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 Alonza Jones argues that International Representative John Drew‟s 

decision to withdraw a grievance protesting his termination for failing to report to work 
when called lacked a rational basis. 

 
FACTS 

 
Alonza Jones began working for Chrysler Corporation at its Jefferson North 

Assembly Plant in Detroit, Michigan, in June 1996.  He became a permanent, full-time 
employee on March 30, 1998.1  Jones transferred to Chrysler‟s Kenosha Engine Plant 
on June 8, 2008, after being laid off by the plant in Detroit.2  He worked in a bargaining 
unit at the Kenosha plant represented by UAW Local Union 72. 

 
Jones went on a medical leave from the Kenosha plant on October 10, 2008.3  

On November 12, 2008, the plant sent Jones a letter pursuant to Paragraph (49)(d) of 

                                      
1
 Record, p. 44. 

2
 Record, p. 107. 

3
 Record, p. 36. 
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the Chrysler-UAW National Agreement.4  The letter advised Jones that the reason for 
his medical leave had not been established by his physician through Sedgwick, CMS, 
the service provider for Chrysler‟s disability program.  Jones was directed to report to 
the plant prior to November 19, 2008, with documentation to support his need for 
medical leave.  The letter states: 

 
“If you do not report or submit such evidence as directed above or if you 
do not promptly notify the Plant Employment Office that for a reason 
beyond your control, which you must satisfactorily substantiate, you were 
unable to comply with either of these instructions, your seniority will be 
terminated.”5 

On November 25, 2008, UAW Local 72 filed Grievance 08-875-22 on Jones‟s behalf 
protesting the termination of his seniority for failing to respond to the November 12, 
2008, notice to report to work.6 
 

On December 8, 2008, Sedgwick CMS sent a letter to Jones advising him that 
his claim for Sickness and Accident benefits was denied because the information 
provided by his doctor did not substantiate total disability as defined by the Chrysler 
Sickness and Accident Program.7  Jones‟s personal physician, Dr. Howard Glazer, 
wrote to Sedgwick on December 15, 2008, describing the nature of Jones‟s complaints 
and the treatments he had received.8  Dr. Glazer‟s practice is in Madison Heights, 
Michigan.  Glazer explained that Jones had returned to the Detroit area for follow up 
treatment on October 14, 2008, when back pain made it difficult for him to work.   A 
report dated October 14, 2008, indicates that Jones was seen on that day for treatment 
of increasing pain in the lower back, neck and shoulder.9  Jones saw Dr. Glazer again 
for treatment of various complaints on November 20, and November 26, and December 
11, 2008.10  Glazer provided the following diagnoses of Jones‟s conditions in his letter to 
Sedgwick on December 15, 2008: 

 

                                      
4
 Paragraph (49) of the 2007 Chrysler-UAW Agreement describes the way an employee will lose 

seniority.  Paragraph (49)(d) states as follows: 

“If he does not return to work when called, in proper cases, exceptions shall be made if 
the employee can satisfactorily substantiate and had promptly informed the plant that for 
a reason beyond his control he was unable to comply with such call to return.  If the 
disposition made of any such case is not satisfactory, the matter may be referred to Step 
2 of the grievance procedure.”  (Record, p. 3) 

5
 Record, p. 16. 

6
 Record, p. 20. 

7
 Record, p. 26. 

8
 Record, pp. 30-31. 

9
 Record, p. 8. 

10
 Record, pp. 17, 24, and 28. 
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“1. Posttraumatic arthritis of the right knee. 
2. Internal derangement of the right knee. 
3. Chronic enterocolitis. 
4. Peptic ulcer disease. 
5. Bilateral carpal tunnel syndrome. 
6. Cervical disc disease. 
7. Lumbar disc disease (herniation). 
8. Possible coronary artery disease.”11 

 
Based on these diagnoses, Glazer stated that Jones would be unable to return to work 
for 6 to 8 weeks.12 
 

In support of his grievance, Jones provided Local 72 Shop Committeeperson 
Vern Fisher a copy of Dr. Glazer‟s letter to Sedgwick.  Jones gave the following 
description of his situation: 

 
“I‟m Alonza Jones.  I had been on medical since 10-13-08, as you can see 
in the enclosed letter of my disability.  I had been going back and forth 
with Sedgwick and my doctor trying to prove my disability to Sedgwick.  
The doctor spoke with Sedgwick on several occasions sending information 
back and forth.  My doctor went on vacation during 11-19-08 termination 
date.  I‟m totally disabled.  I can barely walk or barely move.  I don‟t have 
medical insurance.  My medicine costs a fortune all because Sedgwick 
doesn‟t believe the best doctor I ever had.”13 

Shop Committeeperson Fisher wrote to Dr. Glazer on January 29, 2009, requesting a 
more specific explanation of the basis for Jones‟s claim to be totally disabled.  Fisher‟s 
letter to Glazer states: 
 

“…What we need from your office is a letter or document stating that Mr. 
Jones was unable to perform his duties at work starting with his last day in 
the plant, 10/10/08, and continuing to the time you think he may be able to 
return to work.  We also need to know the reasons why he cannot perform 
his work duties.  The letter you sent us lists several diseases and illnesses 
and is helpful, but the HR department here requires something a little 
more specific regarding the dates Mr. Jones could not work and what 
illness would not allow him to return to work.”14 

In response to this inquiry, Dr. Glazer wrote a letter dated February 10, 2009, in which 
he gave the following description of Jones‟s medical problems:  
 

                                      
11

 Record, p. 31. 

12
 Record, p. 31. 

13
 Record, p. 34. 

14
 Record, p. 50. 
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“1) The posttraumatic arthritis of the right knee is causing him inability 
to bear weight for any extended period of time.  He is also limited in 
climbing. 

2) The chronic enterocolitis.  Unfortunately, Mr. Jones continues to 
have diarrhea with frequency, most likely not allowing him to stay 
on the job predictably for any length of time. 

3) The peptic ulcer disease is rather well controlled. 

4) The carpal tunnel syndrome, currently controlled.  However, he 
does flare but he could return to work with that condition. 

5) Cervical disc disease, also controlled at this time, but could return 
to work with some restriction.  

6) Lumbar disc disease (herniation).  This condition does not allow Mr. 
Jones to lift heavy objects (over 25 pounds), stand for prolonged 
periods of time and do repetitive twisting activity.”15 

On February 18, 2009, Committeeperson Fisher wrote to Glazer once again and 
explained that the information he had provided would not be adequate to secure 
Jones‟s reinstatement.  Fisher wrote: 
 

“I would like to say thank you for taking the time to draft and send me the 
letter that details the various physical problems that Mr. Alonza Jones has 
at this time.  I gave a copy of this letter to our H. R. director with hopes 
that it would be sufficient to help get Mr. Jones reinstated as a member in 
good standing here at Chrysler.  However, I was informed that this letter 
will not even be considered unless you or another medical representative 
will state that it is your opinion that Mr. Jones could not perform his work 
duties because of his illness, and be very specific with the date this would 
have all started. …”16 

On April 29, 2009, Dr. Glazer faxed a revised copy of his February 10 letter to Fisher.  
The April 29 version of the letter adds the following item to the list of Jones‟s conditions. 
 

“7) As of 10/10/2008 Mr. Jones was unable to work in the plant.”17 

Notes prepared in connection with Jones‟s grievance indicate that he filed a 
claim for Sickness and Accident benefits on October 10, 2008, and provided the Detroit 
address at that time.  The November 12 call to report to work was sent to Jones at the 

                                      
15

 Record, p. 51. 

16
 Record, p. 52. 

17
 Record, p. 51. 
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Detroit address.  The notes indicate that Jones‟s grievance was referred to the third 
step on March 5, 2010.18  The company refused to reinstate Jones at the third step and 
his grievance was appealed to the Regional Review step of the grievance procedure.19  
International Service Representative John Drew withdrew Jones‟s grievance following a 
Regional Review meeting on March 12, 2010.20 

 
Representative Drew‟s notes on Jones‟s grievance indicate that Jones gave the 

following explanation for his failure to respond to the notice sent to him on November 
12, 2008: 

 
“He did receive the letter dated November 12, 2008.  His doctor was on 
vacation at that time, so he could not get any medical.  He had no medical 
because his MD was on vacation, no money and no way to get to 
Kenosha to comply with the letter which said to report to the plant by 
November 19, 2008.  He said he spoke to someone in Kenosha HR and 
told them he could not get the information until his doctor returned from 
vacation on November 21 or November 22, 2008.”21 

Drew made the following comment in response to this explanation: 
 

“Dr. Glazer‟s 10/14/08 office notes do not state that Jones was unable to 
work.  The letter dated December 15, 2008, from Dr. Glazer states that 
Jones is under his care and treatment for several ailments and he did not 
anticipate him returning to work in the near future.  Dr. Glazer does not 
say that Jones was unable to work on December 14.”22 

Local Union 72 advised Jones that his grievance had been withdrawn on April 8, 2010.23 
 

Jones appealed the decision to withdraw his grievance to the International 
Executive Board (IEB) on May 7, 2010. 24  In his appeal to the IEB, Jones described a 
number of conditions that caused him pain.  He reported that he informed the medical 
department in Kenosha that he was returning to Detroit during the weekend to see his 
personal physician there.  Jones stated that when he saw Dr. Glazer for the first time, 
Glazer gave him a cane and told him that he was disabled.25  Jones claimed that he 
reported his disability to the Human Resources Department at the Kenosha plant but 
that he was told that the plant did not need that information until Jones returned to work.  

                                      
18

 Record, p. 54. 

19
 Record, p. 75. 

20
 Record, p. 81. 

21
 Record, p. 79. 

22
 Record, p. 79. 

23
 Record, p. 82. 

24
 Record, pp. 84-88. 

25
 Record, p. 85. 
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In addition, Jones stated that Chrysler‟s disability service center had been informed of 
his disability.  Jones wrote: 

 
“Sedgwick was informed of my situation.  Sedgwick claimed they didn‟t 
have enough information as for my disability.  The doctor and nurse 
constantly sent them information and Sedgwick constantly claimed it 
wasn‟t enough.  Sedgwick has always [given] me problems so it wasn‟t 
new to me.”26 

Jones stated that he did not receive the letter warning him that he was about to lose his 
seniority until November 17, 2008, so that he did not have the full five days in which to 
respond.  When he did receive the letter, he did not have proof of his disability in his 
possession and his doctor was on vacation.  Nevertheless, Jones claimed that he was 
disabled at this point and that he did inform the Kenosha plant about his condition.  He 
explained: 
 

“…I didn‟t have proof of my disability.  My doctor was on vacation until 
Nov. 21 or 22, 2008.  I called and informed them of this and if they needed 
more information I had to await his return.  I was medicated and could 
barely walk.  The letter also stated unless it was beyond my control.  That 
it was.”27 

Jones reported that Committeeperson Fisher initially told him that his chances for 
reinstatement looked promising.  He stated that he believed that the union did not press 
his grievance because employees in Kenosha dislike the Detroit transferees.  He also 
felt that he had been treated unfairly because other employees who had been caught 
drinking and using drugs had been reinstated.28\ 

 
Representative John Drew responded to Jones‟s appeal in a memorandum 

addressed to International President Bob King on August 16, 2010.29  Drew stated that 
he withdrew Jones‟s grievance because he concluded that Jones was properly 
discharged under Paragraph (49)(d) of the UAW-Chrysler Agreement.  Drew pointed out 
that none of Dr. Glazer‟s reports to Sedgwick indicated that Jones was totally disabled.  
The reports simply stated that Jones‟s multiple complaints made it difficult for him to 
work.  Drew reported: 

 
“In all the medical information that was provided by Jones, there is no 
record of any document that was presented to the plant from Dr. Glazer 
during the period from October 14, 2008, through November 19, 2008, 
stating Jones was unable to work based on the October 14, 2008 
examination.  On April 29, 2009, Local 72 Shop Committee Member Vern 

                                      
26

 Record, p. 85. 

27
 Record, pp. 85-86. 

28
 Record, pp. 86-87. 

29
 Record, pp. 104-107. 
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Fisher received a faxed copy of a revised February 10 letter from 
Dr. Glazer stating for the first time that Jones was unable to work in the 
plant as of October 10, 2008.  That letter was provided approximately 5 
months after Jones was to report to work and does not provide any 
medical documentation as to why Jones did not report to the plant when 
notified to do so by November 19, 2008.”30 

Drew pointed out that Jones had never provided any documentation to support his claim 
that he was unable to report to the Kenosha plant prior to November 19, 2008.  He 
claimed that his doctor was on vacation on November 21 and 22, but the record shows 
that Jones saw Dr. Glazer on November 20, 2008.  Drew concluded that Jones never 
established that it was beyond his control to show up at the plant as required.31 
 

Drew observed that there was no evidence to support Jones‟s claim that 
employees who transferred to Kenosha from Detroit were discriminated against by 
Local Union 72 or Region 4.  With regard to employees who were reinstated after being 
terminated for drinking or drug use, Drew made the following comment: 

 
“Local 72 and Chrysler Kenosha Engine plant have a long-standing policy 
that under certain circumstances, employees with drug and alcohol abuse 
issues should be given consideration and in proper cases returned to work 
if they enter into a treatment program.  There is no record that Jones ever 
mentioned having a drug or alcohol abuse problem that caused him to 
miss work.”32 

President King‟s Administrative Assistant Charlotte Rossi conducted an 
investigation into Jones‟s appeal.  Based on her investigation, Rossi determined that a 
hearing was unnecessary and she prepared a report to the IEB based on information 
provided by Jones and Region 4.  Rossi observed that the central question presented 
by Jones‟s appeal was whether he was unable to report to the Kenosha plant in 
accordance with the terms of the notice sent to him on November 12, 2008.  Rossi 
reported that Jones chose to return to Detroit for treatment of his various medical 
conditions.  Even if he were unable to work in the plant during this period, Rossi 
declared that Jones had not provided any reason why he could not have returned to 
Kenosha to provide evidence of his medical condition to the Plant Employment Office 
after he received the notice on November 17, 2008.33  Finally, Rossi observed that 
Jones‟s medical records did not support his claimed disability in November 2008.  Dr. 
Glazer did not actually state that he was unable to work in the plant until he faxed the 
February 10 letter to Committeeperson Fisher on April 29, 2009. 

 

                                      
30

 Record, p. 106. 

31
 Record, p. 107. 

32
 Record, p. 107. 

33
 Record, p. 128. 
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Rossi concluded that Representative Drew‟s determination that he could not 
successfully arbitrate Jones‟s grievance did not lack a rational basis.  Rossi observed 
that in order to be successful before an arbitrator, the union would have to prove that 
management violated the contract and abused their right to discharge for cause.  Her 
report concludes as follows: 

 
“There simply cannot be any doubt that management complied with the 
provisions of Section (49)(d) of the collective bargaining agreement in 
notifying the appellant to return to work.  It is a clear and undisputed fact 
that the appellant received notification.  There is no contractual or logical 
reason why the company could not require the appellant to return to work 
or to somehow demonstrate why he could not.  The remaining question is 
whether he has demonstrated a „satisfactory reason‟ for not returning.”34 

Rossi further stated that the evidence did not support a finding that Drew‟s decision was 
motivated by discrimination, fraud, or collusion with management.35 
 

The IEB adopted Administrative Assistant Rossi‟s report as its decision.  
President King notified Jones of the IEB‟s decision on October 7, 2010.  Jones has now 
appealed the IEB‟s decision to the Public Review Board (PRB). 

 
ARGUMENT 

 
A. Alonza Jones: 

Dr. Glazer gave me a disability slip when I went on medical leave in October 
2008.  This disability slip was provided to Sedgwick.  It was also sent to 
Committeeperson Fisher along with my entire file.  The Human Resources Department 
told me that I had to have my doctor‟s actual signature on the slip rather than a stamp.  I 
returned to Dr. Glazer on November 20, 2008, to have the disability slip signed.  Dr. 
Glazer actually returned from vacation on November 20 rather than November 21 and 
that is when I went to see him in order to provide documentation to support my need for 
medical leave. 

 
The reason it took five months for Dr. Glazer to provide the letter confirming my 

disability was because he was communicating with Verne Fisher and the company was 
constantly on layoff or Fisher was on vacation which delayed their communications.  I 
knew this because I was calling them both almost every day. 

 
It was unjust to deprive me of my entire five day period for responding to the 

notice to report to work.  I only had two days to respond.  There was no further 
information that I could provide to the company prior to November 20 when my doctor 
returned from vacation.  I had provided the company with all the information I had and 

                                      
34

 Record, p. 128. 

35
 Record, p. 128a. 
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anything else was out of my control.  I could not walk because my leg and knee were 
swollen and very painful to stand or walk on.   

 
I changed my address on file with the company to the Detroit address because I 

wanted to be sure to receive any important information from the company while I was 
under my doctor‟s care.  This illness hit me all of a sudden; it was not planned.  This 
was a temporary change of residence.  I had every intention of returning to Kenosha to 
work.   

 
If the State of Michigan declares me eligible for disability benefits, I will forward 

that information.  The doctors at Sedgwick do not consider a person disabled unless he 
is in a coma. 

 
B. International Union, UAW: 

Representative Drew telephoned Jones prior to withdrawing his grievance in 
order to discover why he had not responded to the notice sent on November 12, 2008.  
Jones told Drew that he received the letter on November 17 and that he did not have 
the ability to travel to the Kenosha plant to report to work on November 19.  Drew 
withdrew Jones‟s grievance because he did not believe that this explanation was 
sufficient to establish that Jones‟s failure to report was for a reason beyond his control. 

 
There is no evidence in this record that any union officials were improperly 

motivated in their handling of Jones‟s grievance.  Although Jones alleges that transfers 
from Detroit were disliked by the people in Kenosha, he has not provided any specific 
evidence to support this assertion.  Most importantly, Jones does not assert that the 
union officials who handled his grievance had this attitude. 

 
Furthermore, the evidence demonstrates that the union had good reason to 

withdraw Jones‟s grievance.  Jones received notice that his seniority would be 
terminated if he did not report to work by November 19, 2008.  He had this notice at 
least two days before the deadline.  He did not report to work.  There is no evidence 
that he tried to contact Chrysler in the two days before the deadline ran out.  Finally, 
Jones has never explained why he could not travel to Kenosha when his job was at 
stake.  If he could not travel to Kenosha for this purpose, how could the company 
expect him to maintain regular employment at the plant? 

 
The union tried to persuade Chrysler to allow Jones to return to work, but the 

company elected to stand on its rights under the contract.  That being the case, the 
union had to decide whether it could expect to win the case at arbitration.  Given 
Jones‟s failure to act in a timely manner and the inconsistencies in his medical record, it 
would have been impossible to win this case at arbitration.  The union was, therefore, 
justified in withdrawing Jones‟s grievance. 
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C. Rebuttal by Alonza Jones: 

My doctor stated that I was disabled from the beginning of my medical leave and 
he can still testify that I was disabled from working by severe pain.  I did everything 
within my control to provide Chrysler with proof of my disability in the two days following 
my receipt of the five-day letter.  I could not travel to Kenosha in November 2008 
because there was a snowstorm in Wisconsin.  Also, my entire kneecap was swollen to 
the point that I could not walk.  My back was hurting so badly that I could hardly move. 

 
Representative Drew did exhibit personal animosity towards me.  He talked to 

me as if I were trash instead of someone he was supposed to represent.  He told me 
not to call him and to call the President‟s office instead.  Finally, Drew claimed he went 
by the contract, but the contract says that you have five days to respond to a notice to 
report to work.  I was not given five days.  That is a breach of the contract on Chrysler‟s 
part.   

 
For these reasons, the decision of Region 4 should be overturned.  Someone 

other than John Drew should represent me.  I believe this plant is closed so 
management had to give up their jobs and no one cared about mine. 

 
DISCUSSION 

 
Jones claims that the company‟s notice to report to work only gave him two days 

to prove his disability and that he was unable to obtain the necessary information from 
his doctor during this short period of time.  In fact, the company allowed Jones forty 
days in which to substantiate his claim that he was disabled.  Jones‟s employment 
history shows that his last day worked was October 10, 2008.  When he left the plant on 
that day, Jones apparently informed the medical department in Kenosha that he was 
going to Detroit over the weekend to see his personal physician.  His absence from 
work after that day was recorded as a medical leave.  Jones did not merely travel to 
Detroit for a weekend, however; he moved to Detroit and changed his address on 
record with the company to 14658 Rutherford in Detroit, Michigan.  Jones‟s decision to 
remain in Detroit, rather than Dr. Glazer‟s brief unavailability, appears to have been the 
primary reason why he could not report to the plant immediately after receiving the call 
to return to work.  

 
Jones reports that when he saw Dr. Glazer on October 14, 2008, the doctor gave 

him a cane and told him that he was disabled, but that is not proof of disability.  An 
employee is not considered disabled under the Group Sickness and Accident Insurance 
program included in the UAW-Chrysler National Agreement unless he is unable to 
perform all duties of his occupation.36  Dr. Glazer could not determine Jones‟s capacity 

                                      
36

 The Group Sickness and Accident plan in the UAW-Chrysler Agreement states that an employee must 
meet the following criteria in order to be eligible for sickness and accident benefits: 

“(a) become totally and continuously disabled while insured for sickness and accident 
benefits; 
(b) be unable to perform all duties of the employee‟s occupation; 
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for performing jobs available at the Kenosha plant; he could only describe his patient‟s 
physical condition.  The plant physician has to evaluate the physical requirements of 
any particular job within the plant, but in order to do that, he needs a very specific 
description of the employee‟s restrictions.  Jones had between October 10 and 
November 19 to return to the Kenosha plant with any restrictions imposed by Dr. Glazer 
so that a determination could be made about his ability to work.  Instead, the record 
shows that Jones never made any attempt to return to the plant with his restrictions 
after October 10, 2008. 

 
The notice sent to Jones on November 12, 2008, is not actually a five-day letter; 

it is a notice to report to work immediately.  The five-day letter described in Paragraph 
(49)(c) of the UAW-Chrysler Agreement is sent to an employee after he has been 
absent for five days without notifying the plant of the reason for his absence.  That 
notice informs the employee that his seniority has already been terminated as a result of 
his absence.  When such a notice is sent, the employee‟s seniority will only be restored 
if he can establish that his absence was for a reason beyond his control.37  Jones‟s 
seniority had not yet been terminated when the letter was sent to him on November 12, 
2008.  That letter gave him a final chance to avoid a termination of his seniority by 
reporting to work.  Jones knew that Sedgwick had not accepted Dr. Glazer‟s information 
as proof of disability; he acknowledged that fact in his letter to Committeeperson Fisher 
regarding his grievance.  The November 12 letter clearly informed Jones that the 
information provided to Sedgwick by his physician did not substantiate his need for 
continued medical leave.  Jones ought to have understood the urgency of the 
company‟s call to report to work and responded at once.  

 
Despite Jones‟s failure to respond to the November 12 letter, Committeeperson 

Fisher made an effort to have his seniority restored by filing a grievance and trying to 
obtain sufficient information from Dr. Glazer to support Jones‟s claim to be disabled.  
Fisher clearly explained to Glazer the need for a specific description of Jones‟s medical 
restrictions and why these restrictions would prevent Jones from working in the plant.  
Glazer‟s initial response to Fisher did not state that Jones was unable to perform the 
duties of his employment, however.  In fact, the description of the first five conditions 
treated by Dr. Glazer indicates that these conditions would not interfere significantly with 
Jones‟s duties in the plant.  The only specific limitation described by Dr. Glazer on 
February 10, 2009, is the limitation on Jones‟s ability to lift heavy objects and stand for 
prolonged periods or do repetitive twisting activity.  Such restrictions, by themselves, do 
not provide a basis for concluding that Jones was totally disabled.  The amended letter 

                                                                                                                        
(c) be under the continuous care of a legally licensed physician who certifies the 
employee‟s total disability; and  
(d) furnish written notice of claim and satisfactory proof of disability on a timely basis.”  

37
 Paragraph (49)(c) of the UAW-Chrysler Agreement describes the following reason for loss of seniority: 

“He is absent for five (5) days without notifying the plant in accordance with its procedure 
established pursuant to Sec. (94) of the Agreement unless, for a reason beyond his 
control, he is unable to comply with such notice requirements.  After such absence, 
management will send written notification to the employee at his last known address that 
he has lost his seniority. …” (Record, pp. 2-3) 
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that Dr. Glazer faxed to Committeeperson Fisher on April 29, 2009, did state that Jones 
was unable to work in the plant, but Dr. Glazer remains vague about the nature of 
Jones‟s impairment.   

 
Our role in reviewing appeals regarding the handling of grievances is limited to 

claims that the union representatives involved in processing the grievances were 
influenced by fraud, discrimination, or collusion with management or that their 
disposition or handling of the matter was devoid of any rational basis.   The record 
establishes that Jones‟s local representatives did everything possible to have his 
seniority restored.  The fact remained, however, that Jones failed to respond to the 
company‟s call to report to work and he could not provide an adequate explanation for 
that failure.  When Jones‟s grievance was referred to the Region, therefore, the lack of 
any contractual violation by the company provided a rational basis for Representative 
Drew‟s decision to withdraw it.  There is no indication that Drew‟s decision was 
improperly motivated.   

 
The decision of the IEB is affirmed. 
 


