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We consider whether International Representative Thomas Brenner’s decision to 
withdraw Kevin Butler’s grievance seeking a pay increase lacked a rational basis. 

 
FACTS 

 
Kevin Butler works for FCA US LLC (“the Company”) at the Mack Engine Plant in 

Michigan and is represented by UAW Local Union 889.  Butler began his employment on 
May 17, 2010 as part of the hourly bargaining unit (HBU).1 

 
On July 3, 2017, Butler transferred to a position as a Material Follow-Up Analyst in 

the salaried bargaining unit (SBU).2  Prior to the transfer, Butler was earning $28.00 as 
an HBU employee and was still an “in-progression” employee under the applicable 

 
1 Record, pp. 23-24. 
2 Record, p. 24. 
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collective bargaining agreement.3  Following the transfer, Butler was assigned to grade 8 
and received a 4% promotional increase, resulting in an initial salary of $1,164.80 per 
week.4  

 
The collective bargaining agreement for Engineering, Office and Clerical (OC&E) 

employees contains Memorandum of Understanding M-1 (“Memorandum 1”) entitled 
“Salary Grades and Progression Application Supplement.”  Memorandum 1 addresses 
how initial salary is determined for employees transferring from the HBU to the SBU.  
Section (6)(b) provides: 

 
“The equivalent base salary of an employee transferred from hourly to bi-
weekly salary status will be determined by multiplying the employee’s base 
hourly rate, exclusive of any premiums, by forty (40) (number of hours in a 
workweek).  The equivalent base weekly salary, thus determined, shall be 
used to establish the employee’s salary at the time of transfer in accordance 
with Section (6)(a) above, or with Section (5), Transfer and Placements – 
Inter-Plant, whether the transfer is Inter-Plant or Intra-Plant.  The salary 
conversion of the maximum base rate of the hourly classification shall be 
used to determine if an employee is transferring to a higher, same, or lower 
grade.”5 
 

In the case of an employee whose salary at the time of transfer is less than the top 
progression for their new grade, Section (5) incorporates the provisions of Section (4) in 
order to determine base salary.6  Section (4) requires that an employee promoted to 
grades 2 through 8 receive a salary increase of at least 4% or the minimum salary for the 
new grade, whichever is greater.7 
 

Following his transfer to the SBU, Butler received a $77.60 progression pay 
increase effective on his next anniversary date May 21, 2018.8  The increase brought his 
salary to $1,242.40 per week.9  On May 23, 2018, Butler sent an email to manager 

 
3 Record, p. 34.  Butler’s employment record printout indicates that he was paid $26.00 per hour as an HBU 
employee at the time of his transfer.  Record, p. 24.  However, in its calculations for his initial salary as an 
SBU employee, the Company indicated that Butler was making $28.00 per hour as an HBU employee at 
the time of his transfer.  Record, p. 34. 
4 Record, pp. 24, 33-34. 
5 Record, pp. 11-12.  Section (6)(a) applies to transfers resulting in a rate of pay in excess of other 
employees in the classification and is not applicable to Butler’s case.  Record, p. 11. 
6 Record, p. 9.  Section (5)(a) provides: “An employee whose salary at the time of transfer or layoff was 
less than the top progression rate for the new grade shall be paid a salary determined in accordance with 
the foregoing provisions of Section (4), Transfers – Intra-Plant.”  Record, p. 9. 
7 Record, pp. 3-4.  Section (4)(b) provides: “An employee promoted from one grade to a higher grade will 
be paid not less than the minimum of the higher grade.  If such increase is less than four percent (4%) for 
an employee promoted to grades 2 through 8, the employee’s salary will be increased to provide at least a 
four percent (4%) increase.”  Record, pp. 3-4. 
8 Record, p. 34. 
9 Record, p. 24. 
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Jennifer Semian asking that she confirm his current salary.10  Butler explained that his 
anniversary date was May 17 and that he believed that his salary should have increased 
to $1,383.50 as of that date.  Semian responded that she would need to check further 
and referred the matter to the Wage & Salary department for review.11   

 
 In early August 2018, Butler and his local union representative, Angie Crenshaw-
Scott, met with Semian and a representative from the Audit and Compliance department, 
Sabrina Ziembiec, to discuss the results of the Company’s salary review.12  The Company 
concluded that Butler’s pay was correct.  Ziembiec provided Butler with a chart showing 
how his initial salary and the 2018 wage increase had been calculated.13  In a follow-up 
email, Ziembiec explained to Butler: “you were given a 4% promotional increase and your 
progressions pick up where they left off on the hourly side.”14  As an HBU employee, 
Butler was receiving progression increases according to the schedule for HBU employees 
with 5 - <6 years of service as of the ratification of the current agreement.  Following his 
transfer, the Company placed him on the SBU progression schedule as an employee with 
5 - <6 years of service as of ratification.15  The chart also indicated that Butler would 
receive no progression increase on his next anniversary date in 2019 in accordance with 
his placement on the progression schedule for SBU employees. 
 
 On August 16, 2018, Butler filed Grievance No. 2018-001, asserting: 
 

“Kevin’s current pay rate is incorrect.  He should be at the top progressive 
rate for grade 8 based on UP-70 attachment A, which shows an SBU 
employee with 5 - <6 years of service at ratification, should currently (2017-
2018) be at a rate of $1,383.50.  Furthermore pages 66-67 of the 2015 
Contract Settlement Agreement OCE Letters, Memorandums & 
Unpublished Letters book states the maximum pay for grade 8 changes 
from $1,383.50 to $1,425.00 effective 9/17/2017-9/14/2019, in which he 
should currently meet the requirements for as well.  The HBU pay 
progression is supposed to mirror the SBU pay progression as stated by 
Sabrina Ziembiec . . . per our conference call on this matter, as well as 
stated in the documentation she provided via email.  With that said, with 
Kevin’s current years of service (8 years), he should be at max pay, whether 
he be HBU or SBU.”16 
 

 
10 Record, p. 25. 
11 Record, p. 31. 
12 Record, pp. 26, 33. 
13 Record, p. 34. 
14 Record, p. 33. 
15 Record, p. 34. 
16 Record, p. 35. 
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UP-70 is an addendum to the 2015 OC&E agreement which sets forth wage progression 
increases for SBU employees upon ratification of the agreement and upon an employee’s 
anniversary date in each year of the contract through 2019.17 
 

Management answered Butler’s grievance, as follows: 
 
“There is no contractual violation as the employee rate of pay is correct.  
Salary rates are dictated by M-1 of the 2015 [National Agreement]. Section 
6(b) of the memorandum outlines the pay details of an employee moved 
from HBU to SBU, including that base pay rates will be determined with 
Section 5, Transfer and Placements – Inter-Plant.  The employee was 
granted a 4% raise for the promotion to an SBU grade 8 in accordance with 
M-1.  Additionally, the employee is eligible for contractual increases along 
with all other SBU employees.”18 
 

Dissatisfied with management’s response, the Local processed the grievance to the 
regional level. 
 
 International Representative Thomas Brenner conducted a Step 2.5 meeting with 
the Company on December 13, 2018.  Brenner agreed to withdraw Butler’s grievance 
without prejudice.19  By letter dated January 17, 2019, Brenner notified the Chair of Local 
889, Unit 6 regarding the withdrawal.20  The next day, Butler sent an email to Brenner 
requesting a meeting in order to receive an explanation for the withdrawal of his 
grievance.21  Subsequently, Brenner met in person with Butler and Crenshaw-Scott.22 
 
 Butler appealed the withdrawal of his grievance by letter received on February 11, 
2019.23  Administrative Assistant to the President Anthony Feyers requested that Butler 
provide additional information regarding the basis for his appeal.  In his response dated 
February 16, 2019, Butler asserted that as an in-progression employee with over eight 
years of service with FCA, he should be at the maximum rate for grade 8.24  He based 

 
17 Record, pp. 15-19.  UP-70 contains a chart for SBU employees in grades 5 through 9.  Record, p. 16.  
The chart provides that employees in these grades receive an initial increase upon ratification based upon 
their years of service at the time of ratification “not to exceed the Top of Progression.”  Record, p. 15.  
Following this initial adjustment, employees “continue to progress at the rates” set forth in the chart “to the 
Top of Progression on their respective anniversary dates from their Corporate Service Date, based on their 
years of service.”  Record. p. 15.  Effective 9/2015 through 9/17/2017 the Top of Progression rate for grade 
8 was $1,383.50.  Record, p. 13.  Effective 9/17/2017 through 9/14/2019 the Top of Progression rate for 
grade 8 increased to $1,425.00.  Record, pp. 13-14.  Attachment A to UP-70 provides “illustrative examples” 
indicating how the progression charts apply to various grade levels.  Record, pp. 20-22.  The examples 
illustrate rate increases culminating at the Top of Progression rate within each grade classification.   
18 Record, pp. 35-36. 
19 Record, p. 37. 
20 Record, p. 38. 
21 Record, p. 39. 
22 Record, p. 53. 
23 Record, p. 40. 
24 Record, pp. 44-45. 
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his assertion on the chart in Attachment A to UP-70, which shows a grade 8 SBU 
employee with 5 - <6 years of service at ratification making $1,383.50 in 2017-2018.25  
He stated: “When I became SBU, I received a 4% increase in pay in accordance with the 
contract, and from there, I expected to have to wait until my anniversary date to roll around 
before receiving my correct pay, based on my years of service.”26  He also took the 
position that since the maximum increased to $1,425.00 effective 9/17/2017-9/14/2019, 
he met the requirements for that rate based upon his years of service.  He claimed that 
there was another employee at the Mack facility who was in the same position as him, 
but was able to get his pay corrected in December 2017.27  Initially, Butler declined to 
give the name of this other employee but later identified him as Romon Long.28 
 
 Representative Brenner also responded to an information request from the 
International President’s office.  He explained that Memorandum 1 determines the pay 
rates for HBU employees transferring to the SBU and that Butler’s salary was determined 
in accordance with those agreement provisions.29  He further explained that Butler had 
been placed in a grade 8 position and that under the National Agreement it takes eight 
years in the position for an employee to phase-up to a grade 9.  Because he concluded 
that the Company properly determined Butler’s pay, he withdrew the grievance for lack of 
merit. 
 
 The International President’s staff determined that a hearing on Butler’s appeal 
was unnecessary.  Acting on behalf of the President, staff members prepared a report to 
the IEB based upon the information provided by Butler and International Representative 
Brenner.  Staff determined that the appeal should be denied because Brenner’s decision 
to withdraw the grievance was not void of a rational basis.30  They noted that Appellant’s 
salary was established pursuant to provisions in the bargaining agreement applicable to 
HBU employees transferring to SBU positions.  Staff found: “There is no provision to grant 
a transferring employee the benefit of seniority, attained in a separate collective 
bargaining agreement, into the engineering, office, and clerical agreement.”31 
 
 The IEB adopted staff’s report as its decision and provided a copy to Butler on May 
31, 2019.32  Butler filed a timely appeal with the Public Review Board (PRB). 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
25 Record, p. 21. 
26 Record, p. 44. 
27 Record, p. 46. 
28 Record, p. 57. 
29 Record, pp. 51-53. 
30 Record, p. 62. 
31 Record, p. 61. 
32 Record, p. 58. 
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ARGUMENT 
 

A. Kevin Butler, II: 
 

On July 3, 2017, I transitioned from an HBU position to an SBU position.  On May 
17, 2018, I acquired approximately 10 months of SBU seniority and exactly eight years of 
Corporate Seniority.  The pay progression chart negotiated in 2015 provides that an 
employee will continue to progress to the Top of Progression on the anniversary of his or 
her Corporate Service Date, based on years of service at the time of ratification.  Special 
attention should be paid to the words “Corporate Service Date.”  The pay progression for 
office and clerical employees who were hired on or after April 15, 2010 is clearly stated 
to be based upon Corporate Service Date, not based upon an employee’s separate SBU 
seniority for time in a position under the OC&E agreement.  Accordingly, effective on my 
anniversary date of May 17, 2018, I should have had my pay increased to $1,425.00, the 
new maximum salary for grade 8, based upon my Corporate Service Date. 

 
In addition, I did not receive any raise on my last anniversary date of May 17, 2019.  

This would be correct only if I were at the current maximum pay rate for grade 8 and, 
therefore, would not receive a raise.  At no point should any employee who is in-
progression not receive a raise within any of the four years covered by the current 
contract, unless the employee is at the maximum pay rate. 

 
I believe that the International and FCA Human Resources have misinterpreted 

how the pay progressions should be applied.  They have also misinterpreted how 
Corporate Service Date and SBU seniority apply.  In order to be made whole, my current 
salary rate of $1,242.40 should be increased to $1,425.00 and I should receive back pay 
for the difference dating to May 17, 2018.  In addition, I should have received a 4% lump-
sum bonus in 2018 as an employee at the maximum rate of pay. 

 
B: International Union, UAW: 
 

International Representative Brenner had a rational basis for withdrawing the 
grievance.  Appellant sought to be paid at the top of the progression for grade 8 of the 
SBU, asking for a $260.20 per week increase, by counting his years of service as an HBU 
employee in order to jump to the top of the SBU progression.  However, the CBA does 
not call for counting years of service in the HBU towards the SBU progression. 

 
Appointment to the SBU is effectively a promotion.  As a result of his new position, 

Appellant received a 4% raise.  This is consistent with the specific procedures set forth in 
the CBA for transfers from the HBU to the SBU.  Appellant has never objected to how his 
new salary was calculated. 

 
The CBA does not expressly state how an in-progression hourly employee 

proceeds following the transfer to a salaried position.  However, Appellant’s claim that he 
immediately reaches the maximum salary has no support.  Where the CBA is explicit, it 
factors in the HBU employee’s hourly wage to set an initial salary, an hourly wage that 
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depends upon where the employee was in the progression.  Under Appellant’s theory, if 
he had been promoted the day before his 8th anniversary, he would have been entitled 
the next day to a $260.20 per week increase.  Where the CBA is explicit regarding how 
to calculate the initial SBU salary, it makes no sense that the CBA’s silence could allow 
someone to receive an enormous raise the next day.  Especially given that the raises 
allocated under the agreement for employees in Appellant’s grade level, which range from 
$40 to $80 per week, are far less than the $260.20 per week he seeks. 

 
The Company followed one of two reasonable approaches to Appellant’s situation, 

given that the CBA is not clear as to how his raises should be calculated following his 
transfer to the SBU.  FCA handled Appellant’s raises by placing him in the chart for SBU 
progression increases based upon his years of company service at the time of ratification.  
As someone with 5 - >6 years of service at ratification, he was entitled to a raise of $77.60 
upon his 2017-2018 anniversary date.  Because the relevant chart has no increase for 
the 2018-2019 anniversary date, Appellant did not receive a raise at that time. 

 
The other rational way to approach the situation created by Appellant’s transfer 

would have been to treat him as effectively a new hire.  Under the parties’ agreement, he 
then would have been entitled to a $40 per week raise after 12 months and then a $60 
per week raise 12 months after that.  Following that procedure would have provided 
Appellant with annual raises throughout the contract.  However, to date, Appellant has 
received more money under the procedure adopted by the Company than this alternative 
approach.  At some point that may diverge, and Appellant can raise the issue and seek a 
pay redetermination at that point.  Because Appellant’s grievance sought relief that had 
no support in the contract – pay at the maximum rate of the grade – and the only other 
reasonable way to read the contract would have left him with less pay, Representative 
Brenner reasonably withdrew the grievance. 

 
Lastly, Appellant alleged on appeal to the IEB that another employee, Romon 

Long, was similarly situated and had received pay increases consistent with what 
Appellant is seeking.  However, Appellant never identified Long to the Union before his 
grievance was withdrawn.  Whether Long was similarly situated is unknown at this time, 
but also irrelevant as the Union was unaware of any allegedly comparable person who 
could help to bolster Appellant’s grievance at the time of its withdrawal. 

 
C. Rebuttal by Kevin Butler, II: 

The only reason I should not have received a raise this year is because as an in-
progression employee, with my years of service (corporate time), I should be at the 
maximum pay rate.  When I was an hourly employee, before the ratification of the current 
contract, I was making $19.28 per hour. Once the current contract was ratified, I was 
given an immediate $4 raise per hour, based on my “corporate time” not HBU years of 
service.  That is $160 a week raise that I, along with a large number of other HBU 
employees received the following pay period. With that said, there is no reason to accept 
the International Union’s statement that “it does not make sense that the CBA’s silence 
could allow someone to receive an enormous raise the next day.” 
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Nowhere in the contract language does it state for HBU or SBU employees that 

wage progression is based on HBU seniority or SBU seniority.  It clearly states for HBU 
and SBU employees that wage progression for an in-progression employee is based on 
“corporate time.”  That is word for word.  This is not based on interpretation.  Nor should 
it be assumed that because the language for SBU employees is in a different agreement 
than for HBU employees, that corporate date should refer to SBU seniority time.  That is 
not the case and I am very confident that if I were to take this to court, a judge would go 
based off the language in the contract word for word.  I have yet to see any language in 
the SBU agreement providing that wage progression is to be based on time as an SBU 
employee. The International Union is wrong in continuously asserting that my wage 
progressions are to be based on my time as an SBU employee. 

 
The company gave me a raise of $77.60 last year based on my “years of service” 

not my time as an SBU employee and in doing so they were correct.  That should have 
been the last raise I received and that would have put me at the salary rate of $1,425.00.  
FCA would have needed to adjust my pay at the same time I was given my raise, so that 
my pay matched the chart illustrated in the CBA for an SBU employee with my “years of 
service,” giving me a salary rate of $1,425.00. 

 
I again remind all parties that Romon Long, a former SBU employee (now in 

management), was in exactly the same position as me and received his corrected pay 
while still an SBU employee, just as I am asking for now.  His case should have been 
used as precedent for my case. 

 
DISCUSSION 

 
The PRB’s jurisdiction to review appeals concerning grievance handling is limited 

to allegations that the matter was improperly dealt with due to fraud, discrimination, or 
collusion with management or that the disposition of the matter was devoid of any rational 
basis.33  In this case, Butler does not assert that the withdrawal of his grievance was 
motivated by fraud, discrimination, or collusion with management.  Nor is there any basis 
on the Record to suggest that any such factors influenced the handling of his grievance.  
Rather, Butler disagrees with Representative Brenner’s conclusion that the collective 
bargaining agreement did not entitle him to the pay increase sought in his grievance.  The 
PRB, however, will not overturn the grievance-handler’s interpretation of applicable 
agreement terms, provided the interpretation rests upon a rational basis.34 

 
Here, the International Union has demonstrated a rational basis for the contract 

interpretation adopted by UAW Region 1.   Memorandum 1 of the UAW-FCA National 

 
33 UAW International Constitution, Article 33, §4(i). 
34 Where it “has not been demonstrated that the Union’s interpretation of [a contractual] provision is 
irrational or unfair,” the PRB will not second-guess the interpretation.  Harmon v. Region 1A, 13 PRB 334, 
339 (2006).  See also Gaskin, et al. v. UAW FCA Department, PRB Case No. 1802, at pp. 7-8 (Oct. 29, 
2019).  
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Agreement sets forth a detailed methodology for determining the initial salary of an 
employee who moves from an HBU position to an SBU position.  Memorandum 1 provides 
that an employee such as Butler will receive at least a 4% pay increase upon promotion 
to an SBU position.  Butler does not dispute that his initial salary as an SBU employee 
was correctly calculated under Memorandum 1.  Nevertheless, he claims that shortly after 
his promotion his pay should have been increased by an additional $260 per week in 
order to reach top-of-scale pay under the terms of side letter UP-70 which governs wage 
progression increases.  Under the circumstances, the International Union reasonably 
concluded that Butler’s reading of UP-70 is not supported by the agreement terms and 
stands in tension with the clear language of Memorandum 1.   

 
The International Union acknowledges that the National Agreement does not 

specifically address how wage increases for an in-progression employee should be 
determined following promotion to an SBU position.  Nevertheless, the Union argues 
persuasively that Butler’s proposed interpretation is inconsistent with the agreement’s 
overall framework for determining wage increases.  The International emphasizes that 
Memorandum 1 sets forth explicitly the methodology for determining initial pay following 
promotion and, therefore, the agreement’s lack of specificity regarding subsequent pay 
increases cannot be used to argue for a sharp increase in pay shortly after an employee’s 
promotion.  This argument reflects a common principle of contract interpretation to the 
effect that parties generally do not intend for explicit agreement terms to be altered silently 
or by implication from other agreement terms.  In other words, the parties would not have 
negotiated detailed contract terms to establish initial pay, only to have the initial rate 
significantly altered shortly thereafter by implication from other agreement terms.   

 
The International also points out that progression wage increases under side letter 

UP-70 generally fall within the range of $40 to $80 per week.  The $260.20 per week 
increase sought by Butler is disproportionate to the increases generally provided.35  We 
agree that the overall structure of UP-70 is to gradually move in-progression employees 
to top-of-scale wages.  Butler’s proposal to snap-up to the maximum wage rate runs 
contrary to the agreement’s basic design. 

 
Butler points to specific language in UP-70 in support of his position, but his 

arguments fail to establish that the Union’s reading of the agreement is irrational.  In 
particular, Butler relies upon the following language in UP-70: “Employees will continue 
to progress at the rates illustrated in the tables below to the Top of Progression on their 
respective anniversary dates from their Corporate Service Date, based on their years of 
service.”  He argues that the reference to “Corporate Service Date” indicates that the 
reference to “years of service” should be understood as total years of service with the 
Company, regardless of whether the employee’s service accrued in an HBU or SBU 
position.  Although Butler’s proposed reading of this language in UP-70 is plausible, the 

 
35 In response to this argument, Butler points to the fact that employees often receive substantial increases 
upon the ratification of a new agreement.  We are not persuaded, however, that these across-the-board 
wage increases, specifically provided for in the parties’ agreements, are comparable to the type of individual 
wage adjustment Butler seeks. 
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term “years of service” does not clearly and unambiguously yield the result which he 
desires.  The term “Corporate Service Date” clearly denotes the date upon which 
progression increases are awarded to an employee, but it does not follow that “years of 
service” must mean all years of service with the Company, as opposed to years of service 
as an SBU employee.  Moreover, as the International Union argues, the agreement 
provisions should be interpreted as a whole, taking into account how promotional 
increases are determined under Memorandum 1, as well as the entire structure of UP-70.  
This is a rational approach to interpreting the contract language relied upon by Butler. 

 
Butler also places considerable reliance on the chart for grade 8 employees 

contained in Attachment A to UP-70, arguing that the chart shows that an employee in 
his position should be at the top-of-scale wage rate.  We note, however, that the charts 
contained in Attachment A are clearly labelled as “Illustrative Examples.”  As such, they 
appear intended to provide guidance to employees as to how the progression increases 
will generally apply.  It does not seem reasonable to construe these examples as 
indicating that progression increases will result in a particular rate of pay in all instances.  
Accordingly, we do not think that the illustrative examples provided in Attachment A show 
that the International Union’s contract interpretation is irrational. 

 
In addition, Butler cites another employee, Romon Long, claiming that he is 

similarly situated and received a wage increase consistent with the treatment sought by 
Butler.  As the International Union points out, however, the first time Butler identified this 
other employee was after the withdrawal of his grievance.  We agree that a grievant 
should produce relevant information during the grievance process.  Moreover, even now, 
Appellant has provided insufficient information to assess whether this other employee 
was in a position truly comparable to his own.  But, even if comparable, more than a single 
example might well be needed in order to argue persuasively that Appellant has been 
subjected to disparate treatment. 

 
Having acknowledged that the National Agreement does not specifically address 

how progression increases should be calculated for an employee who moves from an 
HBU to an SBU position, the International Union posits that there are two reasonable 
approaches to such increases consistent with the agreement as a whole, neither of which 
yields the result sought by Butler.  The first approach is to treat a transferring employee 
like a new hire, placing him or her at the start of the wage progression outlined in UP-70.  
The second approach is to place the transferee at the same level in the wage progression 
as he or she was at under the wage progression applicable to HBU employees.  In the 
case of Butler, the Company adopted this second approach in order to determine his 
progression increases following promotion.  Thus, the Company selected the method 
which provided Butler with a greater progression increase in the short term than he would 
have received if treated as a new hire.   

 
As the IEB has acknowledged, however, over time the approach selected by the 

Company may work to Butler’s disadvantage.  The wage progression set forth in UP-70 
contemplates that an employee will gradually rise to the top of scale, at which point 
progression increases cease.  As a result of the Company’s placement of Butler on the 
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scale, he received a larger increase on the first anniversary date following his promotion, 
but no increase in the next year even though he had not reached the top of the wage 
scale.  We agree with Butler to the extent that he argues that UP-70 does not contemplate 
that progression increases will cease for an employee prior to reaching top of scale.  It 
appears that there should be a way for him to continue to progress toward the maximum 
wage rate, as opposed to stalling at a lesser amount.  The International Union appears to 
recognize this as well, noting in its position statement that, to the extent the approach 
selected by the Company proves less beneficial to Butler in the long term, he can seek a 
wage adjustment at the point in time when he falls behind the level that he would have 
achieved if he had been treated as a new hire.   

 
The decision of the IEB is affirmed. 
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