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Appellants argue that they are entitled to have their GM seniority date adjusted 

and to be compensated for losses resulting from GM’s failure to offer them jobs at its 
Fort Wayne Assembly Plant before hiring new employees at that location in 2008.  

 
FACTS 

 
April Cooper, Iseral Flatford, Shelly Scott, and Christine Geisinger are employed 

at General Motors Fort Wayne Assembly Plant in a bargaining unit represented by UAW 
Local Union 2209.  John Dohner, Jr. is the local union zone committeeperson at the Fort 
Wayne Assembly Plant.  On March 19, 2013, Committeeperson Dohner filed a group 
grievance, Grievance No. 106690, on behalf of forty employees at the Fort Wayne plant 
charging that GM management violated its closure agreement with the UAW and a 
Special Employment Hiring Opportunity (SEHO) program for employees of Guide 
Corporation when it hired entry level employees at the Fort Wayne plant in 2008 without 
first offering former Guide employees the opportunity to flow back into those positions.1  

                                      
1
 Grievance No. 106690 states: 
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Management responded that the issue raised was not subject to the grievance 
procedure.  Management pointed out that issues related to employee placement must 
be referred to the National parties for resolution. 2 

 
Grievance No. 106690 was appealed to the Umpire as Case No. AA-155 on June 

18, 2013.3  On August 17, 2016, Representative Doug Taylor of the UAW-GM 
Department and Michael V. Coletta of General Motors agreed to withdraw Appeal Case 
AA – 155 because the issue raised had already been addressed and resolved in 
previous proceedings.  The disposition of Appeal Case AA-155 states: 

 
“Appeal AA-154 (Grievance No. 101249)4 and AA-155 (Grievance No. 
106690) are hereby withdrawn.  The issues in these grievances have 
been the subject of prior grievances, internal union appeals, and extensive 
litigation among the grievants, the Union, and the Company, up to and 
including the Sixth Circuit Court of Appeals.  As all the issues have been 
finally resolved in prior cases, it is unreasonable, unnecessary, and 
irrational to start over.  The grievants in the instant case were part of the 
cases referenced above.  All of them knew or should have known that the 
issues had been resolved prior to the filing of the above-referenced 
grievances.  All of them certainly have known for some time that the 
issues had reached their final chapter.”5 

The disposition letter describes the prior resolution of the appellants’ complaint as 
follows: 
 

                                                                                                                        
We charge Mgt with violation of but not limited Agreement regarding closure of the Guide 
corporation Anderson Ind. & Monroe Lousn plants, violation of SEHO Agreement dated 
1-29-2007, by not offering us employment @ Ft. Wayne Assembly during 2008 when Ft. 
Wayne hired new Entry Level employees.  We demand that Mgt abide by the above cited 
Agreements & make us whole including all lost monies & benefits & seniority.” (Record, 
p. 13) 

2
 Management’s position states: 

“Management recognizes the Union’s concerns raised in the instant grievance, however, 
the process for resolving this dispute is outlined in the letter the Union provided dated 
February 5, 2012.  In accordance with the letter, number five (5) states:  ‘All disputes over 
the selection process will be referred to the National Parties (GM and the GM Department 
of the UAW).’  Accordingly, this issue should be referred to the National Parties for 
resolution.” (Record, p. 21) 

3
 Record, p. 23.   

4
 Grievance No. 101249 addressed management’s application of the Memorandum of Understanding – 

UAW-GM Entry Level Wage and Benefit Agreement as outlined in the 2011 UAW-GM National 
Agreement.  The parties refer to this grievance as “the wage claim.”  Grievance No. 101249 is not part of 
this appeal.  The parties refer to appellants’ complaints about the Company’s failure to provide them with 
hiring opportunities as “the hiring claim.” 

5
 Record, p. 25. 
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“The hiring claim was the subject of a May 2010 International Executive 
Board Decision entitled Appeal of Tyrone Magnum, Member, UAW Local 
1963 v. UAW National Guide and General Motors Departments, appealing 
grievances 11810 and 11851.  The wage claim was investigated by an 
International Appeals Board Committee and a final decision was issued by 
International President Bob King dated October 25, 2012, addressed to 
Tyrone Magnum, et al., Members.  These matters are closed.”6 

On October 4, 2013, while Grievance 106690 was pending, a group of former 
Guide employees, including appellants, filed a Complaint in the US District Court, 
asserting claims arising from the SEHO letter dated January 19, 2007.7  The District 
Court granted the International Union’s Motion for Summary Judgment on the matter on 
May 1, 2015.  The court ruled the six-month statute of limitations applicable to 
appellants’ hiring claim began to run on May 20, 2010, when the IEB issued its ruling 
denying their appeal from the union’s refusal to pursue their grievances asserting 
violations of the Guide plant closing agreement and the SEHO letter.  The court found 
that appellants’ subsequent grievances asserting similar claims did not initiate a new 
limitations period.  The Opinion and Order Granting Defendants’ Motions for Summary 
Judgment issued by Hon. Matthew F. Leitman on May 1, 2015, gives the following 
reason for the ruling: 

 
“Moreover, the Hiring Claim would not be timely even if the additional 
grievances did address the Hiring Breach, as plaintiffs claim they did.  
Simply put, when the IEB denied the plaintiffs’ appeal of the decision to 
withdraw the hiring grievances on May 20, 2010, it unequivocally indicated 
that the Union would not be challenging Hiring Breach.  Thus, even if the 
additional grievances addressed the Hiring Breach and even if they 
remained pending after the IEB issued its decision on the hiring 
grievances appeal, plaintiffs had to know on May 20, 2010, that (1) the 
Union would not challenge the Hiring Breach, (2) the Union would not 
resolve the additional grievances in their favor, and (3) they would have to 
file a civil action if they wished to challenge the Union’s refusal to contest 
the Hiring Breach.  Thus, even if the additional grievances addressed the 
Hiring Breach, that would not change the fact that any claim based upon 
that breach – as the Hiring Claim is – accrued on May 20, 2010, when the 
IEB denied the appeal of the Hiring Grievances.”8 

The Sixth Circuit Court of Appeals affirmed Leitman’s ruling on June 20, 2016.9  
 

                                      
6
 Record, p. 25. 

7
 Record, pp. 72-83. 

8
 Record, pp. 95-96. 

9
 Record, pp. 111-124. 
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On August 24, 2016, Representative Taylor notified John Dohner of the 
disposition of Appeal Case AA – 155.10  Dohner, Cooper, Scott, Flatford, and Geisinger 
appealed Taylor’s decision to the International Executive Board (IEB) on September 9, 
2016.11  Representative Taylor responded to that appeal on October 28, 2016.  Taylor 
stated that there had been no violation of the National Agreement because the closing 
agreement and the SEHO letter did not create actual hiring rights for former Guide 
employees, but only provided hiring opportunities.  Taylor’s Memorandum states: 

 
“It lacks merit because there was no violation of the National Agreement 
or the MOU that the UAW and General Motors wrote, so the Guide 
employees/members would have job offers to them when they became 
available.  The MOU did not give them hiring rights over anyone else, it 
gave them a hiring opportunity when they became available.”12 

Furthermore, Taylor pointed out that the remedy sought by appellants is not available 
through the grievance procedure. The Memorandum of Understanding governing 
employee placement found in Appendix A of the 2011 UAW-GM National Agreement 
specifically states that issues arising in connection with employee placement will not 
provide the basis for any claims for back wages or any form of retroactive 
adjustments.13 
 

President Williams’s staff determined that a hearing was unnecessary on 
appellants’ case.  Acting on behalf of the International President, staff issued a report on 
the matter based on documents in the record.  In addition to the SEHO letter dated 
January 19, 2007, and the Guide letter dated February 5, 2008, the report to the IEB 
contains a copy of a Memorandum of Understanding, Special Attrition Program, UAW—
GM—Guide, also dated January 19, 2007.14  Option 5 of the Special Attrition Program 
allowed Guide employees without seniority rights to General Motors to remain on the 
Guide seniority list and file an application for future hiring opportunities at General 
Motors.  Staff reported that all of the appellants chose Option 5.  Based on that option, 
appellants claimed that they were entitled to preferential hiring consideration at GM so 
that their rights were violated when GM hired 45 new employees at the Fort Wayne 
plant during August and September 2008.15 

 
Staff responded that nothing in the SEHO letter or the Special Attrition Plan 

guaranteed appellants’ placement at GM or gave appellants hiring rights over anyone 
else.  Staff’s report states: 

                                      
10

 Record, p. 26. 

11
 Record, p. 28. 

12
 Record, p. 33. 

13
 Record, p. 33. 

14
 Record, pp. 46-48. 

15
 Record, p. 39. 
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“This issue has been given great scrutiny and careful examination.  The 
appellants claim they were given certain hiring preferences at General 
Motors as a result of a MOU.  The appellants selected to participate in 
Option 5.  While Option 5 provided certain hiring opportunities at General 
Motors, it did not provide any hiring preference for the Guide UAW 
members who were adversely affected by their plant closure.”16 

Furthermore, staff observed that Appendix A of the 2011 UAW-GM National Agreement 
provides that complaints about placement will not provide a basis for any claims for 
back wages or any form of retroactive adjustment.17  Staff concluded that appellants 
had not asserted any basis for challenging Representative Doug Taylor’s decision to 
withdraw their grievance.  Staff’s report states: 
 

“After reviewing the case record, there is no reason to disagree with the 
decision made by UAW International Representative Doug Taylor to 
withdraw the grievance and not pursue arbitration in this case.  There is 
no evidence of arbitrariness or lack of good faith effort on behalf of the 
appellant[s] during the handling of this grievance.  There is also no 
evidence of fraud, discrimination, or collusion with management that 
motivated the decision to withdraw the grievance.  Finally, there was a 
rational basis for the decision to not pursue arbitration.”18 

Staff denied appellants’ appeal and their report was adopted by the IEB as its 
decision.  President Dennis Williams provided appellants with a copy of the IEB’s 
decision on January 4, 2017.  On January 23, 2017, John Dohner, Jr., April Cooper, 
Iseral Flatford, Shelly Scott, and Christine Geisinger appealed the IEB’s decision to the 
Public Review Board (PRB). 

 
ARGUMENT 

 
A. John Dohner, Jr., on behalf of the appellants: 

In August 2008, General Motors hired approximately 47 employees at the Fort 
Wayne Assembly plant directly from the Work One/Unemployment Office.  Even though 
appellants had submitted applications to be considered for openings at the Fort Wayne 
plant, none of the appellants was offered an opportunity there at that time or at any 
other GM facility until late 2011 and 2012.  

 
Out of the approximately 400 Guide workers who chose Option 5 in the SEHO 

Agreement, over 300 received offers for employment at various plants as early as June 

                                      
16

 Record, p. 40. 

17
 Record, p. 41. 

18
 Record, p. 41. 
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2008.  Many of those who received offers had less seniority than the appellants.  We 
contacted the National Employee Placement Center (NEPC), the local plants that were 
hiring, and multiple people at the Regional and International Union in an effort to correct 
this wrong-doing, but to no avail. 

 
The guidelines established for the SEHO Agreement clearly stated that Guide, 

Delphi, and IUE workers were to be offered opportunities in order of seniority at General 
Motors based on a 50/50 ratio to entry level workers.  This process was not followed.   

 
Appellants are seeking to be properly categorized as traditional employees and 

have their seniority, benefits and compensation adjusted to reflect hire dates in 2008 to 
the openings that were instead given to new hires.  

 
B. International Union, UAW: 

Appellants claim that the Fort Wayne Assembly plant had an obligation under 
Appendix A to offer employees from Guide, Delphi, and IUE job opportunities in an 
equal ratio to new hires.  Appellants have not established any contractual basis for this 
claim.  Furthermore, even if General Motors should have hired additional Guide, Delphi 
and IUE employees in August 2008, there is no evidence on the record that the 
appellants were next in line for those opportunities.  

 
The decision to withdraw Appeal Case AA – 155 was rational because the claim 

asserted was almost five years old when appellants filed Grievance 106690.  Appellants 
had already litigated the issues presented by the grievance in federal court by the time 
the matter reached the UAW-GM Department on November 24, 2015.  Even if 
appellants’ allegations about the employees hired at the Fort Wayne Assembly Plant in 
August 2008 raised new claims, this was clearly an issue that they could have brought 
to the attention of the court during the federal litigation in 2013 through 2015.  

 
Most significantly, however, the appellants’ complaint about being deprived of a 

hiring opportunity is not subject to the grievance procedure.  Such disputes must be 
submitted to the National Parties for resolution.  Appendix A specifically states that such 
claims will not provide a basis for back wages or retroactive adjustments.  

 
Despite appellants’ perseverance, there is simply no evidence of a breach of the 

collective bargaining agreement and no available remedy – either before this Board or 
in court.  As the union representative summarized in the grievance disposition, all of the 
appellants have known for some time that these issues have reached their final chapter.  

 
C. Rebuttal by John Dohner, Jr. on behalf of appellants: 

GM and the UAW violated appellants’ contractual rights under Option 5 of the 
Guide Closure Agreement when they failed to offer appellants opportunities for 
employment in order of seniority and in a 50/50 ratio to people hired “off the street” at 
Fort Wayne and multiple other GM plants across the country in 2008.  Appellants made 
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choices in reliance on the promises made in connection with the closure agreement.  
We can establish that the parties did not follow the process that was presented. 

 
The grievance I filed for appellants in 2013 had not been the subject of prior 

litigation or appeals.  The lawsuit filed by the Guide workers and Tyrone Mangrum’s 
appeal to the IEB have no relevance to this grievance.  Those actions were based on 
the conversion of temporary employees to traditional under the 2007 UAW-GM National 
Agreement.  This grievance addresses the failure of the parties to offer an opportunity to 
appellants in line with their seniority in a 50/50 ratio to employees who were not covered 
by the special hiring opportunities promised in the Guide Memorandum of 
Understanding and Option 5 of that agreement.  The IEB’s decision to deny this appeal 
based on the previous litigation and appeals that are completely unrelated lacked a 
rational basis.  

 
In response to our appeal, President Williams suggests that appellants have now 

all reached the traditional wage rate.  We have not reached the top traditional wage 
rate, nor will we ever, because of our entry level status.  We are all currently at the top 
entry level wage rate, which is fifty cents less than what traditional employees make.  

 
If the agreements made in 2008 did not create contractual obligations to recall 

Guide workers, how were hundreds of former Guide workers who selected Option 5 
given the opportunity for employment at multiple GM facilities 2008?  Our claim is not 
that we should have been hired prior to all other entry level employees, but that we 
should have been hired in accordance with the terms of the 2007 UAW-GM Agreement 
and the February 5, 2008 letter explaining Option 5 of the Special Attrition Program.  
The process established by these documents was not followed.  Many of the former 
Local Union 663 members with two to three years less seniority than appellants were 
recalled to work in 2008 at plants where appellants had applications on file.  One of 
those members was the Local 663 president, Steve Lewis, who had a 2000 seniority 
date.  Lewis accepted an offer to Lake Orion in July 2008.  Many of the appellants had 
an application in for Lake Orion and most of them had a 1999 seniority date.  Appellants 
never received an offer to go to any GM facility prior to 2011 and 2012.  

 
Appellants’ claims were not five years old when Grievance 106690 was filed on 

March 19, 2013.  Appellants were not hired into the Fort Wayne Assembly plant until 
mid to late 2012.  Appellants had no knowledge of the new employees hired at Fort 
Wayne until after they became employed there.  In March 2013, appellants discovered 
that there were approximately 47 people hired into Fort Wayne directly from the local 
unemployment office in August and September 2008.  Further investigation revealed 
that there were hundreds of people hired by GM across the country in 2008 while 
appellants were never offered a hiring opportunity during this period.  Appellants’ 
grievance was filed immediately after this issue was discovered.  Due to the untimely 
and unorthodox processing of this case from that point on, the grievance was not heard 
at step three until August 17, 2016.  
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The appellants request that the PRB grant their request for an appeal to address 
the contractual violations asserted in Grievance No. 106690. 

 
DISCUSSION 

 
Appellants have never previously appealed any issues arising in connection with 

the Guide Corporation closing agreement to the PRB and there are no prior PRB 
decisions addressing these claims.  The assertion in paragraph 2 of appellants’ 
Amended Complaint that appellants pursued internal union remedies which concluded 
with a decision by the Public Review Board on April 4, 2013, is simply untrue.19  On 
December 18, 2007, appellants filed Grievance No. 11810 protesting GM’s failure to 
offer job opportunities to former Guide employees who had chosen Option 5 from the 
January 19, 2007 Special Attrition Program for Guide employees.20  A similar grievance, 
Grievance No. 11851, was filed on January 23, 2008.  The District Court described the 
processing of Grievances 11810 and 11851 in its Order granting the Union’s motion for 
summary judgement. The Court’s Order states: 

 
“…UAW Associate General Counsel William Karges (“Karges”) reviewed 
the Hiring Grievances and determined that they lacked merit because, in 
Karges’ opinion, Option 5 did not guarantee Plaintiffs employment with 
General Motors and there was no evidence that General Motors breached 
the MOU or any other agreement.  Accordingly, the Union withdrew the 
Hiring Grievances – i.e., decided not to pursue the Hiring Grievances with 
General Motors on Plaintiffs’ behalf – on April 7, 2009. …”21 

The grievants’ appeal of the Union’s decision not to pursue the hiring grievances 
resulted in the IEB decision dated May 20, 2010.  Appellants never made any attempt to 
appeal the IEB’s decision dated May 20, 2010 to the PRB.  The time limit for filing an 
appeal to the PRB from the IEB’s decision issued on May 20, 2010 expired long ago.  
 

The only communication between any of the appellants and the PRB was in 
response to a letter from International President Bob King addressing appellants’ 
complaint about their hourly rate, or what the parties refer to as the wage claim.  On 
October 25, 2012, President King ruled appellants’ wage claim lacked merit.22  King 

                                      
19

 Paragraph 2 of the Amended Complaint with Jury Demand filed on December 5, 2013, states as 
follows: 

“This action is being brought within the six-month statute of limitations provided in 29 U. 
S. C. Section 160(b), considering that the statute of limitations was tolled during the 
period when plaintiffs pursued internal union remedies, which concluded with a decision 
by the Public Review Board of the International Union, UAW, on April 4, 2013.”  (Record, 
p. 73) 

20
 Record, pp. 78-79. 

21
 Record, p. 89. 

22
 Record, p. 5. 
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maintained this determination was covered by Article 33, §2(b) of the UAW Constitution 
so the matter was closed.23   On February 7, 2013, Iseral Flatford sent information about 
the wage controversy to the PRB and requested that the Board look into the matter.  
Flatford stated that he had attempted to appeal President King’s ruling on November 30, 
2012, but that he had received no reply.24  PRB Director Barbara Klein responded to 
Flatford on February 28, 2013.  Klein informed Flatford that the International Union had 
no record of an attempt to appeal President King’s October 25, 2012 ruling.  Klein 
stated that Flatford’s appeal appeared to be untimely, therefore.25  Flatford did not 
respond to Klein’s letter.  Prior to this appeal, the PRB has not received any other 
correspondence from appellants in connection with the Guide Corporation closing 
agreements.  

 
In this appeal, appellants argue that the resolution of Grievance No. 11810 and 

Grievance No. 11851 has no bearing on their present claim.  They explain that the prior 
grievances addressed the conversion of temporary employees to permanent traditional 
employees under the 2007 UAW-GM National Agreement.  They argue that Grievance 
No. 106690 is based on an entirely different event, that is, GM’s decision to hire 47 new 
employees at the Fort Wayne plant in 2008, without first contacting appellants and 
offering them the opportunity to apply for those positions.  Appellants argue that 
Grievance No. 106690 is timely because they did not learn about the employees hired 
in 2008 until they began working at the Fort Wayne plant in 2012.  Grievance No. 
106690 is still untimely.  The time limits for appealing a grievance settlement are not 
restarted by filing a subsequent grievance alleging the same violation.26  The IEB’s 
denial of appellants’ previous grievances did not depend on GM’s decision to hire any 
particular employee.  Appellants’ grievances were denied because they had no 
contractual right to be offered a job at GM.  

 
The Memorandum of Understanding establishing the Special Attrition Plan for 

Guide employees following the plant closure in January 2007 describes the options 
available to various classes of employees from the closed plant.  Option 5 explains how 
employees who do not have seniority rights at GM will be treated.  The only thing Option 
5 grants to former Guide employees without GM seniority is the right to be considered 
as a new hire and the possibility of a relocation allowance.27  Had appellants become 

                                      
23

 Article 33, §2(b) limits certain kinds of appeals.  It states, in pertinent part, as follows: 

“For an interpretation of a collective bargaining agreement by a National Department or 
Regional Director, where the interpretation is so obviously correct that no purpose will be 
served by an appeal, and where it is consistent with other provisions of this Constitution 
and International Union policy, the appeal shall be directly to the International President.  
There shall be no further appeal from that decision.” 

24
 Record, p. 8. 

25
 Record, pp. 9-10. 

26
 Notchick v. Local Union 2209, PRB Case No. 1346, 11 PRB 255 (2001), at 259. 

27
 Option 5 states, in pertinent part, as follows: 
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aware that the Fort Wayne plant was hiring in 2008 and applied for one of those 
openings, their former employment at Guide Corporation might have given them an 
advantage for hiring consideration, but even that was not something the union could 
insist upon.  The union would have no contractual basis for demanding that appellants 
be placed at the Fort Wayne plant ahead of anyone else management wished to hire.  
Nothing in Option 5 can be construed to create an obligation on the part of GM 
management to hire Guide employees who had no GM seniority rights.  The parties 
subsequently adopted a letter describing a plan to offer jobs to Guide employees who 
selected Option 5, but as appellants have been informed on numerous occasions, that 
letter did not create a contractual obligation on GM’s part to make job offers to them.28  
Appellants had no reasonable expectation that GM management would seek them out 
to make job offers before addressing the Company’s immediate manpower needs.  

 
In any event, appellants’ argument that they ought to have been hired by General 

Motors in 2008 was never subject to resolution through the grievance procedure.  The 
letter dated February 5, 2008, specifically refers disputes regarding the implementation 
of Option 5 to the National Parties for resolution.29  In addition, the Memorandum of 
Understanding on Employee Placement included as Appendix A to the 2007 and the 
2011 UAW-GM National Agreements refers unresolved issues regarding employee 
placement to GM Labor Relations and the International Union for resolution.30  The 
reason for this rule is that placement of employees on a GM seniority list affects GM 
employees nationwide who have contractual rights to be recalled to GM facilities.  The 
local parties cannot negotiate grievance settlements that might affect the seniority rights 
of GM employees at plants around the country.31  

                                                                                                                        
“For those Guide employees without seniority rights to General Motors, remain on the 
seniority rolls for Guide corporation and be governed by the current agreements between 
Guide corporation and the UAW, make application for General Motors new hire 
consideration consistent with the process and administrative rules developed by the 
parties, including relocation allowance, if applicable, in the amount of $12,500.”  (Record, 
p. 47) 

28
 Appellants’ claim is based on the following sentence in the letter dated February 5, 2008: 

“Guide employees will be eligible to receive up to two (2) job offers.  One of those job 
offers will be based upon the employee’s interest as identified on the application 
submitted.  The other job offer will be at the discretion of General Motors and will be 
based on the needs of the Company.”  (Record, p 4) 

29
 The letter states: 

“All disputes over the selection process will be referred and handled for resolution by the 
National Parties (GM and the GM Department of the UAW).”   (Record, p. 4) 

30
 Appendix A provides, in pertinent part, as follows: 

“Any complaints regarding the application of these provisions in any plant may be taken 
up with local management of that plant by the local shop committee and if not resolved 
may be referred to the GM Labor Relations and the International Union for resolution; 
however, the above provisions shall not be the basis for any claims for back wages or 
any form of retroactive adjustments.” 

31
 See Sasaki v. Local Union 1853, PRB Case No 1524, 13 PRB 202. (2005).   
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The Memorandum of Understanding that appellants rely on does not create 

additional contractual obligations on the part of GM toward the former Guide 
employees.  The Memorandum is a plant closing agreement explaining what GM’s 
obligations are under the existing contracts. When GM announced that the Guide plant 
was to be closed, the UAW-GM Department persuaded GM to provide some hiring 
opportunities to former Guide employees, but the Guide employees did not become GM 
seniority employees as a result of these negotiations.  The meeting during which the 
terms of the closing agreement were presented to the membership was primarily for 
informational purposes.  Any vote conducted at such a meeting simply amounts to a 
formal recognition that these are the terms of the closing agreement.  GM’s decision to 
close the Guide plant was not subject to ratification by the plant’s employees.32 

 
The issue presented by this appeal was decided in May 2010 in response to 

appellants’ appeal of the union’s decision not to pursue Grievance No. 11810 and 
Grievance No. 11851.  The union’s disposition of those grievances was rational 
because complaints related to the selection of employees for hire after selecting Option 
5 of the Guide Special Attrition Program are not subject to the grievance procedure.  
Such issues are to be resolved by the National Parties.  In addition, under Appendix A 
of the UAW-GM Agreement, such complaints do not provide a basis for any retroactive 
adjustment or monetary relief.  There was nothing that could be accomplished by further 
pursuit of appellants’ grievances in May 2010.  

 
Further, appellants did not appeal the IEB’s decision in 2010.  Their attempt to 

raise these issues now is untimely. 
 
The decision of the IEB is affirmed.   

                                      
32

 See Evans, et al. v. UAW National Ford Department, PRB Case No. 1579, 13 PRB 655, (2008), at 665; 
Fisher et al. v. UAW International Union President; PRB Case No. 1685, 14 PRB 990 (2013), at 1000; 
and Sheets and Weills v. UAW-Chrysler Department, PRB Case 1701 (2014), at 12.  


