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Christine Self argues that Local Union 933’s decision not to pursue a grievance 

protesting her disqualification for a promotion was motivated by hostility and lacked a 
rational basis. 

 
FACTS 

 
Christine Self is employed at Allison Transmission, Inc. (ATI) in Indianapolis, 

Indiana.  She has a seniority date of January 7, 2014.  Self is classified as 
manufacturing support with a pay rate of $16.33 per hour.  The ATI bargaining unit is 
represented by UAW Local Union 933. 

 
In April 2017, Self requested a transfer to the position of skilled assembler.  The 

skilled assembler position pays $22.07 per hour.  Self’s request was granted and she 
began training for the skilled assembler position on April 24, 2017.  

 
The collective bargaining agreement between ATI and Local Union 933 provides 

as follows with respect to training: 
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“Par (63j) Training modules for all shifts will be scheduled as necessary to 
accommodate training needs.  Employees must attend all scheduled 
training and demonstrate, upon completion of training, the ability to 
perform the necessary skills.  Employees not meeting minimum standards 
will be so advised and removed from the classification.  The employee 
may resubmit an application following Paragraph (63b)(c)(2).”1 

The parties have developed a seven-step process for determining when an employee 
lacks the ability to perform a new assignment.  The process includes the following 
steps: 
 

 “1. Supervisor communicates performance issues with employee. 
 
2. Document employee performance issues using 7-Page Incapable 

Letter.  
 
3. Document employee training, both on job and in classroom. 
 
4. Supervisor communicates performance issue with committeeman. 
 
5. Supervisor reviews issue with production/plant manager. 
 
6. Manager reviews with supervisor, committeeman, and zone 

committeeman. 
 
7. Manager and Labor Relations review issue to identify possible 

courses of action:  further training, alternate job assignment, move 
based on incapability.  The zone committeeman will be given 
reasonable notification of the plan prior to action being initiated.”2 

 
On May 10, 2017, ATI management issued a 7-Page Incapable Letter to Self 

after determining that she lacked the ability to perform the work of a skilled assembler.3  
The letter, prepared by Supervisor Patrick Potter, describes the training provided to Self 
and her difficulty mastering the skills required to perform the skilled assembler position.  
Potter reported that he spoke with Committeeperson Ryan Cummings on May 2 and 
with Zone Committeeperson Ken Berger on May 4, 2017 about the deficiencies in Self’s 
performance.  He stated that Self’s primary deficiency was her inability to keep up with 
the pace of the line.4 

 

                                      
1
 Record, p. 4. 

2
 Record, p. 5. 

3
 Record, pp. 6-11. 

4
 Record, p. 9. 
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Potter’s report describes the following steps that were taken to correct Self’s 
deficiencies: 

 
“1st week in department additional training provided for Christine on Front 
Support 1 & 2.  Operators normally learn this station in only 4 hours of 
training.  During the 42 hours assembly worked the week of 4/24 at no 
time was she able to run at line rate.  Christine had 8 full hours of training 
and 32 hours of working at a slower pace that needed assistance 
throughout the shift.”5 

On May 8, 2017, Potter informed Self that he was deeming her incapable of doing the 
job of skilled assembler.  In the conclusion to his report, Potter gives the following 
description of his conversation with Self: 
 

“I told Christine we were going to start a Letter of Incapability on her.  I told 
Christine she has not been able to run the positions that we have trained 
you on so far.  You have not been able to keep up with the line rate.  I told 
her we were doing a process of incapability.  I asked Christine if there was 
anything that she could think of that we could do to get her to pick up her 
speed.  She said, ‘I’ve only been here for two weeks.’  I then stated, 
‘Normally, when training someone they normally pick the job up after four 
hours.  Do you have any suggestions on what we could do to help you 
pick up the job?’  Christine then said, ‘No. Well, if I can’t keep up in 2 
weeks.’ Then she put her hands up.  I said, is that all.  She just stared at 
me.”6 

Self complained to Committeeperson Ryan Cummings about the Incapability 
Letter.  Cummings reported that Self asserted everything in the Incapability Letter was a 
lie.  Cummings stated that he and Zone Committeeperson Kenny Berger offered to go 
on the line with Self so that she could demonstrate her ability to do the job, but she 
refused.7  Cummings’s statement gives the following description of this conversation: 

 
“…Christine just kept saying Pat Potter, Rod Gregory, and union brother 
Richard Thomas are all liars.  Kenny said to her, ‘Christine, I can’t take 
your word over Richard’s, but what I will do is go down there and if you 
can show me you can do the work, then I will force Rod Gregory down 
there.’  Christine said, no, she is not doing that; we should believe her.  
She then said, I want to go home.  Kenny then asked Rod Gregory if she 
could go home and Rod said, yes she can.”8 

                                      
5
 Record, p. 10. 

6
 Record, p. 11. 

7
 Record, p. 13. 

8
 Record, p. 13. 
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On June 1, 2017, Local Union 933 filed Grievance 513030 protesting’s 
management’s issuance of the Incapability Letter to Self.  Management denied the 
grievance on June 14, 2017.  The local union accepted management’s answer on July 
21, 2017.9 

 
Self appealed the settlement of her grievance to the local union on August 18, 

2017.  In support of her appeal, Self argued that she was not given proper training for 
the skilled assembler job.  She stated that the person assigned to train her was in 
training himself.  Self stated that Zone Committeeperson Berger asked Supervisor 
Rodney Gregory to watch her do the skilled assembler job but he refused and said he 
did not want Self back in his area.  Self claimed that Berger and Committeeperson 
Cummings made no response to this refusal.  Self argued that she needed fair 
treatment and proper training.10 

 
On September 1, 2017, the Local 933 Executive Board referred Self’s grievance 

to the unit bargaining chairperson for investigation.  On September 15, 2017, the Local 
Executive Board adopted a motion to recommend that the appeal be denied.11  Local 
933 notified Self that the Executive Board’s recommendation would be presented to the 
membership on December 10, 2017.  At a meeting on December 10, the membership 
voted to deny Self’s appeal by a vote of 100 to 0.12  Local 933 notified Self of the 
membership’s decision on December 11, 2017.  Self appealed the Local Union’s 
decision to the International Executive Board (IEB) on January 22, 2018. 

 
ATI Unit Chairperson James King responded to an inquiry from the International 

President’s staff regarding Self’s appeal on February 12, 2018.  King explained that he 
investigated Self’s appeal prior to the membership meeting on December 10, 2017.  He 
reported that the skilled assembly group leader told him that he demonstrated how to 
perform the assembly task multiple times, but Self could not repeat the task.  Other 
assemblers had the same experience.  King also reported that Self refused to 
demonstrate her ability to perform the assembly task when asked to do so by Zone 
Committeeperson Ken Berger.  Based on this investigation, King stated that he 
recommended to the membership that Self’s appeal be denied.13 

 
Acting on behalf of International President Dennis Williams, Administrative 

Assistant Mark Liburdi conducted a hearing on Self’s appeal on March 15, 2018.  
Liburdi prepared a report to the IEB on the case based on documents provided by the 
Local Union and testimony given at the hearing. 

                                      
9
 Record, p. 14. 

10
 Record, p. 15. 

11
 Record, p. 19. 

12
 Record, p. 26. 

13
 Record, p. 35. 
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According to Liburdi’s report, Self testified that the person training her did not 
remain with her the whole time during the training, but was called away multiple times 
for other functions.  She maintained that she was capable of doing the skilled 
assembler’s job, but Plant Manager Rodney Gregory said he did not want her back on 
that job.14  Liburdi reported that Self claimed no one ever counseled her about her 
performance during her training period.  She maintained that the statements in the 7-
Page Incapable Letter were lies.15 

 
Committeeperson Ryan Cummings testified that it normally takes from four to 

eight hours to train someone on the skilled assembler’s job.16  Liburdi reviewed the 7-
Page Incapable Letter describing Self’s performance during training.  Liburdi observed 
that Self was trained for more than ten days, but still could not keep up with the line 
pace.  Liburdi reported that Self did not produce any witnesses or evidence to support 
her claim that the reports in the 7-Page Incapability letter were false.17  Liburdi 
concluded that the Local Union’s decision to withdraw Self’s grievance was rational.  His 
report states: 

 
“Notwithstanding the above, that belief is not present here as the appellant 
has not produced any evidence that she was treated unfairly, that she was 
treated differently, or did not receive proper training.  Furthermore, based 
on the information provided, the appellant was given more training and 
assistance than is customary in learning this new job.  The appellant was 
on the job for approximately ten days when it normally takes four to eight 
hours to learn the job.  Given the above-mentioned, UAW Local Union 933 
concluded that this case would not prevail, and we can find no reason to 
disagree with their decision.  We also find no reason to believe that the 
grievance was withdrawn because of fraud, discrimination, collusion with 
management, or was devoid of a rational basis.”18 

Based on this conclusion, Liburdi denied Self’s appeal. 
 

The IEB adopted Liburdi’s report as its decision.  On May 1, 2018, International 
President Dennis Williams forwarded a copy of the IEB’s decision to Self.  Self appealed 
the IEB’s decision to the Public Review Board (PRB) on June 4, 2018.19 

 

                                      
14

 Record, p. 45. 

15
 Record, p. 47. 

16
 Record, pp. 45 and 113. 

17
 Record, p. 47. 

18
 Record, pp. 47-48. 

19
 Record, p. 70. 
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ARGUMENT 
 

A. Christine Self: 

I was improperly removed from the classification of skilled assembler.  Every 
elected committeeperson appeared at the hearing conducted on my appeal.  I feel this 
was done to intimidate me.  I am asking the PRB to provide me with the appropriate 
remedies that should have been granted through the grievance procedure. 

 
B. International Union, UAW: 

The Local Union had a rational basis for withdrawing Self’s grievance.  ATI 
followed the contractually negotiated process for finding a deficiency after she was 
placed in the skilled assembly position.  The only issues presented by this appeal are 
whether Self received sufficient training and was truly incapable of performing the job.  
There is nothing in the record to support Self’s claim that she was capable of doing the 
job.  On the other hand, management’s reports, as well as the testimony of other union 
members, confirmed that she was not.  

 
During the hearing on her appeal, Self questioned the quality of the training she 

received.  The evidence from both management and other union members showed that 
normal training is substantially less than Self received.  There is no reasonable dispute 
that she received way more than the customary four to eight hours training.  Yet, she 
still could not keep up with the line pace.  

 
Self’s assertion that all these people are lying would not be sufficient to convince 

an arbitrator that she was wrongfully removed from the classification.  Multiple union 
and management witnesses consistently reported that Self received adequate training 
and was incapable of performing the job.  

 
Self has not alleged that the union’s handling of her grievance was motivated by 

fraud, discrimination, or collusion with management.  She does assert that Plant 
Manager Rodney Gregory stated that he did not want her back in the skilled assembler 
job.  Manager Gregory’s statement would not be evidence of animus on the part of the 
union.  In any event, Committeeperson Ken Berger’s account directly contradicts Self’s 
claim.  Manager Gregory did not refuse to allow Self to demonstrate her ability to do the 
job.  Berger reported that he asked Self to demonstrate her ability and she refused.   

 
Self remains employed.  No evidence supported her claim that she was able to 

perform the skilled assembly position.  The decision to withdraw the grievance was 
more than rational; it was correct. 

 
C. Rebuttal by Christine Self: 

I did not receive substantial training during the twelve days that I was assigned to 
the skilled assembler classification.  I was placed on the afternoon shift where there was 
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a manpower shortage.  My trainer Rodney Cottonham was also being trained to assume 
the position of group leader.  He had a number of other responsibilities, so I had very 
little face to face contact with him while I was on the skilled assembler assignment.  No 
one ever counseled me during this period about being too slow or holding up the line.  
There is no record of such counseling on my file.  

 
I have never been approached by any other workers about my alleged 

inefficiencies.  In any event, management should not accept the word of one worker 
over that of another.  If a co-worker found fault with my performance, an investigation 
into possible motives for the criticism should have been pursued.  In today’s workforce, 
many things can pit one worker against another, such as placement on the overtime list, 
seniority list, job assignments, the color of your skin, sex, sexual orientation, and a host 
of other items.  The comments of co-workers should not have been used to evaluate my 
performance.  

 
The International Union asserts that there is no dispute I received substantially 

more than four to eight hours of training.  If I had four to eight hours with a trainer, he 
was working the line and training other workers, not instructing me.  The group leader 
on nights was in training for the group leader position himself.  I kept notes regarding 
my activities during each day I was in the skilled assembler classification that describe 
the deficiencies in the training I received.  

 
It is true that I declined to demonstrate my capacity to do the skilled assembler 

job.  I was on my way home when this offer was made.  I had received approval of 
some vacation time.  I did not want to do the demonstration on my own time.  
Nevertheless, I was very clear that I would have no problem being observed on the job 
when I returned to work.  My attendance record will verify my vacation day.  I would 
think a union representative would have the right to observe any demonstration of 
abilities.  But I do not work for free on my own time.  I was taught if you are going to 
produce parts, be on the clock.  

 
I never shut down the line and I was never approached about the line stopping 

because of my performance.  I was notified by my foreman on May 8 that he was going 
to do a 7-page letter on me.  On May 10, I was presented with the letter plus notice that 
I was being reduced out of the skilled assembler classification.  If you examine the 7-
page letter, you will see it was already started on April 24, 2017.  I was never provided 
with a copy of the observations contained in the letter as it progressed.  I had no idea 
the company was even preparing a 7-page letter until May 8.  If I had been made a part 
of the process, I would have knowledge of my alleged deficiencies.  

 
The local union’s decision to withdraw my grievance was based more on their 

lack of leadership and knowledge than an understanding of my case.  There was no 
rational basis for the union’s decision.  No hourly co-worker ever complained about me 
being too slow.  I have not been shown any statements to that effect.  No union 
representative ever approached me about any deficiencies in my performance during 
the 10 days that I was assigned to the skilled assembler classification.  Now, in 
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response to my appeal, they proclaim they can produce testimony about my inabilities.  
They have yet to develop sufficient courage to say this to my face.  I was never asked to 
provide a witness to testify on my behalf concerning my ability.  If this was required to 
take my case to arbitration, wouldn’t you think my exclusive bargaining representative 
would have advised me to obtain such statements long before we reached the final 
appellate step in the Constitution? 

 
We have a very unfair promotion system at this location.  In the past promotions 

were based strictly on seniority.  Today, the 7-page letter is used for disciplinary 
purposes.  If you refuse to produce a few more parts for the boss, they just put out a 7-
page letter on you and deduct 5 or 6 dollars an hour from you and your family’s support 
system.  

 
The IEB claims that I have not alleged any animus on the part of my union 

representatives.  That is so wrong.  I have been filing outside agency charges against 
members of the current administration  I have been supporting their opponents at every 
opportunity since the 2016 election.  The animus between us is to the point where I get 
two committeepersons when I place a call for representation, one to say the company 
can do that, and the other to witness my response.  To further support the animosity 
between me and the current union representatives, check out the local appointed and 
elected representatives who attended the IEB hearing on my appeal.  They pulled out 
the house to attempt to intimidate me.  I guess it did not work.  

 
I have been wronged by both my employer and the union.  I am trying to remain 

in the internal process to gain the relief I am entitled to under the collective bargaining 
agreement.  I was set up for failure. I have witnesses who will affirm that.  

 
DISCUSSION 

 
There was no contractual basis for pursuing a grievance protesting Self’s 

disqualification from the skilled assembler classification.  The record supports a 
conclusion that Self was unable to acquire the skills necessary for the promotion during 
a reasonable period.  Self in essence corroborated that conclusion by refusing to 
demonstrate her competency when offered the opportunity to do so. 

  
Self’s complaints about inadequate training are not persuasive.  The fact that her 

trainer had other responsibilities during the training period is to be expected.  The 
trainer is only required to demonstrate the task to be performed.  The trainee has to 
gain proficiency in the task by performing it.  The supervisor reported that most 
employees pick up the skill after approximately four hours.  Self was not able to master 
the skill during the period of time established by the parties for training.  The seven 
page evaluation letter, including the observations of members of management, union 
representatives, and coworkers, is a benefit to the trainee rather than a punitive process 
as Self suggests.  This is the means the parties have adopted to insure an unbiased 
review of the trainee’s competence.  Making the assumption that other assemblers 
might lie to prevent a co-worker’s promotion or that their motives should be questioned 
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would undermine any attempt to design a fair evaluation program.  In any event, the 
membership’s unanimous acceptance of a motion to deny Self’s appeal demonstrates 
that the employees at this location have confidence in the credibility of this process.  

 
Self’s frustration over her failure to qualify for a job that would have brought 

substantially more income to her family is understandable.  On the other hand, her lack 
of the requisite skill to perform her assignment would only have led to further frustration 
and perhaps even discipline.  As the International Union observes, Self remains 
employed.  She was given a fair chance to qualify for the skilled assembly position.  
Under the circumstances, the Local Union’s decision not to pursue a grievance on her 
behalf was rational. 

 
The decision of the IEB is affirmed. 


