
THE PUBLIC REVIEW BOARD 
INTERNATIONAL UNION, UAW 

 
 
APPEAL OF: 
 
MARGARET MOCK, Member 
UAW LOCAL UNION 961 
(Marysville, Michigan)  
REGION 1, 
 

Appellant 
 

-vs- CASE NO. 1735 
 

 
UAW-CHRYSLER DEPARTMENT 
(THE UNITED AUTOMOBILE, AEROSPACE 
AND AGRICULTURAL IMPLEMENT  
WORKERS OF AMERICA), 
 

Appellee. 
 / 
 

DECISION 
(Issued February 29, 2016) 

 
PANEL SITTING: Prof. Janice R. Bellace, Chairperson, 

Prof. James J. Brudney, Prof. Harry C. 
Katz, and Prof. Maria L. Ontiveros. 

 
Margaret Mock asserts that she was removed from her position as Health and 

Safety Representative for UAW Local Union 961 in a manner that violated the due 
process guaranteed to members by the UAW Ethical Practices Codes.  

 
FACTS 

 
Margaret Mock works at Chrysler’s Marysville Axle Plant, also known as ZF 

Marysville Axle Plant, in a bargaining unit represented by UAW Local Union 961.1  She 
has a Chrysler corporate seniority date of March 21, 1994.2  On September 17, 2009, 
UAW-Chrysler Department Vice President General Holiefield appointed Mock to serve 
as the Health and Safety Representative for Local Union 961.3 

 
                                                 
1
 Record, p. 12. 

2
 Record, p. 126. 

3
 Record, p. 1. 
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On May 24, 2013, Mock sent a notice to the 1st Shift Steward Clint Barrow 
describing a safety hazard in the Axle plant.  Her notice states: 

 
“Entrance into the Eitel is a serious hazard, walking with parts in hand 
increases the hazard.  Exiting from the Eitel is a serious hazard, walking 
with parts in hand increases the hazard.  The removal of parts from the 
equipment is mandatory in order to clear the numerous faults per shift, per 
day.”4 

Mock attached a photograph to her notice showing a cable tray with the following 
warning printed on it: 
 

“Warning!!! Do not use as a walkway, ladder, or support for people.  Cable 
tray is a mechanical support system for cables and raceways.”5 

On July 18, 2013, Steward Barrow filed Grievance 2013-895 protesting management’s 
failure to correct this hazard.  Management denied this grievance with the following 
comment: 
 

“Action has already been taken by management to address this safety 
issue.  Management’s number one priority is our employees’ health and 
safety.  No violation occurred.  Grievance denied!”6 

On October 14, 2013, Mock submitted a notice of an alleged safety or health 
hazard to the Michigan Occupational Safety and Health Administration (“MIOSHA”) 
describing the safety hazard at the entrance to the Eitel workstation.7  After a series of 
inspections at the ZF Marysville plant, MIOSHA issued a notice of findings regarding 
various hazards in the plant, including the one identified by Mock.  MIOSHA’s report 
states: 

 
“Visual review of above-mentioned workstations revealed numerous cable 
trays partitioning workstations requiring employees to routinely step 
on/over cable trays to gain access to other areas of the workstation.  
Cable trays were observed with employee footprints on top surface.  
Additionally, cable trays had manufacture warning labels prohibiting 
pedestrian traffic.  See Citations.”8 

 

                                                 
4
 Record, p. 5. 

5
 Record, p. 9. 

6
 Record, p. 10. 

7
 Record, p. 12. 

8
 Record, p. 19. 
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On May 13, 2014, MIOSHA notified ZF Marysville of a penalty in the amount of $3,150 
in connection with the hazard at the Eitel workstation.  MIOSHA also assessed a 
penalty of $1,800 for inadequate barriers at another location.9 
 

On October 19, 2012, Margaret Mock was given a verbal warning for running 
non-conforming parts.10  Local 961 filed Grievance 2012-5315 protesting the discipline.  
The grievance states: 

 
“The union is protesting ZF management’s action of issuing an unfair 
discipline to Margaret Mock.  On October 19, 2012, Margaret was issued a 
documented verbal warning for running non-conforming parts.  This 
discipline was unfairly issued because Margaret ran the parts to the 
specifications to which her team leader trained her to run to.”11 
 

On February 19, 2013, Mock was given a written warning for insubordinate behavior.12  
Mock received a disciplinary layoff for insubordinate behavior on August 6, 2013.13  She 
was issued another disciplinary layoff for failing to produce parts within quality 
standards on November 7, 2013.14  The disciplinary notice states: 
 

“Margaret is in violation of Category #2, Plant Rule #1 – Production:  
Failure to produce within quality standards. Examples include running 
parts out of print tolerance, failure to perform assigned quality checks, or 
failure to produce according to specified work instructions.  68 bad parts 
were scrapped out, with 3 bad quality checks due to bad quality.”15 

Mock responded to this discipline on November 8, 2013, with a statement 
asserting that the discipline issued to her on November 7 was in direct retaliation for her 
having notified MIOSHA of a hazard in the plant.  Mock wrote: 

 
“Please let this letter serve as my official member’s statement.  On Friday, 
November 8, 2013, at approximately 2:15 pm, Jason Schohl, Supv., and 
Jamie Adams, HR, served me with a Notice of Disciplinary Action, in the 
presence of my union steward Clint Barrow.  This notice was served 
suspiciously after the MIOSHA Inspector left the building.  This is 

                                                 
9
 Record, p. 23. 
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 Record, p. 2. 
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 Record, p. 3. 
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 Record, p. 4. 
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 Record, p. 11.   
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 Record, p. 13. 
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 Record, p. 13. 
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retaliation against me for bringing to light ZF’s egregious disregard for the 
safety of its employees.”16 
 

Mock asserted that she did not produce the parts referred to in the disciplinary notice.  
She wrote: 
 

“Immediately after serving me with the discipline, Jamie told me to leave 
the building ‘right now’ without affording me the opportunity to look at 
documents or parts to help prove my innocence.  I asked Tim Taylor, 
UAW Committee Shop Chair, to locate the parts, take a picture and send 
to me as soon as possible.  After reviewing the picture of the parts, I can 
say with 100% certainty the parts are NOT MINE, they are not affixed with 
my mark of a ‘quality check.’  I’m still not sure, but was told the ‘bad parts’ 
were ran on October 24th, & 25th, 2013, the date wasn’t listed on the 
discipline notice.  I left one hour early on the 24th, Thursday, and worked 
the full day as Health and Safety on the 25th, Friday, without ever touching 
a part this day.”17 

Mock submitted a statement signed by Deon Davenport attesting to her practice of 
identifying her parts with a distinct mark.  She also provided the photographs of the 
parts.18  On December 2, 2013, Local 961 filed Grievance 2013-1160 protesting the 
three-day disciplinary layoff issued to Mock on November 8.19 
 

On April 4, 2014, International President Bob King notified Mock that she was 
being given a special assignment to the UAW-Chrysler National Training Center (NTC) 
in Detroit.20  On April 8, 2014, ZF Marysville wrote Mock a notice of disqualification from 
her position as a machine operator at the Marysville plant.  The notice gives the 
following reason for the disqualification: 

 
“Margaret is in violation of Category 1, Plant Rule #14:  Dishonesty, 
falsifying or omitting information from an application for employment, time 
cards, work records, or other company related documents and inquiries. 
 
After a thorough investigation it was substantiated that on Saturday, 
March 29th, Margaret falsely indicated 6 repairable parts were scrap by 
recording the incorrect measurement on the parts as well as writing 
‘SCRAP’ on the parts and recording them on the ZF Company ‘Production 
Count’ sheet.   

                                                 
16

 Record, p. 14. 

17
 Record, p. 14. 
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 Record, pp. 15-17. 
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Margaret is in the final stage of progressive discipline and will be 
immediately disqualified from ZF Axle Drives Marysville, LLC.”21 
 

This disciplinary notice was not immediately issued to Mock, because she was away 
from the plant on her special assignment at the National Training Center.  On June 6, 
2014, ZF Marysville Human Resources Manager Yvonne Felts sent the following email 
to “Andy” describing Mock’s status at the plant: 
 

“I was informed today that Margaret Mock’s special assignment has ended 
and she will be returning on Monday, next week, June 9, 2014.  As you 
may be aware, Margaret has an outstanding discipline that will be issued 
and this will take place at the start of her shift (6 am) on Monday when she 
arrives.  The progressive discipline at Marysville will put her at 
disqualification and she will be sent out of the plant afterwards.”22 

According to Mock, all of the staff members on special assignment to the NTC 
were told their assignments were over on June 6, 2014, so they should return to their 
home plants.  When Mock returned to Marysville, she was presented with the 
disqualification notice dated April 8.  Two days later, Mock reported that the employees 
on special assignment were told to return to the NTC.  She gave the following 
description of these events: 

 
“Mostly all Special Assignment Staff (which included me) were told on 
June 6th (by Management) their current assignments were over and to 
return to their home plants.  My return to my plant was met with the 
attempted reissuance of the previous plant disqualification notice.  About 
two days later, we were told to report back to our Special Assignment 
jobs.”23 

Mock reported that when she returned to the NTC, she was told that she would be 
removed from her position as Health and Safety Representative at the ZF Marysville 
plant.  She wrote: 
 

“On Wednesday, June 11, 2014, at approximately 2:15 pm, Keith Mickens, 
AA, Chrysler NTC, told me upon my return to NTC, I was allowed to return 
to my Special Assignment appointment with special conditions:  I’m not 
allowed at TTC, Solidarity House, or MAP; I will be paid my regular wage 

                                                 
21

 Record, p. 21.  Disqualification means termination of employment in the ZF Marysville progressive 
disciplinary system.   

22
 Record, p. 24. 

23
 Record, p. 33. 
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and not the special assignment wage; I will not have my job as Safety Rep 
at MAP upon my return. …”24 
 

On August 19, 2014, UAW-Chrysler Department Vice President Norwood Jewell notified 
Mock that she would no longer serve as the Health and Safety Representative at the 
Marysville plant.  Jewell’s letter states: 
 

“Effective August 18, 2014, you were removed from an Internationally-
Appointed position and will no longer serve as Health & Safety 
Representative at Local 961.  In addition, you will no longer work on 
special assignment at the TTC.  You are to return to your home plant, 
Marysville Axle (ZF) Facility immediately.  Thank you for your service.”25 

Mock appealed the decision to remove her as Health and Safety Representative at 
Local Union 961 to the International Executive Board (IEB) on September 12, 2014.26 
 

In support of her appeal, Mock submitted a statement from the Local 961 Shop 
Chairperson Tim Taylor expressing his support for Mock’s activities as Health and 
Safety Representative at the Marysville plant.  Taylor wrote: 

 
“I have served as the Shop Chairman since 2011, and have had the 
opportunity to work with Margaret on numerous Health and Safety issues.  
She is tenacious and persistent and refuses to compromise on safety 
issues.  She refused to accept unsafe practices here in the plant.  She 
assisted the stewards with the processing of hundreds of safety 
grievances.  She was the administrator for numerous MIOSHA complaints 
that turned into citations against ZF.  ZF had so many of these complaints 
filed by Margaret and other employees that they were placed into the 
Severe Violators Enforcement Program (SVEP) by MIOSHA.  Many of 
these citations are currently being appealed by the company.  Margaret 
orchestrated all this while the company was threatening her job with 
discipline.  I have nothing but respect for her and her ability to continue the 
fight even through adversity.”27 

Mock also submitted text messages she exchanged with Local 961 President Ray 
Hutson throughout 2012, 2013, and 2014, showing that he supported her efforts to bring 
safety issues to light.28  Mock stated that she was perplexed by the decision to remove 
her as Health and Safety Representative.  She stated that she had always gone “over 

                                                 
24

 Record, p. 33. 

25
 Record, p. 29. 
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 Record, p. 32. 
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 Record, p. 31. 

28
 Record, pp. 41-63. 
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and beyond” in serving the membership and that she had the support of the local union 
administration.29 
 

Mock argued that the discipline she received prior to her removal was directly 
related to her attentiveness to safety issues.  Mock wrote: 

 
“Please note, during my time as part-time H&S Rep., my job as a machine 
operator was always under threat because of my union activity.  Due to 
the fact that I took my H&S Rep. duties serious, my supervisors were 
under orders to write me up, thus fabricated disciplines were issued. …”30 

Mock attached a summary of the “fabricated disciplines” to her appeal.31  Mock argued 
that she should have been given an opportunity to respond to any complaints about her 
performance.  She wrote: 
 

“…I asked why my job was being taken from me and Keith told me based 
on reports provided to him my job performance was not good.  I asked to 
see the reports so that I could defend myself against the accusations.  
Keith then told me he hadn’t seen the reports; he had only heard about it.  
He assured me that I would be able to defend myself against the bad 
reports he heard about.  I questioned how I could have gone from giving a 
speech on the atrocities of MAP’s management approach/attitude to the 
health and safety of our members at the Annual Health and Safety 
Conference (held at Black Lake, March 9-14th, 2014) during which I 
received two standing ovations with thunderous applause to being placed 
on special assignment on April 7th, 2014, with strong approval from my 
President, Ray Hutson, to the events of June 11th?  When did I become a 
bad Health and Safety Representative (working part time @8 hours a 
week)?”32 

Mock asked that the posting for her replacement as Health and Safety Representative 
be put on hold to give her the opportunity to clear her name.  
 

In response to Mock’s appeal, International President Dennis Williams sent an 
inquiry to the UAW-Chrysler Department about the reason for Mock’s removal.  
International Representative Andy Ackles responded to the inquiry on November 25, 
2014, in a memorandum addressed to Vice President Norwood Jewell.  Ackles attached 
the disciplinary notices issued to Mock as exhibits to his memorandum.  Ackles 
provided the following statement, identified as Attachment K, as the reason why Mock 
was removed: 
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 Record, p. 32. 

30
 Record, p. 32. 
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 Record, pp. 64-77. 
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 Record, p. 33. 
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“The decision to remove Margaret Mock from an Internationally-Appointed 
position by the Vice President of the Chrysler Department was based on 
the disciplinary actions received and the conduct of Margaret Mock during 
her service as Health and Safety Representative at Local 961, Marysville 
Axle (ZF) Facility. 

It is the sole discretion of the Vice President of the UAW-Chrysler 
Department, who has the authority to appoint and remove employees from 
International Appointed position.”33   
 

Ackles provided a copy of an administrative letter dated July 28, 2014, describing the 
union’s policy and procedures with regard to Internationally-Appointed Representatives.  
The letter provides as follows with respect to removals: 
 

“An Internationally-Appointed Local Union Representative (and/or 
alternate where appropriate) may be removed from his or her position for 
not satisfactorily performing the duties or responsibilities of that position, 
for engaging in local union political activities, or at the discretion of the 
Vice President and Director of the UAW-Chrysler Department. 

Removals of Internationally-Appointed Local Union Representatives (and 
alternates where appropriate) will be the responsibility of the Vice 
President and Director of the UAW-Chrysler Department.”34 

On January 20, 2015, Mock submitted two additional letters of support for her 
performance as Health and Safety Representative at Local 961.  Local 961 Financial 
Secretary Donna Perry (Novak) wrote that she had never heard any negative comments 
about Mock’s job performance.  Perry wrote to Mock: 

 
“As of May 2014, I have been elected to the position of financial secretary 
of UAW Local 961.  Other than getting the shocking news that you were 
removed, I NEVER heard a single negative thing about your job 
performance.  In my 19 years with Chrysler, you are by far the ‘BEST’ 
Health and Safety Representative that I have ever had the pleasure of 
working with.  It is a shame and a devastating loss to this local and its 
members to lose the knowledge and service that you have provided to all 
of us during your time served as the Health and Safety Representative.”35 

Local 961 Recording Secretary Tom Ziegler also wrote that Mock was the best Health 
and Safety Representative he had ever worked with.   

                                                 
33

 Record, pp. 81-83. 

34
 Record, p. 26. 

35
 Record, p. 84. 



PRB CASE NO. 1735  Page 9. 

 
 
 

President Williams’s staff determined that a hearing was unnecessary on Mock’s 
appeal.  Staff prepared a report to the IEB on the appeal based on information provided 
by Mock and the UAW-Chrysler Department.  Staff’s report includes Representative 
Ackles’s Attachment K, citing the disciplinary actions Mock received as the reason for 
her removal.  Staff observed that Internationally-Appointed Representatives serve at the 
will of the Vice President and Director of the UAW-Chrysler Department.  Staff wrote 
that Mock had not presented any reason to disturb Vice President Jewell’s decision to 
remove her from the position of Health and Safety Representative.36 

 
Staff noted that appeals from such decisions are limited by Article 33, §2(b) of 

the Constitution as follows: 
 
“…For any action or decision pertaining to the appointment or removal of 
special-purpose representatives, such as Benefit Representatives or 
Health and Safety Committeepersons by a National Department under the 
provisions of a collective bargaining agreement, the appeal shall be 
directly to the International Executive Board.  There shall be no further 
appeal from the decision of the International Executive Board.” 
 

Accordingly, staff ruled that there could be no further appeal from the IEB’s decision in 
response to Mock’s appeal.37 
 

The IEB adopted staff‘s report as its decision.  President Williams provided Mock 
with a copy of the IEB’s decision on June 10, 2015.  Mock appealed the IEB’s decision 
to the Public Review Board (PRB) on July 6, 2015. 

 
ARGUMENT 

 
A. Margaret Mock: 

 
I am appealing because the IEB did not afford me the due process that is 

guaranteed by the UAW Constitution.  Specifically, I was denied the right to answer the 
charges levied against me.  The IEB report contains International Representative 
Ackles’s statement that I was removed based on disciplinary actions that I received.  At 
the very least, I should have been given the opportunity to respond to any accusations 
of misconduct. 

 
It is important to note that I filed a MIOSHA discrimination charge against the 

Marysville Axle plant because of the retaliatory discipline.  Shortly thereafter, 
International President Bob King promoted me to a special assignment at the NTC with 
Chrysler’s Health and Safety Department.  One of my assignments was to service the 

                                                 
36

 Record, p. 93. 

37
 Record, p. 88. 
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Marysville Axle plant.  This appointment would lead a reasonable person to believe that 
my work as a Health and Safety Representative was exemplary.  

 
Grievances protesting the disciplinary actions against me have been settled in 

my favor.  Several other grievances are still pending.  Should not the presumption of 
innocence apply to me?  My case mirrors the situation presented to the PRB in Gaston-
Kelley v. UAW DaimlerChrysler Department, PRB Case No. 1476 II, 12 PRB 497 
(2005).  Like Gaston-Kelley, I was removed from a local appointment while I was on a 
special assignment.  No plausible explanation has been given for my removal.  Like 
Gaston-Kelley, I have impeccable credentials and the support of the local union 
membership.  At the very least, I should have been provided with a hearing to present 
my case.  

 
B. International Union, UAW: 

 
The PRB has consistently ruled that a UAW National Department has exclusive 

authority to appoint and remove special-purpose representatives.  Ward, et al. v. 
National UAW-General Motors Department, PRB Case No. 1042, 8 PRB 228 (1994).  A 
special purpose representative serves at the will of the appointing authority.  

 
Vice President Jewell removed Mock as a special-purpose representative due to 

the disciplinary actions she received while serving in that capacity.  Mock argues that 
the disciplinary actions were unjustified, but that argument misses the point.  The 
disciplinary actions were permissible reasons for her removal.  Therefore, the decision 
was within the sole discretion of the Vice President and is not subject to review by this 
Board.  

 
The UAW Constitution explicitly limits appeals challenging the removal of special 

purpose representatives to the IEB.  The PRB has recognized that the IEB’s decision in 
response to such challenges may not be appealed unless there is an Ethical Practices 
Code claim.  Mock has not alleged that any impermissible consideration influenced Vice 
President Jewell’s decision to remove her.  Therefore, the PRB does not have 
jurisdiction to consider her arguments.  

 
The PRB should dismiss this appeal.  The UAW properly removed appellant as a 

special purpose representative.  The UAW Constitution and UAW policy grants the Vice 
President broad discretion when it comes to removing representatives such as appellant 
Mock.  The decision in this case was well within that discretion.  

 
C. Rebuttal by Margaret Mock: 

 
My seniority date at Chrysler Corporation is March 21, 1994.  During my entire 

history with Chrysler, I never received any type of disciplinary action until the five 
disciplines I received beginning in October 2012.  The grievance protesting my 
disqualification was settled at the 4th step of the grievance procedure on August 15, 
2014.  The settlement was my reinstatement at the Marysville Axle Plant on August 18 
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with reimbursement for all substantiated lost wages and dismissal of my MIOSHA 
discrimination case.  Two previous disciplinary actions were also removed from my 
record.  

 
Three of my grievances are still in the grievance procedure.  Based on the 

resolution of my other grievances, one can reasonably assume that I will be exonerated 
with 100% of back pay.  If the company’s retaliation against me played a role in the 
International Union’s decision to remove me, the decision should be rescinded on that 
basis alone.  It is a well-known fact that all five disciplinary write-ups were fabricated.  
The company issued the falsified disciplines against me in direct retaliation for my 
having exposed the company’s unwillingness to maintain a safe and healthful 
workplace.  

 
Paragraph 3 of the Democratic Practices section states: 
“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 full due process to 
each member.” 

It has not been clearly established why I was removed since the grievances protesting 
the last two disciplinary actions were successfully resolved.  The International Union 
knew about the disciplinary write-ups when President Bob King promoted me to the 
special assignment at the NTC.  They even assigned me a UAW attorney, Stuart 
Shoup, and International Representative Andy Cormai to assist me with my MIOSHA 
discrimination case.  If the decision to remove me was motivated by impermissible 
influences, such as the company’s retaliation, there was no hearing to compel testimony 
from the principal parties to establish that.  My qualifications as Health and Safety 
Representative have never been questioned.  The International Union violated the 
Ethical Practices Codes by failing to provide me with due process so that I could defend 
myself from the accusations against me.  
 

I am asking that the decision of the IEB be reversed and that I be reinstated as 
Health and Safety Representative and reimbursed for all losses.  

 
DISCUSSION 

 
Article 33, §2(b), of the UAW Constitution precludes any appeal from a decision 

of the IEB pertaining to the appointment or removal of special-purpose representatives.  
Special purpose representatives serve at the will of the appointing official so that the 
PRB lacks jurisdiction to consider whether a decision to remove an appointee was 
justified.  Nevertheless, we have consistently recognized that a department director’s 
discretion with respect to the appointment or removal of such representatives is subject 
to the rights guaranteed to UAW members by the UAW Ethical Practices Codes.  The 
PRB has jurisdiction to consider a claim that the removal was for a reason inconsistent 
with the Ethical Practices Codes.  Thus, in Anna Ward, et al., supra, we considered 
appellants’ claim that they were removed from their appointed positions in retaliation for 
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engaging in protected political activities.  We directed the UAW General Motors 
Department to reinstate the appellants based on our conclusion that they were removed 
for an impermissible reason.38  

 
We agree with Mock that the IEB’s initial response to her appeal was insufficient.  

Mock received progressive discipline up to and including discharge.  This fact alone 
might have prompted a departmental vice president to remove her as the appointed 
Health and Safety Representative.  Yet, the timing of the disciplinary actions issued to 
Mock supported her claims of retaliation.  It appeared that management disciplined 
Mock for having raised a legitimate complaint about a safety hazard at the entrance to 
one of the plant’s workstations.  Furthermore, the violations described as the basis for 
discipline seem contrived.  Mock has argued persuasively that the bad parts she was 
accused of producing were not her work.  Mock also provided substantial evidence that 
the members of her local and the local union administration regarded her as a skilled 
and trusted safety representative.  

 
The IEB’s decision did not address the merits of Mock’s argument that 

management issued the discipline which prompted her removal in retaliation for her 
having raised legitimate health and safety concerns on behalf of the membership.  We 
could not determine based on the record provided whether Vice President Jewell 
understood the context of the disciplinary actions.  There was nothing in the record 
about the abysmal labor management relationship at ZF Marysville.  There was nothing 
about Assistant Director Troy Davis’s investigation of Mock’s grievances or the 
negotiations that resulted in her reinstatement as a machine operator at ZF Marysville.  
Instead, the IEB adopted a brief report prepared by the president’s staff rejecting Mock’s 
appeal based solely on the conclusion that such decisions are within the discretion of 
the Vice President of the UAW-Chrysler Department.  

 
The Constitutional restriction on appeals from decisions pertaining to the 

appointment and removal of representatives expressly recognizes the IEB’s authority to 
review such decisions.  We believe that Mock’s evidence entitled her to further scrutiny 
at the IEB level of the appellate process regarding the reason for her removal.  In 
Gaston-Kelley v. UAW DaimlerChrysler Department, PRB Case No. 1476, 12 PRB 483, 
(2004), we held that an appellant is not required to establish the existence of an Ethical 
Practices Codes violation in order to trigger an investigation by the IEB into the reasons 
for his or her removal from an appointed position.  The due process guaranteed to 
members of the UAW demands meaningful responses to significant questions raised 
about a decision to remove an appointee, even where the decision was within the 
discretion of the appointing authority.  Our opinion in Gaston-Kelley states: 

 
“The conclusion that there is insufficient evidence of an impermissible 
reason for Gaston-Kelley’s removal is true because the reasons for her 
removal were never investigated.  Although Gaston-Kelley has not 

                                                 
38

 8 PRB 228, at 238. 
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established that an impermissible reason led to her replacement, she has 
identified a sufficient number of irregularities in the actions taken by the 
local union and the DaimlerChrysler Department to require further inquiry 
on the part of the International Union. …”39    

In Gaston-Kelley’s case, further investigation revealed that the parties responsible for 
the decision to replace Gaston-Kelley were so unwilling to own their actions that no 
notice of removal or appointment of a replacement was ever issued by the Department 
Vice President.  Our decision in Gaston-Kelley v. UAW DaimlerChrysler Department, 
PRB Case No. 1476 II, 12 PRB 497 (2005) concluded that Gaston-Kelley had never 
been effectively removed from her position nor had any replacement ever been 
appointed by the UAW-DaimlerChrysler Department Vice President.40  
 

Upon initial review of this appeal, we found that Mock had raised a sufficient 
number of questions about the decision to remove her to require further investigation.  
We remanded this case to the IEB, therefore, for the purpose of conducting an 
investigation into Mock’s argument that her removal based on the questionable 
disciplinary actions issued by management was inconsistent with the standards of 
fairness embodied in the Constitution.41  That investigation has now taken place.  
International President Dennis Williams’s Administrative Assistant James Gallagher 
conducted a hearing on December 18, 2015, attended by Mock and her witnesses as 
well as UAW-Chrysler Department Assistant Director Troy Davis, representatives of the 
UAW National Health and Safety Department, and the local servicing representative for 
Local Union 961, Greg Bauer.  Mock has provided us with detailed notes of the 
proceedings conducted by Administrative Assistant Gallagher.  Mock’s notes reflect a 
thorough investigation of the issues she raised.  

 
Mock presented the testimony of several witnesses in support of her claim that 

she was innocent of any wrongdoing and the victim of retaliation by a hostile 
management.  Regional Representative Greg Bauer reported about the tense labor 

                                                 
39

12 PRB 483, at 493 

40
  The decision states: 

“The testimony presented at the second hearing we conducted on this appeal has clarified the issues 
raised by Gaston-Kelley’s complaint by revealing what actually occurred following the termination of 
her assignment at the NTC.  There is no dispute from any of the participants in these events that 
Vice President Gooden never removed Gaston-Kelley from her position at the local union.  The only 
evidence that Gooden had any connection to her removal was the message conveyed to Gaston-
Kelley by his secretary which he adamantly disavowed.  President Zappa also vehemently denied 
ever having sent a letter to the DaimlerChrysler Department requesting Gaston-Kelley’s removal.  
Gaston-Kelley never received anything from the DaimlerChrysler Department removing her from her 
appointed position of Local Health and Safety Representative.  In fact, when Gaston-Kelley 
contacted her Regional Representative Ruben Turner about the status of her appointment, he 
confirmed that she had not been removed.  He claimed she had been replaced while on special 
assignment to the NTC.”  (12 PRB 497, at 511-512) 

41
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management relationship at the ZF Marysville Axle Plant. Mock’s notes give the 
following description of Regional Representative Greg Bauer’s testimony: 

 
“Greg Bauer:  Regional Rep, testified that ZF is anti-union and that the 
grievance issues are plant-wide problems with elected official[s] and rank 
and file.  The relationship between the Union, Chrysler, and ZF is horrible.  
Through the VP’s efforts and the bargaining team, they were able to 
secure language giving former Detroit Axle employees their seniority at 
their current locations and Greg also said that VP Norwood encourages 
the people that have the opportunity to leave the plant to do so, that’s how 
bad it is.  He said there was nobody in that room that can speak even 
more on how bad it is because he service[s] the Marysville Axle Plant.”42 

Assistant Director Troy Davis clarified the relationship between the disciplinary 
actions issued to Mock and the UAW-Chrysler Department’s decision to remove her as 
Health and Safety Representative.  Davis explained that the union did not conclude that 
Mock was “guilty” of the accusations against her, but he reported there was sufficient 
documentation to suggest that the company’s actions were not entirely baseless.  
Mock’s removal while she was on special assignment to the NTC occurred in 
connection with the union’s effort to save her job at the Marysville plant.  Mock reported 
the following testimony by Assistant Director Troy Davis: 

 
“...Troy admitted the pay was reduce[d] because ‘we’ felt like you should 
not reward a person for being put in a position base[d] on being 
disqualified, being put out of the plant (of MAP), and being put out on the 
street.  The decision was made to give me what I would have earned in 
the plant and keep me at NTC until such time the grievance was resolved 
and they could get Mock’s operator’s job back at MAP.”43 

Davis’s testimony suggests that he believed Mock should not have let her 
confrontations with management over the health and safety issues reach a point where 
she faced disqualification.  
 

In addition, Assistant Director Davis reported that the disciplinary actions were 
not the Department’s only concern about Mock’s performance as Health and Safety 
Representative.  The notes describe Davis’s testimony on this point as follows:  

 
“…Troy went on to speak to Mock’s ‘conduct as a Rep’ and the amount of 
disciplines on record.  He also said everyone doesn’t agree with how she 
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took care of my Health and Safety issues in the plant…He brought up 
protocol issues.  Mock failed to follow as it relates to filing complaints.…”44 

In her response to Davis’s comment, Mock acknowledged that she did not attempt to 
resolve Health and Safety issues with management before going to MIOSHA.  Her 
notes provide the following description of her testimony: 
 

“Margaret:  Asked Troy to clarify what he meant by “protocol.” 

Troy:  Said it relates to MIOSHA coming into the plant. 

Mike:  Spoke to how MIOSHA complaints are handled in Chrysler 
managed plants.  Mike said he never received any calls from Mock 
regarding unsafe conditions at MAP. 

Margaret:  Said protocol doesn’t exist at MAP inasmuch as MAP’s 
management doesn’t acknowledge the negotiated UAW contract.  She 
went on to say things were so bad at MAP that her UAW Health and 
Safety Supervisor, Todd Penn, instructed her to contact him directly about 
all issues in the plant.  She said mostly all MIOSHA complaint[s] turned in 
was valid.  Mock stated even former UAW VP General Holiefield came out 
to the plant to address some of the issues without much success.”45 

Mock and the Local 961 shop chairperson Tim Taylor reported that fines issued to MAP 
by MIOSHA amounted to over $200,000.46 
 

In his response to our Order of Remand, Administrative Assistant Gallagher 
pointed out that the union never asserted that Mock was “guilty” of any violation.  He 
observed that if the union thought she was guilty, her grievances would have been 
withdrawn.  Ultimately, however, Gallagher concluded that Mock’s culpability for the 
disciplinary actions was not the central point.  The UAW-Chrysler Department removed 
Mock after a thorough investigation of the situation by Assistant Director Troy Davis 
established she did not have a productive working relationship with management.  
Gallagher wrote: 

 
“In addition, the appellant’s guilt or innocence should not be the focal point 
of this discussion.  It is obvious the appellant and the company no longer 
had a productive working relationship.  It is imperative that each and every 
appointed UAW representative be effective in resolving issues with 
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management. This relationship was fractured at best and prohibited issues 
from being resolved at the local level.”47 

Mock has compared her situation to that of Gwendolyn Gaston-Kelley.  Our 
decision in the first Gaston-Kelley appeal supported Mock’s right to further investigation 
of her claims.  That investigation was the process due to Mock in the union’s appellate 
procedure, but it did not reveal any improper or unfair application of union rules.  In 
contrast, the investigation of Gaston-Kelley’s removal revealed a pattern of deception 
on the part of the local union and the UAW DaimlerChrysler Department Vice President 
designed to allow the local union president to remove a popular and experienced Health 
and Safety Representative without taking responsibility for his actions.  We described 
the situation as follows: 

 
“Zappa may request Gaston-Kelley’s removal and Gooden may remove 
her for reasons not inconsistent with the Ethical Practices Codes, but they 
may not accomplish her removal surreptitiously.  She is entitled to notice 
of any action taken by the Union with respect to her job as Health and 
Safety Representative at Local 1248, so that she can present her 
arguments against the decision and exercise her rights of appeal spelled 
out in Article 33 of the International Constitution.  We acknowledge the 
broad discretion granted to Department Directors and Vice Presidents by 
the UAW Constitution, but there is no evidence of an exercise of that 
discretion by Vice President Gooden in this case.”48 

In contrast to the vague communications given to Gaston-Kelley about her removal, 
Vice President Jewell provided Mock with an unequivocal, signed notification of her 
removal as Health and Safety Representative at Local 961 on August 19, 2014.  
Representative Ackles’s explanation that the removal was based on the discipline was 
accurate, but did not explain the entire connection between the discipline and the 
removal.  
 

The record we have before us now affirms that the union gave careful 
consideration to Mock’s arguments about retaliation. The union’s investigation, including 
reports received from a number of people familiar with the situation in the plant, led to 
the realization that Mock’s combative attitude towards ZF Marysville, however well-
intentioned, had resulted in a breakdown of the working relationship she had with 
management. Assistant Director Davis viewed this as negatively impacting her ability to 
be effective in resolving health and safety issues at this plant under this management.  
We can understand why this conclusion may appear unfair to Mock, who made effective 
contributions as a Health and Safety Representative at the Local.  Nonetheless, we 
conclude that the decision was not reached on prohibited grounds under the Ethical 
Practices Codes.  
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Mock has complained that Assistant Director Davis was unwilling to name the 

witnesses whose testimony he relied on in reaching the conclusions he reported to Vice 
President Jewell.  She argued that she should be allowed to respond to these witnesses 
and defend her actions.  Assistant Director Davis’s testimony demonstrated that he 
discussed Mock’s performance as a representative with a number of people.  Mock 
reported Davis’s description of this process as follows: 

 
“…We walk the plant and we talked to people.  We talk to people about 
her work ethics.  They volunteer information about her work ethics.  These 
are things that are not acceptable for an International appointed rep and 
the VP again has the authority to remove a rep based on sometimes, 
recommendations from the staff.  To pinpoint other than what I have in 
writing that fact.  I’m not going to do that. …”49 

Mock suggests that the union should be required to identify the witnesses who 
complained about her performance so that she can refute any negative comments.  We 
agree with Administrative Assistant Gallagher’s conclusion that in these particular 
circumstances the Ethical Practices Codes do not require the UAW-Chrysler 
Department to provide such an opportunity to a special-purpose representative who has 
been removed.  Assistant Director Davis’s testimony demonstrates that he was aware of 
Mock’s arguments and gave due consideration to her claims of retaliation.  The 
Department Director has the authority and discretion to resolve any conflicts in the 
testimony of witnesses.  We are satisfied that no impermissible reasons affected 
Assistant Director Davis’s conclusions about Mock’s suitability for the position of Health 
and Safety Representative of the ZF Marysville Axle Plant.  The investigation conducted 
by Administrative Assistant Gallagher has now provided Mock with the full extent of the 
appellate process due to a UAW member under the Article 33 of the UAW Constitution. 
 

The decision of the IEB is affirmed.   
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