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Barbara Green argues that the UAW-GM Department applied Document No. 66 

of the National Agreement in a manner deliberately designed to perpetuate a pattern of 
discrimination against minorities and women in the placement of skilled trades 
employees at the Warren Powertrain Plant.  Accordingly, she contends that the PRB 
has jurisdiction to review her complaint about having been given a new date-of-entry in 
the Machine Repair Classification. 

 
FACTS 

 
Barbara Green worked at General Motors Kalamazoo Stamping Plant in the 

Weld Equipment Maintenance & Repair (“WEMR”) classification prior to May 2012.  The 
Kalamazoo plant was scheduled to close, so Green accepted an offer to transfer to 
GM’s Warren Powertrain Plant.  The offer was made pursuant to Document No. 63 of 
the 2011 UAW-GM National Agreement.  UAW-GM Department Representative Todd 
McDaniel explained the application of Document 63 as follows: 

 
“…Document #63 compels the company to provide placement and 
retraining of skilled journeypersons into other apprenticeable skilled 
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occupations in the event they become displaced from their current 
classification, prior to seeking new hire employees from outside sources.”1 

Green entered a retraining program in the Machine Repair classification at the 
Warren plant.  According to Representative McDaniel, this resulted in Green being 
assigned a new skilled trades date of entry under Document No. 66 of the UAW-GM 
Agreement.2  On August 26, 2016, Green filed Grievance A39192 claiming that she 
should have kept her contractually established skilled trades entry date of January 7, 
1985, in accordance with Appendix A, Paragraph VII(A)(4) of the 2011 UAW-GM 
Agreement.  Green’s grievance states: 

 
“To uphold my allegations, refer to the attached 14 page NA and local 
agreement contract, write-up.  The Union charges mgmt. with violating my 
seniority.  The Union demands that grievant’s seniority be corrected at 
once, that mgmt. abide by the local and National Agreement and that 
grievant be made whole with any and all remedies deemed proper.”3 

Local 909 Shop Committeeperson Charles Wise, Jr. withdrew Grievance A39192 on 
October 20, 2016.4 
 

Green appealed Committeeperson Wise’s decision to the membership of Local 
Union 909 during a membership meeting conducted on November 20, 2016.5  Minutes 
from the November 20 membership meeting report the following action taken on 
Green’s appeal: 

 
“Barbara discussed her appeal and the membership supported it.  UAW 
Local 909 under Article #33 of the UAW Constitution.  Ms. Barbara Green 
is requesting an appeal through the Local 909 membership for Grievance 
A-39192 to be reinstated October 2016.   

Damon McCarley upheld her appeal; supported by Sharon Bell.”6 

On April 18, 2017, Green appealed to the International President’s office asking 
to have the International Executive Board (IEB) order the reinstatement of her grievance 
in accordance with the Reinstatement of Grievances letter published as Document 52 in 
the UAW-GM National Agreement.7  Green maintained that management’s application 

                                      
1
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2
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3
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4
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5
 Record, p. 12. 

6
 Record, p. 12. 

7
 Record, pp. 14-23. 
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of Document 66 to deprive her of her skilled trades date of entry in the Machine Repair 
Classification was motivated by discrimination and therefore subject to appellate review 
by the PRB under Article 33, §4(f) of the UAW Constitution.  

 
Green argued that the Warren plant has historically followed a policy of 

protecting its seniority employees from being displaced by minority and or female skilled 
trades personnel who are being transferred from other plants as part of the 
consolidation of trades.  Green asserted that her date of entry in the WEMR 
classification ought to have been recognized by management at the Warren Powertrain 
plant based on her personal plant history and the particular circumstances of her case.  
In support of this argument, Green cited a passage from the Public Review Board’s 
decision in Eardley v. Local Union 1112, UAW, PRB Case No. 1535, 13 PRB 307 
(2006).8  Green pointed out that she is the first black, female, journeyperson-in-training 
(J.I.T) in Machine Repair classification at the Warren Powertrain plant.9 

 
The International President’s staff sent Green’s appeal to the UAW-GM 

Department for review.  Representative Todd McDaniel responded on August 11, 2017.  
Representative McDaniel stated that the language relied on by Green did not apply to 
her situation because the WEMR classification is not related to the Machine Repair 
classification at the Warren Powertrain Plant.  His memorandum states: 

 
“The interpretation and basis for discussion in this case lies in the words 
‘same or related’; the WEMR classification and Machine Repair 
classification have at no time shared related or corresponding skilled 
trades work elements.  Therefore, Sister Green’s assertion that the 
provisions of Appendix A, VII(A)(4) have been improperly applied is 
without merit.”10 

McDaniel went on to explain that the UAW International Skilled Trades Advisory 
Committee (“ISTAC”) determines which trades are related in order to ensure the 
consistent issuance of UAW Skilled Trades Journeyman Cards. 
 

On August 18, 2017, Administrative Assistant James Gallagher sent Green a 
letter informing her that the UAW-GM Department had reviewed her request and 
determined that her grievance should not be reinstated because it lacked merit.11  On 
September 15, 2017, Green submitted an appeal to the International President’s office 
challenging the UAW-GM Department’s determination that her grievance lacked merit.12  
Green argued that the Department’s failure to recognize her date of entry in the WEMR 
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classification as her date of entry in the Machine Repair classification at the Warren 
Powertrain plant was inconsistent with other actions taken with respect to her seniority 
and the specific language of Appendix A.13  President Dennis Williams’s Administrative 
Assistant Rick Isaacson referred Green’s appeal to the International Executive Board 
(IEB) for processing in accordance with Article 33, §3(d) of the International 
Constitution.14 

 
International President Dennis Williams’s staff determined that a hearing was 

unnecessary on Green’s appeal.  Staff prepared a report to the IEB on the matter based 
on information provided by the parties.  Staff found that International Representative 
Todd McDaniel’s memorandum fully responded to the arguments raised in Green’s 
appeal.  Staff’s report states: 

 
“UAW General Motors Department International Representative Todd 
McDaniel’s contract interpretation included in this decision is clear and 
concise and fully explains why the appellant’s claim is without merit.  This 
interpretation was reviewed and approved by Mike Grimes, top 
Administrative Assistant to Vice President Cindy Estrada, UAW General 
Motors Department, who has been directly involved in the UAW-GM 
contract negotiation for twenty-two (22) years.”15   

Staff found no evidence that any fraud, discrimination, or collusion with management 
influenced the Department’s decision.  Based on this conclusion, staff denied Green’s 
appeal.  The IEB adopted staff’s report as its decision.  President Dennis Williams 
forwarded a copy of the IEB’s decision to Barbara Green on February 8, 2018.  Green 
has appealed the IEB’s decision to the PRB.  There followed a period in which the PRB 
reviewed additional information provided by the International Union and the appellant at 
the Board’s request. 
 

ARGUMENT 
A. Barbara Green: 

I was laid off as a Welder Fixture Repair Journeywoman from the GM Kalamazoo 
facility when that closed in 1999.  I accepted a transfer to work in production as a laid off 
skilled trades worker.  At that point, my longest, unbroken skilled trades entry date was 
June 24, 1985.  In 2012, I accepted an offer in the Machine Repair Classification at the 
GM Warren Powertrain Plant in a bargaining unit represented by UAW Local Union 909.  
My skilled trades date of entry should have been protected by Appendix A of the 2011 
UAW-GM National Agreement.  There was no paperwork presented to me and I did not 
acknowledge any agreement to relinquish my contractually established skilled trades 
entry date when I accepted employment at the Warren Powertrain plant.  
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 Record, p. 132. 



PRB CASE NO. 1788  Page 5. 

 
 

 
When the membership of Local Union 909 voted to uphold my request to have 

my grievance reinstated in accordance with Document 52 of the National Agreement, 
the Local Shop Chairperson failed to notify the International Union of the membership’s 
decision.  I received no representation from the Local Union in response to the 
membership’s decision.  

 
As a result of the Union’s failure to protect my contractually established skilled 

trades date of entry, I was indefinitely laid off from the GM Powertrain plant effective 
March 5, 2018.  While I was laid off, GM Powertrain in Towanda, New York offered me 
employment in the Machine Repair classification.  The offer was effective April 16, 
2018.  The Towanda plant had specific negotiated language which released the 
company from recognizing my date of entry under Appendix A of the 2011 National 
Agreement.  The New York Machine Repair job was governed by the 2015 National 
Agreement.  I signed the release in order to accept the job in 2018.  Warren Powertrain 
did not have any similar paperwork in 2012 releasing the company from recognizing my 
seniority date established under Appendix A of the 2011 National Agreement.  

 
I have cited several clearly written, specific, negotiated provisions that can be 

used on my behalf for the re-negotiation of my date of entry established under Appendix 
A of the 2011 National Agreement.  I am therefore asking the PRB to exercise their 
jurisdiction under Article 33, §4(i) of the UAW Constitution to overturn the President’s 
ruling and reinstate Grievance A-39192 at the Warren Powertrain plant.  

 
B.  International Union, UAW: 

International Representative Todd McDaniel explained why Green’s grievance 
lacked merit.  His explanation was clear and concise.  There was no transfer of work 
from the Kalamazoo plant to the Warren plant when Green accepted placement in the 
Machine Repair J.I.T. program there in 2012.  McDaniel also pointed out that the 
WEMR and the Machine Repair classification are not the “same or related” occupation 
to qualify as continued work under Appendix A, VII(A)(4) of the 2011 National 
Agreement.  Green’s date of entry was, therefore, properly established in accordance 
with Document 63 of the 2011 UAW-GM National Agreement.  

 
Appellant’s argument that there is no contractual language to support the break 

in her skilled trades entry date is wrong.  The Union cited Document 63 and Document 
66 to explain why Green was given a new date of entry in the Machine Repair 
classification.  Furthermore, Green has not established that the WEMR and Machine 
Repair classifications should be treated as related trades.  Just because some of the 
many skills appellant obtained in the WEMR classification allowed her to skip some 
courses during retraining for the Machine Repair classification, it does not follow that the 
classifications are the same or related.  

 
The UAW-GM Department submitted a reasoned and careful examination of 

appellant’s arguments.  The handling and disposition of her grievance was free from 
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fraud, discrimination, or collusion with management.  The PRB should uphold the 
decision of the IEB denying Green’s request for the reinstatement of her grievance.   

 
DISCUSSION 

 
In June 2009, the General Motors Corporation filed for reorganization under 

Chapter 11.  As part of their response to this development, the parties to the UAW-GM 
National Agreement negotiated a process to restructure the skilled trades workforce in 
all GM locations.  The results of these negotiations are described in Document No. 112 
to the National Agreement, which explicitly recognizes the complexity and magnitude of 
the process.16  The 2011 UAW-GM Agreement includes a series of amendments in the 
form of numbered documents describing aspects of the restructuring process.  
Document No. 66 describes a process for merging the work of non-core trades with the 
now established core trades and retraining the transferred workers as journeypersons in 
the new trades.  The Union has cited Document No. 66 as the contractual basis for 
assigning Green a new date of entry in the Machine Repair classification at the GM 
Warren Powertrain Plant.  There is no simple and direct language in Document 66 that 
explains its application in this situation.  The explanation for the union’s refusal to 
process Green’s grievance protesting the decision to assign her a new date of entry is 
Representative McDaniel’s conclusion that her transfer from the WEMR classification to 
Machine Repair was not part of a corresponding transfer of work elements or not 
enough work transferred to qualify as a consolidation.  Under the circumstances, the 
skilled trades department assigned Green a seniority date in the manner used when 
filling ordinary skilled trades vacancies, rather than as part of the overall consolidation of 
trades.  

 
Representative McDaniel’s understanding of the meaning of Document 66 and 

his application of its terms to the facts in this case would ordinarily be controlling.  This 
Board lacks jurisdiction to overrule the UAW-GM Department’s definition of the terms in 
its negotiated agreements.  If McDaniel concluded that Green’s transfer to the Machine 
Repair classification did not qualify to be treated as part of the skilled trades 
consolidation, that is the final ruling on that particular issue.  We are precluded by 
Article 33, §3(f) of the Constitution from reviewing an official collective bargaining policy 
of the International Union.  We have consistently held this limitation applies to appeals 
that challenge the interpretation and application of a collective bargaining agreement.17 

 
Nevertheless, Green’s complaint about the local union’s handling of her 

grievance raised issues that are not entirely resolved by the UAW-GM Department’s 
interpretation of Document 66.  In her appeal to the PRB, Green suggested that 
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 Document No. 112 states, in pertinent part, as follows: 

“The parties clearly recognize the complexity and magnitude of the process necessary to 
restructure the manufacturing skilled trades workforce.  …” 

17
 Sasaki v. Local Union 1853, PRB Case 1524, 13 PRB 202 (2005); and Evans et al., v. UAW National 

Ford Department, PRB Case No. 1579, 13 PRB 655 (2008). 
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McDaniel’s interpretation of Document 66 is part of an unwritten scheme designed to 
maintain the traditionally white and male population of the skilled trades classifications 
at the Warren Powertrain plant.  Historically, in America it has been difficult for women, 
particularly women of color to break into skilled trades, including at GM plants.  When 
Green brought this issue before the membership of Local Union 909 in the form of an 
appeal from the withdrawal of her grievance, the membership supported her request to 
have the grievance reinstated.  We cannot determine from the membership minutes in 
the record, whether the members shared Green’s impression that the Union was 
engaged in a pattern of discrimination.  The Local Union 909 administration failed to 
refer the membership’s request to reinstate Green’s grievance to the IEB for processing 
in accordance with Document No. 52 of the UAW-GM Agreement, so there are no 
reports at the local union level explaining the membership’s decision.  When the matter 
finally did reach the IEB, little investigation was conducted on behalf of the President 
because members of the President’s staff believed Representative McDaniel’s ruling 
had forestalled any further inquiry into the merits of Green’s appeal.  However, if a large 
segment of the membership of Local Union 909 distrusted the Union’s good faith in the 
placement of transferees at the Warren plant, the issue should have been investigated.  

 
Following our initial review of this appeal, therefore, we asked the International 

Union to conduct further inquiry into the placement of skilled trades members at the 
Warren Powertrain plant as part of the skilled trades consolidation process.  We asked 
for a breakdown of transferees by race and gender and information about how many of 
the transferees retained their skilled trades date of entry.  The International Union 
provided the information requested but the results were inconclusive.  Green is the only 
member who received an adjusted skilled trades date of entry after transferring to Local 
Union 909, but that is because she is the only UAW member to transfer into Local 909 
and enter a skilled trades classification where she had not already established a date of 
entry at some other location.18  

 
Green now maintains that no statistics produced by the International Union can 

refute the effect of past discrimination on her placement at the Warren Powertrain plant 
because there can never be a population of skilled trades employees in the GM 
workforce who have not already been affected by the historic discrimination.  Green is 
asking the PRB to declare that her skilled trades date of entry should be recognized 
regardless of other circumstances because her status as the first black, female in the 
Machine Repair classification at the Warren plant makes her history entirely unique.  

 
The issue Green has raised cannot be addressed by means of a grievance.  The 

grievance procedure is designed to address violations of the collective bargaining 
agreement by management.  We can see no such violation here.  What Green’s appeal 
to the PRB actually seeks is an evaluation of the UAW’s collective bargaining policy with 
respect to considering its impact on women and minorities in the skilled trades in light of 
past history.  Such an evaluation is clearly beyond the jurisdiction of the PRB.  In 
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addition, the initiation of such a policy initiative by the UAW leadership would require 
extensive research.  Any contractual language designed to address the issue would 
need to be very clear and precise in order to protect the transfer and seniority rights of 
all GM skilled trades employees.  Green has raised important issues, but her articulation 
of them in this record is confused and unclear. 

 
If the membership of Local Union 909 wants to adopt some contractual means to 

eliminate the effect of past discrimination in the placement of skilled trades employees, 
they will need to formulate a clearer set of arguments than those offered by Green.  The 
development of such policy changes is within the power of the membership; it is just not 
something that can be accomplished by means of an appeal.  Members can affect the 
development of UAW policy by participating in the election of bargaining 
representatives.  Members can submit resolutions to the UAW Constitutional 
Convention advocating resolutions to further their policy goals.  As we observed 
recently in Shingledecker v. UAW International Executive Board, PRB Case No. 1753, 
(2016), organizing support for such resolutions is one of the democratic processes 
available to members to influence the policies adopted by the UAW leadership.  The 
appellate process is not designed to resolve these kinds of conflicts.   

 
The record before us supports a conclusion that the contract was applied 

correctly in the assignment of Green’s date of entry in the Machine Repair classification.  
 
The appeal is denied.   


