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The Public Review Board addresses whether the Region 1A International 

Representative had a rational basis for withdrawing Appellant’s grievance challenging a 
reduction in her pay rate. 

 
FACTS 

 
 Appellant Judy Taylor is a retired member of UAW Local Union 174.  On August 
22, 1977, Taylor began work for General Motors Company (GM or “the Company”) as a 
Production employee at the Hydra-matic Powertrain facility at Willow Run.1  On July 24, 
1978, she entered the Skilled Trades in the Instrument Repair classification and earned 
her Journeyperson card in 1980.2  She continued working in this trade until August 10, 

 
1 Record, pp. 53,181. 
2 Record, pp. 92, 127, 181-182. 



PRB CASE NO. 1845  Page 2. 

2010 when her plant closed, and she was laid-off.3  At the time of the layoff, Taylor was 
earning $32.59 per hour.4 
 
 In order to return to work, Taylor began working in material handling at the Warren 
Tech facility on March 19, 2011 at an hourly rate of $28.49.5  On May 16, 2011, she 
transferred to a Production position at the Toledo Transmission plant, again at a rate of 
$28.49 per hour.6 
 
 On January 18, 2012, GM announced that job opportunities were available for 
Skilled Tradespersons working in Production under the 2011 Special Attrition Program 
(SAP), Phase II.7  The openings included positions at Willow Run CCA in the 
classifications of Millwright, Truck Repair, Electrician, and Pipefitter.  Taylor submitted a 
job placement application on January 25, 2012.8  On the application form, she indicated 
that she was interested in retraining opportunities in several Skilled Trades classifications, 
including as an Electrician.9 
 

Taylor accepted an offer of employment at Willow Run CCA in the Electrician 
classification on February 29, 2012.10  She began work at Willow Run on March 19, 
2012.11  Her hourly pay rate was increased to $32.73, the rate for a full Journeyperson in 
the Skilled Trades.12  GM later maintained that Taylor was erroneously paid at the full 
Journeyperson rate while in retraining.13  Throughout 2012 and 2013, Taylor performed 
numerous work assignments which management logged as on-the-job training (OJT) 
hours.14  During this time period, Taylor also completed additional coursework at 
Washtenaw Community College as directed by management.15 

 
 In the Fall of 2014, new management took over at Willow Run CCA: Winifred Fails 
as General Supervisor, and LaKeitha Mole in Human Resources.16  On September 3, 
2014, Fails submitted a request for approval of a Skilled Trades retraining program to the 
GM-UAW Skilled Trades and Apprentice Committee.17  The requested program was for 
retraining Taylor from the Instrument Repair classification to the Electrician classification.  
  

 
3 Record, pp. 127, 181. 
4 Record, p. 53. 
5 Record, pp. 53, 181. 
6 Record, pp. 53, 181. 
7 Record, p. 91. 
8 Record, pp. 92-93. 
9 Record, p. 92. 
10 Record, p. 95. 
11 Record, p. 96. 
12 Record, pp. 46, 53, 181. 
13 Record, p. 133. 
14 Record, pp. 56-90. 
15 Record, pp. 127, 182. 
16 Record, p. 128. 
17 Record, pp. 97-98. 
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 The Committee approved the plan through a Memorandum of Understanding 
(MOU) signed September 17, 2014.  The MOU, which identified Taylor as a 
Journeyperson-In-Training (JIT), states in relevant part: 
 

“The GM-UAW Skilled Trades and Apprentice Committee received, 
modified and approved a retraining plan for an electrical JIT employee at 
Local 157 CCA Willow Run.  In approving the plan, the National Parties 
recognize the training requirements are extensive and that off-site shop 
related training will be required.  The operations at the Willow Run facility 
will not provide exposure to all facets of the training necessary to complete 
the approved plan.  The Local Joint Parties at Willow Run will determine the 
number of shop related hours that Ms. Judy Taylor has already completed 
and those that she will not be able [to] obtain while training at their facility.  
Once the number of training hours completed has been determined, her 
wages will be adjusted to the appropriate rate as defined by the Wage 
Administration National Parties.  In addition, similar to the expectations of 
all JITs and apprentices, she will be required to take at least six (6) credit 
hours of classroom instruction, per semester, throughout the year.”18 
 

By letter dated October 17, 2014, the UAW GM Department provided a copy of the MOU 
to Taylor.19 
 

As referenced in the MOU, the National Parties entered into a Wage Administration 
agreement for Journeypersons-In-Training on July 16, 2013.20  The Parties entered into 
the agreement in response to the fact that Journeypersons retraining into a different 
Skilled Trade were receiving less compensation than those apprenticed for the first time 
in a Skilled Trade.  To have compensation better reflect the experience and training of 
JITs in retraining, the Parties adopted a schedule for JIT wages during the retraining 
period based upon the number of training hours completed.  Under the schedule, pay 
rates increased in eight steps, starting at $27.12 per hour and rising to 86% of the 
difference between this base rate and the maximum for the Journeyperson classification 
at a given location.  

 
 In accordance with the MOU, management directed Taylor to take 

additional coursework at Henry Ford Community College.21  She was also transferred to 
the Romulus Engine plant on a temporary basis for additional training.22  When she was 
at Romulus, effective October 13, 2014, management cut Taylor’s pay rate to $28.53 per 
hour, a decrease of $4.20 per hour.23  GM also attempted to recoup payment for the prior 
two years when Taylor was paid at the full Journeyperson rate while in retraining as an 

 
18 Record, p. 99. 
19 Record, p. 100. 
20 Record, p. 32. 
21 Record, p. 128. 
22 Record, p. 128. 
23 Record, pp. 48, 53, 133. 



PRB CASE NO. 1845  Page 4. 

Electrician.24  Robert Jones was the Skilled Trades Bargaining Committeeperson for 
Romulus at the time.  He prevailed upon the Company to cease its recoupment efforts.25 
 
 On October 24, 2014, Taylor filed Grievance No. 9322, later designated as Case 
No. CC-002, protesting the reduction in her pay rate.  The grievance stated: 
 

“Charge management for deducting my skilled trade rate to a production 
rate.  I am a skilled trade employee that has fulfilled all the requirements at 
the Willow Run CCA facility.  Management has documented that there are 
100 training categories left to complete, therefore being able to perform all 
of the job task[s] in Willow Run CCA with no support.  Therefore the grievant 
is asking to restore the corrected rate based on their trade and pay all lost 
monies.”26 
 

The grievance was denied at the initial steps of the grievance process. 
 

The Local Shop Committee and plant management conducted a Second Step 
meeting on March 4, 2016.  The Committee argued that Taylor had fulfilled the training 
and coursework requirements, and that she had undocumented hours of on-the-job 
training.27  The Committee also argued that the information provided to the National GM-
UAW Skilled Trades and Apprentice Committee was incomplete and not agreed upon at 
the Local level.  Management responded that the National Parties had determined that 
additional training was necessary, including training unavailable at Willow Run CCA, and 
that Taylor’s wage rate was adjusted in accordance with the National Agreement.28  The 
matter was referred to the Third Step.   

 
 In early May 2016, Taylor completed her training at Romulus and returned to 
Willow Run.29  Throughout 2015 and 2016, Taylor’s pay continued to increase in 
accordance with the schedule set forth in the Wage Administration agreement for JITs, 
rising incrementally from $28.53 to $31.81 per hour.30  Taylor obtained full Journeyperson 
status in the Electrician classification on November  31, 2016 at which point her pay rate 
increased to $33.71 per hour.31  Taylor retired from the Company on September 1, 
2017.32 
 
 In the meanwhile, International Servicing Representative, Robert Jones, became 
responsible for Taylor’s grievance at the Third Step level around June 2016.33  Jones 

 
24 Record, p. 133. 
25 Record, p. 133. 
26 Record, p. 101. 
27 Record, pp. 102-103. 
28 Record, pp. 102-103. 
29 Record, pp. 107-108. 
30 Record, p. 52. 
31 Record, pp. 51-52. 
32 Record, p. 181. 
33 Record, pp. 109-110. 
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began gathering information and met with Taylor on June 15, 2016.34  After the meeting, 
Taylor provided various documents to him.35  On July 20, 2016, Jones conducted a Third 
Step meeting with management.36  It was agreed to hold the case in abeyance as both 
parties conducted additional research.37  On August 10, 2017, another Third Step meeting 
was held and again it was agreed to hold the case in abeyance pending further 
research.38  The parties met again for a Third Step meeting on February 20, 2020.39  At 
this point, Jones agreed to withdraw the grievance.  The meeting minutes state: 
 

“The parties have spent countless hours reviewing the grievant[’s] claim 
during multiple third step bargaining sessions over a period of a year and a 
half.  Documents from multiple Plants pertaining to the grievant[’s] re-
training plan and pay have been reviewed.  After a thorough assessment of 
the 2011 SAP Phase II Re-Training Agreement which the grievant signed 
up for and the National Party Memorandum of Agreement dated September 
5, 2014, specific to the grievant[’s] re-training plan, it has been determined 
that the grievant was made whole throughout her retraining process.  No 
lost monies have been found.  Accordingly, this grievance is considered 
settled.”40 
 

Jones advised Taylor regarding the disposition of her grievance by letter dated April 7, 
2020.41 
 
 Taylor filed an appeal to the International Executive Board (IEB).42  She explained 
the circumstances leading to her acceptance of an Electrician position at Willow Run 
CCA.  She explained that she was willing to undertake additional training but “never 

 
34 Record, p. 111. 
35 Record, pp. 111-112. 
36 Record, p. 113. 
37 Record, p. 114. 
38 Record, p. 115. 
39 Record, p. 116. 
40 Record, p. 118. 
41 Record, p. 119. 
42 Record, p. 120.  At some point, Taylor also filed a complaint with the National Labor Relations Board 
(NLRB) alleging that the Union violated its duty of fair representation by failing to keep her updated 
regarding the status of her 2014 grievance protesting the change in her pay rate.  By letter dated June 3, 
2020, the NLRB investigator dismissed her complaint, stating: 
 

“Although there was initially a delay in its communications with you, the evidence failed to 
establish that the Union breached its duty of fair representation with respect to its 
communications with you in regard to your December 26 letter. 

Although not specifically alleged in your charge, the evidence also failed to establish that 
the Union’s decision to withdraw your grievance breached its duty of fair representation.  
In this regard, the Union’s decision appears reasonable under the circumstances and the 
investigation did not adduce sufficient evidence to establish that the Union’s handling of 
the grievance and was based on arbitrary, discriminatory, or otherwise unlawful 
considerations.”  Record, p. 122. 
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agreed to or was ask[ed] to take a pay cut.”43  She asserted that she successfully worked 
as an Electrician at Willow Run CCA for over two years at the full Journeyperson pay rate 
before new management arrived and required that she complete additional training, 
including at Romulus Engine.44  She claimed that there were other employees who moved 
from one Skilled Trade to another, and they were not forced to take a pay cut while in 
retraining.45 
 
 The International President’s staff requested information from UAW Region 1A 
regarding Taylor’s grievance.  Jones responded to the request.46  He asserted that 
Taylor’s grievance as originally filed had no merit and that her pay was cut appropriately 
in accordance with the JIT retraining wage scale.  He explained that he had prevailed 
upon the Company not to recoup the overpayments to Taylor during her first two years at 
Willow Run CCA.  He further explained that he initially disputed whether the Company 
had granted Taylor pay increases during her retraining in a timely fashion, but in the end 
was satisfied that no money was due and withdrew the grievance. 
 
 The International President’s office also sought an interpretation of the relevant 
contract provisions from the UAW GM Department.  In response, Terry Dittes explained 
that “[t]he rate that Sister Taylor would earn as J.I.T. is dependent on the rate that she 
was making while working in Production.”47  He wrote: 
 

“In previous years, there were members forced to Production who retained 
their Skilled Trades wages and, also members who volunteered for 
Production rather than face layoff.  Members who volunteered received 
Production pay.  If Sister Taylor was still making Skilled Trades wages, our 
belief is that she should have retained those wages throughout the 
retraining.  If she was earning a Production rate, she would have received 
raises throughout the retraining process, not jumped to full rate 
immediately.”48 
 

 The IEB issued its decision on May 4, 2021, adopting the report prepared by staff 
recommending that Taylor’s appeal be denied.  Based upon the information provided by 
the UAW GM Department, staff found that Taylor was not entitled to full Journeyperson 
wages after she accepted a position as a JIT Electrician at Willow Run CCA.49  Staff 
concluded that the Company initially paid Taylor at the full rate in error, but later adjusted 
the rate in accordance with the terms of the National Agreement governing wages for JITs 

 
43 Record, p. 127 
44 Record, pp. 127-128. 
45 Record, p. 128. 
46 Record, pp. 133-134. 
47 Record, p. 135. 
48 Record, p. 135.  Although Dittes asserted that he lacked sufficient information to reach a conclusion 
regarding Taylor’s situation, he speculated based upon her job placement application that she was making 
Skilled-Trades wages while working in Production.  Record, p. 135.  Other documentation in the Record 
indicates that this is incorrect.  Taylor was making $28.49 per hour while she worked in Production following 
layoff from her position in Instrument Repair in which she earned $32.59 per hour.  Record, pp. 46, 53. 
49 Record, p. 145. 
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who previously held Journeyperson status in a different classification.  In response to 
Taylor’s assertion that other employees were paid at the full Journeyperson rate while in 
retraining, staff noted that this was possible if a Journeyperson were forced to work in 
Production.50  Staff also noted that the Company had not always applied the contractual 
provisions relating to JITs consistently at its various locations.51  In conclusion, staff found 
that Jones had conducted a thorough investigation of the grievance and rationally 
determined that no contract violation occurred. 
 
 Taylor has now appealed the IEB’s decision to the Public Review Board (PRB). 
 

ARGUMENT 
 

A. Judy Taylor: 

I am requesting that the PRB review the IEB’s decision.  I believe that I had recall 
rights back to the Skilled Trades and that I exercised those rights when I applied for the 
2011 Skilled Trades SAP, Phase II job offer.  Management was aware that I was a 
Journeyperson in Instrument Repair, not an Electrician.  I believe that I was awarded the 
Electrician position based upon my seniority, experience, and job qualifications.  
Instrument Repair is classified as an electrical trade.  An Electrician took over my work 
when my Instrument Repair position was eliminated.  My plant closed and the product 
went to Toledo.  I was laid off. 

 
I filled out the SAP application.  There are several boxes to indicate interest in 

retraining and I checked five of the six.  However, the form does not say anything about 
becoming a JIT.  I worked successfully for over two years at Willow Run CCA before I 
was told that I needed to complete additional coursework and go for training at Romulus 
Engine.  It was only at that point that my wages were cut by $4.20 per hour.  I never 
signed or agreed to the MOU that was dated September 5, 2014. 

 
I replaced an Electrician who took an incentive package and retired.  None of the 

paperwork that I was given when I applied for and accepted the position indicated that I 
would be a JIT or have a wage cut.    I replaced a Tradesperson making Skilled Trades 
wages, and I was called back from a Production position making Production wages to a 
Skilled Trades position.  I was paid according to that classification. 

 
The memo from the UAW GM Department indicates that members forced to 

Production retained their Skilled Trades wage rate.  I would have loved to be that person.  
I was laid off for seven months and had to apply for a Production job.  Why wasn’t I given 
the same opportunity? 

 
B. International Union, UAW: 

 

 
50 Record, p. 146. 
51 Record, p. 147. 
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The IEB’s decision to deny the appeal should be affirmed.  The PRB has 
consistently held that it will not overturn the grievance-handler’s interpretation of 
applicable agreement terms, provided the interpretation rests upon a rational basis.  See 
Butler v. UAW Region 1, PRB Case No. 1806, at p. 8 (Dec. 16, 2019); Gaskin, et al. v. 
UAW FCA Department, PRB Case No. 1802, at p. 8 (Oct. 29, 2019).   

 
Here, the International Union demonstrated that Jones had a rational basis for his 

interpretation of the relevant contract terms.  After a lengthy investigation, Jones 
determined that Appellant was paid in accordance with the provisions of the JIT program 
(except for a two-year period when Appellant was mistakenly overpaid).  Although 
Appellant argues she was entitled to Skilled Trades wages while she worked as a JIT, 
there is no contract language that supports this argument. 

 
Appellant also alleges that while she was paid at a lower rate, other Skilled Trades 

people were paid at the Skilled Trades rate.  However, representatives from the UAW GM 
Department explained that the wage rate for Skilled Trades employees working in 
Production and as JITs is dependent on whether a Tradesperson was forced into 
Production (in which case they were paid the Skilled Trades rate) or voluntarily accepted 
a position in Production (to avoid layoff -- as Appellant did -- in which case they were paid 
at the Production rate). 

 
Appellant has not met her burden of establishing that Jones’ decision to settle the 

grievance “was tainted by fraud, discrimination or collusion with management, or was 
devoid of any rational basis.”  Copeland v. UAW Ford Department, 5 PRB 261, 264 
(1987); see also, Woodward v. Local Union 282, UAW, 5 PRB 146, 149 (1987) (“Union 
representatives are given a wide latitude in deciding which grievances to process and 
which to withdraw” and the Board will not second-guess Union’s handling of grievances 
absent evidence of improper motivation or irrationality.)  Although Appellant has argued 
for years that the Company should retroactively adjust her pay to the top Skilled Trades 
rate while she was in retraining, there is simply no contractual language that entitles her 
to this adjustment. 

 
Furthermore, there is no evidence to suggest, and Appellant has not argued, that 

Jones’ decision was tainted by fraud, discrimination, or collusion with management.  
Rather, the record shows that Jones appropriately handled the grievance and 
investigated Appellant’s claims thoroughly before he settled the matter. 

 
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.52  In this case, Taylor does not assert that the withdrawal of her grievance was 
motivated by fraud, discrimination, or collusion with management.  Nor is there any basis 

 
52 UAW International Constitution, Article 33, §4(i). 
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on the Record to suggest that any such factors influenced the handling of her grievance.  
Rather, Taylor disagrees with Representative Jones’ conclusion that she was not entitled 
the Skilled-Trades wage rate sought in her grievance.  However, Jones based his 
conclusion on the applicable collective bargaining provisions.  The PRB will not overturn 
the grievance-handler’s interpretation of applicable agreement terms, provided the 
interpretation rests upon a rational basis.53 

 
In this case, Jones’ decision to withdraw the grievance was rational.  The extensive 

Record compiled in this matter shows that Jones conducted a thorough investigation 
regarding Appellant’s work history and the circumstances surrounding her move to Willow 
Run CCA.  He also met personally with Taylor when he first assumed responsibility for 
her grievance.  Thereafter, he met with the Company on several occasions to review the 
facts and to make sure that Taylor had received all wage increases due to her as a JIT in 
a timely fashion. 

 
Having carefully reviewed the facts, Jones’ decision to withdraw the grievance was 

based upon a rational interpretation of the applicable collective bargaining agreements.  
Under the agreement terms, only Skilled Trades employees who were forced by the 
Company into a Production position continued to be entitled to receive a Skilled Trades 
wage rate.  In contrast, those Skilled Trades workers who accepted a Production position 
to avoid lay-off were paid at Production rates.  In addition, the National Parties entered 
into a Wage Administration agreement for JITs retraining from one Skilled Trades 
classification to another.  Although the terms of this agreement were not applied to Taylor 
initially when she began employment at Willow Run CCA, Jones reasonably concluded 
that the Union lacked a contractual basis to claim that Taylor was entitled to receive 
compensation above the level dictated under the Wage Administration agreement. 

 
As Appellant acknowledges, she accepted a Production position in 2011 to avoid 

lay-off, following the closure of her plant.  As a result, she did not retain her Skilled-Trade 
wage rate in that position.  Subsequently, Taylor accepted a JIT position at Willow Run 
CCA while retraining in the Electrician classification.  Under the applicable agreement 
terms, she was not entitled to the full Skilled-Trades rate as a JIT, even though the 
Company initially paid her at the full rate in error.  

 
On appeal, Taylor argues that her skill and experience in the Instrument Repair 

classification entitled her to full Skilled-Trades wages when she assumed an Electrician 
position at Willow Run.  She asserts that the Instrument Repair classification performs 
many of the same functions as the Electrician classification.  In her view, the Company’s 
initial application of the full Skilled-Trades wage rate following her transfer to Willow Run 
was not a mistake, but rather correctly reflected her ability to perform in the Electrician 
position.  The Board has no reason to doubt Appellant’s capabilities.  However, the 
agreement terms apply regardless of the qualifications of each individual employee.  

 
53 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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Under the agreement, Instrument Repair is a different classification from Electrician, and 
an employee moving from Instrument Repair to the Electrician classification undergoes 
retraining as a JIT and receives a lesser pay rate while in retraining.   

 
Taylor was treated consistent the Union’s bargaining policies pertaining to Skilled 

Trades employees.  Thus, her primary argument is that these policies are unfair when 
applied to her situation.  But that is not a proper basis for an appeal.  The appellate 
process is not a means to second-guess legitimate policy choices made at the bargaining 
table and ratified by the membership. 

 
Appellant also argues that she did not explicitly agree to become a JIT and to 

accept less than the full Skilled-Trades wage rate as a result.  The Board appreciates that 
Appellant may not have understood the full implications of her choice to take the 
Electrician position at Willow Run CCA.   Nevertheless, she was subject to the terms of 
employment as negotiated by the Union and the Company.  Individual acceptance of the 
agreement terms is not required.  We also note that Taylor still benefited as a result of 
transferring from the Production position that she held following her layoff, although not 
to the extent that she anticipated.  Even after the Company adjusted her pay rate to reflect 
that she was a JIT, Appellant continued to earn more than she would have if she had 
remained in Production and eventually she attained the full Journeyperson rate.  In 
addition, the Union succeeded in rebuffing the Company’s attempt to recoup the 
additional money erroneously paid to Taylor in her first two years at Willow Run CCA, so 
she retained the benefit of this windfall. 

 
Lastly, Appellant claims that other employees did not suffer a pay cut when moving 

from one Skilled-Trades classification to another.  This may be correct, but it does not 
provide a basis for granting this appeal.  As the IEB explained, Skilled Trades workers 
when forced into a Production position retained their Skilled-Trades pay rate, including if 
such an employee later became a JIT.  The other employees to whom Appellant refers 
may fall into this category.  In its decision, the IEB also noted that the Company did not 
always apply the agreement language consistently at various locations.  Thus, it seems 
that errors similar to what Taylor experienced in her first two years at Willow Run may 
have occurred in other instances.  These errors, however, do not provide a basis for the 
Union to claim that Appellant is entitled to pay beyond that agreed upon through collective 
bargaining.  

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


	Appeal of:
	judy Taylor, Retired Member,
	UAW LOCAL UNION 174,
	Appellant,
	UAW REGION 1A
	decision

