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Glynn Douglas argues that he is entitled to be reimbursed by Local Union 2262 

for overtime worked by his department while he was performing necessary duties on 
behalf of UAW Local Union 2262. 

 
FACTS 

 
Glynn Douglas was an elected delegate to the 35th UAW Constitutional 

Convention.  As an elected delegate to the Convention, Douglas was called to attend a 
Special Convention to formulate a collective bargaining program.1  The Special 
Convention was scheduled to take place in Detroit, Michigan, on Tuesday, March 22 
through Thursday, March 24, 2011.  On March 3, 2011, Local 2262 President Ralph 
Nazario requested that Douglas be released from work to perform his duties as 
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delegate to the Special Convention on the specified dates.2  Douglas also requested a 
vacation day for Friday, March 25, 2011.3 

 
On Wednesday, March 23, 2011, all of the employees in Douglas’s classification 

were asked to work overtime on the weekend, Saturday, March 26, and Sunday, March 
27, 2011.  The local collective bargaining agreement provides that employees will be 
asked to work overtime three days prior to the weekend or holiday.  Article 5, Section 
5.1, Paragraph (36) II (b) of the local agreement provides as follows: 

 
“Employees will be asked to work the overtime hours by the end of the 
day, three (3) days prior to the weekend or holiday (the same day on 
which the schedule is posted), as indicated in (a) above.4 

Paragraph (37) III (e) of the same Article provides that individuals who are not at work at 
the time of the overtime request will lose their turn to work overtime.  It states: 
 

“Individuals who are on medical leave or are on vacation, or not at work 
for various reasons at the time of the overtime request, will lose their turn 
to work overtime.”5 

When Douglas submitted his lost time voucher for attending the Special 
Convention, he included ten hours for Saturday, March 26, and Sunday, March 27, 
2011.6  President Nazario refused to approve Douglas’s claim for lost time on March 26 
and March 27.   Douglas appealed the President’s refusal to pay his lost time to the 
membership at a meeting on May 15, 2011.7  The minutes of the membership meeting 
for May 15, 2011 list Douglas’s appeal under old business and report the following 
action: 

 
“Mr. Douglas passed out a packet of information regarding his lost time to 
the Special Convention.  Discussion followed with comments from several 
members.  Mr. Douglas was ruled out of order and the meeting continued.  
No other old business.”8 

Douglas appealed the membership’s action to the International Executive Board 
(IEB) on June 9, 2011.  Douglas reported the following actions in response to his appeal 
at the May 15, 2011 membership meeting: 
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“At the May 15, 2011 Local Union meeting, the President interrupted the 
appeal I was presenting to the membership body on the lost time voucher 
dated March 27, 2011, stating it was (1) not proper and out of order, 
stating the issue had already been settled by the IEB and that (2) the IEB 
had already rendered a decision on the appeal I was bringing forth and he 
went further to say (3) to pay this overtime lost while on this authorized 
Union leave would be illegal.”9 

Douglas argued that his appeal was properly before the membership and that the 
President violated the UAW Constitution by refusing to allow it.  He wrote: 
 

“The President is in violation of the Constitution knowingly denying 
appellant his rights to due process under the Constitution.  The President 
is allowing his emotions and personal feelings to cloud his judgment and 
make self-serving decisions by interfering with and impeding the 
Constitutional appeal process.”10 

Douglas maintained that the President should have relinquished the chair while this 
appeal was being presented because it challenged a decision the President had made.  
Furthermore, Douglas pointed out that the IEB had ruled that disputes involving 
expenditures are best resolved through debates conducted at membership meetings.  
Douglas asked that his appeal should be processed in accordance with the procedures 
described in Article 33 of the UAW Constitution and that President Nazario recuse 
himself during the process.11 
 

President Bob King’s Administrative Assistant Eunice Stokes-Wilson conducted a 
hearing on Douglas’s appeal on August 2, 2011.  Hearing officer Stokes-Wilson 
prepared a report to the IEB on the appeal based on her investigation and testimony 
given at the hearing.  Stokes-Wilson reported that Article XII, Section 2 of the Local 
Union 2262 bylaws defines lost time as follows: 

 
“Payment for lost time must be presented to the Financial Secretary on the 
UAW ‘Lost Time and Expense’ voucher and must be signed by the payee 
with reason for lost time given.  The Local Union shall pay a 
representative or member lost time only when that representative or 
member is performing necessary duties for and on behalf of the Local 
Union during a time for which she/he would otherwise be compensated by 
the employer.  The amount of lost time should never exceed the amount 
which the Local Union representatives or member could otherwise have 
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received from his/her employer for the same period of time for which 
she/he is being compensated by the Local Union.”12 

Stokes-Wilson observed that the bylaws do not specifically prohibit reimbursement to a 
member for overtime.  She reported that the Local Union has historically paid overtime 
to members and representatives on union business on days when overtime was 
scheduled by the employer.  She concluded that reimbursement to Douglas of overtime 
paid while he was on union business would have been proper. 
 

Stokes-Wilson reviewed the terms of the collective bargaining agreement and 
concluded that Douglas did not lose any overtime as a result of attending the Special 
Convention on March 22 through March 24, 2011.  She stated that Article 5, Section 
5.1, Paragraph (37) III (e) did not apply to Douglas’s situation.  Paragraph (37) deals 
with overtime rotation and there was no rotation of overtime on March 26 and 27, 2011, 
because all of the employees in the classification were asked to work overtime.  Stokes-
Wilson’s report states: 

 
“Based on the above, employees are scheduled to work weekend 
overtime on Wednesdays.  Appellant was attending the Special 
Convention on the Wednesday of the week in question.  Therefore, he 
was not offered overtime.  The investigative hearing revealed that the 
overtime rotation issue was a non-issue because the code and 
department worked by appellant worked full on Saturday, March 26, 2011, 
and Sunday, March 27, 2011.  We heard testimony that the appellant was 
not charged as if he had worked this Saturday and Sunday overtime.”13 

Stokes-Wilson reported that testimony was presented during the hearing to the 
effect that Douglas could have worked the weekend overtime if he had worked Friday 
and that appellant would have been permitted to work if he had reported to work on 
Saturday and Sunday, regardless of whether he worked Friday.14  In response to an 
inquiry from the Public Review Board (PRB) staff, Administrative Assistant Greg Drudi 
added the following clarification concerning the testimony presented at the hearing: 

 
“Trustee Stephen F. Ackes testified he was off work on union business 
attending a conference at Black Lake.  He learned that his job was 
working overtime and called into work and talked to his boss and cleared 
his way to work.  Additionally, Trustee Mark Kostura stated it was his 
responsibility to call into work while on union business to check for 
overtime.”15  
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Based on testimony given at the hearing, Stokes-Wilson concluded that Douglas 
had not incurred any loss as a result of attending the Special Convention on March 22 
through March 24, 2011.  She wrote: 

 
“Looking at this case from every conceivable angle, the appellant has not 
demonstrated a loss of income because he was on union business.  The 
argument that he lost money due to union activities is not persuasive.  The 
Friday vacation day appears to be the only reason Douglas did not work 
overtime the weekend of March 26, 2011 and March 27, 2011.”16 

Stokes-Wilson denied Douglas’s appeal.  The IEB adopted Stokes-Wilson’s 
report as its decision and notified Douglas on September 6, 2011.  Douglas appealed 
the IEB’s decision to the PRB on October 6, 2011. 

 
ARGUMENT 

 
A. Glynn M. Douglas, Sr.: 

I was not at work on Wednesday, March 23, 2011, because I was on authorized 
union leave attending a Special UAW Convention.  Wednesday, March 23, 2011 was 
when the offer to work overtime was made.  The collective bargaining agreement is very 
clear that employees who are not at work on the Wednesday before weekend overtime 
is scheduled lose their turn to work overtime.  This language clearly establishes the 
reason for my loss.  It does not weaken my case as asserted in the IEB’s decision. 

 
It does not matter that the entire shift worked the overtime on the weekend in 

question.  The schedule was made on the Wednesday before the weekend and that is 
when my loss occurred.  The IEB’s claim that I could have worked the weekend if I had 
reported to work on Friday has no basis.  There is no language in our labor agreement 
to extend the offer to work overtime a second time after it was lost on Wednesday, 
March 23, 2011. 

 
The IEB’s decision contains a footnote suggesting that there is a policy at Local 

2262 to forego reimbursement of lost overtime in order to preserve the Local Union’s 
treasury as asserted in the decision.  This testimony is unsubstantiated, irrelevant, and 
untrue.  There is no policy at Local Union 2262 to forego reimbursement of lost 
overtime.  Even if this statement were true, it is irrelevant.  The decision to forego an 
entitlement is a personal, individual decision. 

 
I am asking the PRB to render a decision approving my lost overtime voucher 

dated March 27, 2011. 
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B. International Union, UAW: 

The Local Union paid Douglas for the time he lost from work while he attended 
the Special Convention on Tuesday, March 22 through Thursday, March 24, 2011.  
However, the Local Union declined to pay for Saturday, March 26 and Sunday, March 
27, 2011, because Douglas did not lose that time as the result of his attendance at the 
Convention.  The IEB determined that Douglas was not offered overtime work on the 
Wednesday preceding the weekend because he was attending the Convention.  The 
hearing revealed, however, that if Douglas had come to work on Friday, March 25, or 
contacted the Company he would have been able to work the Saturday and Sunday 
overtime with the rest of his department.  Witnesses verified that Douglas was not 
charged as if he had worked the overtime in question, so there was no disadvantage to 
him in terms of future overtime.  The IEB determined that it was the Friday vacation day 
that caused Douglas to lose the opportunity to work overtime rather than his attendance 
at the Special Convention.  

 
In his appeal to the PRB, Douglas asserts that his loss occurred on Wednesday, 

March 23, 2011, while he was on Union leave.  He rejects the assertion that he would 
have been offered the opportunity to work overtime on the weekend if he had worked 
Friday, March 25, 2011.  He characterizes this conclusion as pure conjecture.  He does 
not address the specific testimony presented at the hearing that supports this 
conclusion.  

 
The International Union’s decision to reject the request for lost time was rational 

and reasonable given the facts presented. 
 

DISCUSSION 
 

President Nazario erred when he ruled Douglas’s appeal out of order at the 
membership meeting on May 15, 2011.  The appeal Douglas attempted to present to 
the membership on May 15 had not been addressed by the IEB, as Nazario asserted.  
President Nazario’s statement that the IEB had already ruled on Douglas’s appeal 
apparently referred to an IEB decision issued on April 1, 2011, concerning charges 
Douglas had filed against Nazario pursuant to Article 31, §3, of the Constitution.  These 
charges concerned a decision by Nazario not to reimburse Douglas for overtime while 
on union business, but the appeal presented an entirely different issue than Douglas’s 
appeal at the May 15, 2011 membership meeting. 17 

 
Nazario addressed the merits of Douglas’s appeal at the May 15 membership 

meeting by stating that payment of the overtime would be illegal.  The membership 
accepted this ruling and Douglas appealed to the IEB.  It would have been preferable 
for Nazario to have allowed the membership to rule on Douglas’s appeal, because, as 
Douglas notes, disputes involving expenditures are best resolved through debates 
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conducted at membership meetings.   We do not believe that Douglas has been 
prejudiced by the procedural error, however, because the issue presented by his appeal 
is fairly simple and Douglas did have the opportunity to present his arguments to the 
IEB.  

 
The principle is well-established in UAW local unions that lost time should never 

exceed the amount which the member could otherwise have received from the 
employer for the same period of time for which he is being compensated.  This principle 
is adopted in the bylaws of Local Union 2262.  We agree with Douglas that it is 
irrelevant whether some union members may have opted to forego reimbursement of 
overtime for whatever reason.  The only question presented by this appeal is whether 
Douglas lost the opportunity to work the overtime on March 26 and March 27, 2011, as 
a result of attending the Special Convention during the previous week.  If he did lose 
that opportunity, he would be entitled to be reimbursed for the lost overtime. 

 
Douglas argues that his loss occurred on Wednesday, March 23, 2011, because 

the overtime was scheduled on that day.  In response to our inquiry regarding testimony 
given at the hearing conducted by Administrative Assistant Stokes-Wilson, 
Administrative Assistant Greg Drudi advised us that President Nazario testified at the 
hearing on Douglas’s appeal about the operation of the collective bargaining 
agreement.  Nazario testified that the provision of the collective bargaining agreement 
cited by Douglas does not preclude an employee from working overtime if there is work 
available.  According to Nazario, it applies only when the overtime opportunities are 
limited.  In that case, the employer is entitled to establish who will be working the 
overtime three days prior to the weekend or holiday.  An employee otherwise entitled to 
an offer will lose the opportunity if he is not available to accept the offer.  Drudi further 
explained that Financial Secretary Stanley M. Yaksic, who is responsible for issuing lost 
time checks, was present at the hearing and did not dispute Nazario’s testimony.18  Two 
local union trustees testified that they were permitted to work scheduled overtime in 
situations similar to Douglas’s.   

 
Douglas was not on union business the weekend of March 26 and March 27, 

2011.  It appears that he could have worked the weekend even though he was not at 
work when the overtime was scheduled if he had contacted the employer prior to the 
weekend or reported to work on the days in question.  Therefore, his failure to work on 
those days did not result from his performance of duties on behalf of the Local and did 
not fit within the definition of lost time.  Under the circumstances, President Nazario’s 
refusal to authorize lost time for the weekend overtime was appropriate.  

 
The appeal is denied.  
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