plan, his right to be recalled to a 
production job at another location went into effect.  The International Union claims that 
applying the area hire provisions in the UAW/GM National Agreement to Grima resulted 
in his placement at the Pontiac Assembly Plant under the jurisdiction of UAW Local 594.  
Grima’s claim that his seniority entitled him to be placed in a position under the 
jurisdiction of Local Union 174 raises contractual issues that should appropriately have 
been addressed through the grievance procedure.   
 

During oral argument, Administrative Assistant Stokes-Wilson suggested that 
Grima may have become ineligible to hold the office of President as soon as his 
seniority was transferred to an employer under the jurisdiction of Local Union 594.  
Stokes-Wilson questioned whether Grima could continue in the position as President of 
Local Union 174 without first obtaining permission from the IEB to hold simultaneous 
membership in two UAW Local Unions in accordance with Article 6, §10, of the 

                                                 
26 Record, p. 133. 
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International Constitution.27  We do not believe that Article 6, §10, is applicable to this 
situation, because Article 17, §3, clearly allows an elected local union officer to continue 
in office as a member of the local union until the expiration of his term.  Article 17, §3, 
describes how a member who transfers from the jurisdiction of one local union to 
another maintains his membership in good standing.  It specifically states, however, that 
its provisions do not apply to members holding a Constitutional local office whose 
connection to the local has been severed involuntarily.28  There was no need for Grima 
to apply for dual membership pursuant to Article 6, §10, because he remained a 
member of Local Union 174 as long as he continued to be elected as its President.  

 
When Grima was removed from office by the administrator, however, the 

exception stated in the final paragraph of Article 17, §3, no longer applied.  At that point, 
Grima was entitled to an honorable withdrawal card to be deposited with Local Union 
594 in order to continue his membership in good standing pursuant to Article 17, §4. 

 
Joseph Hayosh’s situation is different from Grima’s because the Lear Closing 

Agreement involved a severance package.  Acceptance of a severance package 
amounts to a voluntary separation from employment under the jurisdiction of the UAW 
and results in the automatic issuance of an honorable withdrawal card.29  This point is 
not really in dispute.  Hayosh clearly understood the consequences of taking his 
severance pay under the Lear Closing Agreement.  That is why he attempted to delay 
the payment of this benefit as long as possible.  Hayosh testified that he did not actually 
receive his severance benefit until April 2009, so his recall rights to Lear Corporation 
remained in effect.  As an employee with recall rights to a plant under the jurisdiction of 
Local 174, Hayosh maintained that he was entitled to certify for out-of-work credits in 
accordance with Article 16, §19. 

 

                                                 
27 Article 6, §10, provides, in pertinent part, as follows: 

“No member shall be allowed to hold membership in more than one (1) Local Union of 
the International Union at the same time, except by permission of the International 
Executive Board.  No member of the Union who is fully employed in one (1) workplace 
under the jurisdiction of the UAW shall accept work in any other workplace under the 
jurisdiction of the UAW.  Any member violating this Section may be subjected to charges 
of conduct unbecoming a union member.” 

28 Article 17, §3, states, in pertinent part, as follows: 

“This shall not apply to members holding a Local Union constitutional office who 
involuntarily left the jurisdiction of their Local Union.  However, while holding such office 
such member shall not be eligible to hold any constitutional office in, or be a delegate to 
the International Convention from any Local Union other than one which s/he involuntarily 
left.” 
 

29 Article 17, §2, provides, in pertinent part, as follows: 

“Any member who has voluntarily separated from the jurisdiction of the UAW shall be 
issued a withdrawal card immediately by her/his Local Union.  The above shall not apply 
to those members who are employed by or officially represent the UAW.” 
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Hayosh was able to delay taking his severance package because the parties 
negotiated a letter agreement that is included in the Lear Closing Agreement as 
Attachment 8.  The letter states: 

 
“The Company will include without precedent the following Union 
representatives to be eligible for severance, stay bonus, and portable 
pension plan benefits at the time of closure after a Severance Agreement 
has been signed and the waiting period has expired.”30 

The two Union representatives named are Joseph Hayosh and James Burton.  Even 
with this letter in place, however, Hayosh could not postpone his severance package 
indefinitely.  The Lear Plant closed on November 7, 2007.  The waiting period specified 
in the Severance Agreement is 45 days.  Therefore, under the terms of the Closing 
Agreement, Hayosh was required to take his severance benefit on December 21, 2007, 
or 45 days following the closure of the Lear Plant.  We now know from the testimony 
given during oral argument that Hayosh postponed taking his benefit well beyond this 
date based on a private arrangement with members of management.  This 
arrangement, however, could not operate to circumvent the rules set by the UAW for 
maintaining membership in the Union.  The fact that Hayosh did not physically take the 
money until a later date did not change his status under the Constitution.  Hayosh 
cannot claim to have recall rights to a closed plant.  After December 21, 2007, Hayosh 
was no longer eligible to certify for out-of-work credits because he had voluntarily 
severed his employment relationship with Lear Corporation.  On that date, he was 
automatically issued an honorable withdrawal card in accordance with Article 17, §2. 
 

We understand appellants’ position that their eligibility to participate in the rerun 
election should afford them the procedural protections inherent in the appellate process.  
Essentially, appellants maintain that fairness requires the International to consider their 
appeal regardless of the technical application of Article 17.  There is a persuasive logic 
to this argument particularly in light of the fact that the International Union delayed its 
processing of these appeals for such a long time.  Nevertheless, we do not believe that 
the equitable considerations cited by appellants require further proceedings in this 
particular case.   

 
In the first place, neither of the appellants is entirely blameless in these 

proceedings.  Grima’s relationship to an employer under the jurisdiction of Local Union 
174 has been of a questionable nature for a number of years.  He must have 
understood that his use of the JOBS bank violated the spirit, if not the letter, of that 
program.  Hayosh negotiated a private agreement designed to circumvent provisions of 
the UAW Constitution and then deliberately evaded the International Union’s attempts to 
discover his employment status.  It is clear that neither appellant is now employed by a 
company under the jurisdiction of Local 174.  As a practical matter, we do not believe 
equity requires us to direct the IEB to expend its resources on an investigation into a 

                                                 
30 Record, p. 26. 
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possibly unfair election on behalf of two individuals who currently are not eligible to run 
for local union office, even if they might have been eligible to continue in office if re-
elected.  

 
In addition, we find it significant that the members of Local Union 174 seem 

satisfied with the outcome of the rerun election.  None of the other former officers 
pursued an appeal of the results of the rerun election, although presumably most of 
them would have had standing to do so.  In addition, any of the current members of 
Local 174 could have raised the issues cited by appellants in their election protest, but 
no one has done so.   

 
The appeal is dismissed.  


