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The Board considers whether the International Representative acted rationally 
when he withdrew Appellant’s grievance challenging her demotion from the position of 
Fabricating Machine Specialist for unsatisfactory performance. 

 
FACTS 

 
 Christine Self is employed by Allison Transmission, Inc. (ATI or “the Company”) in 
Indianapolis, Indiana.  She was hired on January 7, 2014 in a manufacturing support 
position.1  She is represented by UAW Local Union 933. 
 
 In April 2017, Self began training for a position as a skilled assembler.  The 
promotion to skilled assembler increased her pay rate by over $6.00 per hour.2  However, 
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.  Self 

 
1 Record, p. 11. 
2 Record, p. 11. 
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filed a grievance challenging management’s determination, but the Local withdrew the 
grievance following the Company’s initial denial.  Self appealed the Local’s withdrawal of 
her grievance.  That appeal ultimately made its way to the Public Review Board (PRB).  
In a decision dated September 25, 2018, the PRB denied the appeal, finding that “[t]he 
record supports a conclusion that Self was unable to acquire the skills necessary for the 
promotion during a reasonable period.”  Self v. UAW Local Union 933, PRB Case No. 
1783, at p. 8 (Sept. 25, 2018). 
 
 While that appeal was pending, Self attempted to obtain another promotion to the 
position of Fabricating Machine Specialist (FMS).  That promotion also conferred a $6.00 
per hour pay increase.3  Self began training for the FMS position on May 15, 2017.4  She 
was out on short-term disability leave from August 25, 2017 through September 26, 2017, 
but continued to train following her return.5  The Company documented that Self received 
116 hours of training on the piston cell and 32 days of training on the turbine cell.6  On 
November 8, 2017, management met with Self to discuss her performance, especially 
regarding the piston cell.7  Self advised that she still did not feel confident with some 
tasks.8  Following the meeting, Self was assigned to general maintenance work.9 
 
 On November 21, 2017, management met with Self and issued a 7-Page 
Incapable Letter to her documenting the training she had received and her performance 
deficiencies.10  The Letter noted that the average employee only requires two or three 
days to complete training for the FMS position. 
 
 Following this meeting, Self filed a civil rights complaint with Local 933.11  She 
alleged that manager Virgil Eiteljorge engaged in harassment and intimidation during the 
meeting regarding the Incapable Letter.  She claimed that Eiteljorge told her to sit down 
and pointed his finger at her throughout the meeting.  The civil rights complaint did not 
allege that management’s treatment of Self was due to any protected characteristic or 
status.   
 
 On November 22, 2017, Self filed three grievances.  Grievance No. 512804 
charged management with unsatisfactory working conditions and harassment for issuing 
a second Incapable Letter and moving her to a manufacturing support position.12  In 
Grievance No. 512805, Self protested that she “was told to sit down and be quiet in a 
demeaning, disrespectful, and intimidating manner by a member of [management who] 

 
3 Record, p. 11. 
4 Record, p. 11. 
5 Record, p. 11. 
6 Record, p. 20. 
7 Record, p. 22. 
8 Record, p. 16. 
9 Record, p. 22. 
10 Record, pp. 17-23. 
11 Record, pp. 24-26. 
12 Record, p. 28. 
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was not my immediate supervisor.”13  Grievance No. 512855 challenged the Incapable 
Letter and requested reinstatement to the FMS position.14  
 
 The Local and the Company agreed to combine the three grievances.  On January 
25, 2018, the Local entered the following settlement with management: 
 

“It is not management’s intent to create unsatisfactory working conditions.  
Miss Self was deemed incapable and the agreement language in paragraph 
(63b)(c)(2) will be followed.  WDWP.”15 

Paragraph (63b)(c)(2) of the UAW/ATI Bargaining Agreement states: 
 

“An employee who is transferred under the provisions of this Agreement 
and is subsequently removed because he/she is deemed incapable shall 
not be permitted to apply for the same classification under this Agreement 
until there is proof of sufficient additional training or increase in skills.  
Employees shall have one (1) opportunity to address their incapability 
utilizing a training program in which half will be on company time and half 
will be on their own time (e.g. 50/50).  Following the training employees will 
be required to prove capability through an assessment mutually agreed to 
by both parties.  Any training to address incapability beyond the first 
instance shall be accomplished solely on the employee’s time (i.e. non-
compensated time).”16 
 
Self was provided with a copy of the settlement on February 28, 2018 and she filed 

an appeal with the Local challenging the withdrawal.  The Local Executive Board (LEB) 
considered the appeal on March 2, 2018 and referred the matter to the Bargaining 
Chairperson, Jimmy King, for investigation.17  The LEB considered the appeal again on 
March 16, 2018 and heard from both Self and King regarding the matter.18  The LEB 
adopted a motion to recommend to the membership that the appeal be denied. 

 
The membership considered the appeal at its regular meeting on September 9, 

2018.19  Self spoke on behalf of her appeal and King recommended that the appeal be 
denied.  The membership voted to table the appeal until its next meeting.  Self’s appeal 
was addressed again at the membership meeting on December 9, 2018.20  A motion 
passed to table the appeal until the March 2019 meeting.  On March 10, 2019, Self and 
King again presented to the membership regarding the appeal.  The membership voted 
101 in favor and 21 against to uphold the appeal.21 

 
13 Record, p. 29. 
14 Record, p. 30. 
15 Record, p. 33. 
16 Record, p. 2. 
17 Record, p. 37. 
18 Record, p. 41. 
19 Record, p. 48. 
20 Record, p. 52. 
21 Record, p. 56. 
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By letter dated April 9, 2019, Bargaining Chairperson King filed an appeal with the 
International Executive Board (IEB) seeking to reverse the Local membership’s decision 
to reinstate the appeal.22  In response, International Representative Chris McTaggart 
issued a letter to Self on May 20, 2019.23  He indicated that the Company had been 
notified to reinstate Grievance No. 512855 based upon the IEB’s review of the matter.  
He further advised that the grievance would be advanced to the next step in the 
contractual grievance procedure.  The Record does not reflect the IEB’s reasons for 
reinstating the grievance. 

 
Following the reinstatement, McTaggart assumed responsibility for the grievance.  

On August 30, 2019, the Company provided its Step 3 response.  The Company’s 
Executive Director for Human Resources wrote: 

 
“After careful examination I find that there is nothing to indicate that her 
disqualification from the FMS role was inappropriate.  In fact, I find that the 
actions taken in an attempt to avoid disqualifying Ms. Self go beyond what 
would be considered standard.  Further, Ms. Self is the party that displayed 
unprofessional, disrespectful, and intimidating behavior during a meeting 
with management. 
 
Therefore, I must agree with the previous settlements and responses.  The 
disqualification of Ms. Self and the actions of management while 
communicating with her were appropriate.  That being said, the company at 
some time in the future may reconsider Ms. Self’s disqualification if it feels 
she has gained the appropriate training, education and experience.”24 
 

On January 28, 2020, the Union and the Company went through the FMCS mediation 
process but were unable to resolve the grievance.25 
 

On September 21, 2020, McTaggart sent a letter to Self advising that he had 
withdrawn Grievance No. 512855.  He stated: “I made the decision not to arbitrate this 
grievance considering the limited remedies available at arbitration.”26 

 
 Self appealed the withdrawal to the IEB by letter dated September 26, 2020.27  She 
explained that the IEB had previously reinstated her grievance and that the facts 
remained the same as when previously considered by the IEB.  She argued that she had 
successfully performed work in the FMS classification for months before she was 
demoted by management.  She also claimed that her demotion was based on her failure 
to meet the requirements for a single job assignment within the FMS classification.  She 
contended that this was unfair since the Company could have placed her in hundreds of 

 
22 Record, pp. 59-61. 
23 Record, p. 64. 
24 Record, p. 65. 
25 Record, pp. 70, 104. 
26 Record, p. 67. 
27 Record, pp. 68-69. 
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other assignments within the classification.  Lastly, she argued that management was 
using the 7-Page Incapable Letter process, instead of the progressive discipline 
procedure required under the bargaining agreement. 
 

The International President’s staff requested information from McTaggart 
regarding his decision.  McTaggart explained that several meetings were held with 
management, including FMCS mediation, in an attempt to resolve the matter.28  He further 
explained that Self has refused to remedy the complaint through the contractual means, 
citing the one-time opportunity for additional training under Paragraph (63b)(c)(2) of the 
Bargaining Agreement.  Instead, he wrote that Self insisted upon lost wages and overtime 
for the classification from which she was disqualified, even though she had declined 
overtime in the classification she held following her demotion.  He claimed that Self’s only 
response to the Incapable Letter had been to claim that it was based upon lies. 

 
The IEB issued its decision on February 11, 2021, adopting a report prepared by 

the International President’s staff.  Staff determined that a hearing on Self’s appeal was 
unnecessary.29  Staff found the fact that Self’s grievance had been reinstated at an earlier 
point in the grievance process was immaterial to the question of whether McTaggart’s 
withdrawal of the grievance lacked a rational basis or was the product of fraud, 
discrimination, or collusion with management.30  Staff noted that Self did not even claim 
that McTaggart engaged in fraud, discrimination, or collusion with management.  In terms 
of Self’s argument that the Company should have found other assignments for her in the 
FMS classification, staff explained that management has the right to assign work under 
the Bargaining Agreement, as Self had also acknowledged.31  Therefore, an arbitrator 
could not compel the Company to make assignments in the manner desired by Self.  Staff 
also found that Self’s claim that management had misused the Incapable Letter process 
lacked support in the Bargaining Agreement.32 

 
In the end, the IEB concluded that McTaggart’s decision was rational given the 

Company’s documentation of the training provided to Self and the deficiencies in her 
performance.33  Self has now filed a timely appeal to the PRB challenging the IEB’s 
determination. 

 
ARGUMENT 

 
A. Christine Self: 

 
I am appealing the IEB’s decision not to reinstate Grievance No. 512855.  The 

Company’s claim that I received extensive training is incorrect.  Following my transfer to 

 
28 Record, p. 70. 
29 Record, p. 73. 
30 Record, p. 75. 
31 Record, p. 76. 
32 Record, p. 76. 
33 Record, p. 78. 
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the FMS classification, I worked independently most of the time with little assistance from 
a trainer. 

 
As an International Representative, Chris McTaggart’s job is to represent and 

defend fellow workers accused of violating company policy or the terms and conditions of 
the collective bargaining agreement, often through the grievance process.  The letter I 
received dated September 21, 2020 states that McTaggart decided to withdraw 
Grievance No. 512855 because of the “limited remedies available at arbitration.”  
McTaggart did not do his job due to his unwillingness to pursue any, even limited, 
remedies that were available. 

 
Mediation took place on January 28, 2020 and afterwards I was informed by 

McTaggart that he would have the grievance scheduled for arbitration.  I reached out to 
him many times.  I left voicemails with no return calls and sent text messages with no 
response.  I had to call the regional office located in Maumee, Ohio, and speak with 
someone who then sent emails to McTaggart in order to get a return phone call.  Prior to 
the September 21, 2020 letter, McTaggart never indicated that he was going to withdraw 
grievance.  It appears McTaggart communicated with management more than he did with 
me, the dues-paying union worker, which looks like collusion to me.  Collusion is secret 
or illegal cooperation or conspiracy especially in order to cheat and deceive others.  In 
my opinion, McTaggart is engaged in a conspiracy with management by refusing to 
pursue whatever remedies are available. 

 
B. International Union, UAW: 

 
When reviewing the Union’s decision to settle a grievance, the PRB’s jurisdiction 

is limited to whether the settlement was improperly motivated because of fraud, 
discrimination, or collusion with management, or whether it was devoid of a rational basis.  
See Ayres v. Local Union 1112, UAW, 10 PRB 126, 129 (1998).  Here, there is no 
evidence that McTaggart’s decision to withdraw Appellant’s grievance was irrational or 
influenced by fraud, discrimination, or collusion with management. 

 
In withdrawing Appellant’s grievance, McTaggart reviewed the Company’s 

documented issues with Appellant’s work performance.  McTaggart also noted that 
Appellant was unwilling to utilize the contractual remedies available to her that would have 
allowed her to re-apply for her former position.  It is also relevant that, before withdrawing 
the grievance, McTaggart attempted to resolve the matter through mediation.  Although 
Appellant has noted the areas where she disputes the Company’s conclusions, 
Appellant’s contentions do not establish that McTaggart’s decision was irrational.  Further, 
there is no serious evidence showing that McTaggart colluded with management. 

 
C. Rebuttal by Christine Self: 

 
During the grievance process, I have been subjected to constant harassment, 

intimidation, bullying, discrimination, retaliation, and disparate treatment from both the 
Union and the Company.  I was removed from my classification as an oiler and placed 
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into a manufacturing support position.  This is the second time that I have been moved 
out of my classification since November 2019.  I have applied for the Treat Controlman 
Audit Inspector position, but I was passed over eight times.  I filed grievances regarding 
this but was told by my Committeeperson that the Company has the right to do this, even 
though the other employees selected are junior to me. 

 
The 7-Page Incapable Letter, which is the subject of this grievance, is the second 

that I have received.  But there are no write-ups or documentation to support 
management’s claim that I am incapable.  I worked the job for six months without any 
write ups or incidents.  I asked for a Committeeperson during the meeting with 
management regarding the letter and none was present.  Later, when McTaggart met 
with management, my Local union representatives were not present.  I have had 
supervisors from other areas in the plant stand and watch me while I am working in order 
to intimidate me.  One supervisor tried to enter the oil store to harass me but was stopped.  
I am asking that the Union do its job and stop the harassment that is occurring. 

 
DISCUSSION 

 
Self has appealed the decision to withdraw her grievances challenging her 

demotion from the FMS position.  The PRB’s jurisdiction over such an appeal is limited to 
claims that the matter was improperly handled because of fraud, discrimination, or 
collusion with management, or that the disposition or handling of the matter was devoid 
of any rational basis.34   

 
International Representative McTaggart’s decision to withdraw the grievances was 

not irrational.  The Company produced documentation showing that it had provided 
extensive training to Self and identifying deficiencies in her performance.  Self has 
claimed that the Company’s assertions are false but has failed to provide any specific 
information which calls into question management’s assessment of her ability to perform 
in the FMS position.  In fact, Self has admitted that she did not feel confident in some 
tasks, even after several months of training.  Self’s suggestion that the Company could 
have found assignments within the FMS classification that she was able to perform also 
indicates that there were some assignments beyond her demonstrated capability at the 
end of the training period.  As the International Union has correctly pointed out, the 
Company has a right to assign work within the classification.35  There are no grounds to 
insist that only certain assignments be given to Appellant. 

 
The fact that the IEB had previously reinstated Self’s grievances at Step 3 does 

not undermine McTaggart’s ultimate decision to withdraw them after further investigation 
and processing.  McTaggart met with higher-level management representatives in an 
attempt to resolve the grievances.  The Union and the Company also went through the 
FMCS mediation process.  When these further attempts at resolution were unsuccessful, 
McTaggart reasonably determined that the Union was unlikely to prevail in arbitration 

 
34 UAW International Constitution, Article 33, §4(i). 
35 See Thrower v. Region 5, UAW, PRB Case No. 1751, at p. 19 (Aug. 30, 2016) (“management has the 
unrestricted right to make job assignments within an employee’s classification”). 
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given the Company’s well-documented claims of performance deficiencies.  McTaggart’s 
decision is also reasonable given that Self still had the opportunity to qualify for the 
position following additional training under Paragraph (63b)(c)(2) of the Bargaining 
Agreement. 

 
In addition to claiming that the Company’s inaccurately assessed her performance, 

Self has also asserted that she was subject to discrimination and a hostile work 
environment.  The PRB is sensitive to the fact that historically women in the United States 
have encountered discrimination in some workplaces when trying to obtain skilled trade 
positions.  However, Appellant has not provided any facts to suggest, much less 
demonstrate, that her demotion was the product of discrimination or the manifestation of 
a hostile work environment.36  Self filed a civil rights complaint with her Local, claiming 
that a manager spoke to her in an intimidating and disrespectful manner while meeting to 
discuss her performance.  But she did not provide any facts to suggest that this ill-
treatment was due to any protected characteristic, such as gender or race.  In the absence 
of such factual support, it was not irrational for McTaggart to withdraw the grievances.   

 
Lastly, Appellant’s allegation of collusion is not well-founded.  The fact that 

McTaggart communicated with management before ultimately deciding to withdraw the 
grievance does not indicate collusion.  In fact, Union representatives are expected to 
engage in discussions with management as part of the usual grievance process.  It is 
unfortunate that Appellant feels that McTaggart did not communicate sufficiently with her 
throughout the process, but that does not provide grounds for the Board to set aside his 
decision to withdraw the grievance. 

 
The decision of the IEB is affirmed and the appeal is denied.  

 
36 See Turner v. Region 1, UAW, PRB Case No. 1733, at p. 12 (Feb. 1, 2016) (hostile work environment 
claim generally requires evidence of “severe recurring harassment” due to a protected characteristic or 
status). 
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