
9/4/2007 

THE PUBLIC REVIEW BOARD 
INTERNATIONAL UNION, UAW 

 
 
APPEAL OF: 
 
ALAN KING, Member  
LOCAL UNION 685, UAW 
(Kokomo, Indiana) 
REGION 3, 

Appellant 
 

-vs- CASE NO. 1574 
 

UAW NATIONAL DAIMLERCHRYSLER DEPARTMENT 
(THE UNITED AUTOMOBILE, AEROSPACE 
AND AGRICULTURAL IMPLEMENT  
WORKERS OF AMERICA), 
 

Appellee. 
 / 
 

DECISION 
(Issued September 4, 2007) 

 
PANEL SITTING: Prof. Theodore J. St. Antoine, Chairperson, 

Prof. Benjamin Aaron, Prof. Janice R. Bellace, 
Prof. James J. Brudney, Prof. James E. Jones, 
Jr., Dean Harry C. Katz, and Prof. Maria L. 
Ontiveros. 

 
Alan King argues that the Union’s decision to withdraw a grievance protesting his 

discharge for providing false information to the Company lacked a rational basis. 
 

FACTS 
 

Alan King worked at DaimlerChrysler’s Kokomo Transmission plant with a 
seniority date of March 16, 1998.  On February 25, 2003, the Company sent King a 
notice to report to the Plant Employment Office on or before March 4, 2003, or else 
provide evidence to justify his absence.1  On February 27, King reported to the 
personnel office with a Medical Release Form signed by Dr. Mark Roth, a clinical 
psychologist.  Dr. Roth stated that King had been suffering from severe depression 
since January 3.  He cleared King to return to work, but stated that he should be placed 
in a lower stress environment away from heavy or dangerous machinery.2  
                                                 
1 Record, p. 3. 
2 Record, p. 4. 
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The Company did not reinstate King on February 27.  According to UAW Local 

685 Committeeperson Monte Hall, Human Resources Manager Christopher Howard 
said that King’s claim was questionable and that ESIS refused to accept it.3  
Committeeperson Hall called ESIS and was told that ESIS had rejected the claim 
because Dr. Roth was a Ph.D. rather than a medical doctor.  Hall described his 
conversation with the ESIS representative as follows: 

 
“…She began telling us that the reason ESIS was not accepting King’s 
claim was because he had seen a Dr. Roth, who was a Ph.D. and not an 
M.D. for severe depression.  She stated that this was the contract 
between the UAW and Chrysler.  I asked her, then why, if it’s the contract 
would you not accept this claim when King called the mental health hotline 
through Blue Cross Blue Shield and they referred him to see Dr. Roth.  If 
it’s contractual, why would Blue Cross Blue Shield refer him to a Ph.D. 
instead of an M.D.?...”4  

Hall went on to inform the ESIS representative that they had jeopardized King’s job by 
refusing to accept his claim.  
 

Committeeperson Hall contacted the Human Resources office on February 28, 
and explained what had happened to King.  Hall reported that Labor Relations 
Representative Brian Beaumont told him that King’s medical leaves were being 
investigated.  He assured Hall that if the Company’s concerns about King’s claims 
turned out to be mistaken, they would have no problem bringing him back to work and 
paying for his time off.  Hall reported that he continued to pressure the Company to 
bring King back to work pending the outcome of its investigation.5 

 
On March 7, 2003, King obtained a letter from the Director of the Buchanan 

Counseling Center explaining Dr. Roth’s credentials and his supervision by a medical 
doctor.  Director Rev. David Holling wrote: 

 
“Your diagnosis, as are all our diagnoses here at Buchanan, was reviewed 
by Dr. Anne Gilbert, a psychiatrist here at Methodist Hospital.  She 
reviews the case information provided by Dr. Roth, then signs the 
diagnosis form indicating she agrees with Dr. Roth’s diagnosis.  That is Dr. 
Gilbert’s primary involvement in your case.”6 

The Company instructed King to report to personnel for reinstatement on March 20, 
2003.  King reported to Labor Relations with the Local Chief Steward Matt Ryan.  
                                                 
3 ESIS Global Risk Advantage is the Company used by DaimlerChrysler to process insurance claims. 
4 Record, p. 46. 
5 Record, p. 47. 
6 Record, p. 7. 



PRB CASE NO. 1574  Page 3. 
 
 
According to Ryan, there were two men from Detroit in the conference room when he 
and King arrived.  Ryan reported that the men accused King of committing insurance 
fraud with Dr. Roth.7  They questioned him about prior claims and past injuries.  They 
asked why he had two Social Security numbers and so many different telephone 
numbers.  King responded that he had not done anything fraudulent and that the 
Company knew he had changed his Social Security number.  Eventually, King asked for 
a break and called his attorney.  According to the Union’s statement, King then refused 
to answer any more questions, and the Company issued a notice of suspension to him 
for violating Paragraph 1 of the Company’s Standards of Conduct, which states: 
 

“Providing false and/or misleading information to the Corporation.”8  

King returned to the Company and met with Labor Relations Representatives 
Brian Beaumont and Matt Drouhard on March 27, 2003.  Committeeperson Hall and 
Local 685 Vice President Richie Boruff represented King during this interview.  
Representative Beaumont presented King with a Medical Release Form dated 
November 25, 2002, signed by Dr. Hussain, indicating that King was unable to work 
because of severe depression.  Beaumont stated that the Company had contacted 
Dr. Hussain’s office and had been informed by the Office Manager that the signature on 
the form was not Dr. Hussain’s.9  According to the Union’s report of the meeting, King 
responded: 

 
“I took the form to Dr. Hussain’s office and gave it to Kathy to give to Dr. 
Hussain.  Dr. Hussain is my family doctor.  He would get with Dr. Roth.  
Then I picked up the form.  I don’t know who signed it!  I heard this first 
now.”10 

Committeeperson Hall asked why the Company was going back to November.  He 
stated that the leave in November had been approved.  He said he thought the issue 
was seeing a Ph.D. instead of a medical doctor.  Representative Beaumont responded: 
 

“I know you guys have issues.  That’s why the Union’s here.  There are 
other claims and issues that they are investigating.  I’m going to be up 
front.  We are investigating.  What we have in front of us now is enough 
evidence provided.  You are being discharged.  Do you have any 
questions?” 11 

King was then given a notice of discharge. 

                                                 
7 Record, p. 48. 
8 Record, p. 10. 
9 Record, pp. 5-6. 
10 Record, p. 49. 
11 Record, p. 50. 
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Local 685 filed Grievance No. 03-0552 protesting the discharge on March 31, 
2003.  Management denied the grievance on April 28 and it was appealed to the fourth 
step of the grievance procedure.  While the appeal was pending, King obtained a letter 
from Dr. Roth confirming his treatment on November 20, 2002.  Dr. Roth’s letter, dated 
June 9, 2003, states, in pertinent part, as follows: 

 
“Per your request, I have the following information for you.  You were seen 
in the office on November 20th, 2002 at 1:30 p.m.  At that time you 
received a counseling session and [were] treated for severe depression.  

Your diagnosis, as all our diagnoses, was reviewed by Dr. Anne Gilbert, a 
psychiatrist here at Methodist Hospital.”12  

Grievance 03-0552 remained unresolved at the Local Union level and was referred to 
the Appeal Board on July 22, 2003.  UAW DaimlerChrysler Department Representative 
Tim Bressler was assigned to investigate the case.  
 

On November 19, 2003, Brian French of DaimlerChrysler Corporate Union 
Relations provided Bressler with a copy of a report on the investigation of the disability 
claims submitted by Alan King.  On three occasions, according to the report, Dr. Roth 
called ESIS to confirm King’s disability claims.  The investigator reported that Roth 
claimed to be a psychiatrist and then gave incorrect telephone numbers, addresses, 
and Tax ID numbers.13  ESIS received a telephone call from someone claiming to be 
from Dr. Hussain’s office who reported that King was seen by Dr. Hussain on January 3, 
2003, with follow up treatments with Dr. Roth.  Subsequently, ESIS received a call from 
Dee of Dr. Hussain’s office.  The report states: 

 
“2/19/03 – ESIS received a call from Dee of Dr. Hussain’s office.  Dee 
stated that King had not been placed on disability by that office.  King was 
examined by Dr. Hussain on 1/14/03 and 1/20/03 for a different condition 
and was not disabled.  Dee advised prior certification provided is incorrect.  
Dr. Hussain has not seen the employee.  Dr. Hussain does not have the 
employee on any type of medical, and Dr. Hussain does not work with Dr. 
Roth. …”14  

The report contains the following observations described as “Additional Information from 
Debra White:” 
 

“1. A Medical Release Form (MRF) allegedly signed by Dr. Roth for 
disability 1/3/03-2/27/03 has the employee’s first name spelled incorrectly.  

                                                 
12 Record, p. 42. 
13 Record, p. 67. 
14 Record, p. 68. 
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A phone number listed for the physician on the MRF is not Dr. Roth’s 
office phone number, but a phone number for Mark Roth in Carmel, 
Indiana. 

2. King submitted a November 2002 claim that Dr. Roth allegedly 
provided disability certification and Dr. Hussain allegedly provided a MRF 
for reinstatement.  Plant HR confirmed on 3/5/03 that the MRF provided to 
the plant was not signed by Dr. Hussain.  In addition, Dr. Hussain did not 
see the employee for the dates mentioned. 

3. ESIS contacted Carolyn at the Buchanan Counseling Center (317-
962-8613).  Carolyn confirmed the following: 

 Dr. Roth did not see Mr. King between 7/18/02 and 1/6/03. 

 Dr. Roth did not see Mr. King for the September and November 
2002 disability periods (for which medical treatment was allegedly 
received from Dr. Roth.) 

  
 Dr. Roth only sees patients out of the 1812 N. Capitol address. 
 

 Dr. Roth calls in his own medical certification information. 

4. Phone calls allegedly from Dr. Roth have also provided an office 
address of 1601 Capitol.  It has been confirmed there is no 1601 N. 
Capitol in Indianapolis.  The listed address is an open, junk-filled lot.”15  

The investigator reported that ESIS was attempting to recover benefits paid to King for 
claims in September 2002, November 2002, and January 2003. 
 

Alan King responded to the investigator’s report in a letter to Tim Bressler on 
December 13, 2003.  King pointed out that the incorrect information DaimlerChrysler 
had received about Dr. Roth was provided to it by ESIS, and he could not account for 
incorrect addresses or Tax ID numbers.  King stated that he told the Company that the 
form he submitted on November 25, 2002, was not signed by Dr. Hussain, but by his 
nurse.  In addition, King submitted a letter dated February 18, 2004, which appears to 
be from Dr. Roth describing his treatment.  The letter states: 

 
“All disability claims are handled by myself.  On the issue of your claim 
dated September 2, 2002, that claim was called in by myself on Sept. 19th 
2002.  I stated to the CSR that I was your psychologist and certifying your 
disability.  The address and phone number that I provided was 1812 N. 
Capitol, Indianapolis, Indiana, 317-962-8613.  The same was provided for 

                                                 
15 Record, pp. 68-69. 
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your claim dated November 19, 2002, which I phoned in on Nov. 25th, 
2002.  The claim dated January 3, 2003, received the same information as 
the prior ones.  On the claim dated January 3, 2003, the return to work 
(first name spelled incorrectly) slip is spelled in error on my behalf.  A copy 
of the form is in your file so if you need a copy, I have it available.  The tax 
ID that your employer has on record for me is incorrect and was never 
given by myself or anyone in my office.  My tax ID number is not 315-80-
7652, but 351-95-5872 is. 

As to your dates of treatment. I consider anytime that you come in my 
office and talk with me is a day of treatment.  Any psychologist with a 
patient in need knows that any moment you are talking with your patient is 
very important.  It is documented that I saw you between the 7/18/02-
1/6/03.  As to someone talking with Carolyn from this office, Carolyn would 
not be at liberty to give any information about you to any third party.  Also, 
I would like to add that Carolyn is not my personal secretary and do[es] 
not have access to my schedules or make appointments.  So any 
information your employer is claiming that they received from Carolyn at 
this office is false and incorrect.”16 

Brian French provided Tim Bressler with further results of the investigation 
conducted by ESIS on May 25, 2004.  French also noted that Alan King had his mother 
listed as his wife on his application for insurance coverage.17  King responded to the 
charge that he had his mother listed on his insurance in a letter to UAW 
DaimlerChrysler Representative Troy Davis on March 22, 2005.  He stated: 

 
“…Almost after a year and a half of being discharged the Company then 
want[s] to bring up that I carried my mother on my insurance.  That was 
never a secret and I really didn’t know that I was doing anything wrong.  
From day one of me becoming eligible for insurance I put my mother on 
there because I was taking care of her because she was disabled.  If 
anyone would have told me then that I was doing anything wrong, I would 
have corrected that in a heartbeat.”18 

The Union withdrew King’s grievance on July 28, 2005.  Local 685 sent a letter to 
King informing him of the Union’s decision on August 12, 2005, but the letter was sent 
to the wrong address, so it was returned to the Local.  King picked up the letter 
informing him that his grievance had been withdrawn on December 21, 2005.  He 
appealed the Union’s decision to the International Executive Board (IEB) on January 9, 
2006.  

 
                                                 
16 Record, p. 77. 
17 Record, p. 79. 
18 Record, p. 93. 
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In his appeal to the IEB, King argued that he had produced evidence to refute all 
of the Company’s charges against him.  He asserted that Dr. Roth’s letter of February 
18, 2004, responded to each of the Company’s concerns.  Furthermore, he reported 
that on July 13, 2004, he had filed a complaint with the Medical Board of Indiana over 
the claim that he had falsified Dr. Hussain’s signature.  King stated that the response he 
received from the Medical Licensing Board on October 4, 2005, proved that he did not 
falsify any documents.  In support of this claim, King provided a copy of a letter dated 
October 4, 2005, over the signature of Assistant Director “Jodie Eddens” of the Medical 
Licensing Board of Indiana responding to his complaint.  The letter states as follows: 

 
“This office has obtained your medical records from Dr. Hussain’s office as 
well as statements from you.  We have also been in contact with the nurse 
that you alleged signed the documents as well as Dr. Hussain’s office.  
Upon reading over your medical reports and statements we find the 
following to be true. 

1. On 11/18/02 you were indeed seen at Internal Medicine Physicians, 
P.C. office by Dr. Hussain.  From the office visit journal it does state that a 
work slip was dropped off. 

2. Cindy Martin who was the nurse on duty when you dropped off your 
form confirmed that she did in fact complete the return back to work form 
and signed Dr. Hussain’s name.  Per her statement, that was something 
that they were allowed to do, but they were to put their initials by it.  She 
admits that she forgot to put her initials by the doctor’s signature.  As a 
result she was terminated.”19 

Director “Eddens” told King that Dr. Hussain’s office sent their deepest apology for the 
misunderstanding and the misfortune he suffered as a result.  She stated that the 
Licensing Board was considering whether any medical rules were broken. 
 

In response to an inquiry from the International President’s office in regard to 
King’s appeal, Representative Troy Davis stated that he did not receive any helpful 
information from King before he withdrew the grievance.  He commented that the 
information he received afterward would have been helpful.20  On March 28, 2006, 
therefore, President Gettelfinger directed the DaimlerChrysler Department to reinstate 
King’s Grievance No. 03-0552.21  The grievance was reinstated on April 12, 2006. 

 
On May 10, Rebecca Sand of DaimlerChrysler Corporate Union Relations sent a 

copy of the letter dated October 4, 2003, to Jody Edens of the Licensing Board of 
Indiana and asked her if she could verify its authenticity.  Assistant Director Edens 
                                                 
19 Record, pp. 100-101. 
20 Record, p. 112. 
21 Record, p. 113. 
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responded to Sand on May 19.  Edens stated that she had not written the letter nor had 
she ever heard of Alan King or the situation described in the letter.  Edens pointed out 
that the letterhead used is not an accurate replica of the IPLA’s letterhead.  She said the 
signature in the letter was not hers and also noted that her name is misspelled.  Edens 
reported that the Licensing Board does not have a Patient Complaint Department or 
access to patient records.22  Rebecca Sand faxed a copy of Edens’ letter to 
Representative Troy Davis.  On August 25, 2006, the Union withdrew King’s grievance 
from the procedure once again.23 

 
King appealed the withdrawal of his grievance to the IEB on September 24, 

2006.  In his appeal, King stated that he had been subjected to a hostile work 
environment at the Kokomo Transmission plant as a result of his sexual orientation and 
race.  He said that the teasing and taunting he experienced had caused him to become 
deeply depressed.  He reported further that he had suffered a trauma when he was a 
child that caused a chemical imbalance in his brain which also contributed to his 
depression.  King argued that he should not have been discharged while he was on 
leave resulting from his depression.24 

 
King insisted that the Company had not established that he had knowingly 

provided false information regarding his medical leaves.  Furthermore, King maintained 
that if he had done anything wrong, it was because of the mental disorder resulting from 
the chemical imbalance.  King stated that the punishment of discharge was too harsh 
for anything he might have done.  King concluded that if the Union could not settle his 
grievance, it should have been submitted to arbitration.25 

 
In response to an inquiry from President Gettelfinger’s staff regarding King’s 

appeal, Representative Troy Davis observed that King had never produced any 
documents to establish that he was on a legitimate sick leave of absence when he was 
discharged.  Davis stated that the Company had established that the documents 
provided by King were falsified with forged signatures.  Davis reported that he did not 
feel he could get the honesty and cooperation from King that would be required to 
pursue his grievance to arbitration.26 

 
President Gettelfinger’s staff determined that a hearing was unnecessary on 

King’s appeal.  Staff prepared a report to the IEB on the President’s behalf based on 
information provided by King and the UAW National DaimlerChrysler Department.  Staff 
explained that King’s grievance was reinstated based on the letter from the Medical 
Licensing Board of Indiana signed by Assistant Director “Jodie Eddens.”27  Staff 
                                                 
22 Record, p. 123. 
23 Record, p.126. 
24 Record, pp. 132-133. 
25 Record, pp. 134-135. 
26 Record, p. 144. 
27 Record, p. 166. 
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reported that the grievance was withdrawn when this document turned out to be 
fraudulent.28  Staff found no evidence of discrimination, fraud, or collusion in connection 
with the Union’s handling of King’s grievance.  Furthermore, staff held that 
Representative Troy Davis’ decision to withdraw the grievance did not lack a rational 
basis.29  Staff denied King’s appeal and their decision was adopted by the IEB on 
March 16, 2007.  King has now appealed to the Public Review Board (PRB). 

 
ARGUMENT 

 
A. Alan King: 

The decision to withdraw my grievance was based on incorrect and incomplete 
information collected by the Company during an investigation.  The IEB’s report states 
that I admitted to the charge of having my mother on my insurance.  I never admitted to 
fraudulently putting my mother on my insurance and claiming she was my wife.  I 
admitted to adding my mother as a dependent because at the time she lived with me 
and was disabled.  Clearly, her date of birth being 1955 and mine being 1977 would 
show that I was not trying to pass her off as my wife.  I began working at 
DaimlerChrysler when I was 20 years old and my mother was 42.  When I became 
eligible for benefits I asked my benefits representative about adding my mother, and he 
never said that it would violate any rules.  So, Troy Davis’ statement that I admitted to 
fraudulently adding my mother was false. 

 
In any event, Tim Bressler told me not to worry about the claim about my mother 

because that was not the reason for my discharge.  Bressler said that discharge was 
too harsh a punishment for what I had done.  He said that I would probably be out for a 
year or so, but he would indeed get my job back.  The fact that Bressler now denies 
making these statements is appalling. 

 
Troy Davis told me that if I could explain the allegedly forged Medical Release 

Forms, he could bring me back but that I would still have to answer to the charge 
regarding my mother being listed as a dependent on my insurance.  If that were true 
then I should have been brought back a long time ago, because I explained what 
happened about Dr. Hussain’s signature from the beginning. 

 
The IEB’s report states that my grievance did not mention the harassment that I 

endured in the plant or the fact that this was one of the causes of my severe 
depression.  It is not my fault if my grievance did not contain all of the necessary 
information.  I never knew what my grievance said until I received a copy of it after it 
was withdrawn.  I provided Tim Bressler with a statement describing this harassment 
and photographs of vandalism to my work site.  The Union’s failure to address this issue 
in my grievance amounted to inadequate representation. 

                                                 
28 Record, p. 169. 
29 Record, p. 170. 
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I have always been honest and cooperative with Representative Davis.  I do not 

know how he could claim that he did not get the honesty and cooperation from me 
necessary to pursue my grievance to arbitration.  I thought that the letter from the 
Indiana Medical Licensing Board that I provided to Davis was legitimate.  I hired a 
private investigator to find out what happened to my insurance claims, and he produced 
this letter.  I had no idea that it was fraudulent.  I would never have done anything so 
blatant to make myself look so stupid.  I am telling the honest truth that I was defrauded. 

 
The Company never did prove that the nurse from Dr. Hussain’s office did not 

sign the Medical Release Form that I presented to the Company on November 19, 
2002.  There are no signed statements from anyone in the Doctor’s office.  Dr. Hussain 
was my family doctor and Dr. Roth was my psychologist.  Dr. Roth sent all of the 
information about my treatment to Dr. Hussain.  When Dr. Roth certified me to be off 
work, I would take the form to Dr. Hussain’s office to be signed.  On November 19, 
2002, I called Dr. Hussain’s office to schedule an appointment but I was told that he was 
booked solid.  So, I drove to his office and spoke with his nurse.  She took my form and 
said that she would have Dr. Hussain sign it between patients.  I came back to Dr. 
Hussain’s office at 3 p.m., but the nurse still did not have the signed form.  I told the 
nurse that I had to have the form to the personnel office by 4 p.m.  A few minutes later 
she came back with the form all filled out except for the dates.  I told her the dates and 
she filled them in.  Personnel started a policy of calling doctor’s offices to verify dates 
because a lot of people were forging documents.  Once my information was verified, I 
went back to work and never heard anymore about that particular form until I was 
terminated. 

 
All of the information in the Company’s investigative report was provided by 

ESIS.  The incorrect addresses and telephone numbers mentioned in the report could 
have been typographical errors on the part of ESIS staff.  I have established that the 
information obtained by Debra White was false.  So the Company’s claim that I provided 
false information has no basis.  ESIS provided the inaccurate information.  I maintained 
my innocence then, and I still maintain it. 

 
B.  International Union, UAW: 

The crux of this case is that appellant King was charged with providing fraudulent 
information to support a medical or disability leave.  He was given numerous 
opportunities to present corrected information, but he failed to do so.  When he finally 
produced a document that appeared to vindicate him, that document was revealed to be 
fraudulent as well.  Given these unfortunate facts, the International Union had no 
reliable information to use as a basis for pursuing King’s grievance to arbitration.  
Therefore, Representative Davis had a rational basis for withdrawing the grievance. 
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C. Rebuttal, by Alan King: 

After I learned that the letter from the Indiana Medical Licensing Board was not 
legitimate, I called the Board and they informed me that they have received calls from 
others who paid money to some agency on the Internet to obtain letters such as the one 
I received.  They told me I should file a complaint with the Attorney General’s office. 

 
The International Union states that the letters I provided from Dr. Roth do not 

change the problem with the medical release from Dr. Hussain.  So, it all comes down 
to the Medical Release Form dated November 19, 2002.  The only thing that the 
Company established with respect to that form was that Dr. Hussain did not sign it.  
They never confirmed or proved that the nurse did not sign it.  If the Union had taken 
time to review my grievance fully, they would have seen that my reinstatement could 
have been achieved through arbitration. 

 
I was discharged for a Medical Release Form dated November 19, 2002, which I 

had explained was signed by the doctor’s nurse.  All the other accusations came a year 
after I was terminated.  I was told by the Union that accusations over a year old could 
not be used against me. 

 
DISCUSSION 

 
Appellant has apparently convinced himself that he is the innocent victim of 

series of misunderstandings, but he is unlikely to convince anyone else to take this view 
on the basis of this record.  The documents that King presented to the Company in 
2002 and 2003 to justify his lengthy absences from work naturally raised questions on 
the part of the Company’s insurance administrators.  It is highly unlikely that a doctor 
would place an individual on a lengthy disability based on such a vague diagnosis as 
“major depression.”  When the Company sought further information about King’s 
requests for medical leave, the investigation uncovered a pattern of fraud and 
dishonesty.  King’s attempts to explain his deceptions are themselves implausible and 
inconsistent.  He claimed that Dr. Hussain’s nurse signed the Medical Release Form 
dated November 25, 2002, after meeting with Dr. Roth, but it later turned out that Dr. 
Hussain had no connection to Dr. Roth.  King claimed he received the letter from the 
Medical Licensing Board of Indiana in response to a complaint he had filed in July 2004, 
but when that letter turned out to be a forgery, he claimed it had been produced by a 
private investigator that he had hired through the Internet.  None of the letters presented 
by King have any credibility in this context. 

 
It is revealing that King believes that he should be excused for listing his mother 

as a dependent on his insurance application because no one told him that this was 
wrong.  He truly seems not to understand the concept of honesty.  Indeed, as 
Representative Troy Davis remarked, it would be nearly impossible to arbitrate a 
grievance successfully on behalf of such an unreliable witness.  In any event, King’s 
grievance was entirely lacking in merit, because he clearly did provide false information 



PRB CASE NO. 1574  Page 12. 
 
 
to the Company.  Under the circumstances the Union had no case to present to an 
arbitrator and no choice but to withdraw the grievance. 

 
The decision of the IEB is affirmed. 


