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Appellants argue that the International Union’s decision not to pursue two 

months’ compensation for them as part of a grievance settlement paid to employees 
recalled by Honeywell lacked a rational basis. 

 
FACTS 

 
Lonnie Hosea, Alta Maygar, Toreano Redding, and Troy Webb worked for 

Honeywell International, Inc. (“Honeywell”) in South Bend, Indiana, in a bargaining unit 
represented by UAW Local Union 9.  The appellants are part of a group of employees 
who were hired by Allied Signal, Inc., a predecessor of Honeywell, in the early 1980s.  
Allied Signal laid off appellants in 1983 and 1984, but they retained their seniority and 
recall rights to Allied Signal, Inc. and its successor Honeywell.1  In 2003, Honeywell and 
the UAW negotiated a memorandum of agreement introducing a new wage structure 
effective after May 3, 2003, designed to make the Company more competitive and to 

                                                 
1
 This history is reported in the IEB’s decision. (Record, p. 58) 
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help grow the business and increase job opportunities.  This agreement is referred to as 
Memorandum of Understanding #15 (“MOU #15”).2   In 2006 and 2007, Honeywell 
recalled appellants based on their seniority and the recall rights they had established at 
Allied Signal.  The wages appellants received upon recall were determined by the 
application of MOU #15.3  MOU #15 provides as follows with respect to employees 
recalled from layoff: 

 
“Employees with seniority as of May 3, 2003, who are recalled into 
Seniority Group 1 or 2 after May 3, 2003, will be paid at the higher of:  a) 
the last rate of pay in effect at the time of their layoff for the job to which 
they are recalled; or b) the New Wage Rate applicable to that position.  
These employees will be eligible for any Annual Improvement Factor, 
Annual Bonus Payment, and Cost-of-Living Allowance effective after (but 
not before) their date of recall. 

Employees recalled into Seniority Group 3 after May 3, 2003, will be paid 
under the New Wage Rate.  These employees will be eligible for any Cost-
of-Living Allowance applicable under the New Wage Rate effective after 
(but not before) their date of recall. 

Notwithstanding the above, any employee who is recalled within 24 
months of layoff will be paid the rate applicable to that employee for the 
classification and skill level to which the employee is recalled, including 
any rate adjustments that became effective for that rate while the 
employee was on layoff.”4 

Minutes from Local Union 9 membership meetings held in 2008 and 2009 reflect 
ongoing discussions about the rate of pay applicable to employees recalled from long-
term layoff.  At a meeting on October 2, 2008, a member reported that the Company 
was treating the recalled employees as Tier II employees.  The Local Union Vice 
President responded that they were neither Tier I nor Tier II, but they were to be 
compensated as Tier I employees minus annual improvements and COLA.  The 
minutes report: 

 
“…Brother Anastos wanted to know if they were still considered Tier I.  
Vice President Turner said yes, but minus COLA and annual 
improvements while they were gone.  Vice President Turner said they 
were supposed to give it to us in writing.  Brother Anastos stated that they 
are considering us Tier II.  President Eaton asked who told him that?  

                                                 
2
 MOU #15 is reproduced in the IEB’s decision.  The International President’s report to the IEB states that 

the Memorandum was added to the Case Record at the evidentiary hearing. (Record, pp. 59-61) 

3
 This history is explained in the International Union’s response to appellant’s appeal to the PRB. (Record, 

pp. 100-101) 

4
 Record, p. 60. 



PRB CASE NO. 1684  Page 3. 

 
 

Brother Anastos explained that this is what Janet told him when he got 
back and that she also told it to Troy and Alta when they got called back.  
President Eaton said he would have to go in and talk to her tomorrow.  
Brother Anastos said we were all told we were considered Tier II and that 
is the pay we are receiving.  Brother Turner said it is the highest wages 
you were receiving when you left and that they don’t even go by Tier II.5 

Minutes from a meeting on November 6, 2008, report that the wage rate for 
recalled employees came up again.  A member reported that “Janet” told everyone who 
was called back that they were to receive Tier II wages.  The minutes reflect the 
following response from President Eaton and Vice President Turner: 

 
“…Brother Turner commented that they were Tier I minus COLA and 
enhancements while they were gone.  There was discussion on the 
wording of the contract.  President Eaton suggested if they felt the 
Company was in violation of the contract book that they file a grievance.  
President Eaton said that if the member who is questioning the wording in 
the contract book is accurate, that the members should be on Tier I, then 
the grievance would help them find out why members were being paid the 
lower rate when they should be receiving the higher rate, and that the 
Company would have to prove to him and the rest of the committee which 
Tier the members are on.  President Eaton said if members were being 
short-changed, he would like to correct it.  He said we may not be able to 
win the grievance based on what the Company says and if we disagree 
with the results then he would get the International involved.  He would 
like some final results to this issue.  Members thanked President Eaton.6  

On November 13, 2008, Local Union 9 filed Grievance No. 002096 on behalf of 
24 employees, including the appellants, charging that employees recalled to Tier I were 
not being paid Tier I wages.7  The grievance asserted that the wage rate for any 
particular job should be determined by the content of the job.  It stated: 

 
“Equal work for equal pay per the contract’s language states: ‘It is 
understood in determining the question of proper classification that the 
content of the job shall be the basis for determining whether or not the 
employee is properly classified.’”8 
 

The grievance charged that the recalled employees were being compensated as Tier II 
employees although their assignments included Tier I tasks.  The grievance stated: 

                                                 
5
 Record, p. 83. 

6
 Record, pp. 86-87. 

7
 Record, pp. 135-138. 

8
 Record, p. 136. 
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“The job descriptions per the contract language for skilled trades do not 
list different job requirements for the multi-tier levels of pay, nor do the 
production job requirements not listed per the contract book that are being 
implemented by the Honeywell supervision on the shop floor at present.  
As a result, the employees with seniority represented by this grievance are 
expected to perform the same task for less pay.”9 
 

The grievance charged that the wage structure discriminated against older employees 
who had previously been laid off.  It demanded that the grievants be brought up to the 
Tier I rate of pay immediately and compensated for all lost wages.10  The Company 
responded to Grievance No. 002096 on January 9, 2009, as follows: 
 

“The Company believes that all employees who were called back from 
layoff were returned to the correct pay structure, as outlined in local MOA 
#15.  The contract language was followed and employees who were 
returned were paid at the higher of: 
 

1)  their last rate of pay, or 
2)  the New Wage Rate applicable to the position. 

 
This grievance is respectfully denied as the contract was properly 
administered.”11  
 
It appears that UAW Representative Dan Taylor accepted the Company’s 

response to Grievance No. 002096.  At a meeting on February 5, 2009, President Eaton 
reported to the membership that the International Union had withdrawn a grievance 
regarding the application of Tier II rates to certain employees.  The meeting minutes 
state: 

“…The grievance concerning the electricians and some other members in 
the plant being regarded as Tier I employees, but not receiving the highest 
rate of pay was also withdrawn by the International.  Brother Anastos 
wanted to know why the International withdrew the grievance.  President 
Eaton said the International Rep. said they were recalled according to the 
contract.  President Eaton commented that the contract never said you 
had to take the adjusted rate of pay with you once you bid on another job.  
He said this is the argument they used.  They are still waiting on an 
answer.”12  

Nevertheless, the application of Tier II rates to the recalled employees apparently 
remained an open issue.  On April 2, 2009, Charles A. Piatkowski, who was one of the 

                                                 
9
 Record, p. 136. 

10
 Record, p. 136. 

11
 Record, p. 139. 

12
 Record, p. 89. 
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grievants named in Grievance No. 002096, wrote a letter to President Eaton asking for 
further action on the issues raised by that grievance.  Piatkowski stated that the 
grievants still had issues with the wage rate.  He argued that the grievants should have 
the right to rebut the Company’s position.13  The minutes of a membership meeting on 
April 2, 2009, report a discussion of the issues raised in Piatkowski’s letter.  At the 
conclusion of this discussion, President Eaton informed the membership that the Local 
would process a grievance about the members’ concerns.  The portion of the minutes in 
our record reflects the following discussion: 
 

“…told a couple of people last week that they were not Tier I with an 
adjusted rate that they were Tier II employees.  President Eaton said that 
Janet can’t seem to get her story straight.  Brother Anastos wanted to 
know if it was possible everyone could sit down with Janet and Chuck 
Fields all together and have that question answered with everyone 
present.  President Eaton suggested a grievance be filed asking the 
question of which Tier these people are and then it would be documented.   

President Eaton said if the Company answers that the employees are Tier 
II, that he is going to disagree and if they put Tier I with an adjusted rate of 
pay he is still going to disagree.  He says there is nothing in the contract 
that says these people has an adjusted rate of pay. 

Brother Anastos wanted to know that if these employees are Tier I with an 
adjusted rate of pay, where does it say that on a bid sheet?  President 
Eaton said it does not say that.  He said more important it does not say 
that in the contract.  He said we would get together and process a 
grievance on the subject.”14   

Local 9 filed Grievance No. 002298 on June 19, 2009 for Troy Webb.15   In 
support of Grievance No. 002298, Webb argued that he was a Tier I employee receiving 
Tier II wages.  Webb wrote: 

 
“Because I have seniority prior to May 3, 2003, I could not be anything but 
a Tier I employee.  Prior to this date, no tier wage structure existed. 
Therefore, I had every reasonable expectation to believe that I would be 
receiving Tier I wages when I bid on a job posting. 
 
I have been previously told by Local Union officials that I am indeed a Tier 
I employee with an adjusted rate of pay.  Nowhere in the current contract 
does it state that I have an adjusted rate of pay or that I have to stay at 

                                                 
13

 Record, p. 140. 

14
 Record, p. 92.  There is apparently a page missing from these minutes. 

15
 Record, p. 141. 
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this adjusted rate of pay.  Neither does this job posting state that any of 
the wage rates are an adjusted rate of pay.”16 
 

Management responded to Grievance No. 002298 on June 23, 2009, that employees 
recalled after being laid off for more than two years received the higher of their previous 
wage rate, without adjustments for COLA or Annual Improvements prior to their recall, 
or else the new wage rate.  Management provided the following explanation of its 
position in its step three answer on July 14, 2009: 
 

“Local MOA #15 governs the pay rate for employees that had seniority as 
of May 3, 2003, but were recalled into Seniority Group 1 or 2 after May 3, 
2003.  The grievant was recalled on May 14, 2007, after being on layoff 
since August 31, 1984.  Therefore, MOA #15 applies in this case.  The 
contract language was properly followed in this case and this grievance is 
respectfully denied.”17 
 
An email exchange between Andrew Horvath, who was one of the grievants 

listed in Grievance 002096, and Human Resources Representative Janet Stout, 
provides further explanation of the Company’s position with regard to the application of 
MOA #15.  Horvath reported he had been told that if he transferred to the Meter Lab his 
wage rate would go down to $21.86, which is the Tier II rate.  He asked Stout to tell him 
whether he was Tier I or Tier II.  Stout replied: 

 
“It’s not a matter of Tier one vs. Tier two as it applies to your wage rate.  
Based on Letter 15 in the local contract, because you were on layoff for 
more than 24 months, you would be paid the higher of the last rate of pay 
in effect at the time of layoff vs. the new wage rate applicable to that 
position.  The Meter Lab rate of pay when you were laid off in March 2001 
was $21.80, which if I subtract the current COLA of $.86 would make the 
base rate of pay $20.94.  The new wage base rate for the Meter Lab is 
$21.86 per hour, so the new wage rate would be the higher of the two.  I 
hope this makes sense.”18   
 
On November 9, 2010, Local 9 filed Grievance No. 002102 on behalf of eight 

Honeywell employees claiming that they were not being compensated properly.19  This 
grievance claims that MOU #15 improperly revoked the grievants’ contractual rights.  It 
states: 

                                                 
16

 Record, p. 142. 

17
 Record, p. 141. 

18
 Record, pp. 143-145. 

19
 The appellants in this case were not listed as grievants on Grievance No. 002102.  The grievants were:  

Andrew P. Horvath, Randall E. Phillips, Charles A. Piatkowski, Jerry W. Hayes, Bert E. Berkey, John W. 
Bays, Jr., Joseph M. Kedik, and John R. Carter. (Record, p. 157) These employees were also listed as 
grievants on the original Grievance 002096. (Record, p. 138)  
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“MOU 15 states that ‘Any employee who is recalled within 24 months of 
layoff will be paid the rate applicable to that employee for the classification 
and skill level to which the employee is recalled.’ This clause to MOU 15 
improperly revokes the rights of the following employees under the 
previous contract.  These employees were recalled within two years of the 
ratification of the May 3, 2003 contract.  Therefore, the two-year period 
cannot start to accrue prior to the May 3, 2003 contract’s ratification.  
Because the above-listed eight employees were recalled within the two 
year period, they are entitled to Tier I wages and benefits and Honeywell 
has been underpaying each of them since their recall date.”20   
 

On November 30, 2010, UAW Aerospace Department Representative Dan Taylor 
responded to management’s denial of the Grievance No. 002102 as follows: 
 

“Grievance #002102.  Memorandum 15 of the Supplemental Agreement.  
The Union is as frustrated as the Company in regards to this grievance 
and previous grievances brought forward on this same issue that were 
also withdrawn without prejudice.  The Company has supplied the Union 
with all pertinent information in regards to this case.  We can find no 
evidence to support the grievants’ position.  Also, this grievance alleges a 
violation date of 5-3-03.  This is seven years and six months to the date.  
Let it also be known that there are time limitations within the body of the 
collective bargaining agreement, namely Paragraph 39, page 16 of the 
Master Agreement and Letter of Understanding #2 within the 
Supplemental Agreement.  The grievants have not supplied any evidence 
to support this grievance.  There is no violation of MOU #15.  The Union 
has no other course but to WWP this grievance. (Withdrawn without 
prejudice.)21 

On January 10, 2011, the eight employees involved in Grievance No. 002102 
filed an appeal to the International Executive Board (IEB) protesting Representative 
Taylor’s decision to withdraw their grievance.22  In response to this appeal, President 
Bruce Eaton advised Administrative Assistant Charlotte Rossi that he had informed the 
grievants of the withdrawal of Grievance No. 002102 on November 15, 2010.  He stated 
that he provided Andrew Horvath with a copy of Representative Taylor’s response to the 
grievance on November 30, 2010.23  On January 31, 2011, Rossi advised the members 
appealing the withdrawal of Grievance No. 002102 that their appeal was untimely within 
the meaning of Article 33, §4, of the UAW Constitution.24  Horvath appealed Rossi’s 

                                                 
20

 Record, p. 157. 

21
 Record, p. 3. 

22
 Record, pp. 158-159. 

23
 Record, p. 160. 

24
 Record, pp. 161-162. 
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ruling on February 9, 2011.25  On March 30, 2011, President Bob King affirmed 
Administrative Assistant Rossi’s determination that the appeal of the withdrawal of 
Grievance No. 002102 was untimely.26  

 
Meanwhile, on March 3, 2011, newly elected Local 9 President Ivan Donaldson 

submitted Grievance No. 002625 on behalf of a group of employees, including the 
appellants, who had been recalled after the effective date of MOU #15.  Donaldson 
asserted that these employees were not receiving their correct wages.  Grievance No. 
002625 states: 

 
“MOA #15 states that recalled employees will be paid the higher of:  the 
wage they left at or the new wage rate (not wage structure) applicable to 
that position.  The new wage structure applies to new hires after May 3, 
2003, not employees on recall.  Employees on recall are entitled to all 
wages and benefits prior to the May 3, 2003 contract. 27 

In addition, Donaldson claimed that the grievants’ wage rate should only be reduced by 
the amount of COLA and wage increases occurring after May 3, 2005.  In support of this 
position, Donaldson referred to the paragraph in MOU #15 describing how employees 
are treated who are recalled within 24 months of being laid off.  Since MOU #15 did not 
go into effect until May 3, 2003, Donaldson argued that this 24-month period did not 
commence until May 3, 2003, and would have expired on May 3, 2005.  The grievance 
states: 
 

“Since all cost of living raises and wage increases are rolled into the base 
pay of each contract, the grievant(s) should only be denied cost of living 
raises and wage increases from the period after May 3, 2005 and only 
after the 24 month period expired and until their date of recall.  Wages are 
being denied that were clearly given to all grievant(s) in the previous 
contracts prior to May 3, 2003.”28 

The Company denied Grievance 002625 stating that the issue presented had 
already been dealt with through the grievance procedure.  The Company’s answer 
states: 

 
“The Company believes this issue has been raised in previous years 
under Grievances 002096 (November 2008) and 002298 (June 2009) and 
002102 (October 2010). 

                                                 
25

 Record, p. 163. 

26
 Record, pp. 164-165. 

27
 Record, p. 5. 

28
 Record, p. 5. 
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The above-referenced prior grievances were taken to 3½ step meetings 
with the UAW.  On February 17, 2009, the response from the International 
Union to grievance 002096 was that the grievance was withdrawn without 
prejudice.  On October 15, 2009, the response from the International 
Union to grievance 002298 was that the Union agreed to the Company’s 
response denying the grievance.  In November 23, 2010, the Union also 
withdrew this grievance. 

This grievance is regarding the same issue.  The Union accepted the 
Company’s answer agreeing that the Company has properly administered 
the contract language consistent with Memorandum of Agreement #15.  
The grievance is therefore denied.”29 

On June 29, 2011, Local 9 President Ivan Donaldson and Honeywell Human 
Resources Manager Joseph Hansen signed the following Settlement of Grievance 
002625: 

 
“While the Company and Union agree that there has been no violation of 
the contract, the Company in good faith agrees to [an] increase [for] the 
thirteen (13) employees with seniority as of May 3, 2003 and prior [who] 
shall be paid (Tier I) or legacy rate of pay within their respective 
classification and group. 

Employees with the reduced rate of pay because of being laid off for 24 
months or longer, shall be brought up to the Tier I rate of pay including 
COLA and annual improvement. 

Effective date of increase is May 3, 2011.”30  

Troy Webb, Lonnie Hosea, Alta Magyar, and Toreano Redding had retired prior to May 
3, 2011, so they did not benefit from this settlement agreement.  Lonnie Hosea retired 
on April 1, 2011, and Troy Webb, Alta Magyar, and Toreano Redding retired on May 1, 
2011.31  
 

On July 28, 2011, President Donaldson prepared a statement saying that he felt 
Magyar, Webb, Redding, and Hosea were unjustly left out of the compensation provided 
in the settlement of Grievance No. 002625.  Donaldson reported that when the 
grievance was settled on June 29, 2011, Manager Hansen offered to pay each of the 
four retired grievants two months’ salary.  According to Donaldson, Hansen rescinded 
this offer on June 30, 2011.  Donaldson reported that Hansen stated, “They are retired 

                                                 
29

 Record, p. 6. 

30
 Record, p. 7. 

31
 Record, p. 21. 
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and I am not paying them anything.”32  The settlement of Grievance 002625 was 
presented to the Local Union membership on August 4, 2011.  Minutes from the August 
4 meeting indicate that the membership voted to appeal the grievance on behalf of the 
four retired members.  The meeting minutes state: 

 
“More discussion about the grievance that was settled concerning the 
group of thirteen, (#002625).  Questions as to what happens to those who 
were part of this bigger original group.  Evidently, there were people who 
were part of this grievance who had just recently retired.  Questions arose 
as to what their compensation was or should have been.  President 
Donaldson explained that Joe Hansen originally agreed he was going to 
settle with those retirees who were part of this grievance in the amount of 
two months’ wages.  The next day Hansen said he would not pay the ones 
who recently retired because, ‘They were retired.’  President Donaldson 
said he reminded Hansen that those listed on the grievance were entitled 
to settlement.  A motion to appeal the grievance on the part of those who 
retired was made by Brother Pizanna.  A second was made.  Motion 
passed.”33  

Hosea, Maygar, Redding, and Webb appealed the settlement of Grievance 
002625 to the IEB on August 22, 2011.  In support of the appeal, appellants argued that 
their retirement should not have affected their right to the remedy provided to all of the 
grievants in the settlement of Grievance 002625.  At the very least, appellants 
maintained that they should have received the two months’ pay agreed to by 
Honeywell’s representative at the time the grievance was settled.34  The appellants 
identified Troy Webb as the lead appellant for purposes of receiving correspondence in 
connection with their appeal.35 

 
On November 2, 2011, President King’s staff sent an inquiry regarding the 

appeal to the Local 9 Recording Secretary Ed Heyn.36  In a letter dated December 9, 
2011, Heyn explained that he had only recently been elected recording secretary so that 
he had little personal knowledge of the history of appellants’ grievance.  He reported 
that he had compiled documents related to the appeal with the help of President 
Donaldson.  He also described the action taken by the membership at the meeting on 
August 4, 2011.  According to Heyn, the membership was “quite upset” that Manager 
Hansen reneged on his offer to pay the retired employees two months’ wages.37  On 
March 28, 2012, appellant Troy Webb submitted a statement by retired Local 9 

                                                 
32

 Record, p. 8. 

33
 Record, p. 11. 

34
 Record, p. 13. 

35
 Record, p. 30. 

36
 Record, p. 25. 

37
 Record, p. 31. 
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Committeeperson David Blake describing the negotiations that took place on June 29 
and 30, 2011.  Committeeperson Blake confirmed that on June 29, 2011, Manager 
Hansen agreed to compensate Troy Webb, Alta Magyar, Lonnie Hosea, and Toreano 
Redding two months’ salary as part of the settlement of Grievance No. 002625.  Blake 
reported that on June 30, 2011, Manager Hansen “unexpectedly made an about face” 
and rescinded the promise to pay the four retirees.  Blake commented: 

 
“I am in agreement with President Ivan Donaldson and believe that the 
four (4) retired grievant(s) should have been given compensation because 
an agreement had already been made in good faith between UAW Local 9 
and Honeywell Human Resource Manager Joseph Hansen.”38 

On March 30, 2012, International Representative Rich Mince forwarded to 
President King’s staff notes from a meeting he had with Manager Joe Hansen on 
October 13, 2011, regarding the settlement of Grievance 002625.39  Mince reported that 
he and Dan Taylor of the UAW Aerospace Department had an informal discussion with 
Hansen about the grievance when the parties met to discuss another matter.  He said 
they asked if the Company could find a way to provide some relief to the grievants.  
Mince wrote that Hansen reluctantly agreed to listen to their concerns, but that he felt 
the employees who retired prior to May 3, 2011, were not entitled to any settlement.  
Mince reported that Hansen pointed to the parties’ stipulation in the settlement that 
there was no contract violation.  Finally, however, Hansen offered to pay a total of 
$7,000 to all seven employees who had retired prior to May 3, 2011.  Mince described 
the offer as follows: 

 
“Hansen relayed to Rich and Dan that he might be willing to resolve the 
issue and make it go away.  He claimed that if he did this, he wanted to 
make sure that this would resolve this issue in its finality.  He said to do 
this he would have to include a total of seven retired employees who 
retired within the exact time frame of the (4) appellants.  His reasoning 
was that he did not want this issue to come up again.  He also claimed 
that it would be almost impossible to ascertain what the payment would be 
factoring in overtime and COLA. 

What he agreed to do on a non-precedent setting basis and in full and 
final settlement was a $7,000.00 payment for all seven retired employees.  
We have a list of those people.  They all retired in the same time frame as 
the (4) appellants and this includes the appellants.  This came up to 
$1,000.00 (total) per person for a two month period with the actual date of 
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 Record, p. 46. 

39
 Record, p. 47. 
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the grievance up to their retirement dates.  This was all that he would 
do.”40   

Mince reported that Local 9 officers Ivan Donaldson and Ed Heyn called the appellants 
and explained Hansen’s offer to them, but that appellants rejected it.  Mince’s notes 
described appellants’ response as follows: 
 

“Rich and Dan presented this to Ivan Donaldson and Ed Heyn.  Both of 
these Local Union representatives thought this to be a fair offer.  We 
asked Ivan to call the grievants and explain the offer.  He did.  They 
rejected this offer.  It was stated that they wanted their appeal to go 
through the steps.  It was conveyed to Rich and Dan by Ivan that the 
appellants felt that they were due at least $10,000.00.  We still do not 
understand how they determined that they are due this amount.  This 
grievance and their claim is not substantiated by facts.”41   

On April 17, 2012, hearing officers Frank Howe and Phil Rose conducted a 
hearing on behalf of International President King in order to investigate appellants’ 
claims and prepare a report to the IEB on their appeal.  The hearing officers reported 
that appellants submitted minutes from prior membership meetings concerning the 
wage issue and that these were included in the record.42  The hearing officers reported 
that the appellants asked that the three previous grievances regarding the pay issue 
should be included in the record.  The hearing officers ruled that these grievances were 
inadmissible because the grievants had not appealed the withdrawal of those 
grievances.43 

 
The hearing officers reproduced the notes provided by Representative Mince in 

their report to the IEB about the appeal.44  Hearing Officers Howe and Rose expressed 
their understanding of what took place at the meeting on October 13, 2011, as follows: 

 
“Later in 2011, President Donaldson called the appellants about a partial 
money offer from the Company.  The appellants informed Donaldson that 
the amount was not sufficient in that they should have received the wage 
difference back to their date of recall.”45  

                                                 
40

 Record, pp. 21-22. 

41
 Record, p. 22. 

42
 Record, p. 58. 

43
 Record, pp. 58-59. 

44
 Record, pp. 62-63. 

45
 Record, p. 61. 
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The hearing officers reported that Grievance No. 002625 was settled during the 2011 
contract negotiations and that the membership voted in favor of the settlement 
agreement effective May 3, 2011.46 
 

The hearing officers acknowledged the correspondence from President 
Donaldson and Committeeperson Blake about the Company’s agreement to pay the 
appellants two months’ wages, but they pointed out that there is no reference to this 
agreement in the written grievance settlement that was adopted by the parties.47  The 
hearing officers concluded that the settlement of Grievance No. 002625 did not lack a 
rational basis.  They found no evidence that collusion with management, fraud, or 
discrimination motivated the settlement.  The hearing officers denied appellants’ 
appeal.48 

 
On June 26, 2012, the IEB adopted the hearing officers’ report as its decision.  

Appellants have now appealed the IEB’s decision to the Public Review Board (PRB). 
 

ARGUMENT 
 

A. Troy Webb, Toreano Redding, Alta Magyar, and Lonnie Hosea: 

There has been a general misunderstanding and misinterpretation of the facts in 
this case.  We do not believe the hearing officers’ report to the IEB is accurate or 
complete.  Had the IEB received an accurate report, including evidence that was 
erroneously excluded from the record, we believe the IEB would have ruled in our favor.  
There is no UAW policy or Constitutional provision that gives the IEB’s hearing officers 
the authority to exclude evidence presented by an appellant. 

 
The hearing officers’ report states that we claimed we were entitled to all wage 

and cost of living increases during the period of our layoff.  The report also states that 
we claimed we were owed the difference in pay from the time of our recall to the date of 
our retirement.  This has never been our position.  Grievance No. 002625 was filed 
approximately two months prior to our retirement.  We asked to receive the wages 
agreed to in the settlement agreement from the time we filed Grievance No. 002625 
until the time of our retirement.  The Company at one point agreed to pay these two 
months of wages.  The Company later reneged on this agreement and the Union failed 
to file a grievance on this issue.  

 
The International Union refused to produce the three prior grievances that were 

filed in connection with this issue.  We believe these grievances are relevant to our 
case.  The Company referred to these grievances as the basis for its decision to deny 
Grievance No. 002625.  The hearing officers’ report states that we believed we would 

                                                 
46

 Record, p. 65. 

47
 Record, p. 65. 

48
 Record, p. 66. 



PRB CASE NO. 1684  Page 14. 

 
 
have received back pay if Grievance No. 002625 had been submitted to arbitration.  
That was not our argument.  We never requested arbitration of Grievance No. 002625.  
We argued that we would have received the same remedy as that provided by 
Grievance No. 002625, if the three prior grievances had been properly resolved prior to 
our retirement.  If we had received that remedy, we would not have retired. 

 
President Ivan Donaldson never telephoned any of the appellants with a partial 

offer as reported in the hearing officers’ report based on the notes presented by 
Representatives Mince and Taylor.  If President Donaldson ever extended any such 
offer to any members listed on the grievance, the offer was not communicated to us.  
We were not notified of any meeting on October 13, 2011, regarding our appeal.  We 
did not see the notes prepared by Representatives Mince and Taylor until the hearing 
on April 17, 2012.  Representative Mince’s notes misstate our position.  In any event, 
Manager Hansen’s offer to make this issue go away appears to be an 
acknowledgement on his part that his agreement on June 29, 2011 to pay us two 
months’ wages was binding.  The Union’s failure to communicate with us about this 
meeting is evidence that we were not provided with fair and adequate representation. 

 
Representative Mince’s notes report that Ivan Donaldson and Ed Heyn thought 

Hansen’s offer of $7,000 to seven affected employees was fair.  In a letter to President 
King, President Donaldson denied that he ever expressed the view that this was a fair 
offer.  But, more importantly, Donaldson never communicated this offer to us, nor did 
anyone else.  We are quoted as saying that we wanted our appeal to go through the 
steps.  That statement would have made no sense at the time because we had not 
been granted an appeal hearing at that date.  

 
The hearing officers’ report asserts that the agreement reached in settlement of 

Grievance No. 002625 did not include any compensation for appellants.  They reported 
that this settlement was accepted by the local shop committee and presented to the 
membership for approval.  As the August 4, 2011 meeting minutes demonstrate, that is 
not what happened.  The settlement agreement signed by Ivan Donaldson and Joseph 
Hansen on June 29, 2011, was not a final resolution of Grievance No. 002625.  
Donaldson, himself, questioned the validity of the information Representative Mince 
presented to the IEB’s hearing officers.  If the understanding reached on June 29, 2011, 
were a final settlement agreement, it would have to be signed by the remaining 
members of the bargaining committee.  It would have been a conflict of interest for Ivan 
Donaldson to accept a settlement that compensated him while leaving out other 
grievants.  Furthermore, if this were a final settlement, why would the parties have 
continued to discuss the grievance on October 13, 2011?  President Donaldson wrote 
us a letter saying that Joseph Hansen had bargained in bad faith.  If that is so, then the 
Union had an obligation to file a grievance against the Company for bargaining in bad 
faith.  We had a right to be fully and fairly represented by the UAW, but we were not. 

 
We are simply asking that Grievance No. 002625 be reopened so that the 

Company can be required to pay us two months’ wages in accordance with the 
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agreement made by its representative, Joseph Hansen.  The settlement of Grievance 
No. 002625 is unfair and unjust if this portion of it is left out. 

 
B. International Union, UAW: 

The evidence here supports the IEB’s determination that the discussion 
regarding the two months’ pay for appellants was part of negotiations for the 2011 
contract and not a binding agreement.  The strongest evidence in support of that view is 
the actual signed grievance settlement dated June 29, 2011.  That signed settlement 
increased the pay rate of employees recalled from layoff to a Tier 1 level as of May 3, 
2011.  The settlement makes no mention of back pay or any other relief.  The 
settlement on June 29, 2011, granted employees who had been laid off for periods 
longer than 24 months transition to the higher Tier 1 rate of pay.  As noted earlier, the 
agreed upon relief was effective after the retirement dates of all appellants.  Appellants 
object to the relief going forward, but there is nothing unusual or discriminatory about 
such a settlement.  As is often the case with retired workers, they missed pay raises 
granted by the Company as a result of their decision to retire. 

 
The attempt by Representatives Taylor and Mince to obtain a monetary 

settlement for appellants in October 2011 was not improper.  They obtained an offer of 
$1,000.00 for each of the seven similarly affected employees who retired within two 
months of the disputed settlement.  Taylor and Mince asked President Donaldson to 
communicate this offer to appellants and he did so in their presence.  Although 
appellants now deny this contact, and while Donaldson now denies that he supported 
this resolution, he does not deny having called appellants.  Appellants rejected the 
settlement offer and the terms of the June 29, 2011 settlement stood as written.  

 
The grievance settlement was not devoid of a rational basis.  The resolution of 

the grievance was not influenced by fraud, discrimination, or collusion with 
management.   

 
C. Troy Webb, et al. response to the International Union: 

 

The International Union’s response to our appeal revises the history of the 
conflict that led to the filing of Grievance No. 002625.  Memorandum of Understanding 
#15 does not establish any wage structure for recalled employees.  It does not 
determine whether recalled employees should be classified as Tier I, Tier II, or Tier III.  
The three employee groups referred to in the Memorandum of Understanding regarding 
the new wage structure were not created by the 2003 collective bargaining agreement.  
These groupings had been established many years prior to the 2003 collective 
bargaining agreement.  

 
The International Union asserts that the Union obtained additional extraordinary 

benefits for the recalled employees during contract negotiations in 2007 by having lost 
pension credits for the years of layoff restored.  The lost time credited to appellants was 
neither additional nor extraordinary, as the rewarding of lost time for laid off employees 
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was a well-established practice dating back to the 1950s.  In fact, the 2007 agreement 
imposed an unprecedented requirement that appellants retire on or before May 3, 2011 
or lose nine years of credited service.  

 
The record is confusing and unsubstantiated regarding the meeting on October 

13, 2011, where it is alleged that Human Resources Manager Joe Hansen indicated a 
willingness to make an offer of settlement to the four appellants.  The notes in the 
record suggest that Ivan Donaldson and Ed Heyn thought this was a fair offer.  Ed Heyn 
had no involvement in this matter as he indicated in his letter to President Bob King on 
December 9, 2011.  President Ivan Donaldson’s letter to King dated July 20, 2012, 
contradicts the claim that he agreed with this settlement offer.  In any event, the offer 
was never communicated to any of the appellants. 

 
The International Union claims that Local Union President Ivan Donaldson and 

the Local Bargaining Committee settled Grievance No. 002625.  This is not true.  Vice 
President Donaldson and Honeywell Representative Joseph Hansen were the only 
signatories to the settlement agreement dated June 29, 2011.  President Bruce Eaton 
and Committeepersons Mark Conn and David Blake did not sign this agreement.  Ivan 
Donaldson did not become President of Local 9 until July 1, 2011.  Donaldson was one 
of the grievants in Grievance No. 002625.  He had no authority to enter into a 
settlement that benefited him and excluded other grievants.  

 
The membership did not ratify the settlement of Grievance No. 002625 as part of 

the 2011 contract.  The 2011 contract highlights referred to a grievance settlement but 
did not describe it.  This reference was not included in the final contract language.  
When the membership discovered that the four retired grievants were left out of the 
settlement, they made a motion to allow them to appeal.  

 
The settlement of Grievance 002625 on June 29, 2011, was unfair and should 

have been reviewed by the entire shop committee.  Joseph Hansen made a binding 
offer to pay the four retired appellants two months wages.  We are asking for Grievance 
No. 002625 to be reopened so that Honeywell can be required to honor the binding offer 
made by Joseph Hansen.   

 
DISCUSSION 

 

Many of the arguments presented by appellants in their appeal to this Board are 
concerned with the content of the record and the hearing officers’ characterization of 
their claims.  For the most part, appellants’ complaints about the International Union’s 
handling of their appeal to the IEB appear justified.  The hearing officers’ refusal to 
admit the previous grievances filed by Local Union 9 over the pay issue into the record 
was error.  These documents constitute the official history of the parties’ negotiations 
over the pay issue. The concept of inadmissible evidence is of doubtful application in an 
investigation conducted on behalf of the International President for purposes of 
preparing a report to the IEB on an appeal presented in accordance with the procedures 
described in Article 33, §3(d).  The members of the IEB are entitled to see all of the 
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materials related to an appeal.  The members of the IEB and of this Board require this 
context to understand and evaluate the claims being made.  Nevertheless, although 
appellants’ complaints about the processing of their appeal at the International level 
raise certain problems, we find that we can resolve the issue raised by their appeal 
despite these problems.  

 
The record we eventually compiled in connection with this appeal demonstrates 

that the local parties engaged in intense, ongoing negotiations over the wage rate due 
to older employees recalled from long-term layoff.  The Local Union representatives 
tenaciously pursued the highest possible rate of pay for these employees through a 
series of grievances asserting increasingly ingenious and complex readings of MOU 
#15.  The Local succeeded in negotiating valuable benefits for unit members through 
these efforts.  In view of the Company’s interpretation of the applicable language, 
President Donaldson’s negotiation of the legacy rate of pay for a group of these 
bargaining unit members was an admirable accomplishment.  Furthermore, even if the 
letter reprinted in the hearing officers’ report and attributed to President Eaton is of 
dubious authenticity, appellants do not dispute the fact that former President Eaton 
persuaded management to restore their lost pension credits for the years of their 
layoff.49  The restoration of appellants’ credited service may not have any direct bearing 
on their right to be included in the settlement of Grievance No. 002625, but it was a 
substantial and measurable gain for the appellants.  

 
Our role in reviewing appeals made by the Union with respect to grievances is 

limited to determining whether the disposition or handling of the matter was devoid of 
any rational basis or influenced by improper motivations on the part of the Union 
representatives whose decisions are being reviewed.50  There can be no question of 
improper motivation on the part of the Local Union representatives involved in the 
pursuit of appellants’ claims; they clearly believed in the cause and pursued it 
energetically.  The only question presented by this appeal, therefore, is whether the 
International Union’s decision not to file a grievance demanding two months’ 
compensation for appellants lacked a rational basis.  Appellants now claim that it was 
irrational for the Union not to file a grievance demanding two months’ compensation for 
them, because Manager Joseph Hanson previously agreed to pay this amount.  They 
maintain that President Donaldson was not authorized to enter into the settlement he 
and Hanson signed on June 29, 2011, because the disposition of a grievance in this 
manner would require signatures of the entire shop committee. 

 
This record does not support appellants’ assertion that the understanding 

reached on June 29, 2011 was not a final settlement of Grievance No. 002625.  The 
parties treated it as a final settlement and the Company apparently complied with the 
terms of that agreement, which restored some of the active employees recalled from 
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long-term layoff to Tier I status.  Appellants’ retirement deprived them of the benefit of 
the settlement achieved by President Donaldson, but it is not uncommon or improper for 
the Union to agree to a settlement limited to active employees.  There was no 
contractual basis for pursuing the two months of compensation sought by appellants, so 
that the International Union’s decision not to pursue this claim was rational. 

 
The appeal is denied. 


