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Gregory Clark argues that the Union failed to represent him after General Motors 

refused to allow him to rescind his election to retire. 
 

FACTS 
 

Gregory Clark worked for General Motors (GM) at its Metal Stamping Plant in 
Indianapolis, Indiana. He also held the position of Chairperson of the Bargaining 
Committee for UAW Local Union 23.1  On December 9, 2010, GM established a Special 
Attrition Program (SAP) for skilled trades employees at specific locations including the 
Indianapolis Stamping plant.  As a member of the Machine Repair classification, Clark 
was eligible to retire under the 2011 SAP for skilled trades employees.2  

 
Clark signed an election form on February 21, 2011, opting to retire effective 

March 1, 2011.3  The option he selected states as follows: 
                                                 
1
 Record, p. 16. 

2
 Record, pp. 1-9. 

3
 Record, p. 13. 
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“Retire no later than March 1, 2011 (effective date set by Management) 
under the Normal or Voluntary provisions of the 2007 and 2009 
Addendum GM-UAW Pension Plan.  I understand that under this option I 
will receive a $60,000 cash payment (less applicable taxes, court order 
deductions and /or wage and/or benefit plan overpayments).”4 

The plan provided a seven-day revocation period.  It states: 
 

“I acknowledge I have been given a period of forty-five (45) calendar days 
to review and consider this agreement before signing it.  If I execute this 
agreement, I shall have a period of seven (7) calendar days to revoke, in 
writing, my acceptance and this agreement shall not be effective until 
expiration of this seven (7) day period.  I have also been advised to 
consult with an attorney, but understand whether or not I do so is my own 
decision.  I understand that once the seven (7) day revocation period 
expires, my acceptance is irrevocable.”5 

On February 28, 2011, within the seven-day revocation period, Clark cancelled his 
election to retire.6 
 

In his appeal to the International Executive Board (IEB), Clark reported that when 
he arrived to work on March 1, 2011, he found several pieces of mail from the second 
shift committeeperson under his door.  He wrote that he found one letter in particular 
very disturbing.  Clark stated that he left his office on the morning of March 1, 2011, to 
question the author of this letter.  He reported that he had an angry confrontation with 
the author that nearly became violent.7 

 
Following this encounter, Clark stated that he went directly to the hourly 

personnel office and spoke with Assistant Labor Relations Manager Steve Sprecher.  
During his meeting with Sprecher, Clark cancelled his revocation of the election to 
retire.8  His election form bears the following notation: 

 
“Clark revoked his cancellation on 3/1 at 9:00 a.m. after OK given by 
Willis, Ireland, Fluegge.  Technically, he cancelled at 2:10 p.m. on 2/28, 
which was after his shift ended.  He acknowledged that revocation was 
irreversible, i.e., no more 7 day period.”9 

                                                 
4
 Record, p. 13 

5
 Record, p. 4. 

6
 Record, p. 10. 

7
 Record, p. 17. 

8
 Record, p. 17. 

9
 Record, p. 13. 
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Clark gave the following description of his meeting with Sprecher in his appeal to the 
IEB: 
 

“I walked out and proceeded directly to Hourly Personnel, where I had 
some unfinished business with the Assistant Labor Relations Manager 
Steve Sprecher.  Upon entering Steve’s office, he asked what was going 
on.  I responded, saying, ‘I was so busy helping everyone else get out of 
here, I maybe should have looked at taking it (SAP) myself.’  Sprecher 
replied, ‘Had enough, huh?’  At that point, he produced my cancelled SAP 
election form and said, ‘I still have it.’  He laid the form on the desk and 
said, ‘First, we need to rescind this,” pointing to the word ‘cancel’ on the 
form.  He took a red ink pen and marked thru the word ‘cancel’ on the form 
and signed it and said I would have to ‘initial it’ to acknowledge the 
cancelation removal.  He said he would then contact his bosses, Dave 
Kady and Tom Ireland to see what their ideas were on it, seeing how they 
had already asked if I had signed up for the program.  He said he would 
get with me and let me know what they said.”10 

Clark stated that Sprecher telephoned him around 1 p.m. and said that he had 
processed Clark’s retirement election.  By this time, Clark had changed his mind about 
retiring and he reported he told Sprecher that.  According to Clark, Sprecher replied, 
“It’s a done deal.  I have already processed the paperwork.  We are passed the point of 
revocation.  Come get your pass.  You can’t back out!”11 
 

On March 29, 2011, Clark filed an appeal to the IEB protesting the International 
Union’s failure to assist him in revoking his retirement election.12  Clark reported that he 
contacted Regional Representative Jim Zent, who was acting as Administrator of Local 
Union 23, and International Representative Bill King, asking for assistance in revoking 
his retirement election, but that he did not receive a call back from anyone at the 
International Union.13 

 
In response to an inquiry from International President Bob King’s staff, 

Representative Bill King explained that he received a call from Clark on March 3, 2011.  
Representative King reported that Clark told him he had made a big mistake and that he 
wanted to return to work.  King wrote that he informed Clark that he would see what he 
could do and he called GM Divisional Labor Representative Tom Ireland about the 
situation.  After looking into the matter, Representative Ireland informed King that GM 
would not reinstate Clark.14  Ireland sent Representative King the following email 
explaining the Company’s decision: 
                                                 
10

 Record, p. 17. 

11
 Record, p. 18. 

12
 Record, pp. 16-19. 

13
 Record, p. 19. 

14
 Record, p. 24. 
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“The SAP application period ended at 3:00 p.m. on Monday, February 21, 
2011.  Greg Clark submitted his form to retire under Option 1 at 1:37 p.m. 
on 2/21.  The seven (7) day revocation period ended on February 28, 
2011.  Greg Clark revoked his election to retire at 2:10 p.m. on 2/28.  On 
3/1, at approximately 8:00 a.m., Greg Clark approached Steve Sprecher 
and claimed he had made a big mistake by pulling his application to retire 
and begged if there was any way to get him back on the list to retire as 
originally submitted.  Steve Sprecher placed a call to Tom Ireland who 
gave permission to Greg Clark to follow through with his SAP retirement 
plan since he made his intentions known on the effective date of the 
retirement.  Sprecher informed Clark that he would be added back on the 
list of SAP retirees that was being submitted but would not be afforded 
any more chances to change his mind.  The final list was submitted.  
Around 12:00 noon on 3/1, Clark informed Sprecher that he decided he 
was not going to retire.  Sprecher reminded Clark that his earlier decision 
to retire was irrevocable.”15 

Representative King reported that he called Clark and left a message on his voice mail 
that the Company was not willing to reinstate him.16 
 

Acting as hearing officers on behalf of President King, Frank Howe and Phil Rose 
conducted a hearing on Clark’s appeal and prepared a report to the IEB based on 
documents in the record and testimony given at the hearing.  The hearing officers 
observed that the record did not support Clark’s claim that the International 
Representatives he contacted refused to assist him.  They reported that both 
Representative King and Representative Zent checked into the matter, but they 
discovered that Clark’s election to retire was irrevocable.17  The hearing officers found 
no evidence of improper motivation in the Union’s response to Clark’s request.  They 
denied Clark’s appeal and on November 5, 2012, the IEB adopted their report as its 
decision.18  Clark has now appealed the IEB’s decision to the Public Review Board 
(PRB). 

 

ARGUMENT 
 

A. Gregory Clark: 

The International Union’s handling of my complaint lacked a rational basis 
because no one ever spoke to me directly about my situation or made any effort to 

                                                 
15

 Record, p. 26. 

16
 Record, p. 24. 

17
 Record, p. 53. 

18
 Record, p. 40. 
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interview me.  The International Representatives merely accepted General Motors’ 
answer.  I am offended by the suggestion in the IEB’s decision that as a local bargaining 
chairperson I should have been aware of the terms of the SAP.  I was aware of the 
terms of the SAP and none of those provisions allow management to walk me out the 
door at its discretion.  The terms of the SAP specifically provide for Union 
representation.  The agreement states that any issues arising in connection with its 
implementation will be promptly addressed by the National parties.  I have not been 
offered that right.  

 
B. International Union, UAW: 

The record shows that two Representatives from the International Union talked to 
Clark and made efforts to investigate his case.  Clark was not forced to retire as he 
alleges.  Instead, after allowing him to change his mind three times, GM took the 
position that Clark’s election was irrevocable.  It does not appear that Clark ever 
requested a grievance over the matter.  The hearing officers for the IEB found no 
evidence of discrimination, fraud, or collusion with management and properly denied the 
appeal.   

 
C. Rebuttal by Gregory Clark: 

I revoked my application to retire on February 28, 2011.  That was the last day of 
the revocation period.  Had the period remained open until March 1, 2011, both my 
cancellation of the revocation and my revocation on that day would have taken effect 
and I would have ended up in the same position I held on February 28, 2011, with my 
decision to retire cancelled.  The period did not remain open until March 1, however, so 
both actions were untimely.  The result is the same; my application was revoked. 

 
General Motors’ insistence that my change of mind on the morning of March 1 

was valid and the change of mind in the afternoon was not, was arbitrary and unfair.  It 
was, in effect, a forced retirement.  Either both changes on March 1 were valid or both 
were invalid.  In either event, the result was the same and a grievance should have 
been filed.   Representative King contacted General Motors about my complaint and he 
came to Indianapolis to try and settle the matter.  When that effort failed, he should 
have filed a grievance.  But he did not.  He treated the matter as being completely within 
the GM’s discretion. 

 
Although, there is no evidence in the record that my Union activities influenced 

GM’s decision not to allow me to rescind my decision to retire, both the Union and the 
Company were aware that I was the former shop chairperson.  Just a few months 
earlier, I played a very public and militant role in negotiations with the GM.  The issue 
whether I would be out of the plant and no longer hold my Union position would have 
been very sensitive.  Ordinarily, the Union is vigilant to protect its negotiators.  It was not 
vigilant in this case.  I am asking the PRB to direct the Union to file a grievance for me 
asserting that my application for the SAP was revoked at the end of the revocation 
period and that revocation could not be cancelled.   
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DISCUSSION 
 

The documents describing the terms of the SAP emphasize the irrevocability of a 
decision to retire under its terms.  The election form for the SAP, which the employee is 
presumed to have read, states clearly that the employee acknowledges that his election 
to end his employment with GM is irrevocable.  The only exception to this condition is 
the seven-day revocation period.  In Clark’s case, the revocation period expired on 
February 28, 2011.  Clark’s decision to retire on March 1, 2011, was, therefore, 
irrevocable.  This record supports a conclusion that Manager Sprecher informed Clark 
that his decision to retire was irrevocable at the time he agreed to it.  

 
It appears that Representative Bill King of the International Union made an 

inquiry to GM management about the possibility of reinstating Clark, but management 
refused.  This refusal was not unexpected or unreasonable considering that the SAP 
was designed to reduce the workforce in anticipation of a scheduled plant closure.  In 
any event, there was nothing that could have been accomplished by filing a grievance 
over the matter because the time for Clark to rescind his election to retire had expired 
when he attempted to do so.  

 
The decision of the IEB is affirmed. 
 


