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Randall Pearson argues that he is entitled to two days of lost time per week to 

perform his duties as local union vice president and that he should have been paid lost 
time for performing the duties of local union president during the president’s absence on 
April 18, 2012. 

 
FACTS 

 
Randall Pearson is the vice president of UAW Local Union 140.  On May 11, 

2012, Pearson filed an appeal with the Local 140 recording secretary protesting the 
Local Union president’s refusal to pay him lost time for performing union duties on April 
18, 2012.1  Pearson explained that President Mark Dickow attended a UAW Chrysler 
Council meeting in Las Vegas from April 16 through April 19, 2012.  Pearson reported 
that he assumed the duties of president during this period in accordance with Article 40, 
§2 of the UAW Constitution.  He reported that he was paid lost time for April 16, 17, and 
19, but that President Dickow refused to reimburse him for performing the president’s 
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duties on April 18, 2012.  Pearson argued that as vice president of the Local he was 
authorized by the UAW Constitution to assume the duties of president during the 
president’s absence and that the Local ought to have reimbursed him for the time he 
lost from work to perform these union duties. 

 
Pearson reported that he met with President Dickow over the issue on April 27, 

2012, and informed him that Article 40, §2, clearly provides that the vice president shall 
assume the duties of the local union president when he is absent or incapacitated.  
Article 40, §2, provides as follows: 

 
“The Vice President or Vice Presidents shall assist the President in the 
discharge of her/his duties and shall attend all sessions of the Local 
Union.  In case of the absence or incapacity of the President, the 
President’s duties shall be performed by the Vice President, provided that 
where there are two (2) or more Vice Presidents, the Local Union shall 
determine which of them shall perform such duties.”   

According to Pearson, President Dickow responded that the president of Local Union 
140 has the authority to decide whether to authorize lost time under the Local Union 
bylaws.  Pearson reported that Dickow stated Article 40, §2 of the UAW Constitution is 
outdated.  Pearson responded to this that Article 40, §2 authorized him to perform the 
duties of Local Union president on April 18, 2012, so that he should have been 
reimbursed for his lost time despite President Dickow’s opinion.2 
 

The Local 140 executive board considered Pearson’s appeal at a meeting on 
May 18, 2012.  The minutes of that meeting report the following action on Pearson’s 
appeal: 

 
“Vice President Pearson read his appeal.  There was a discussion how 
President Dickow communicated with Vice President Pearson on filling in 
for him while he attended the Council Conference.  There was a 
discussion about what obligations did Vice President Pearson have to 
fulfill while President Dickow was attending the conference.  President 
Dickow & Vice President Pearson left the meeting.  There was a vote 
done by paper ballot.  Brother Brian Clark, Trustee-Chair, along with Sister 
Torrey Green & Brother Fiebig.  The votes were counted.  President 
Dickow & Vice President Pearson came back into the meeting.  The 
results were read, 2 in favor of the appeal and 12 no.   

M.M.S.  That the appeal from Vice President Pearson is denied.  M.C.”3 
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Pearson’s appeal was presented to the membership of Local Union 140 on May 20, 
2012.  The minutes of the membership meeting indicate that there was a discussion and 
a vote on the appeal and the appeal was denied.4  
 

Pearson appealed the membership’s denial of his appeal to the International 
Executive Board (IEB) on May 25, 2012.5  In his appeal to the IEB, Pearson explained 
that it was the customary practice at Local Union 140 for the vice president to assume 
the duties of the president when the president is away.  He reported that he assumed 
President Dickow’s duties from February 25 through February 29, 2012, while the 
president attended a CAP Conference in Washington, D. C., and there was no question 
raised about his right to lost time during that period.  Pearson stated that he felt 
President Dickow’s refusal to pay him lost time for April 18, 2012, was politically 
motivated.  He pointed out that the Local Union was in good financial shape and the 
local executive board had authorized several large discretionary expenditures while 
denying his appeal.  He asked to be reimbursed for his lost time on April 18, 2012.  He 
further asked that the IEB instruct President Dickow to comply with the UAW 
Constitution at all times.6 

 
On June 6, 2012, Pearson filed an appeal with the Local Union 140 recording 

secretary protesting President Dickow’s decision to eliminate the standing authorization 
of two days lost time per week for him to perform his duties as vice president of the 
Local Union.  In this appeal, Pearson also complained about President Dickow’s 
decision to remove him as chairperson of the Caravan Knight Unit of Local Union 140.  
Pearson argued that Dickow’s actions were politically motivated.  His appeal states: 

 
“…I feel his actions are political and that he is discriminating against me 
because of who I am.  Since 2009, the vice president and recording 
secretary of Local 140 were given two days of union business a week to 
perform their respective responsibilities to the Local, which was put in 
place under former President Mark Taylor, who put out an information 
bulletin to the membership on this matter.  On 4-20-2012, I was informed 
by President Dickow that he was eliminating these days for me and also 
that he was removing me as the chairman of the Caravan Knight Unit of 
the Local Union without giving me any explanation.  He also denied paying 
me lost time for 4-18-2012, while he attended the Chrysler Council 
meeting in Las Vegas, Nevada. …”7 

Pearson stated that he felt President Dickow’s actions violated his rights under the UAW 
Constitution and the Ethical Practices Code.  He asked that the two days of union 
business for the vice president and recording secretary be restored. 
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The Local 140 executive board considered Pearson’s second appeal during a 
meeting on June 8, 2012.  The minutes of that meeting report that there was a vote 
done by paper ballots and the appeal was denied.8  Minutes of a membership meeting 
on June 10, 2012, report that Pearson read his appeal to the membership.  The 
membership adopted a motion to concur with the local executive board’s denial of the 
appeal.9  Pearson appealed the membership’s denial of his appeal to the IEB on July 1, 
2012.10 

 
On June 20, 2012, President King’s Administrative Assistant Greg Drudi sent an 

inquiry to President Dickow and Vice President Pearson regarding Pearson’s appeal 
asking for a description of the local rules governing lost time as well as the details 
surrounding President Dickow’s decision to deny Pearson reimbursement for lost time 
on April 18, 2012.11  In addition, the International Union forwarded a copy of the Public 
Review Board’s decision in Tanzella v. Local Union 738, UAW, PRB Case No. 561, 3 
PRB 287 (1982), to Pearson and asked him to explain why the interpretation of Article 
40, §2, of the Constitution described in that opinion should not apply to his situation.12 

 
In response to the International Union’s inquiry, Pearson argued that it has 

always been the policy of Local Union 140 for the vice president to assume the duties of 
the president while he is out of town.  He stated that this policy has been in place for 
years and is supported by Article 40, §2 of the UAW Constitution.13  Pearson added: 

 
“P.S.  Based on the long policy of Local 140, UAW, I feel President 
Dickow is discriminating towards me and these actions are political due to 
the fact that I am the son of a past president of Local 140 and these 
actions he has taken only pertains to me and no one else within the 
leadership capacity.”14 

President Dickow reported that he authorized lost time for Pearson to perform his 
duties as vice president on April 17 and 19, 2012.  He stated that he included 
authorization for lost time on April 16, 2012, after speaking with Pearson on the 
telephone.  He wrote that he made it clear during that telephone conversation that 
Pearson should report to the plant on April 18 and April 20.  President Dickow’s 
response to the International Union’s inquiry regarding his authorization of lost time for 
Pearson states as follows: 
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“Was the lost time for April 16, 17, and 19, actually authorized by the 
membership, the executive board, or President Dickow in advance?  If 
yes, by whom? 

Originally, lost time was authorized for only April 17th & 19th in advance.  
April 16th was authorized after I spoke with V. P. Pearson on the phone 
and I made it very clear that he was to report to the plant on the 18th & 
20th.  (President Dickow authorized lost time.)”15 

President Dickow stated that he did not approve lost time for Pearson to function as 
president on April 18, 2012.16 
 

President King’s staff determined that a hearing was unnecessary on Pearson’s 
appeal.  Acting on behalf of President King, Administrative Assistant Eunice Stokes-
Wilson issued a report to the IEB on the appeal based on documents provided by 
Pearson and Local Union 140.  Stokes-Wilson reported that on April 5, 2012, the Local 
140 recording secretary sent a letter to management requesting leave for a number of 
members for the purpose of conducting union business.17  The letter lists Randall 
Pearson and appears to request that he be excused on April 16, April 17 and April 19.  
The following note is written on the April 5 letter: 

 
“Note:  Chrysler Council – He was originally authorized for his normal 2 
days of U. B.  He was notified before president left for conference that he 
would not be off as ‘acting’ president, but showed up on 4/16 anyway 
without the president’s authorization.  However, after discussing the issue, 
president authorized him to be paid for 4/16, 4/17, and 4/19 only.”18 

Stokes-Wilson’s report describes the events leading up to Pearson’s appeal as follows: 
 

“…Appellant was excused April 16, 17, and 19, 2012.  The appellant 
unilaterally informed his employer that he would be absent from work on 
union business on April 18, 2012.  The appellant then completed a lost 
time voucher requesting lost time for April 16, 17, 18 and 19, 2012.  
President Dickow explained to the appellant that he was not authorized to 
assume the duties of president on the 18th and that he would not be paid.  
The financial secretary issued the appellant a check in accordance with 
the voucher signed by President Dickow. …”19 
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Stokes-Wilson observed that Pearson’s claim for lost time was not based on any 
Local Union bylaw but rather on an unwritten policy.20  She reported that the issue 
presented by Pearson’s appeal had been placed before the membership and that the 
membership had voted to deny his claim for reimbursement.  She concluded that the 
membership’s decision should be regarded as final.21  She noted that this conclusion is 
supported by the interpretation of Article 40, §2, found in the PRB’s decision in Tanzella 
v. Local Union 738, UAW, supra.  She commented: 

 
“The appellant has appealed this issue to the Local Union executive board 
and the membership without success and by appeal asks the International 
Executive Board to disturb their expression.  He believes he is being 
discriminated [against] by President Dickow because he is the son of an 
ex-president of Local 140.  We are not persuaded by this naked claim.  In 
the clearest possible way, appellant’s reading and understanding of Article 
40, §2 is misplaced.”22 

In addition, Stokes-Wilson noted that the Local Union’s disbursement voucher states in 
bold letters that payment must not be made on the voucher unless previously 
authorized. 
 

Stokes-Wilson denied Pearson’s appeal and the IEB adopted her report as its 
decision.  President King notified Pearson of the IEB’s decision on December 18, 
2012.23  Pearson appealed the IEB’s decision to the Public Review Board (PRB) on 
January 9, 2013.24 

 
ARGUMENT 

 
A. Randall D. Pearson: 

It has always been the policy of UAW Local Union 140 that whenever the 
president is absent or incapacitated, the vice president assumes the president’s duties.  
This is not spelled out in the bylaws because it is already clearly stated in Article 40, §2, 
of the UAW Constitution.  Every vice president that preceded me in this office at UAW 
Local 140 received lost time for union business during periods when the president was 
absent.  It is unjust for the current Local Union president to make an exception to this 
long-standing policy for one individual. 
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The president of Local Union 140 appointed me as chairperson of the Caravan 

Knight Unit.  The members of that unit had the right to accept or reject that appointment.  
The members of the Caravan Knight Unit had the right to make their own 
recommendation for chairperson.  This has always been the policy at Local Union 140. 

 
I feel that President Dickow’s actions violated my right under the UAW Ethical 

Practices Codes to the fair and uniform application of union rules.  The IEB’s 
interpretation of Article 40, §2, is contrary to a long-standing policy at Local Union 140.  
The PRB has previously ruled that deviations from established policies violate the 
requirement that union rules be applied fairly.  In Pearson v. International Union, UAW, 
PRB Case No. 1264, 10 PRB 390 (1999), the Board stated: 

 
“…In our judgment, this ex post facto ruling on their part, contrary to the 
Local Union practice of many years standing, offends the requirement of 
the Union’s Ethical Practices Codes that, ‘All Union rules and laws must 
be fairly and uniformly applied and disciplinary procedures, including 
adequate notice, full rights of the accused and the right to appeal, shall be 
fair and afford due process to each member.’”25 

The IEB’s ruling is a violation of my rights under the UAW’s Ethical Practices Codes. 
 

B. International Union, UAW: 

Pearson did not receive authorization for lost time on April 18, 2012, in 
accordance with the bylaws of UAW Local 140.  Article VII, Section 7, of the bylaws 
provides as follows with respect to lost time: 

 
“All lost time will be paid only when that representative or member is 
performing necessary duties for and on behalf of the Local Union during a 
time for which he/she would otherwise be compensated by the 
DaimlerChrysler Corporation.  The amount of lost time shall not exceed 
the amount which he/she would otherwise have received from the 
DaimlerChrysler Corporation for the same period of time for which he/she 
is being compensated by the Local Union.  Members of the election 
committee will be paid an expense allowance not to exceed $10.00, when 
eight (8) hours or more are worked. 

Further, this lost time must be actually authorized by one or more of the 
following:  general membership, executive board, or the president of the 
Local Union.” 
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President Dickow informed Pearson that he would not be assuming the duties of 
president during the Chrysler Council meeting in April, yet Pearson took it upon himself 
to take the week for union business anyway.  His actions were contrary to the Local 
Union bylaws so his appeal should be denied.  
 

Pearson argues that Article 40, §2, of the Constitution automatically authorizes 
him to assume the duties of the Local Union president whenever the president is 
absent.  This position was rejected by the PRB in Tanzella v. Local Union 738, supra.  
The facts in this case are identical to those before the PRB in Tanzella.  Dickow had not 
ceased to act as president while he was out of town attending the Chrysler Council 
meeting and he did not ask Pearson to replace him.  

 
Pearson has also complained about the president’s decision not to authorize two 

days per week lost time for him to perform his duties as vice president.  Once again, the 
bylaws provide that the membership, the executive board, or the Local Union president 
must authorize all lost time.  Pearson argues that there is a long-standing practice of 
allowing the vice president two days per week to perform his duties, but he has not 
provided any documents or testimony from union members to support this argument.  
Pearson argues that he was denied the customary lost time paid to the vice president 
for political reasons.  However, he has not provided any tangible evidence of political 
motivation or discrimination other than to say that he is the son of a former Local Union 
president.  

 
C. Rebuttal, by Randall Pearson: 

It has been the long-standing policy of Local 140 that the vice president assumes 
the duties of the president whenever he is absent.  There has never been any question 
raised about this policy.  Every vice president prior to me automatically assumed the 
duties of the president when he was absent and received lost time from the Union.  The 
International Union asserts that President Dickow did not request me to assume his 
duties while he was in Las Vegas in April 2012.  It is not necessary for the president to 
make a request.  The practice at Local Union 140 is for the vice president to assume the 
duties of president when he is absent.  The meaning of the word absent is clear.  
Furthermore, as president of a Local Union, why would you deny your vice president 
lost time for performing union business and then agree to donate $5,000 to a party for a 
retiring representative.  I feel I am being denied my rights as vice president of Local 
Union 140 for political reasons. 

 
In 2010, President Mark Taylor established a practice for the vice president and 

the recording secretary to be excused for union business on the Tuesday and Thursday 
of each week.  In May 2012, these days were taken away from me but not from the 
recording secretary.  I feel this was done to discriminate against me for political 
reasons.  

 
Since 1983, the president of Local 140 has assigned a chairperson to the 

additional units within the Local for the purpose of dealing with step 3 of the grievance 
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procedure.  If the employees of a unit have a problem with the President’s assignment, 
they have the right to recommend and elect their own chairperson.  Employees of the 
unit elect their own steward and shop committee.  As a result of President Dickow’s 
discriminatory political agenda, I can only attend the general membership meeting and 
the executive board meetings.  This is contrary to Article 6, Section 2 of the Local Union 
bylaws.   

 
DISCUSSION 

 
The only issue presented by this appeal is Pearson’s claim for lost time.  With 

regard to the other issues he refers to in his correspondence, such as representation of 
the Caravan Knight Unit, no appeal to this Board has been perfected. 

 
Pearson’s argument that Article 40, §2, by itself authorized him to assume the 

duties of the Local Union president is incorrect.  The IEB rejected an identical argument 
in Tanzella, supra.  As we reported in that decision, International President Doug Fraser 
gave the following explanation for the Union’s interpretation:  

 
“…Article 40, §2, of the International Constitution was written with the 
knowledge that a Local Union would have autonomy to direct activities of 
the Local Union president.  The president of your Local Union is the officer 
charged with responsibility of administering the Local Union affairs in 
conjunction with the Local Union executive board.  If you are not pleased 
with his action and/or the action of the Local Union executive board, as 
suggested in your letters, your appeal would only be to the Local Union 
membership that elected all of you.”26 

We affirmed this interpretation.  The rule has now been firmly established that it is up to 
the Local Union membership to determine whether any expenditure is “necessary” 
within the meaning of Article 46, §1, of the Constitution, unless there has been a 
specific policy established by the IEB with respect to the issue.27  This well-established 
rule applies to claims for lost time. 
 

Pearson maintains that Local Union 140 has a longstanding policy of reimbursing 
the vice president for assuming the duties of the president when the president is away.  
He argues that President Dickow’s decision to change that policy and to eliminate that 
standing authorization of two days per week lost time for the vice president to perform 
the duties of his office violated his right to a fair and uniform application of Union rules.  
In support of this argument, he cites a passage from Pearson v. International Union, 
supra.  Our decision in the 1999 Pearson case did not hold that a Local Union is 
precluded from adopting a policy contrary to an established practice.  In the earlier 
                                                 
26

 3 PRB 287, at 288. 

27
 Mertz v. Local Union 2256 Executive Board, PRB Case No. 1297, 10 PRB 612 (2001); Edwards v. 

Local Union 148, UAW, PRB Case No. 1468, 12 PRB 418 (2004); and Brant v. UAW International 
Executive Board, PRB Case No. 1575, 13 PRB 624 (2007). 
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Pearson case, the International Union had concluded that the Local Union’s system of 
compensating its full-time officers constituted financial misconduct, even though that 
had been the Local’s practice for many years.  We held that the Local Union president 
could not be charged with misconduct for continuing a practice that had been 
established years before he assumed office.  We did not rule that the Local could not 
change the practice.  The opinion makes that clear.  It states: 

 
“Nothing in our decision should be construed as imposing any limit on the 
right of the International Union or its constituent subordinate bodies to limit 
the salaries of their officers, or even limiting the right of those officers to 
continue working for their former employers.  This, of course, is their 
constitutional prerogative.  The language of the Local 140’s bylaw simply 
falls short of what is required to effect this result.”28   

In this case, Pearson presented two appeals to the membership regarding his 
claims for lost time.  The membership rejected his argument that he should be 
reimbursed for assuming the duties of the Local Union president on April 18, 2012.  The 
membership also denied his appeal from the president’s decision to change the Local 
Union’s policy with respect to authorizing lost time to the Local Union vice president. It is 
for the membership to decide whether the payment of lost time to any officer is a 
necessary expense for the Local Union.  The membership of Local Union 140 has made 
its determination with respect to Pearson’s claims and that decision is controlling. 

 
The decision of the IEB is affirmed.    
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