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The Public Review Board considers whether the International Representative’s 

withdrawal of Sharon Bell’s hostile work environment grievance lacked a rational basis or 
was improperly motivated. 

 
FACTS 

 
Sharon Bell is employed by General Motors Corporation (GM or “the Company”) 

at the Flint Assembly Plant in Flint, Michigan.  She has a seniority date of January 7, 
1985.  Bell is currently represented by UAW Local Union 598, which lies within the 
jurisdiction of UAW Region 1D.  In 2018, Bell worked for GM at the Warren Transmission 
Plant in Warren, Michigan.  At that time, she was a member of UAW Local Union 909, 
which is part of Region 1. 

 
 As early as 2013, Appellant Bell experienced medical issues for which she was 
either placed on medical leave or given restrictions on the type of work she could 
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perform.1  Over the years, Bell filed several grievances related to the Company’s handling 
of her medical restrictions and other issues, asserting that she was mistreated due to 
discrimination.2  She also filed charges with the National Labor Relations Board and the 
Michigan Department of Civil Rights against the Company and the Union alleging 
discrimination and retaliation for union activities.3 
 
 On November 17, 2017, Appellant incurred an alleged on-the-job injury, requiring 
temporary work restrictions.4  The GM-UAW Accommodating DisAbled People in 
Transition (ADAPT) program failed to identify any available work for Bell given her 
restrictions.  Accordingly, she was placed on medical leave.5  On December 1, 2017, 
Appellant applied for a voluntary transfer to GM’s Warren Technological Center (“Tech 
Center”).  The Company ran a requisition for workers to fill positions at the Tech Center 
on September 7, 2018 but Bell was not permitted to transfer because she was not an 
active employee at the time.6 
 
 On September 27, 2018, Bell returned to work at the Warren Transmission Plant 
after a position became available which she could perform consistent with her medical 
restrictions.7  Shortly after her return, Bell filed Grievance No. A-42393 on November 18, 
2018.   Grievance No. A-42393 is the subject of this appeal.  The grievance described 
Bell’s claim as: 
 

“Union charges management with a direct violation of national contract 
Par[agraph] 6A Labor Rep causing intimidation, and a hostile work 
environment.  Union demands immediate correction[,] work place be free of 
disrespect and hostility, pay grievant all lost time wages.  Lost opportunity 
for job/promotion and grievant be made whole.”8 
 

Paragraph 6a prohibits discrimination in the application of the terms of the National 
Agreement.9  The grievance form was signed by Bell and Committeeperson Kevin Hunter.  
Management denied the charges at the initial stages. 

 
1 Record, pp. 241, 248. 
2 Record, pp. 214, 219, 225, 245-247, 252, 262. 
3 Record, pp. 216, 220-223, 238, 251, 258, 259, 280, 334, 335. 
4 Record, p. 141. 
5 Record, p. 141. 
6 Record, p. 141. 
7 Record, p. 142. 
8 Record, p. 30. 
9 Paragraph 6a states in relevant part: 
 

“It is the policy of General Motors and the UAW that the provisions of this Agreement be 
applied to all employees covered by this Agreement without discrimination based on age, 
race, color, sex, religion, national origin, disability, sexual orientation, or gender 
identity/expression as required by appropriate state and federal law. Any claims of violation 
of this policy, claims of sexual harassment or of any laws regarding discrimination or 
harassment on account of disability may be taken up as a grievance.” 
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 On November 23, 2018, Bell filed another grievance, No. A-42362.10  The copy of 
the grievance form included in the Record is mostly illegible.  However, Bell later 
described Grievance No. A-42362 as relating to the GM Medical Department’s imposition 
of additional work restrictions and the resulting failure of the ADAPT department to return 
her to service at an earlier point in time.11  At some point, Committeeperson Hunter settled 
Grievance No. A-42362 and Bell appealed the settlement to Local 909 on May 2, 2019.12  
The Record does not indicate the disposition of this appeal. 
 
 In June 2019, Bell also initiated a Local Civil Rights Committee investigation since 
she believed that Committeeperson Hunter was slow to respond to her concerns.  The 
investigation forms indicate that Bell’s Civil Rights complaint was related to the same 
events which led to Grievance No. A-42393.13  The basis for the complaint was described 
as: 
 

“Complained that the team leader Guy in GFE discriminated against her.  
Would not train her properly and placed her on the hard job in the area and 
would not rotate her properly in the group.”14 
 

 Danielle Murry investigated Bell’s complaint regarding the failure to rotate within 
the work group and to provide training.  She received documents from Bell and conducted 
interviews with several of Bell’s co-workers, the Team Leader, and Local 909 Chairperson 
Frank Rowser.15  Four co-workers agreed with Bell that employees were not rotated or 
trained within the work group in a fair manner, and some attributed this to discrimination.16  
Based upon her investigation, Murry stated: 
 

“I conclude that Ms. Bell’s claims have some merit and that she has been 
getting unfair treatment at work.  Based upon her claims statements and 
witness statement[s] during interviews.”17   
 

 Although the primary focus of Murry’s investigation was the rotation of assignments 
and training, Bell also raised allegations that GM had improperly imposed medical 
restrictions on her.18  The investigation notes explain that witnesses relevant to that issue 
were not interviewed either because they were no longer at the plant or due to privacy 
restrictions.19 
 

 
10 Record, p. 31. 
11 Record, pp. 37-50. 
12 Record, p. 37. 
13 Record, p. 53. 
14 Record, p. 55. 
15 Record, pp. 66-78. 
16 Record, pp. 72, 73, 76, 77. 
17 Record, p. 60. 
18 Record, p. 59. 
19 Record, p. 59. 
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On August 5, 2019, GM closed its Warren Transmission Plant.  Bell was offered 
employment at the Company’s Flint Assembly Plant, which she accepted.20  Due to the 
plant closure, Local 909 was disbanded.  International Representative Rhonda Maurer 
assumed responsibility for unresolved grievances originating from Local 909.21  One of 
these unresolved grievances was Bell’s grievance No. A-42393. 

 
Throughout late 2019 and early 2020, Maurer had several meetings with 

Management regarding the unresolved grievances from Local 909.22  On June 24, 2020, 
Maurer had a telephone conversation with Committeeperson Hunter regarding Bell’s 
grievance.  Maurer described the conversation, as follows: 

 
“I spoke to the Committee person (Kevin Hunter) about Ms. Bell he stated 
to me the Grievance was referring to the 6-speed department and the GFE 
department and the transfers back and forth the plant treated these area’s 
as two separate departments when in all reality it was one department Ms. 
Bell wanted to transfer to the GFE side.  According to her committee person 
there was no loss of money because both areas were working the same 
amount of overtime.  After the committee argued with management, they 
finally agreed to move M[s]. Bell to GFE[.]   Kevin told me she was made 
whole with [the] move[.]”23 
 

Several months later, on September 11, 2020, Maurer spoke with Bell.24  Bell advised 
that she had more information regarding her case.  Maurer told Bell that there was a 
meeting scheduled with Management for September 21, 2020 and, therefore, Bell should 
provide the information as soon as possible.25  According to Maurer, Bell never provided 
additional information.26 
 
 Maurer’s meeting with Management was subsequently rescheduled to February 8, 
2021.  During this meeting, Maurer settled Grievance No. A-42393.  She agreed to 
withdraw the grievance in exchange for a statement from Management that it “inten[ds] 
to provide a workplace that is free of hostility and harassment and agrees to abide by the 

 
20 Record, p. 142. 
21 Record, p. 142. 
22 Record, p. 127. 
23 Record, p. 127. 
24 Record, p. 127. 
25 Record, p. 127. 
26 Record, p. 128.  Regarding additional information, Maurer recounted her exchange with Bell as follows: 
 

“I also reminded her that we had spoken about getting me information and she said she 
would and that she never showed up.  She told me that she was working in [F]lint and if I 
wanted the information that I could drive to her and get it.  I told her she could email it to 
me, and she stated she did not have my email address, I told her she does have my email 
address that I had sent her an email.  She said [you’re] right I do and I will send you the 
information in a[n] email.”  Record, p. 128. 
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UAW-GM National Agreement provisions against any such behavior.”27  Maurer advised 
Bell regarding the settlement of the grievance by letter dated February 11, 2021.28 
 
 After receiving notice of the withdrawal, Bell and Maurer spoke on the phone 
several times.  According to Maurer, Bell stated that she intended to appeal because 
Maurer had entered the settlement without having all the information pertaining to the 
grievance.29  Bell asserted that Grievance No. A-42393 was her “Tech [C]enter 
grievance.”30  Maurer explained that the grievance did not say anything about the Tech 
Center, only intimidating conduct by a Labor Representative.  Bell claimed that her 
Committeeperson refused to include the Tech Center issue in her grievance.31  Bell also 
complained that the Company owed her money for closing the Warren Assembly Plant.  
In one phone call, Bell told Maurer that she intended to run for union office against Region 
1 Director Frank Stuglin and International President Rory Gamble.32 
 
 Bell filed a timely appeal to the International Executive Board (IEB) challenging 
Maurer’s settlement.  She submitted a lengthy appeal letter which focused primarily on 
the Company’s handling of her work restrictions and her placement through the ADAPT 
process, resulting in the denial of her request to transfer to the Tech Center.33  She also 
complained about her transfer to the Flint Assembly Plant following the closure of the 
Warren Assembly Plant. 
 
 The International President’s office obtained information regarding the settlement 
of Grievance No. A-42393 from Maurer.  Administrative Assistant to the President 
Anthony Feyers also conducted a fact-finding hearing on June 15, 2021.  Both Bell and 
Maurer attended.  The hearing focused not only on Maurer’s settlement of Grievance No. 
A-42393, but also on Bell’s claim that she was prevented from transferring to the Warren 
Tech Center due to an error in her medical records.  The hearing report states: 
 

“The medical error was discovered on a Duty Disposition Letter Appellant 
obtained when she requested a copy of her medical records just before the 
Warren plant closed.  The error was derived from a medical restriction that 
occurred on April 8, 2014, and ended on May 8, 2014.  That expired 
restriction appears to have been carried onto the 2018 list of restrictions  . . 
. .  The error portrays additional work restrictions for Appellant that were not 
bona fide.  The parties discussed the possibility that this error may have 
created the situation wherein Appellant was improperly classified as ‘No 
Work Available’.  As stated earlier, if she was offered work within her 
restriction, she would have been present at work when the Warren Tech 

 
27 Record, p. 87. 
28 Record, p. 88. 
29 Record, p. 128. 
30 Record, p. 128. 
31 Record, p. 128. 
32 Record, p. 128. 
33 Record, pp. 96-122. 
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Center requisition was offered and may have been eligible for her desired 
transfer. 
 
Appellant testified that she discovered the error after Maurer had already 
settled the grievance.”34 
 

 At the hearing, Maurer defended her decision to withdraw Grievance No. A-
42393.35  She explained that she lacked evidence to successfully argue a case of 
intimidation or hostility.  In addition, since the Warren Assembly Plant was closed, there 
was no reason to believe that Bell would be exposed to continued hostility.  Although 
Bell’s appeal raised the issue of transfer to the Tech Center, the original grievance did 
not reference this issue.  Maurer also pointed out that complaints regarding plant transfers 
are not subject to the grievance process based upon Appendix A of the National 
Agreement.  Appendix A states in relevant part: 
 

“Any complaints regarding the application of these provisions in any plant 
may be taken up with Local management of that plant by the local Shop 
Committee and if not resolved may be referred to GM Labor Relations and 
the International Union for resolution.”36 
 

 The IEB issued its decision on September 8, 2021, adopting the report prepared 
by the International President’s staff.  The staff report concluded that “Maurer exercised 
reasonable judgment and the settlement was not void of a rational basis.”37  Although the 
appeal was denied, the report indicated that the Union would “initiate discussions with the 
intention of determining if the mistake discovered on the medical record [] may have 
inadvertently prevented Appellant from being transferred to the Warren Tech Center.”38 
 
 Bell now appeals the IEB decision to the Public Review Board (PRB). 
 

ARGUMENT 
 

A. Sharon Bell: 
 
When Grievance No. A-42393 was written I had multiple complaints for which I 

requested that Committeeperson Hunter write grievances for me. I asked Hunter to write 
separate grievances, but he refused to do so.  Hunter assured me that Grievance No. A-
42393 would address my request to transfer to the Warren Tech Center.  Hunter should 
have attached my statement of facts to the grievance file.  I gave him approximately 14 
pages of facts and I gave the Local Chairperson a 51-page submission.39 

 
34 Record, p. 143. 
35 Record, pp. 143-144. 
36 Record, p. 144. 
37 Record, p. 145. 
38 Record, p. 145. 
39 This appears to be a reference to an appeal filed with Local 909 on May 2, 2019 regarding Grievance 
No. A-42393.  Record, pp. 282-331.  This appeal was premature because the grievance remained open at 
the time. 
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The IEB decision relied upon Representative Maurer’s representations regarding 
her conversation with Hunter on June 24, 2020.  However, Maurer has failed to provide 
evidence that Hunter told her something different from what I told her.  If Hunter told 
Maurer that the Grievance No. A-42393 was only about my transfer to GFE, that is not 
what Hunter led me to believe.  Hunter assured me that Grievance No. A-42393 was 
written to cover multiple issues and I accepted what he said.  He assured me that 
Grievance No. A-42393 would take care of my complaint regarding transfer to the Warren 
Tech Center.   

 
However, Representative Maurer is also mistaken if she thought I was seeking a 

grievance regarding the Tech Center.  I asked my representatives to write a grievance for 
me pertaining to Paragraph 6a asserting discriminatory violations of my seniority.  I knew 
that I had to take my Appendix A issues to the local union and local management.  When 
I was allowed to return to work on September 27, 2018, my co-workers informed me that 
some of them were being transferred to the Warren Tech Center.  I then called the 
appropriate department and spoke several times with representatives Art Walker and Dan 
Reyes.  Reyes explained the Appendix A process to me. 

 
Maurer failed to consider my side of the facts in Grievance No. A-42393 and she 

failed to contact the Shop Chairperson Frank Rowser about the grievance.  I asked both 
Rowser and GM Personnel Director Sean Tackett to take my issue regarding transfer to 
the Tech Center to the lnternational Union and Corporation.  Grievance No. A-42393 was 
written to make it known that I had been discriminated against as it pertains to my 
disabilities, age, and race and subjected to retaliation, intimidation, and a hostile working 
environment.  With or without my medical records, the ADAPT program and Plant Medical 
department were wrong for placing me on medical leave.  I was capable and able to assist 
myself by using my left hand.  The ADAPT program and Plant Medical department kept 
me on “no work available” status for discriminatory reasons. 

 
I notified Management and the Local Union that the wrongfully imposed medical 

leave caused me to lose my opportunity to transfer to the Tech Center. I am very aware 
that you cannot write a grievance to resolve a problem with job placement.  Dan Reyes 
explained the NEC job placement process to me several times.  The problem was that 
my local Management and Union had issues with me because I always questioned plant 
policies and procedures.  Shop Chairperson Rowser should have taken my job placement 
complaint to the International but instead he refused to represent me. 

 
In addition, Representative Maurer’s grievance handling was improper because 

she lacked evidence about the lost pay and overtime earnings claimed in Grievance No. 
A-42393.  I was told that the two highest paid workers in the GFE made $162,000 and 
$147,000.  I have not included their names in order to protect their privacy.  Due to the 
wrongful medical leave, unlawful discrimination, and collusion between Management and 
the Union,  I have lost thousands of dollars due to lost job opportunities.  Any reasonable 
person who looks at Grievance No. A-42393 will see that it requests “all lost time wages,” 
“lost opportunity for job/placement,” and that “the grievant be made whole.”  Maurer 
should have sought to understand the amount of damages claimed. 
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l also suspect that collusion occurred at the third step of the grievance process 
resulting in the settlement of Grievance No.  A-42393.  It is evident and reasonable to 
believe that Management and the Union were in collusion together in the third step of the 
grievance procedure because the grievance should have been adjusted within specific 
time limits and supported by fact statements and meeting notes.  Yet, no such documents 
are included in the Record.  Then Regional Director Frank Stuglin (now International 
Secretary-Treasurer) was required to educate himself about whether to take my 
grievance to arbitration or not.  Stuglin should have made sure that Maurer was aware of 
all the facts regarding Grievance No. A-42393, but she was not.  Therefore, it is 
reasonable to believe collusion occurred between Management and the Union. 

 
Lastly, I am concerned that the IEB denied my appeal due to bias and in retaliation 

for my union activity.  At the 2018 UAW International Convention, I was nominated as a 
candidate for International Vice President to run against the UAW Administrative Caucus.  
I accepted the nomination but lost the vote.  Ghana Goodwin-Dye was President of Local 
909 at the time.  She was upset with me during the 2018 Convention because I was going 
to run against Stuglin.  During the Convention, Stuglin asked me to back out, but I could 
not because money had been spent by my caucus.  I ran as part of “Workin 4 A Livin.”40  
I ran against Rory Gamble, Cindy Estrada, and Terry Dittes.  I may be wrong, but I believe 
that my appeal was denied due to bias and discrimination. 

 
B: International Union, UAW: 
 

On appeal to the IEB, Appellant expressed her dissatisfaction with the remedy in 
the grievance settlement.  She claimed that she was being discriminated against because 
of her disability, or her perceived disability, and expected an immediate transfer to a Tech 
Center position.  In response, International Representative Maurer stated that: (1) she 
determined that there was not enough evidence to successfully prevail on a case of 
intimidation/harassment and since Warren Transmission was closed, there was no 
possibility of continued harassment from local management; and (2) challenges regarding 
transfers are not subject to the grievance procedure but are handled under procedures 
described in Appendix A of the National Agreement. 

 
The IEB denied the appeal.  However, during the hearing on the appeal, it was 

revealed that a paperwork error may have affected the “no work available” determination 
on September 6, 2018, which affected Bell’s eligibility to transfer to the Tech Center.  
Therefore, although no errors were made regarding the grievance, International 
Representative Maurer will investigate and advocate for Appellant via the procedures 
stated in Appendix A. 

 
 On appeal to the PRB, Appellant mostly rehashes her appeal to the IEB.  To the 
extent that she raises additional arguments, they are speculative.  For example, she 
argues that Representative Maurer must prove the contents of a conversation that she 
had with Committeeperson Kevin Hunter in June 2020, or else some lack of rational basis 

 
40 See Record, p. 256. 
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or improper motive can be inferred.  Such is not the case.  The Appellant has provided 
no evidence, only mere speculation and dissatisfaction with the result, that 
Representative Maurer’s decision was improper.  Further, Representative Maurer will 
continue to investigate and, if appropriate, pursue Appellant’s desired remedy, although 
not subject to the grievance procedure. 
 

DISCUSSION 
 

The PRB’s jurisdiction to review appeals concerning grievance handling is limited 
to allegations that the disposition of the matter was devoid of any rational basis or that 
the matter was improperly dealt with due to fraud, discrimination, or collusion with 
management.41  Here, Representative Maurer’s decision to withdraw Appellant’s 
grievance alleging workplace harassment was not devoid of a rational basis.  We also 
find that Appellant’s claims that the grievance withdrawal was the result of collusion or 
bias are based solely on speculation. 

 
Representative Maurer made a rational decision that the Union was unlikely to 

prevail on Appellant’s grievance alleging harassment and a hostile work environment.  
Before withdrawing the grievance, Maurer consulted with Committeeperson Hunter to 
better understand the basis for the grievance.  Hunter advised her that the grievance 
concerned Bell’s ability to transfer between departments at the Warren Transmission 
Plant.  He advised that the matter had been addressed adequately and that Bell had not 
lost income due to the Company’s conduct.  Maurer also spoke with Appellant Bell, who 
indicated that she had additional information regarding her case.  However, Maurer 
explained that Bell never sent the additional information, which Appellant does not deny.  
In the end, Maurer understandably found that she lacked sufficient evidence to pursue 
further a claim of harassment and hostile work environment.  Moreover, Maurer 
reasonably concluded that the plant closure meant that Appellant was no longer subjected 
to the work environment which gave rise to the grievance. 

 
Appellant’s principal argument on appeal is that Maurer failed to appreciate that 

Grievance No. A-42393 was intended to include the Company’s refusal to transfer Bell to 
the Warren Tech Center, even though the Tech Center is not specifically mentioned in 
the grievance.  As explained, however, Maurer consulted with Appellant before 
withdrawing the grievance.  So, whether the grievance was intended to encompass the 
Warren Tech Center issue could have been clarified at that time.   

 
More importantly, Appendix A of the National Agreement provides a process for 

addressing issues related to transfers between facilities which is separate from the 
grievance process.  Appellant acknowledges this and explains that she pursued the 
matter under the procedure outlined in Appendix A, albeit to no avail.  We note that the 
International Union has also directed Maurer to raise the issue again with GM 
management under the Appendix A process, based on the paperwork error that may have 
adversely affected Bell’s ability to transfer.  We expect that Maurer will investigate and 

 
41 UAW International Constitution, Article 33, §4(i). 
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advocate for Bell on this matter, although because the transfer falls under Appendix A, 
this advocacy could not have altered Maurer’s decision to withdraw the grievance. 

 
Appellant also claims that the grievance settlement was tainted by collusion with 

management and retaliation for her union activity.  These claims, however, are based 
solely on speculation.  As far as Bell’s union activity, we note that it was Appellant who 
raised this issue with Maurer, but only after the grievance was withdrawn.  Thus, Appellant 
has presented no evidence from which the Board might infer that the grievance 
withdrawal was improperly motivated.   

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