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Clay Staley asks this Board to reinstate his appeal after it was considered 
withdrawn as a result of his failure to appear at the hearing scheduled by President 
Gettelfinger’s staff on September 18, 2007. 

 
FACTS 

 
Clay Staley worked for AutoAlliance International, Inc. (AAI), a joint venture of the 

Ford Motor Company and Mazda Motor Corporation, in Flat Rock, Michigan.  Staley 
worked in a bargaining unit represented by Amalgamated UAW Local 3000.  He had a 
Ford Motor Company service date of April 10, 1996.1 

 
On May 13, 2006, Staley’s mother was hospitalized as a result of congestive 

heart failure.  Staley reports that he contacted representatives of the UAW and 
Company Labor Relations on May 15, 2006, to request leave under the Family and 

                                                 
1 Record, p. 2. 
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Medical Leave Act of 1993 (FMLA), so that he could provide care for his mother.  In his 
subsequent appeal to the Local Unit, Staley reported that he was advised by UAW 
Representative Tracy Wentz and Labor Relations Representative Tim Wheeler that he 
was authorized to take an FMLA leave to care for his mother.2 

 
Staley reported that he went on leave on May 15, 2006.  Approximately ten days 

later, however, Representative Wentz contacted Staley and informed him that he had 
not worked enough hours during the previous 12-month period to qualify for leave under 
the FMLA.3  According to Staley, Wentz advised him to contact Labor Relations 
Representative Wheeler to see if any other form of leave was available.  In his appeal to 
the International Executive Board (IEB), Staley reported that Representative Wheeler 
informed him that he could not return to work without documentation to cover his 
absence from May 15, 2006.4  According to Staley, Representative Wheeler told him 
that he could take a personal leave of absence for his own illness, but not that of his 
mother.5  

 
On May 22, 2006, AAI issued a Five Day Notice to Staley by registered mail 

directing him to return to work or provide a satisfactory reason for his absence.6  
Although the letter has Staley’s correct address of 8622 Kentucky, Detroit, Michigan, the 
envelope was apparently addressed to 8622 Indiana Street.7  Staley stated that he did 
not receive the Five Day Notice.  On May 30, 2006, however, Angela Nelson informed 
Staley that a letter terminating his employment for failure to respond to the Five Day 
Notice had mistakenly been put in her inbox.8 

 
Local 3000 filed a grievance protesting Staley’s termination on June 13, 2006.  It 

appears that the grievance was withdrawn on September 6, 2006.9  Staley appealed the 
withdrawal of his grievance to the AAI Unit Membership at a meeting on March 18, 
2007.   The Unit membership took no action on the appeal.10  Staley appealed the Unit’s 
decision to Amalgamated Local Union 3000 on April 11, 2007.11  The minutes of the 
Local 3000 membership meeting on May 20, 2007, report the following action on 
Staley’s appeal: 
                                                 
2 Record, p. 7. 
3 Record, p. 27.  The Code of Federal Regulations provides that in order to be eligible for leave under the 
FMLA, an employee must have been employed for at least 1,250 hours of service during the 12-month 
period immediately preceding the commencement of the leave.  29 CFR 825.110(a). 
4 Record, p. 28. 
5 Record, p. 8. 
6 Record, p. 4. 
7 Record, p. 31. 
8 Record, pp. 8-9. 
9 Record, p. 5. 
10 Record, pp. 10-11. 
11 Record, pp. 16-17. 
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“A letter from Clay Staley was read appealing the decision of 
the AAI Bargaining Committee and asking for his grievance 
to be reinstated.  President Spears asked if Brother Staley 
was present and he was not.  Motion by Brother Jon Snyder 
and supported by Brother Damian Durham to deny the 
appeal.  Motion carried.”12 

Local 3000 notified Staley of the membership’s decision to deny his appeal on June 5, 
2007.  Staley appealed to the IEB on June 11, 2007. 
 

In support of his appeal to the IEB, Staley argued that he did not receive 
adequate representation from his Unit Representative Tracy Wentz.  He maintained that 
Wentz should never have told him that he was entitled to FMLA leave unless she was 
absolutely certain.  He argued that the Union withdrew his grievance to cover up 
Representative Wentz’s mistake.  He wrote: 

 
“…After ten years of employment at Ford Motor Co., I 
understand how leaves work, and would not have 
jeopardized my family’s main source of income so foolishly.  
I have three children and a wife of eighteen years.  And now 
we are facing hardships that are unimaginable.  I have 
sought employment elsewhere, but have had no success 
due to our current economic crisis in the state. …”13 

On August 31, 2007, President Gettelfinger’s Administrative Assistant Bahati 
Jaha sent Staley a notice that a hearing would be conducted on his appeal on 
September 18, 2007.14  Staley did not appear at the hearing on September 18, 2007.  
Administrative Assistant Jaha reports that Staley contacted him on the telephone on 
September 19, 2007.  During that conversation, Staley apparently informed Jaha that he 
could not attend the hearing on September 18 because he had to attend job training for 
a position at Home Depot at the time of the hearing.15  Staley acknowledged having 
received the hearing notice.16  Jaha decided that Staley’s appeal should be considered 
withdrawn as a result of his failure to attend the hearing on September 18, 2007, in 
accordance with the official Interpretation of Article 33, §4(h), found in the International 
Constitution.17 

 

                                                 
12 Record, p. 21. 
13 Record, p.29. 
14 Record, p. 37. 
15 Record, p. 53. 
16 Record, p. 41. 
17 Record, p. 42. 
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On October 26, 2007, Jaha wrote a memorandum to file explaining his decision 
to treat Staley’s appeal as having been withdrawn.  He stated: 

 
“Staley was on a last chance waiver, he claims his union 
representative told him he could take a family medical leave 
to care for his mother.  He has been on a FMLA leave in the 
past.  He knows the procedure to obtain a FMLA leave.  The 
union representative states that when she received a copy of 
the 5-day letter, per the National Agreement, she called him 
and told him to substantiate his absence because he was on 
a waiver.  She denied telling him a FMLA leave was 
approved for him.”18  

Jaha went on to report that Administrative Assistant Eunice Stokes-Wilson telephoned 
Staley on October 25, 2007, and requested proof of his assertion that he could not 
attend the hearing on September 18, 2007, because of job training at Home Depot.  
According to Jaha, Staley said he was working for another company.  Jaha asserted 
that Staley had developed a pattern of making up stories to fit the situation.  He reported 
that staff decided not to schedule another hearing for Staley.19 
 

President Gettelfinger’s staff issued a report to the IEB explaining that Staley’s 
appeal was dismissed as a result of his failure to appear at the hearing on 
September 18, 2007.  The IEB adopted staff’s report as its decision in a letter dated 
September 28, 2007.  Staley has now appealed the IEB’s decision to the Public Review 
Board (PRB). 

 
ARGUMENT 

 
A. Clay Staley: 

I was unable to attend the meeting scheduled on September 18, 2007, because I 
had to attend job training for employment at the Home Depot on that date.  I had no 
intention of withdrawing my appeal.  I am pleading with the PRB to reopen my case and 
grant me the opportunity to fight for my survival as well as my children’s.  We have 
endured great hardship as a result of my unjust termination by the Ford Motor 
Company. 

 
B. International Union, UAW: 

Staley has not provided any documentation to support his claim that he had to 
attend job training on September 18, 2007, nor has he explained why he did not ask for 
the hearing to be rescheduled prior to that date.  Therefore, there is no basis for 

                                                 
18 Record, p. 45. 
19 Record, p. 45. 
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overturning the IEB’s decision.  Appellant was on a last chance agreement at the time of 
his termination.  He was familiar with the procedure for obtaining approval of FMLA 
leave.  He did not follow that procedure.  He failed to attend the Local 3000 membership 
meeting, which resulted in the Local rejecting his appeal.  He failed to attend the 
September 18, 2007, hearing scheduled by the President’s staff, so his appeal was 
dismissed. 

 
There is no evidence of fraud, collusion, or arbitrary action on the part of Local 

3000 or the International Union.  The Union’s decision was entirely within the range of 
its reasonable discretion. 

 
DISCUSSION 

 
Article 33, §4(h), of the International Constitution provides that appellants to the 

IEB are required to attend hearings scheduled on behalf of the tribunal and to answer 
fully and truthfully all questions put to them.  This requirement has been interpreted to 
mean that an appeal may be dismissed as a result of the failure of an appellant to 
appear at an appeal hearing.20  The decision whether an appeal ought to be dismissed 
for this reason is entirely within the discretion of the tribunal on whose behalf the 
hearing was scheduled.  In this case, the International President scheduled the hearing 
to investigate Staley’s appeal and report on it to the IEB. 

 
When Staley failed to appear for the hearing scheduled on his appeal, President 

Gettelfinger’s staff determined that his appeal should be considered withdrawn based 
on the Interpretation of Article 33, §4(h), of the Constitution.  This record demonstrates 
that the President’s staff then considered the circumstances giving rise to Staley’s 
appeal to determine whether further review would be in the interests of justice or if 
matters were raised that required Constitutional correction.  They decided that the 

                                                 
20 The Interpretation states as follows: 

(1) Failure of Appellant(s) to Appear at Appeal hearing: 
Where a member or members of a Local Union submits an appeal to the International 
Executive Board in accordance with the provisions of Article 33, §3(d), of the International 
Constitution, and does not appear at the hearing established in accordance with the 
requirements of Article 33, §4(h), of the International Constitution by the International 
Executive Board appeals team or the International President, after due and proper notice, 
the appeal may be dismissed by the International Executive Board on the grounds that 
the member or members did not meet the provisions of the International Constitution 
which require her/his or their attendance at such hearing.  Therefore, the appeals team or 
the International President may determine that the appeal is considered as having been 
withdrawn by the appellant or appellants due to her/his or their failure to appear at the 
hearing as required by the International Constitution. 
 
The appeals team may at its discretion review the circumstances motivating such an 
appeal if, in its judgment, it is determined that a review of such circumstances would be in 
the interest of justice or requires Constitutional correction.  (Detroit, 8/11/60) 
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circumstances did not warrant further review.  There is no claim or evidence that the 
President’s staff abused its discretion in coming to that conclusion.  There is no basis, 
therefore, for this Board to overturn the President’s exercise of his discretion in this 
matter.  

 
The decision of the IEB is affirmed.  


