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Richard Beddoes argues that the Local Union Chairperson’s refusal to file a 

group grievance protesting management’s failure to equalize overtime lacked a rational 
basis and amounted to collusion with management. 

 
FACTS 

 
Richard Beddoes is a shipping and receiving clerk at Ford Motor Company’s 

Lima Engine Plant in a bargaining unit represented by UAW Local Union 1219.  He has 
a Ford seniority date of October 1, 1969, and a plant seniority date of October 29, 1984. 

 
On August 1, 2008, the Lima Engine Plant and UAW Local 1219 entered into an 

Alternative Work Schedule Agreement.1  In 2011, the UAW International Union and 
Ford Motor Company adopted a Memorandum of Understanding concerning alternative 
work schedules as Appendix W to the UAW-Ford National Agreement. 2  Appendix W 

                                                 
1
 Record, pp. 2-5. 

2
 Record, pp. 9-23. 
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describes several different configurations of alternative work schedules.  The Lima 
Engine Plant applies a three-crew work schedule under which the A Crew works 
Monday through Thursday, the B Crew works Tuesday through Friday, and the C Crew 
works Friday through Monday.3 

 
On October 27, 2011, Beddoes sent an email to Local 1219 Chairperson Dan 

Weaver asking him to ensure that low overtime employees were scheduled to work the 
upcoming Monday, November 14, 2011 holiday.  Beddoes wrote: 

 
“The Company and the Union have committed themselves to exploring 
every opportunity to help equalize overtime.  Please do not pass up the 
upcoming opportunity to have the holiday work be performed by the low 
overtime employees.  There is a process in place that will not allow 
production to be hampered if there are not enough willing overtime 
participants.  I would never suggest any process or procedure that would 
have a negative effect on our plant’s production.  Employees can be 
forced if necessary.  Your attention to this matter would be deeply 
appreciated.”4 

On November 5, 2011, Beddoes requested the assistance of Region 2B Director Ken 
Lortz and International Representatives Dan Hinegardner and Robert Tiseo in 
addressing the equalization of overtime issue at Local 1219.5  On November 8, 2011, 
Beddoes sent an email to Director Lortz pointing out that Appendix W to the National 
Agreement describing alternative work schedules specifically states that it is not 
intended to govern overtime equalization.6  On November 9, Beddoes wrote to Lortz 
that he had received no communication from his Local Union representatives about the 
Company’s failure to schedule low overtime workers for the upcoming November 14 
holiday.7  Lortz advised Beddoes that he would follow up and make certain that 
Beddoes got a response to his inquiry from the Local Union.8  
 

On November 20, 2011, Bargaining Committeeperson Doug Collins sent the 
following email to Beddoes regarding the overtime issue: 

 
“I am sending you this email in response to our discussions about the 
AWS and equalization of overtime.  I would like to explain how we 
scheduled November 14 and the reasons behind it.  The language on 
page 186A of our new National Agreement stated under Holiday Pay (All 
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hours worked on the holiday that fall on a regular day of work (RDW) will 
be paid at double time.  In addition, up to ten straight time hours of holiday 
pay may be paid if eligible.)  With that mind set, it is the employee’s 
regular day of work and we were running the whole plant.  We felt it was 
best for the plant when we run two crews we will stick with the patterns 
that are scheduled to work that day due to quality and production 
standards.  If we do not stick with this standard, we would be leaving our 
plant at risk for major quality issues.  This is why when we run on a 
holiday, we believe that we stick with the crew patterns, no matter what 
day the holiday falls on when the whole plant is running.  Please be 
assured that we the Union want to resolve the issues with the equalization 
of overtime and are keeping this our number one goal in local 
negotiations.  We want to assure you that the reason we made the call 
around November 14 was because the whole plant was running, but 
around the upcoming Christmas holidays when we know we are only 
going to schedule a few people in the departments, then we will revert 
back to scheduling the low overtime employee to work.  This will fall in line 
with equalizing overtime for all employees in every department.”9  

On November 23, Beddoes sent an email to Chairperson Weaver asking if Collins’s 
response was the Local Union’s final word on the equalization of overtime issue.  He 
referred to a group grievance that he had proposed on behalf of Local 1219 members 
protesting the way overtime was scheduled on November 14, 2011.  He asked if the 
Local was refusing to file this grievance.10 
 

When Weaver did not respond to this inquiry, Beddoes wrote once again to 
Director Lortz asking how he should proceed.11  Director Lortz advised Beddoes that he 
should present his complaint to the Local Union membership.12  On December 15, 
2011, Beddoes wrote to President King that he had presented his motion requesting a 
group grievance to the Local Union membership in accordance with the procedures 
outlined in Article 33 of the UAW Constitution, but that the Local 1219 officials had 
refused to accept the motion.  Beddoes informed President King that he intended to 
appeal the Local Union’s refusal to accept his motion to the International Executive 
Board (IEB).13   

 
The minutes of the regular membership meeting of December 15, 2011, at 

1:00 p.m. do not refer to Beddoes’s motion.  The minutes of the meeting that took place 
at 4:00 p.m. on that day describe the motion as follows: 
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“Mike Falk asked to make a motion on behalf of Rick Beddoes to the 
membership to file a “Holiday Pay” grievance.  This proposed grievance 
was backed by 129 signatures of UAW Local 1219 members.  The 
proposed grievance was dealing with how the Company schedules who is 
to work on holidays.  Jay Bell, Vice President, who was filling in for Dave 
Rabe on this day at the Union meeting said that a motion could not be 
made at the regular membership meeting because the issue is addressed 
in the National UAW contract and a violation didn’t occur because the 
contract was followed.  Deb See wanted to second this motion.”14  

The minutes of a membership meeting held on January 19, 2012, report that the 
December 15, 2011, minutes were corrected to read as follows: 
 

“A motion was made to the membership by Mike Falk to file a “Holiday 
Pay Grievance.”  Vice President Jay Bell, (filling in for President Dave 
Rabe) said a motion could not be made at the meeting because this issue 
is addressed in the National contract.  Deb See wanted to second the 
motion.  The minutes were approved with this correction.”15   

On December 19, 2011, Beddoes filed an appeal to the International Executive 
Board (IEB) protesting the Local Union’s refusal to accept a motion regarding the 
overtime equalization issue at the meeting on December 15, 2011.16  Beddoes stated 
that his motion was submitted on behalf of 129 members of Local Union 1219 and he 
attached the motion requesting the grievance with signature pages from the members.17  
Beddoes argued that the Local Union officers’ decision to schedule overtime by shift 
rather than low overtime hours violated the equalization of overtime provisions in the 
local collective bargaining agreement.  He pointed out that Appendix W to the National 
Agreement specifically states that it is not intended to affect local equalization of 
overtime provisions.  He asserted that the arrangement adopted by the Local Union to 
schedule overtime by shift rather than by low overtime hours amounted to a supplement 
to the local collective bargaining agreement which had not been submitted to the 
membership for ratification as required by Article 19, §3, of the UAW Constitution.  
Furthermore, Beddoes argued that the Local Union’s handling of the members’ request 
for a grievance at the December 15, 2011 meeting violated Article 33, §2(a) of the UAW 
Constitution. 

 
On January 12, 2012, in response to an inquiry from the International President’s 

office, Recording Wendy Secretary Thompson provided a statement from Chairperson 
Daniel Weaver explaining the Local Union’s decisions with respect to scheduling holiday 
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15
 Record, p. 74. 

16
 Record, pp. 59-61. 

17
 Record, pp. 24-43. 



PRB CASE NO. 1680  Page 5. 

 
 
overtime.18  Weaver acknowledged that holiday overtime is generally scheduled by low 
accumulative hours.  He stated that the Local would continue to use that method when 
practical.  He explained the method used when a holiday falls on a regular workday as 
follows: 

 
“…When we work a holiday and we are running full production, we have 
agreed mutually with the Company to handle it differently.  Veterans Day 
was an example of this.  I was afraid that if we went strictly by low hours, 
we would create an unmanageable situation.  It was likely that several 
people from all three crews would be scheduled who all worked on the 
same team.  It was also likely that some teams on the assembly line would 
not have anyone scheduled who had ever worked on those teams.  In [an] 
effort to protect quality and not jeopardize safety, we agreed to schedule 
the crews who would normally work on that day.  We did this Veterans 
Day, which was on a Monday.  A and C crew work on Mondays.  They 
were given the opportunity to opt off and it was agreed that whoever opted 
off would be replaced by B crew employees with low hours. . …”19 

Weaver stated that overtime equalization continued to be a problem and he reported 
that the Local Union was continuing to work with management to resolve the problems 
so that no employee was disadvantaged. 
 

On January 20, 2012, Beddoes wrote to President King that the minutes of the 
December 15, 2011, local membership meeting did not accurately reflect what had 
taken place during that meeting.  He charged that the minutes had been deliberately 
distorted to justify the rejection of his motion.20  Beddoes pointed out that Director Ken 
Lortz had specifically directed him to present his complaint about the Local Union’s 
refusal to file a group grievance to the membership.  He stated that the Local Union 
officials were aware of Lortz’s directive.  Nevertheless the Local Union officials refused 
to entertain the motion and, according to Beddoes, treated it with contempt.  Beddoes 
wrote: 

 
“Local 1219 Union official Tod James expressed his arrogance and 
contempt for the appeal process provided to Union members when he 
made a comment at the 12/15/2011 Union meeting mocking the grievance 
with 129 Union members’ signatures.  He stated, so what if there are 129 
signatures, there were 600 people who didn’t sign the grievance.  I believe 
I have a fairly clear understanding of the appeal process, and any 
grievance signed by even one member or a request to have a grievance 
put together by the local union officials can be addressed by a union 
member making a motion to have union officials either create a grievance 
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or accept one that is already written.  Only arrogance and contempt of the 
highest degree would dictate that if every Local 1219 member had signed 
the holiday overtime grievance, then the Local 1219 Union officials would 
abide by the appeal process and accept the motion and pursue the 
grievance.”21 

Beddoes reported that during the December 15, 2011 meeting, the membership 
demanded to know who authorized the change in the method of scheduling overtime.  
At that time, it was revealed that Chairperson Dan Weaver changed the longstanding 
equalization of overtime policy described in the local collective bargaining agreement.  
Beddoes reported that he asked a representative of the Union, Bruce Flower, where this 
new overtime policy is described in the contract.  According to Beddoes, Flower 
responded that it was not in the contract but it was what the Union had decided on and 
that was the way it was going to be. 22 
 

Acting on behalf of President King, Bob Kinkade and John Rucker conducted a 
hearing on Beddoes’s appeal.  Hearing officers Kinkade and Rucker prepared a report 
to the IEB on the appeal based on testimony and documents presented at the hearing. 

 
The hearing officers reproduced in their report correspondence between 

Beddoes and President King’s Administrative Assistant Greg Drudi regarding prior 
grievances dealing with the scheduling of overtime.  In a letter to Drudi dated February 
15, 2012, Beddoes wrote that a retired member of Local Union 1219 had informed him 
that the Union successfully processed grievances in the past regarding gerrymandering 
of overtime.  He asked to be provided with copies of those grievances.23 In addition, 
Beddoes challenged the Local Union’s argument that members of B crew could make 
up the lost overtime in the future.  He wrote: 

 
“Furthermore, in an effort to support the concept that this loss of overtime 
pay is not recoverable overtime, I again respectfully request assistance 
from the International Union, UAW.  I have been unable to discover any 
library or forum that will allow a Union member access to Umpire 
decisions.  I ask this because presently the Local 1219 Union officials’ 
position is never to pay overtime grievances because the Union officials 
claim it is recoverable overtime.  I reference the holiday overtime 
grievance dated 11/15/2011 language that states, ‘This is not recoverable 
overtime.’  Please provide any Umpire rulings that support this claim.  We 
cannot make up overtime and some employees may be eligible for the 
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next overtime opportunity regardless of the efforts to try to recover the lost 
overtime.”24 

Retired member Ken Renner provided the following statement to support Beddoes’s 
request: 
 

“I wish to attest to the facts that during my tenure as a committeeman for 
Local 1219 I was involved in and witnessed the Local 1219 Union officials 
engaging in grievance situations where the charge of gerrymandering was 
the fundamental principle of the grievance.  There were grievance 
victories based on overtime scheduling that disadvantaged a group of 
employees.  There should be grievance records available validating the 
fact that Local 1219 Union officials filed gerrymandering overtime 
grievances and the subsequent grievance victories resulted in payment of 
the lost income due to improper overtime scheduling.”25 

The hearing officers reported that Chairperson Weaver responded to this testimony that 
there was no gerrymandering of overtime at the Lima Engine Plant.26 
 

The hearing officers reported that Beddoes also read a prepared statement into 
the record.  According to Beddoes’s statement, Chairperson Weaver maintained that 
following the local contract with regard to scheduling overtime would create an 
unmanageable situation.  Beddoes responded to this assertion by observing that the 
Local had overcome any such unmanageable situations for 50 years.  He refuted the 
Local Union’s claim that his request for a grievance was denied because the contract 
was followed.  He argued that the following language in the local agreement was 
violated: 

 
“The Company reaffirms its adherence to the principle of assigning 
employees with the least overtime hours to work overtime periods when 
available and qualified and agrees to use its best efforts to minimize 
spread.”27 

The hearing officers’ report indicates that Regional Representative Dan 
Hinegardner explained that the local collective bargaining agreement at the Lima 
Engine Plant is a conventional agreement which does not allow for modification of the 
overtime equalization provisions.  Hinegardner reported that the Lima plant adopted an 
alternate work schedule about eighteen months ago that provides for three crews 
working ten-hour shifts.  He added that a conventional agreement such as the local 
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agreement between Local 1219 and Ford Motor Company does not work today in the 
scheduling of overtime.28 

 
UAW-Ford Department Representative Bob Tiseo testified that Article IV, Section 

6 of the 2007 UAW-Ford National Agreement provides that all reasonable means will be 
employed to equalize overtime among shifts.  Tiseo reported that the National parties 
adopted an agreement in February 2009 that allows the Company, with 14 days notice, 
to transition between a traditional work schedule and a designated alternate work 
schedule.  A copy of the 2009 agreement is reproduced in the hearing officers’ report.29  
Tiseo maintained that the 2009 agreement authorized the parties to address concerns 
such as the equalization of overtime in the course of the alternate work schedule.30 

 
The hearing officers reported undisputed testimony that Beddoes was 50 hours 

lower in overtime hours at the time of the alleged violation.  At the time of the hearing, 
he was eight hours behind in overtime hours.  According to the hearing officers’ report, 
Beddoes would go ahead in overtime hours during the upcoming weekend.31 

 
The hearing officers acknowledged Beddoes’s argument that the Local Union’s 

handling of his motion at the membership meeting on December 15, 2011, violated 
Article 33 of the Constitution.  They responded that under “Robert’s Rules of Order” the 
membership could have challenged the decision of the chair not to allow the motion and 
that there was no record of the chair having been challenged.  In any event, they 
observed that the dispute between the Local Union leadership and the members 
requesting a group grievance would ultimately have reached the IEB stage of the 
appellate procedure so that any procedural errors did not prejudice Beddoes.32  The 
hearing officers rejected Beddoes’s claim that the agreement to schedule overtime by 
shift violated Article 19, §3, of the Constitution noting that AWS Memorandum of 
Understanding included in the 2011 UAW-Ford National Agreement as Appendix W was 
ratified by the entire UAW-Ford membership.33  The hearing officers observed that the 
AWS Memorandum grants the Local Union and the Company authority to work out 
problems as they arise.  They found that Local 1219 and the Company were continuing 
to deal with issues related to the scheduling of overtime under the AWS at the Lima 
Engine Plant.34 

 
The hearing officers concluded that the decisions made by the Local Union, the 

Regional office, and the UAW-Ford National Department with respect to the scheduling 

                                                 
28

 Record, p. 90. 
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of overtime at the Lima Plant were not devoid of a rational basis.  They found no 
evidence that discrimination, fraud, or collusion with management improperly motivated 
these decisions.  The hearing officers denied Beddoes’s appeal.  The IEB adopted the 
hearing officers’ report as its decision by letter dated June 26, 2012.  Beddoes has now 
appealed the IEB’s decision to the Public Review Board (PRB). 

 
ARGUMENT 

 
A. Richard Beddoes: 

There are two distinctly different types of contracts governing units covered by 
the UAW-Ford National Agreement.  There exists what is known as a modern operating 
agreement (MOA), which provides an option to the union and management to 
renegotiate terms and conditions set by the local agreement during the life of the 
contract.  The other type of contract is a closed agreement.  Local 1219 operates under 
a closed contract.  This contract does not authorize the parties to change terms and 
conditions established by the agreement.  At the hearing on my appeal, I made it 
perfectly clear that if there was any dispute that the Local 1219 collective bargaining 
agreement is a closed contract I would provide multiple witness statements to establish 
this point.  The Local 1219 Union officials testified that our contract is indeed a closed 
contract.  There was no dispute about this point at the hearing conducted by the IEB’s 
hearing officers. 

 
Appendix W to the UAW-Ford National Agreement specifically states that it is not 

intended to establish or govern procedures for equalizing overtime.  The local collective 
bargaining agreement establishes the rules for scheduling overtime.  The procedures 
described in the local agreement are supported by years of past practice. 

 
The former Chairperson of Local Union 1219, Dan Hinegardner, argued before 

the IEB’s hearing officers that conventional overtime equalization provisions do not work 
under an alternative work schedule.  Past practice at the Lima Engine Plant disputes his 
argument.  The Lima Engine Plant has been operating with an alternative work 
schedule since 2008.  The AWS agreement dated August 1, 2008, is included in the 
record.  Representative Hinegardner signed the 2008 agreement as Chairperson for 
Local Union 1219, so he was aware of its operation.  The long-standing provisions in 
our collective bargaining agreement governing the equalization of overtime have been 
applied at the Lima Engine Plant concurrently with the alternative work schedule since 
2008.  The decision to schedule by shift rather than low hours was made recently.  This 
new approach to scheduling holiday overtime has not been authorized or approved by 
the Local 1219 membership.  It has placed all employees with low overtime hours at a 
disadvantage.  Thus the use of the word gerrymandering to describe the procedure was 
appropriate.  

 
The November 14, 2011, holiday was one of the “boxed” holidays recognized in 

the UAW-Ford National Agreement.  We explained at the IEB hearing that the holiday 
overtime at issue here presents a very special and unique opportunity.  An employee 
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scheduled to work on one of these boxed holidays has the option to accept double time 
pay for the day, or else take straight time pay and convert the remaining pay to a 
personal day.  This paid personal day can be used at the employee’s discretion and 
carries with it greater contractual rights than a paid vacation day.  As a result of the 
Local 1219 Chairperson’s newly negotiated approach to scheduling overtime, I lost 40 
hours pay.  The settlement of my grievance can be either 40 hours pay or 20 hours pay 
and two 10 hour paid personal days to be used at my discretion.  There are 
approximately 130 other members similarly affected.  

 
The IEB has suggested that the members denied the right to work the holiday 

overtime on November 14 have made up the loss in subsequent weeks.  We completely 
refuted this argument during the hearing.  The hearing officers assured me that all 
contract language, grievance settlements, and Umpire decisions supporting the 
principle that this is not recoverable overtime would be applied.  This issue is extremely 
important because the Local 1219 officials have adopted a policy never to pay overtime 
grievances, but instead to arrange for the overtime to be recovered.  I have worked at 
three other UAW Ford facilities and not one of them refused to pay overtime where it 
was determined to have been lost because of a failure to equalize. 

 
Only collusion with management can explain the Local Union’s decision to alter 

the terms of the closed Local 1219 collective bargaining agreement.  The IEB’s decision 
to deny my appeal was devoid of any rational basis.  I am asking the PRB to overturn 
the IEB’s denial of my appeal. 

 
B. International Union, UAW: 

Beddoes argues that he was entitled to work the November 14, 2011 and 
January 16, 2012 holidays in place of the A crew clerk regularly scheduled to work on 
Mondays.  The local collective bargaining agreement contains language that casts 
doubt on that assertion.  The local agreement states in section 6, on page 15, as 
follows: 

 
“When it is necessary to cross shift lines for the purpose of equalization, 
seniority employees shall first be given consideration for assignment to 
their regular shift.  However, on weekends or holidays, when two or more 
employees must be assigned to a shift other than their regular shift, and 
there are openings on both the two remaining shifts, the lower overtime 
employee will be assigned to the first available overtime opportunity.  It is 
understood that an employee will not be scheduled to work two 
consecutive shifts.”  

This language establishes that the A crew clerk properly worked the two holidays 
because that was his regular shift.  The lower overtime issue only comes into play when 
two or more employees must be assigned to a shift other than their regular shift.  That 
rule does not affect this case because only one clerk works per shift and there was no 
opening on the shift on the two holidays.   
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During the hearing on Beddoes’s appeal, Representatives Hinegardner and 
Tiseo explained that the UAW-Ford National Agreement gives the parties flexibility in 
applying the rules regarding the equalization of overtime.  Representative Hinegardner 
observed that the Local 1219 agreement was designed to apply to standard eight hour 
shifts and that its rules did not translate easily to the new AWS.  The strict equalization 
policy sought by Beddoes would bump the regularly scheduled A crew clerk from his 
team.  This result does not seem to be mandated by the language, which refers only to 
best efforts to minimize spread.  That effort appears to have been applied to bring 
Beddoes up to an equality of overtime hours by the time of the hearing on his appeal.  
The language does not command the assignment of overtime on any particular day to 
any particular employee, but instead requires the equalization of overtime over a period 
of time.  

 
The Local Union had a rational basis for keeping employees on their regularly 

scheduled shift in an effort to maintain continuity on the A crew and thereby promote 
quality and safety concerns.  This rational approach corresponded to the new AWS and 
did not contradict the language in the local agreement that gives employees first 
consideration for overtime opportunities on their regular shift. 

 
C. Rebuttal, by Richard Beddoes: 

The International Union is confused about the concept of a holiday under the 
UAW-Ford National Agreement.  The holidays I am concerned about are the “boxed” 
holidays identified in the 2012 Ford Motor Company calendar.  All of the Company’s 
boxed holidays fall on regularly scheduled workdays.  These days were historically paid 
days off work.  When the Company schedules work on one of these boxed holidays, the 
equalization of overtime provisions of the local agreement should apply to determine 
who is scheduled to work on that day.  I am appealing the Local Union’s decision to 
change the method of determining who should be scheduled to work overtime on boxed 
holidays without the approval of the membership. 

 
There is nothing in the contract to support the International Union’s argument that 

the collective bargaining agreement only requires equalization of overtime over a period 
of time.  There is nothing in the AWS that would authorize this new approach to 
scheduling overtime.  Once again, the AWS specifically states that it is not intended to 
govern overtime equalization. 

 
The International Union has attempted to mislead the PRB by arguing that the 

local agreement casts doubt on my entitlement to work the two boxed holidays, 
November 14, 2011 and January 16, 2012.  The language cited by the International on 
page 15 of the local agreement does not apply to my situation.  That language 
specifically applies to a situation requiring two clerks.  The section referred to by the 
International Union would apply in the following situation:  One clerk on the dayshift (A 
crew) and one clerk on the afternoon shift (B crew) are required to work to fulfill the 
workload for a specific day.  Assume that the B crew employee has the lowest overtime 
hours.  Normally, since the first available overtime slot is the dayshift, the B crew 
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employee could opt to work that shift.  However, since there is a need for two clerks, the 
dayshift clerk would be permitted to work his regular schedule.  This contract language 
in no way authorizes the elimination of scheduling the lowest overtime employee from 
working his or her rightful overtime opportunity when there is only a need for one 
employee.  It is important that the PRB be perfectly clear on this point.  On both of the 
boxed holidays in question there was only one clerk scheduled to work and that clerk 
should have been me because I had the lowest overtime hours.  

 
I would like to offer additional arguments to dispel the myth that lost overtime can 

be recovered by equalizing over a period of time.  There is a process known as “zeroing 
out the overtime” that is normally completed on an annual basis.  Once this process is 
completed, any disparity in overtime hours is eliminated.  This process has worked 
historically because of the UAW’s fundamental commitment that lost overtime pay is 
recoverable through the grievance process here and now.  

 
Furthermore, an employee’s personal life might prevent him or her from ever 

recovering an opportunity to work overtime.  It is possible that the grieved employee’s 
overtime hours are so low that he or she is already entitled to work any additional 
overtime.  There can be situations where personal or family obligations prevent the 
employee from making up overtime.  If any employee moves into a different overtime 
equalization group, the lost opportunity to work overtime could never be recovered.  
Similarly, if an employee is laid off, the opportunity to work overtime may never be 
presented again.  The only way to rectify equalization of overtime violations is through 
the grievance process forcing the Company to compensate employees for the loss of 
overtime income.  

 
Chairperson Weaver has essentially admitted to collusion with the Company 

when he explained that he agreed with the Company to handle the equalization of 
overtime differently than as provided in the local collective bargaining agreement.  This 
new approach to scheduling holiday overtime is not about quality, production, or safety.  
Lima Engine Plant’s overtime scheduling for the past fifty years has always involved a 
compilation of employees from all shifts to fill either the dayshift or afternoon shift 
production requirements.  The new approach is all about the “easy approach to 
scheduling overtime.”  Management is no longer burdened with the fifty-year-old 
practice of scheduling holiday overtime work based on various shifts’ overtime logs.  

 
There is nothing in any of the applicable agreements that authorizes the Union to 

ignore equalization of overtime provisions in the National and local agreements.  
Nothing supports the IEB’s argument that violations of these provisions can be 
addressed over a period of time, rather than through compensation obtained through 
the grievance procedure.  I am asking this Board to find that the decisions made by the 
Local Union with respect to my request for a grievance on behalf of 130 members of 
Local Union 1219 violated the UAW Constitution, lacked a rational basis, and resulted 
from collusion with management.  
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DISCUSSION 
 

The language in the Local 1219 Overtime Agreement referring to employees who 
cross shift lines for purposes of overtime equalization has no application to the situation 
Beddoes is complaining about.  Paragraphs 6 and 7 of the Local Overtime Agreement 
govern how assignments will be made when overtime is being equalized.  Beddoes’s 
argument is about the Company’s failure to make any effort to equalize overtime on 
designated holidays.  He believes that company holidays such as Veteran’s Day or 
Martin Luther King Day should not be regarded as a regular day of work for any 
employee regardless of the employee’s shift under the alternative work schedule.  His 
argument is based on the fundamental principle behind the Overtime Agreement that 
qualified employees with the least overtime hours should be assigned to work overtime 
as it becomes available. Beddoes maintains that a lost opportunity to work holiday 
overtime cannot be recovered by equalizing overtime hours over a period of time.  This 
is so, according to Beddoes, not only because other contingencies may prevent the 
employee from making up the overtime in the future, but also because of the unique 
premium pay situation associated with designated holidays.  

 
The grievance requested by Beddoes asserts that the parties at the Lima Engine 

Plant recently adopted a new approach to scheduling overtime that violates the principle 
behind the Local 1219 Overtime Agreement as well as many years of past practice.  
The grievance demands that the parties return to overtime equalization as the 
governing principle when scheduling holiday overtime.  After Chairperson Weaver 
refused to present the requested group grievance to management, Beddoes filed an 
appeal to the membership following instructions given to him by Regional Director Lortz.  
Under Article 33, §2(a) of the International Constitution, this was the appropriate level to 
initiate an appeal challenging a decision made by a local union representative.  

 
The appeal filed by Beddoes at the membership meeting on December 15, 2011, 

did not challenge an application or interpretation of any provision of the National 
Agreement.  The intent of the motion signed by Richard Beddoes and 129 other Local 
Union members is unambiguous; they wanted a grievance protesting management’s 
failure to equalize overtime on the holiday.  The membership minutes from December 
15, 2011 are somewhat cryptic, but it is clear that member Mike Falk presented the 
motion and that Deb See offered to second it.  Witnesses who were in attendance at the 
meeting have described a rather heated discussion about the significance of the 130 
signatures on the request for a grievance.  

 
Mike Falk’s motion requesting the Local Chairperson to file a holiday pay 

grievance ought to have been presented to the membership for a vote.  That is how the 
UAW appellate process works.  Whenever a local union officer or bargaining committee 
denies a request for a grievance, UAW members are entitled to appeal that refusal to 
the local union membership.  In some cases, the membership may disagree with the 
bargaining committee’s interpretation of the issue and direct the local to file a grievance.  
If the membership agrees with the bargaining committee’s decision, then the member 
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may appeal to the IEB for further review of the issue.  Vice President Jay Bell’s failure to 
submit Beddoes’s motion to the membership at the December 15 meeting was error.  

 
We are concerned about the way Beddoes’s appeal was handled at the local 

union level.  UAW members are justly proud of their Union’s excellent appellate 
procedures.  The UAW Ethical Practices Code identifies the Union’s appellate 
procedures as a cornerstone of its democratic heritage.35  We have, in the past, 
affirmed decisions by the International Union imposing an administratorship to restore 
democratic practices at UAW local unions based on evidence of severe interference by 
local union officers with the appellate procedures described in Article 33 of the UAW 
Constitution.36  The fact that the arguments presented by both sides to this appeal might 
ultimately have reached the IEB level does not alter the fact that appellants were 
deprived of the process established by the UAW Constitution for resolving disputes of 
this nature. There was considerable support for Beddoes’s motion and we cannot 
assume that the membership would not have voted to direct Chairperson Weaver to file 
the group grievance as requested.  In that event, some kind of agreement might have 
been negotiated between the local parties that satisfied the concerns of the grievants.  It 
was within the power of the local union bargaining committee to negotiate such an 
agreement, and it was within the power of the local union membership to direct the 
bargaining committee to make that effort.  In this case, it appears that Vice President 
Bell’s error resulted from his misunderstanding of Article 33, rather than any deliberate 
effort to silence appellants.  Nevertheless, we urge the International representatives 
involved assisting Local 1219 to counsel the current administration about the 
importance of allowing alternative views to be expressed at local union membership 
meetings.  

 
In any event, Local 1219’s handling of Beddoes’s motion effectively denied it and 

he appealed the Local Union’s action on his motion to the IEB and ultimately to the 
PRB.  Our jurisdiction to review appeals involving a local shop committee’s refusal to 
process a grievance is limited to claims that the disposition or handling of the matter 
was the result of fraud, discrimination, or collusion with management, or was devoid of a 
rational basis.37  This record supports a conclusion that Chairperson Weaver refused to 
                                                 
35

 The Preamble to the Democratic Practices Section of the UAW Ethical Practices Codes provides as 
follows: 

“The UAW is proud of its democratic heritage.  Its Constitution is carefully designed to 
insure each member his/her full democratic right, both as an individual and through 
her/his elected representatives, to express her/himself freely and to participate at all 
levels in the decisions governing the Union.  Moreover, individual rights as a UAW 
member are protected against infringement or abuse, for a member may appeal 
complaints concerning the administration of the Union, to the Local Union, the 
International Executive Board and the Constitutional Convention; and has the right to 
submit her/his appeal to the UAW Public Review Board, comprised of citizens with 
national reputations outside the labor movement, whose decisions are final and binding.” 

36
 Jenkins v. International Union, UAW, 4 PRB 302 (1984); and Grima v. Regional Director Rory Gamble, 

PRB Case No. 1606 (2008).   

37
 UAW Constitution, Article 33, §4(i). 
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file the group grievance requested by Beddoes because he believed Local Union 1219’s 
arrangement with management regarding the scheduling of overtime was authorized by 
the applicable contracts.  

 
The applicable contracts at the Lima Engine Plant bring two desired contractual 

objectives into conflict. The equalization of overtime provisions in the local collective 
bargaining agreement are designed to give all qualified employees an equal opportunity 
to earn the special premium associated with work scheduled on a holiday.  That 
equitable principle is sacrificed when holiday work is scheduled without regard to an 
employee’s standing on the overtime equalization list.  At the same time, Appendix W 
explicitly recognizes the mutual benefits the parties hoped to gain by implementing an 
alternative work schedule.  The opening paragraphs of Appendix W describe the 
parties’ objectives as follows: 

 
“During 2011 negotiations, the parties discussed the importance of 
alternative work schedules (AWS) to meet changing customer demand, 
maximize the utilization of our facilities, and ensure that we have the 
flexibility to respond quickly to market fluctuations.   

Alternative work schedules have a long and successful history at Ford 
Motor Company.  Both parties acknowledge the mutual benefits derived 
from such schedules.  These benefits include but are not limited to, 
increased employment levels and greater job security, improved work-life 
balance, enhanced plant utilization, expanded production capability, 
improved asset utilization, increased profitability, and focused 
responsiveness to customer demand.”38 

Chairperson Weaver saw a conflict between the efficiencies the parties hoped to gain 
through the alternative work schedule and strict adherence to the historic equalization of 
overtime provisions in the local agreement.  
 

Beddoes has questioned the necessity of sacrificing the principle of overtime 
equalization for the sake of the efficiencies sought from the alternative work schedule.  
He points to a past practice of equalizing holiday overtime under an alternative work 
schedule.  At the same time, Chairperson Weaver has presented persuasive reasons 
for giving the alternative work schedule precedence over the principle of equalizing 
overtime on a holiday.  He explained that teams on the assembly line would have to be 
rearranged and new teams created just to accommodate the low overtime people, while 
members of the regular crew were already organized and prepared to report to their 
customary stations on the days in question.  These are sound and rational arguments in 
favor of the agreement adopted by the Local 1219 bargaining committee regarding the 
equalization of overtime.  While Beddoes has presented plausible arguments in favor of 
his reading of the applicable agreements, it is up to the elected representatives to adopt 

                                                 
38

 Record, p. 9. 
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strategies to achieve the desired objectives of their constituents and to determine how 
conflicts between those objectives should be resolved.39  

 
This record supports a conclusion that the Local Union 1219 leadership adopted 

the agreement to treat holidays as a regular day of work under the alternative work 
schedule in good faith to address a conflict between the plant’s alternative work 
schedule agreement and the equalization of overtime provisions in the local agreement.  
Chairperson Weaver acknowledged that overtime equalization continues to be a 
problem at the Lima Engine Plant and he reported that the Local Union was working 
with management to resolve the problems.  This is not collusion with management but 
part of the Local Union’s bargaining responsibilities.  

 
The decision of the IEB is affirmed.    

                                                 
39

 See Patterson v. UAW Local Union 848, PRB Case No. 1509, 13 PRB 74 (2005); and Breckenridge v. 
Region 1A, UAW, PRB Case No. 1596, 13 PRB 842 (2008). 


