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Ramond Pilgrim argues that the decision of the TOP Department Representative 

not to arbitrate a grievance protesting his discharge by the Michigan Department of 
Corrections lacked a rational basis. 

 
FACTS 

 
Ramond V. Pilgrim was a Parole/Probation Officer with the State of Michigan 

Department of Corrections (MDOC) with a seniority date of November 5, 1995. On 
July 30, 2003, Pilgrim was arrested for operating a motor vehicle while under the 
influence of liquor (OUIL).1  Pilgrim notified Program Manager Yvette Seaton-Croom of 
his arrest in a written memorandum dated August 5, 2003.  Pilgrim’s report states that 
he was stopped by the Michigan State Police at 3:54 a.m. on July 30.  He reported that 
the arresting officers informed him that a civilian had called in and complained that he 
was swerving. He also reported that when he was released at approximately 10:45 a.m. 
on July 30, he attempted to contact his office to notify them of what had occurred, but 
he received only general voice mail.  Pilgrim advised Supervisor Seaton-Croom that he 

                                                 
1 Record, pp. 9-10. 
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had pled not guilty to the charge during an appearance in the District Court on July 31, 
2003.2 

 
On August 6, 2003, Detective Sgt. Mark Siegel of the Michigan State Police 

contacted Internal Affairs of the MDOC and advised Manager Stephen H. Marschke that 
Pilgrim had been arrested for OUIL on July 30.  Siegel stated that subsequent to his 
arrest Pilgrim had come to the Jackson Post to file a complaint about his arresting 
officers.3  On August 10, Siegel submitted a written report to Marschke about his 
encounter with Pilgrim.  Siegel stated that Pilgrim telephoned the Police Department 
and left messages identifying himself as agent Pilgrim.  When Siegel returned Pilgrim’s 
call, Pilgrim insisted that his blood alcohol tests must have been incorrect because he 
had only consumed two drinks at around 5:30 p.m. on the afternoon prior to his arrest.  
Siegel wrote that he found this claim “extremely suspect.”4 

 
Siegel reported that Pilgrim told him he had called to make a complaint against 

Troopers Caldwell and Carpenter, who had been involved in his arrest, but that Pilgrim 
had not described any action by the officers that was inappropriate.  Siegel described 
his conversation as follows: 

 
“I told Mr. Pilgrim that his complaints seemingly had no merit 
so far so I asked him what he really wanted to talk to me 
about.  It was at this point he told me that he wanted all of 
this to go away.  I asked him what he meant and he informed 
me that he would probably lose his job with MDOC and have 
his CCW license revoked.  I informed him that his arrest and 
the resulting charge aren’t made to disappear just by calling 
to complain about the Troopers Caldwell and Carpenter.”5  

 
Siegel went on to say that what concerned him about Pilgrim’s behavior was his 
suggestion that he would not continue with his charge against the Troopers if his OUIL 
charge were made to ‘go away’ by some type of arrangement other than a court action.  
 

The time and attendance report that Pilgrim submitted for the period ending 
August 2, 2003, which is signed and dated July 31, 2003, does not indicate that he took 
any time off during the period between July 30 and August 1.6  According to an email 
from Manager Seaton-Croom to Regional Administrator Dinah Moore, Pilgrim’s 
Supervisor found an amended time and attendance report in her mailbox when she 
returned from leave on August 8. This amended report is signed by Pilgrim and dated 

                                                 
2 Record, pp. 23-24. 
3 Record, p. 64. 
4 Record, p. 25. 
5 Record, p. 26. 
6 Record, p. 29. 
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July 30, 2003.  It shows that Pilgrim took 8 hours of leave on July 31, 2003, for a 
personal problem and 4 hours on August 1, 2003, for a vehicle problem.7   The 
amended report is not cosigned by the Supervisor.  Seaton-Croom forwarded a copy of 
the amended report to Moore and explained: 

 
“There was an amended T & A report in Supervisor 
Copeland’s mailbox when she returned from leave on 8/8/03.  
I was instructed to contact Donna Wilson regarding the 
amended report.  She instructed me that because there was 
an investigation it could not be approved at this time. …”8 

 
On August 20, 2003, Pilgrim wrote a letter to Copeland regarding the amended 

time sheet.  The letter states: 
 

“It was just brought to my attention that when I resubmitted 
my amended time sheet, it was in error.  I did not work on 
Wednesday, 7/30/03, and would like to correct my time 
sheets, daily reports, etc.  I realize that payroll has already 
been submitted, so please instruct me on what I should do 
about this error.  My intent was not to be fraudulent in the 
reporting of my time.  It was clear oversight.  I now realize 
that I should have requested annual time or lost time and for 
this I do apologize.  However, you must understand that 
during such time I was experiencing extreme stress from 
several of my personal problems and had recently 
experienced an event that was very, very traumatic to me. 
…”9 

 
The record shows that Pilgrim also tried to reimburse the State of Michigan $0.75 paid 
to him as part of a travel voucher for the month of July for parking per diem on July 30.10 
Manager Marschke returned Pilgrim’s check to him on August 29.  Marschke wrote to 
Pilgrim: 
 

“This matter remains under investigation.  I cannot accept 
your amended travel voucher for July 2003 since I do not 
believe the voucher, along with your time and attendance 
reports, and various memorandums you have authored, are 
accurate and truthful.”11 

                                                 
7 Record, p. 28. 
8 Record, p. 36. 
9 Record, p. 39. 
10 Record, p. 59. 
11 Record, p. 63. 
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On August 26, 2003, Marschke reported on his investigation into a charge 

against Pilgrim of conduct unbecoming a department employee in connection with his 
conduct following his arrest on July 30.  Conduct unbecoming a Department employee 
is described in Rule #5 of the Department’s policy as follows: 

 
“An employee shall not behave in an inappropriate manner 
or a manner which may harm or adversely affect the 
reputation of the Department.  Employees have a special 
responsibility to support and uphold the law through their 
own actions and personal conduct.  Employees who are 
found in violation of Department rules or Department policy, 
or are convicted of criminal offenses, may also be found in 
violation of this rule …  If an employee is arrested or charged 
for a criminal offense the behavior shall be investigated to 
determine whether such activity violates this rule.  If the 
investigation concludes the behavior violates this rule, 
whether it occurred on or off the job, disciplinary action may 
result regardless of the prosecutorial action or court 
disposition of the arrest or charges.”12  

 
Marschke described Sgt. Siegel’s memorandum about Pilgrim’s threat to file 

charges against the officers who arrested him on July 30.  Marschke stated that after 
being informed of Pilgrim’s arrest by Sgt. Siegel, he checked to determine whether 
Pilgrim had reported his arrest as required by Rule #22 of the Department’s policy.  
Rule #22 prohibits any conduct by a department employee which results in a 
misdemeanor conviction.  It further charges the employee with the responsibility to 
make a verbal report of any arrests to his or her immediate supervisor within 24 hours 
and to follow that up with a written report within 72 hours.13  Marschke noted that Pilgrim 
was arrested on July 30, 2003, and appeared in the District Court on July 31, but that he 
did not report his arrest to Program Manager Seaton-Croom until August 5, 2003.14  

 
In addition, Marschke concluded that Pilgrim deliberately falsified his time and 

attendance reports.  Marschke reported that Pilgrim signed a time and attendance 
report which indicated that he worked 8 hours on July 30, 2003, and 8 hours on July 31, 
2003.  Furthermore, Pilgrim submitted a Field Agent’s daily report indicating that he 
worked 8 hours on July 30, although he was not released from the Jackson County Jail 
until 10:45 a.m. on that day.   Marschke noted that the amended time and attendance 
report which Pilgrim tried to submit also indicated that he worked 8 hours on July 30.15  
Marschke reported that he questioned Pilgrim about his time and attendance reports 
                                                 
12 Record, pp. 1-2. 
13 Record, p. 4. 
14 Record, p. 65 
15 Record, p. 67. 
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during an interview on August 19, 2003.  Marschke gave the following description of his 
interview with Pilgrim: 

 
“...Pilgrim stated ‘How we do it in Wayne County is we 
predate the time and attendance report; then if a change is 
necessary, we can amend.’ Pilgrim was asked why he did 
not just amend this time and attendance report and July 
2003 travel voucher on Friday 8/1/03, since the records 
show he worked 4 hours on that day, instead of waiting until 
the next week as he claimed.  Pilgrim did not have much of 
an answer, other than to say he works maximum cases and 
is very busy.  ‘I was traumatized; I didn’t get around to it until 
next week.’...”16   

 
Marschke reported that Pilgrim did not submit an accurate time and attendance report to 
his supervisor acknowledging that he did not work on July 30, 2003, until after this 
interview.17 
 

Marschke concluded that the evidence supported the charge of conduct 
unbecoming a Department member, as well as several other violations of Department 
policy.18  Pilgrim was given a Notice of a Disciplinary Conference on September 15, 
2003, which described the charges against him as follows: 

 
“It is alleged that Agent Ramond Pilgrim was arrested on 7-
30-03 for OUIL and did not report the arrest or court 
appearance to MDOC until 8-5-03.  Furthermore, Pilgrim 
acted in a manner which brought discredit to MDOC during 
the arrest; falsified his time and attendance records and July 
2003 travel voucher; and intentionally lied to Internal Affairs 
when interviewed on 8-19-03.”19 

 
On October 13, 2003, Pilgrim was notified that his employment with MDOC had been 
terminated.20 UAW Local 6000 filed Grievance #03-COR-82-CAD-50 protesting the 
termination on October 16. 
 

In support of his grievance, Pilgrim submitted a statement in which he tried to 
explain why he did not report his arrest immediately.  The statement described a 
number of personal problems that Pilgrim had experienced during the period in addition 

                                                 
16 Record, p. 70. 
17 Record, p. 72. 
18 Record, pp. 72-74. 
19 Record, p. 82. 
20 Record, p. 84. 
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to his arrest on July 30.21  In another statement, Pilgrim described the events leading up 
to his arrest.  He stated that he left work on July 29 at 5:25 p.m. and drove to Jackson, 
Michigan, where he was planning to spend the night.  Pilgrim reported that he drank one 
mixed drink at the Red Lobster at 10:00 p.m., and then returned to his hotel and slept 
for a couple of hours.  He started for Lansing at 3:20 a.m., in order to meet his brother.  
Pilgrim still insisted that the blood alcohol tests that were administered to him after his 
arrest must have been incorrect.22 

 
Pilgrim attached to his statement a telephone bill to corroborate his claim that he 

attempted to call the department several times after he was released from jail on 
July 30.23  He stated that he tried to call and report his arrest from the parking lot of the 
jail on July 30 at 11:02 a.m.  Pilgrim reported none of his supervisors were available to 
report the incident to on July 31 and August 1.  Pilgrim stated that he prepared his 
report of the incident for Manager Seaton-Croom on Monday, August 4, but that he 
forgot to bring the letter with him to work.24   Pilgrim also submitted a witness list naming 
Shaft Sanders as a witness to his alcohol consumption on July 30, and Supervisors Gail 
Copeland and Yvette Seaton-Croom as witnesses to verify that the Department had 
problems receiving telephone calls.25 

 
MDOC denied Pilgrim’s grievance on December 18, 2003, and the grievance 

was appealed to the fourth step on January 7, 2004.  Local 6000 Representative Fred 
Evans advised Pilgrim that his grievance had been referred to arbitration on January 9.  
On September 14, 2004, Representative Jim Jensen of the UAW TOP Department 
withdrew the grievance from arbitration.26  In a letter to Local 6000 President Sharon 
Rivera, Jensen explained that he had been unable to verify Pilgrim’s version of the 
events leading up to his termination and that, in fact, Pilgrim’s witnesses did him more 
harm than good.  Jenson stated that he was convinced that the Union could not obtain 
relief for Pilgrim through arbitration.  Jensen reported to Rivera that he had received a 
settlement offer from the Employer.  He stated: 

 
“Notwithstanding, the Employer offered to remove the 
incident from the record, change the termination to a 
resignation and offered to pay Mr. Pilgrim three thousand 
dollars ($3,000).  Mr. Pilgrim declined the Employer’s offer.  
Further, I was unsuccessful in my attempts to get the 

                                                 
21 Record, pp. 88-89. 
22 Record, p. 91. 
23 Record, pp. 15-18. 
24 Record, p. 93. 
25 Record, pp. 20-22. 
26 Record, p. 99. 
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Department to return Mr. Pilgrim to his previous position at 
the Mound Road Correctional Facility.”27 

 
Jensen informed Rivera that he had sent a copy of the settlement to Pilgrim.28 
 

Pilgrim appealed Jensen’s decision to withdraw his grievance to the International 
Executive Board (IEB) on September 26.  In support of his appeal, Pilgrim reported that 
his arbitration was scheduled for August 11, 2004, and that Jensen had his file three 
months prior to that date and did not begin his investigation until August 9.  Pilgrim 
argued that Jensen never seriously intended to present the grievance to the arbitrator.  
In addition, Pilgrim stated that Jensen had never presented him with the settlement offer 
described in his letter to Rivera.  He wrote: 

 
“Nevertheless, Mr. Jensen stated that I refused the 
settlement offer.  At first his offer to me was $1000; then in 
the presence of Linda Taylor-Lewis his story changed to 
$2000.  Now it was revealed to me that the amount was now 
$3000.  On yet another occasion, Mr. Jensen stated that he 
had just got off the phone with the deputy warden of the 
[Mound Road] facility.  This also was not true, Mr. Jensen 
never talk[ed] to anyone from Mound Correctional Facility 
because I had called that same day and the deputy warden 
was on vacation and had not been there in days.”29 

 
Pilgrim charged that Jensen only pretended to be looking out for his interests, while at 
the same time he was collaborating with the MDOC to prevent the case from 
proceeding to arbitration.  
 

On February 22, 2005, Toffie Abbasse and Jack Campbell conducted a hearing 
on Pilgrim’s appeal on behalf of the International President and reported their findings to 
the IEB.  The hearing officers’ report reproduces a detailed description of 
Representative Jensen’s investigation of Pilgrim’s grievance.30 Jensen’s report indicates 
that the main reasons for Pilgrim’s discharge were his failure to report his arrest within 
24 hours as required by Rule #22, and his falsification of his time and attendance 
reports. 

 
According to Pilgrim’s amended time and attendance report, he worked all day 

on July 29, 2003.  Yet, Jensen reported that Pilgrim’s witnesses confirmed that he did 
not work all day on July 29, but was at the Red Lobster having a drink at 5 p.m., on that 
day.  One witness was willing to testify that Pilgrim did a drug test for her on the 29th, 
                                                 
27 Record, p. 100. 
28 Record, p. 101. 
29 Record, p. 105. 
30 Record, pp. 131-136. 
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but she could not affirm that he was actually at work that day or that she saw him at 
work.  Jensen concluded: “I could not substantiate that the grievant worked until 5 p.m. 
on July 29, 2005.” Jensen indicated that Pilgrim’s original time and attendance report 
and his amended report both indicated that he worked all day on July 30, 2003.  Jensen 
continued: 

 
“The problem is that the grievant was in jail until 10:25 the 
morning of Wednesday, July 30, 2003, and admits that he 
never worked that day.  He was in court the morning of 
Thursday, July 31, 2003, and did not go to the office, and he 
did not work Friday, August 1, 2003. 

 
I still can’t get a straight answer [as] to when the various 
reports were submitted.  They would all have to be submitted 
on Tuesday or earlier, which is not the practice, nor is it what 
the grievant is claiming, or they would have to be submitted 
after the fact.”31  

  
In addition, Pilgrim’s amended time and attendance report indicated that he worked half 
a day on August 1, although he was not signed in.  Jensen stated: 
 

“On the sign-in sheet for Friday, August 1, 2003, … the 
grievant was not signed in.  The grievant stated that he had 
vehicle problems and did not work that day.  The grievant 
states that he made a mistake and the half day should be 
recorded for Thursday, July 31, 2003, since that [was] when 
he made house calls.”32 

 
Jensen noted that Pilgrim gave inconsistent responses to the charge that he 

failed to report his arrest.  He claimed first that he had tried to call and could not get 
through, but then he submitted a statement to explain why he took so long to report his 
arrest.  Jensen reported that Pilgrim said Manager Seaton-Crooms would confirm that 
the Department had problems with the telephone.  Jensen reported the following 
response from Seaton-Crooms: 

 
“I called Yvette Seaton-Crooms.  She said she hasn’t spoken 
with the grievant in over a year and that she would not testify 
for the grievant and would not say that he did not falsify his 
time records.  She also stated that she would not testify that 
there were phone problems.  She further stated that she 

                                                 
31 Record, p. 133. 
32 Record, p. 134. 
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would testify on behalf of the Department of Corrections 
against the grievant.”33  

 
Jenson stated that he also contacted Shaft Sanders to verify Pilgrim’s claim that he had 
only had one drink during the evening on July 29, but Sanders reported that after he 
had the one drink with Pilgrim at around 5:00 p.m. on July 29, he went back to his room 
and went to sleep.  Jensen concluded: 
 

“The test results are a matter of record, and the grievant 
pleaded ‘No Contest.’  The fact that he tested positive was 
not the main issue.  The main issue was that he did not 
report his arrest and he falsified his ‘time and attendance’ 
report as well as his ‘travel expense voucher,’ and ‘daily 
report.’”34 

 
The Hearing Officers concluded that Jensen’s decision to withdraw Pilgrim’s 

grievance was based on the evidence he discovered during his investigation, and not 
the result of any animosity towards the grievant.  They held that Jensen’s decision was 
not devoid of a rational basis, and denied the appeal. The IEB adopted the Hearing 
Officers’ report as its decision.  A copy of the IEB’s decision was mailed to Pilgrim on 
June 16, 2005.  Pilgrim appealed the IEB’s decision to the Public Review Board on 
July 6, 2005. 

 
ARGUMENT 

 
A. Ramond V. Pilgrim: 

It is clear that my attempt to drive early in the morning on July 30, 2003, with only 
four hours of sleep in the last 36 hours was a mistake, as well as my attempt to file a 
complaint with the Michigan State Police.  Yet, I feel that Mr. Jensen’s representation 
was inadequate.  He failed to interview my witnesses and made a decision with 
Management to settle my grievance without my knowledge.  On each disputed factual 
question, Jensen sided with Management’s version.  He also refused to forward 
evidence concerning my arrest that was requested by my attorney. 

 
The Hearing Officers’ report indicates that I provided no evidence to support my 

claim of unfair representation.  However, during the hearing various topics were raised, 
such as Mr. Jensen’s possession of my case months before his meeting with me, his 
attempt to contact my witnesses two days before the arbitration, his failure to notify me 
of the arbitration date, and his hanging up on me several times.  It is ironic that an 
Administrative Law Judge for the Division of Unemployment Appeals ruled in my favor 
while the International Union Representative collaborated with Management to make a 

                                                 
33 Record, pp. 135-136. 
34 Record, p. 136. 
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decision on the fate of a fellow member without allowing due process to occur at an 
arbitration hearing. 

 
It should have been a red flag to Mr. Jensen when the Department offered $1000 

to settle my case.  If I were truly guilty of anything, why would Management offer 
anything? 

 
B.  International Union, UAW: 

Appellant did not provide any evidence or witness to testify on his behalf before 
the Hearing Officers for the IEB with regard to any of the points he continues to raise 
regarding the events leading to his arrest and his subsequent actions.  He produced no 
witness or evidence to show that he was at work at 5 p.m. on July 29.  He produced no 
witness to testify that he had not drunk more than a single mixed drink the evening of 
July 29.  He produced no evidence that he was not intoxicated when he was arrested on 
July 30.  The State documented the fact that he did not report his arrest until August 5, 
2003.  In addition, it had evidence that he tried to use a meritless complaint against the 
officers who arrested him to persuade the Michigan State Police to drop the charges 
against him. 

 
 In his appeal to the PRB, appellant fails to recognize the volume of evidence 

against him and the lack of support for his version of the facts.  Representative Jensen 
recognized the weaknesses of appellant’s case based on his thorough pre-arbitration 
investigation.  After failing to obtain Pilgrim’s reinstatement by the State, or his 
agreement to settle the grievance in exchange for a resignation and $3000, Jensen 
withdrew the grievance.  His decision to do so was rational and proper. 

 
DISCUSSION 

 
We have denied appellant’s request for oral argument on this appeal because 

there is no dispute about the dispositive facts.  The Michigan Department of Corrections 
sets a high standard of conduct for its employees both on and off the job, which is 
codified in a series of rules.  Pilgrim’s conduct following his arrest on July 30, 2003, was 
entirely inconsistent with the Department’s articulated standard of conduct for 
employees engaged in law enforcement duties.   Pilgrim was required to report his 
arrest to his supervisor within 24 hours.  He did not do this.  Furthermore, Pilgrim’s 
behavior prior to submitting his written report to Supervisor Seaton-Crooms on August 5 
strongly suggests that he hoped to avoid having to report his arrest to the Department at 
all. 

 
There is no dispute that prior to filing his report with Seaton-Crooms, Pilgrim 

contacted the Jackson State Police and tried to get them to drop the charge against 
him.  There is also no dispute that Pilgrim filed incorrect reports about his work hours on 
July 30, 31, and August 1. Pilgrim’s telephone records showing that he called the 
Department’s voice mail do not demonstrate that he intended to report his arrest.  Most 
of the material that Pilgrim submitted in support of his grievance concerns personal 
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domestic disputes or financial problems which had no connection with the Department’s 
decision to terminate his employment.  The Union simply had no basis for challenging 
the Department’s conclusion that Pilgrim violated its explicit instructions as to how 
employees should respond to an arrest and further behaved in a manner that brought 
discredit to the Department.  

 
Pilgrim’s refusal to accept the settlement negotiated on his behalf by International 

Representative Jensen is puzzling in light of the Department’s strong case supporting 
his dismissal, but that was his choice.  Our jurisdiction over claims arising from the 
disposition of collective bargaining grievances is limited to the question whether the 
matter was improperly handled because of fraud, discrimination or collusion with 
management or whether the handling of the matter was devoid of a rational basis.35 
There has been no claim of improper motivation on the part of International 
Representative Jensen, and his decision not to take Pilgrim’s grievance to arbitration 
was clearly rational on the basis of this record. 

 
The decision of the IEB is affirmed. 
 

                                                 
35  Constitution, International Union, UAW (2002), Article 33, §4(i). 


