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Susan Chappell argues that her appeal to the Convention Appeals Committee 

(CAC) was submitted within the time limits established by Article 33, §4(c) of the UAW 
International Constitution. 

 
FACTS 

 
Susan Chappell is an hourly production worker at the John Deere Harvester 

Works Manufacturing facility (“the Company”) in East Moline, Illinois, with a seniority 
date of December 10, 2007.  She is represented by UAW Local Union 865.  In 2016, 
Chappell applied for a promotion to the Product Layout Inspector classification.  She 
was disqualified for the promotion because she failed a test designed to determine the 
qualified applicants.1 Local Union 865 filed Grievance No. 16-56 protesting Chappell’s 
disqualification based on her claim that management did not provide proper training for 
the test.  Grievance No. 16-56 was settled based on an agreement to provide Chappell 
with an additional two weeks of training and another opportunity to take the test.2 

                                      
1
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2
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After receiving additional training, Chappell was retested but she still failed to 

qualify.  Local 865 filed Grievance No. 16-114 for Chappell claiming that she was not 
properly trained and that other employees were given an easier test.  On December 15, 
2016, Local 865 Chairperson Ben Pearson notified Chappell that he had withdrawn her 
grievance based on his determination that it lacked merit.3  Chappell appealed 
Chairperson Pearson’s decision to the Local Union membership on February 25, 2017.  
She appealed the membership’s refusal to order the reinstatement of her grievance to 
the International Executive Board (IEB) on March 10, 2017.4 

 
On May 11, 2017, the IEB adopted a decision denying Chappell’s appeal.  The 

decision was mailed to Chappell using a United States Postal Service (“USPS”) tracking 
number.  The USPS record indicates that the mail was delivered to a Post Office Box in 
Milan, Illinois, on May 15, 2017, at 8:47 a.m.5  On June 20, 2017, Chappell submitted an 
appeal to the CAC from the IEB’s decision.  The appeal contains the following comment 
on the timing of its submission: 

 
“CONCERNING THE TIMELINESS OF THIS APPEAL 

I, Susan Chappell, affirm that I received the recent ruling made by the 
UAW International Executive Board on May 24, 2017, and submit this 
appeal of that decision to the Convention Appeals Committee on or before 
the 30-day limit (UAW Constitution, Article 33), which date is June 23, 
2017.”6 

President Dennis Williams’s Administrative Assistant Rick Isaacson wrote to 
Chappell on June 26, 2017 in response to her appeal to the CAC.  Isaacson informed 
Chappell that her appeal could not be considered because it was not submitted within 
the time limits stated in Article 33, §4(c) of the International Constitution.  Isaacson’s 
letter states: 

 
“The case record reflects that you received the decision of the IEB on May 
15, 2017.  You attempted to appeal that decision in a letter postmarked 
June 21, 2017.  Your attempt to appeal was outside the thirty (30) day 
period, as such, your attempt to appeal is untimely.”7 

On July 14, 2017, Chappell wrote to President Williams asking that the 
International Union recalculate the time limits applicable to her appeal using the actual 
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6
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date that she received the IEB’s decision.  Chappell reported that she first became 
aware of the IEB’s decision when she picked up her mail on May 24, 2017.  She stated 
that she began working on her appeal on that date.  Her letter states: 

 
“After receiving the IEB Decision on May 24, 2017, I worked diligently to 
prepare the Notice of Appeal and Statement of Reasons for Appeal and 
had an imperfect but acceptable draft completed Friday, June 9, 2017, 
according to my ‘worst possible case’ estimate of time constraint.  But I 
was not satisfied with the quality of my work.”8 

Chappell explained that rather than submit a hastily written document to the CAC, she 
called the International Union to ask how the time limits are applied.  Chappell reported 
that she spoke with someone named Faye.  Chappell described her conversation with 
Faye as follows: 
 

“Faye told me that the start of the thirty-day allowance would be the day I 
actually received it.  We calculated that the thirty days started on May 24, 
2017, and ended June 23, 2017.  We discussed that the letter probably 
sat a week or more in my post office box before I got it, and I asked 
whether anyone there might ignore the actual date of receipt and use a 
date that they thought I ‘should have’ gotten it instead. 

Faye assured me that the Constitution intended that appellants have thirty 
days to properly prepare their statements.  Faye also told me I should mail 
it sooner than June 23rd to be sure it was on the President’s desk by that 
date.”9 

Administrative Assistant Isaacson responded to Chappell’s request on July 26, 
2017.  He pointed out that the calculation of time limits in the UAW Constitution is stated 
in Article 33, §4(b) and begins to run from the time the appellant should reasonably 
have become aware of the action being appealed.  In this case, according to Isaacson, 
that date was May 15, 2017, when the IEB’s decision was delivered to Chappell’s post 
office box.  Isaacson also responded to Chappell’s account of her conversation with 
Faye.  He wrote: 

 
“In your letter, dated July 14, 2017, you wrote that you had discussions 
with “Faye” about the Constitutional time limits.  The only Faye that works 
at Solidarity House is the building receptionist. I have spoken to Faye and 
she has assured me that she did not discuss any Constitutional time limit 
issue with you.  As stated, Faye is a telephone receptionist; as such, she 

                                      
8
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does not have any working knowledge of the UAW International 
Constitution.”10 

On August 24, 2017, Chappell wrote to President Williams asking him to 
reconsider Isaacson’s interpretation of the Constitution.  She argued that the phrase in 
Article 33, §4(b), “reasonably should have become aware” does not define what is 
reasonable.  She contended that the phrase should not be interpreted to start the time 
limit on the earliest possible date that the appellant could have become aware of the 
decision, but rather, to exclude members from presenting issues so old and forgotten 
they could no longer be fairly adjudicated. Chappell wrote: 

 
“You appear to intend in advance to estimate the earliest possible time 
you think that the recipient might have been able to become aware.  Using 
this procedure without informing recipients in advance that you have 
created a practice of automatically referring to a date other than ‘the date 
the appellant first becomes aware,’ that you use as a matter of course in 
lieu of the actual Constitutional wording and intent sets a trap for the 
unwary who act in good faith to perform in accordance with the actual 
wording of the Constitution.”11 

Chappell went on to explain that she had taken steps to ensure that she received 
timely notification of the IEB’s decision, even if she did not always collect the mail in her 
post office box.  She wrote that she had asked the Local Union President Rico Diaz to 
notify her when he received the Local Union’s copy of the IEB’s decision.  She reported 
that she phoned Diaz after she picked up her copy of the decision on May 24, 2017, and 
he said the Local Union had never received a copy.  Chappell maintained that she 
reasonably relied on Diaz’s promise to notify her when the IEB’s decision was issued.  
Chappell repeated her claim that she spoke with a person named Faye at the 
International Union who told her she should have her appeal on the President’s desk by 
June 23, 2017.12 

 
Chappell noted that the Public Review Board (PRB) has addressed the issue of 

what is a reasonable interpretation of the Constitutional time limits in twenty previous 
cases published on its website.  She observed that cases where appeals were rejected 
as untimely involved appeals filed many months, and sometimes years, after the 
decision being appealed was made.13  She pointed out that in Addison v. International 
Executive Board, PRB Case No. 1500, 12 PRB 694 (2005), the PRB held that the 
appellant had the right to rely on his Chairperson’s promise to file an appeal, so that the 
time limits did not commence until he learned that the Chairperson did not appeal.14  
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Chappell argued that the principle in Addison also applied to her situation, because 
Addison could have contacted the Chairperson and learned of his failure to act.  The 
International Union’s ruling is based on the fact that Chappell could have learned about 
the IEB’s decision if she had checked her mail box.  Chappell maintained that the fact 
that she did not know about the decision until May 24 should be controlling.  

 
In Willis and Smith v. International Executive Board, PRB Case Nos. 1507 & 

1510, 13 PRB 52 (2005), the PRB held that the appellant would not be considered 
untimely because she made a good faith effort to obtain information about the appellate 
procedures.  Chappell argued that this is exactly what she did.  Chappell’s letter 
concludes: 

 
“I did, in good faith, follow the letter of the Constitution as I understood it.  I 
made good effort to retrieve the IEB Decision as soon as possible.  I 
sought guidance from the UAW International offices, and continually 
researched to increase my understanding in order to do it correctly and by 
the rules. 

I became aware of the IEB Decision on May 24, 2017, and mailed my 
appeal on June 20, 2017. 

Therefore, I respectfully request that you please accept my appeal as 
timely so my appeal may be judged on its merits.”15  

On September 6, 2017, Administrative Assistant Isaacson advised Chappell that 
she could present an appeal from the President’s decision to the IEB.  Chappell 
submitted her appeal to the IEB on September 29, 2017.  President Williams’s staff 
determined that a hearing was unnecessary on the appeal.  Acting on behalf of the 
President, staff prepared a report to the IEB based on records received from Local 
Union 865 and correspondence in the record. 

 
Staff concluded that Chappell’s attempt to appeal to the CAC was untimely 

based on documents in the record.  Staff rejected Chappell’s interpretation of Article 33, 
§4(b) that the phrase “reasonably should have become aware” is subordinate to the 
phrase “first becomes aware.”  Staff pointed out that under Chappell’s reading of the 
text, the time limits would be extended indefinitely as long as she never picked up her 
mail.16 

 
Staff rejected as not credible Chappell’s account of the advice she claimed to 

have received from Faye.  Staff’s report states: 
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“…Upon receipt of the appellant’s letters, Rick Isaacson discussed the 
appellant’s claims with Faye, and Faye adamantly denied giving the 
appellant any Constitutional advice or interpretations.  The appellant has 
also written that when she called Faye, she was told that ‘no decision 
makers were available.’  This does not ring true because Faye’s work area 
is not in the President’s office.  If the appellant did call Solidarity House 
looking for information on an appeal, she would have been transferred to 
the President’s office; there is no way Faye could know who was or was 
not available in the President’s office that day. …”17 

Staff observed that if Faye actually told Chappell that there were no decision makers 
available, it was unreasonable for Chappell to rely on Faye’s decision regarding the time 
limits.  The more natural response to such information would have been for Chappell to 
leave a message with someone in the President’s office.  Staff reported that no such 
message was left.18 
 

In response to Chappell’s claim that she had a right to rely on President’s Diaz’s 
promise to notify her when the IEB’s decision was issued, staff reported that a copy of 
the decision was sent to the Local Union President and the Local Union Recording 
Secretary via email on the day it was issued.19 

 
Staff argued that the circumstances in the two PRB cases Chappell cited are 

distinguishable from hers.  In the Addison case, the PRB ruled that appellant had the 
right to rely on the committeeperson’s statement that he intended to file a policy 
grievance over the issue being appealed.  In the Willis and Smith case, language in the 
IEB decision suggested that Smith should renew her appeal to the membership.  The 
PRB held that Smith had made a good faith effort to obtain information about the appeal 
procedure and time limits.  Although Chappell makes a similar claim, staff found her 
argument unpersuasive.  Staff’s report states: 

 
“…The appellant claims to have had discussion with a clerical employee, 
and if, as she claims, was told no decision makers were available, why did 
she not leave a message for one of the President’s appeals staff to return 
her call?  If this conversation with Faye did take place as described by 
appellant, why, when she was told that no decision makers were available, 
did she take advice from a clerical employee.  Why would a clerical 
employee give Constitutional advice when the clerical employee told the 
appellant no decision makers were available?  If the appellant was under 
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the impression she was timely, based on alleged discussions with Faye, 
why did she even raise the timeliness issue in her appeal to the CAC?”20 

Staff concluded that President Williams had not abused his discretion in failing to 
grant Chappell a waiver of the time limits applicable to her appeal.  Staff denied 
Chappell’s appeal and their report was adopted by the IEB.  President Williams 
forwarded a copy of the IEB’s decision to Chappell on November 2, 2017.21  On 
December 11, 2017, Chappell appealed the IEB’s decision finding her appeal to the 
CAC untimely to the PRB. 

 
ARGUMENT 

 
A. Susan Chappell: 

I asked Local 865 President Diaz to contact me when he received the IEB’s 
decision.  This relieved me of the burden of daily trips into town to check my post office 
box.  It also reduced the risk of missing the mail if it were delivered to the wrong 
mailbox.  President Diaz is at the Local Union hall daily and he told me he would call as 
soon as the decision arrived.  President Diaz never received a copy of the decision, 
because the International Union sent it to the wrong email address.  Diaz’s email 
address is:  diazricardoa@johndeere.com.  The International sent the IEB decision to 
diazricoardoa@johndeere.com.  The IEB cannot fault me for the International Union’s 
use of the wrong address. 

 
The IEB used an irrational supposition to discredit my interpretation of the time 

limits.  They claimed that under my reading of the section, the time limits would never 
start as long as I never checked my mail box.  This is an unreasonable argument.  That 
is not what happened here and not what I am asserting.  It does not take into account 
my demonstrated concern and responsible enlistment of trustworthy assistance from the 
Local Union President to be sure I got the IEB decision as soon as it was available.  
They ignored the fact that I did not get immediate notice of the decision because they 
sent it to the wrong address. 

 
The IEB failed to properly apply the PRB’s previous rulings to the facts of this 

case.  In Addison v. International Executive Board, PRB Case No. 1500, the appellant 
learned of the adverse decision on June 20, 2003, but he did not immediately appeal 
because the chairperson stated he intended to write a policy grievance appealing the 
ruling.  The PRB ruled that Addison had a right to rely on the chairperson’s expressed 
intention even though he never requested a copy of the appeal or attempted to verify its 
existence.  In this case, I justifiably relied on a local union official to give me notice of 
the issuance of the IEB decision.  He failed to do so because the International Union 
used the wrong address.  I filed my appeal 28 days after my discovery of the IEB’s 
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decision.  That should have been considered timely in accordance with the ruling in 
Addison. 

 
In Willis and Smith v. International Executive Board, PRB Case Nos. 1507 

&1510, the decision states: 
 
“Appellant Rosalie Smith acknowledges that she received her copy of the 
IEB’s decision on her initial appeal on November 8, and that she did not 
submit her appeal to the PRB until December 20, which is beyond the 
thirty-day time limit for appeals specified in Article 33, §4(c), of the 
International Constitution.  We have previously ruled, however, that an 
appeal filed beyond the thirty-day limit will not be considered untimely 
where an appellant has made a good faith effort to resolve the issue 
raised or to obtain information about appeal procedures and time limits. 
We find that this principle should be applied to Smith’s appeal.” 

The International Union claims that I did not make a good faith effort to get advice about 
time limits because I did not leave a message when I called for advice on June 9 and 
spoke with the Union’s receptionist.  I did not leave a message because any message 
would not have been addressed for at least ten days, and I needed to make my decision 
on the applicable time limits immediately.  The International Union asserts that the 
receptionist would not have knowledge of the time limits or their application.  The UAW 
Constitution is published and available.  The usual and customary practices of any 
office are generally well known by its clerical staff.  The usual and customary practices 
of the International President’s office, if they are not entirely arbitrary, can and should be 
published with other published guidelines for appeals for the benefit of UAW Local 
Union members, but they are not. 
 

I followed the requirements of the Constitution in good faith.  I became aware of 
the IEB decision on May 24, 2017, and submitted my appeal on June 20, 2017.  The 
appeal was postmarked June 21, which was 28 days after I first became aware of the 
IEB’s decision.  I respected the time limits of the UAW Constitution as I understood 
them.  I sought advice from the International Union and the Local Union.  I made my 
appeal to the CAC as soon as I became aware of the IEB’s decision.   

 
I am asking the PRB to rule that my appeal to the CAC was timely. 
 
B. International Union, UAW: 

In her appeal to the IEB, Chappell raised for the first time the argument that her 
untimeliness should be excused because the Local 865 President did not receive a 
copy of the IEB’s decision on her appeal.  The IEB found this argument immaterial.  The 
IEB did not investigate Chappell’s account of her conversations with Diaz, but the 
agreement she described would not absolve Chappell of her responsibility to file a 
timely appeal. 
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Chappell’s failure to submit her appeal within the Constitutional time limits 
resulted from her own inaction.  She has admitted that she failed to check her post 
office box regularly, resulting in a delay of over a week in receiving the IEB decision.  At 
that point, she could have submitted a timely appeal, but she was dissatisfied with the 
quality of her argument.  None of these circumstances excuse a failure to comply with 
the Constitutional time limits applicable to appeals. 

 
Chappell’s situation is distinguishable from the two PRB cases she cites in 

support of her argument.  Unlike the situations presented in the Addison and Willis 
cases, there was no external confusion or ambiguous actions on the part of people 
involved in processing Chappell’s appeal from the decision to withdraw her grievance.  
Chappell knew her appeal was due within thirty days after the IEB issued its decision.  
Chappell allegedly made a single call to the International Union about the due date for 
her appeal, but she never left a message.  If Chappell was truly confused about the day 
her appeal was due, she should have made contact with the President’s office earlier in 
the limitations period and asked for an extension.  Waiting until the last possible day 
and then failing to make a diligent effort to speak to someone with authority is not a 
good faith effort to resolve the issue or obtain information about appellate procedures, 
such as existed in the Willis case. 

 
It is notable that Chappell never sought an extension of the time limits for filing an 

appeal.  Such a request would have been indicative of the sort of good faith the PRB 
has required on the part of an appellant seeking to mitigate untimeliness.  Under these 
circumstances, the PRB should not permit Chappell’s post hoc argument about the 
IEB’s error in notifying President Diaz to excuse her failure to file a timely appeal. 

 
The IEB correctly determined that Chappell’s appeal to the CAC was untimely 

and the circumstances did not warrant a waiver of the limitations period. 
 
C. Rebuttal by Susan Chappell: 

Please do not trivialize the importance of this timeliness appeal by thinking that it 
concerns a case unworthy of consideration by the CAC.  The original grievance 
concerns policies and practices that allow a small, all white, all male, department to 
exclude female applicants and people of color by deliberately undertraining applicants 
who have passed the first screening test for promotion.  The Local Union acknowledged 
that current policies allow the Company to sidestep seniority and realistic job 
qualifications.  This allows people in the department to usher in personal friends and to 
keep out women and minorities. 

 
The Local Committee Chairperson based his conclusion that the union would not 

prevail in arbitration of my grievance on the Company’s claim that they had always done 
training the same way.  I provided my Chairperson with a copy of the Equal 
Employment Opportunity Commission (“EEOC”) “Uniform Guidelines on Employee 
Selection Procedures (1978)” that he could have used to challenge the Company’s 
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selection practices.  My efforts to persuade my Chairperson to reinstate my grievance 
based on these guidelines failed because he did not want to reverse himself. 

 
I made several attempts to understand how the Constitutional time limits are 

applied to appeals.  I first spoke to Administrative Assistant Isaacson about this in May.  
His only guidance was to interrupt every question I asked by saying, “Read the 
Constitution.”  I read the Constitution and submitted my appeal fully confident that I had 
complied with its provisions by submitting my appeal to the CAC within 30 days of 
becoming aware of the IEB’s decision.  I asked the International President to recalculate 
the time limits because I believed Isaacson had simply overlooked my explanation of 
the timing of my appeal.  I only learned after I had submitted my appeal to the CAC that 
Isaacson uses the USPS tracking delivery date as the beginning of the 30-day period, 
even when it differs from the date the appellant became aware of the IEB’s decision. 

 
The International Union’s response argues that I deliberately delayed submission 

of my appeal to the CAC, because it was poorly written.  I was concerned about the 
quality of the argument, but that was not the reason I did not submit it on June 9.  The 
International Union’s answer claims that I only made one telephone call about the 
applicable time limits and that this was on the last day of the 30-day period.  This is a 
fabrication and a deliberate attempt to mislead the PRB.  My entire conversation with 
Mary on June 9 centered around my trying to establish contact with either Tia or Rick, 
but I was told they were going to be gone for at least 10 days.  I believed that the time 
for filing the appeal ran from May 24 through June 23, but I was bothered by Rick 
Isaacson’s flippant and offensive attitude during our telephone conversation near the 
end of May.  Therefore, I wanted to try again to understand and comply with his 
directions.  June 9 was not the last possible day for submitting an appeal to the CAC.  If 
the President’s staff had been available and or willing to return a call at any time during 
the period between June 9 and June 15, and willing to answer my questions with 
anything other than “read the Constitution,” timeliness would not have been an issue in 
this case. 

 
Throughout this appeal process, the International Union repeats that the IEB 

decision sat in my mailbox for a week before I picked it up.  The IEB fails to report that I 
was diligent in making certain I was informed about the issuance of the IEB’s decision.  
President Diaz assured me that he would call me when he got his copy of the IEB’s 
Decision.  If President Diaz had not offered to watch for the IEB Decision daily, I would 
have continued my persistent ritual of making daily post office runs.  I had no reason to 
doubt my local president.  Rick Isaacson of the President’s staff admitted that he knew 
Diaz had not been receiving correspondence sent from the International Union via 
email.  He never brought this problem to Diaz’s attention.  The International Union made 
no effort to verify the email address they were using to send the IEB Decision to Diaz. 

 
The International Union misrepresented the facts in the PRB’s prior decisions 

addressing the proper application of time limits.  I did not ‘sit on my hands’ in presenting 
my appeal of the IEB’s decision, but instead made diligent efforts to obtain information 
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about how the UAW’s appellate procedures operate.  Therefore, based on the decisions 
I cited, my appeal should not have been ruled untimely. 

 
DISCUSSION 

 
Chappell’s arrangement with President Diaz has no bearing on the timeliness of 

her appeal.  The time limits Chappell was required to follow as stated in the Constitution 
would not be altered by any representation from President Diaz regarding the delivery of 
the IEB’s decision to the Local Union. It was Chappell’s responsibility to submit a timely 
appeal if she wished to pursue her case to the CAC.  The IEB’s decision was delivered 
to Chappell on May 15, 2017.  That was the day she received notice of the decision, 
regardless of when she collected her mail.  The time limit for appeals is 30 calendar 
days. Her appeal to the CAC was due, therefore, on June 14, 2017.   That is how time 
limits generally work. 

 
We agree with the conclusion of the International President’s staff that Chappell’s 

description of an alleged conversation with the telephone receptionist at Solidarity 
House is implausible.  It is extremely unlikely that an employee in that position would 
have opined to a potential appellant about what the drafters of the UAW Constitution 
intended.  The credibility of this account is further undermined by the fact that the 
interpretation attributed to Faye or Mary is inconsistent with UAW’s application of these 
appellate time limits since they were first put in place.  Even if this account were true, 
however, Chappell’s efforts to obtain an interpretation of the meaning of Article 33, §4 
would not operate as an extension of the time limits applicable to her appeal.  Chappell 
could have avoided any perceived ambiguity in the application of the time limit by 
submitting a notice of appeal and requesting an extension of time to submit her 
statement of reasons in support of the appeal. 

 
In general, the PRB has no Constitutional authority to overturn a decision of the 

International President rejecting an appeal as untimely unless it can be established that 
the President’s decision amounted to an abuse of his discretionary authority.  Only 
extraordinary circumstances would justify such a finding.22  We have ruled in favor of 
appellants in disputes over when the time limits began to run, but only where 
circumstances created some ambiguity about the process. In Willis and Smith, the IEB 
decision suggested that the issue raised by appellant Rosalie Smith should have been 
presented to the Local Union membership.  We found that Smith was justified in seeking 
clarification about the next appropriate procedural step before submitting her appeal to 
the PRB.  In Addison, the appellant reasonably relied on his committeeperson’s promise 
to file an appeal, so that his failure to act was understandable. 

 
In this case, on the other hand, the record shows that Chappell had a copy of the 

IEB’s decision in her hands by May 24, 2017.  That gave her ample time, indeed 21 
days, to submit an appeal to the CAC within the Constitutional time limit. The IEB’s 
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 Reighard v. International Union, PRB Case No. 1532 II, 13 PRB 289, (2006) at 294. 
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decision provided an unequivocal ruling on the merits of Chappell’s challenge to the 
withdrawal of her grievance.  There was no ambiguity about the finality of the IEB’s 
ruling.  Under these circumstances, Chappell’s failure to submit a timely appeal from the 
IEB’s decision is difficult to understand.  Even if some alternate interpretation of the 
phrase “reasonably should have become aware” in Article 33, §4(b) were possible, 
Chappell’s decision to risk rejection of her appeal by relying on that interpretation was 
neither necessary nor reasonable under the circumstances. 

 
Chappell failed to submit her appeal within the time limits established by the 

UAW Constitution for appeals to the CAC.  She has not presented any credible basis to 
excuse her failure to comply with the Constitutional requirements applicable to such 
appeals. 

 
The decision of the IEB is affirmed.  

  


