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John Mason argues that the Union’s decision to withdraw his discharge 

grievance lacked a rational basis and unfairly discriminated against him. 
 

FACTS 
 

John Mason worked at Chrysler’s National Parts Distribution Center (NPDC) in 
Marysville, Michigan, in a bargaining unit represented by UAW Local Union 375.  He 
had a seniority date of July 20, 1998.1  On October 17, 2008, Mason was discharged for 
possession of marijuana on Company property in violation of the Chrysler Standards of 
Conduct No. 12.2  Mason was reinstated pursuant to a twelve month conditional 
reinstatement agreement on December 23, 2008.3 
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Mason was suspended again on September 23, 2010 for violation of the Chrysler 
Standards of Conduct Nos. 14 and 15 which prohibit threatening, intimidating or 
harassing others and fighting or other disruptive or disorderly conduct.4  The 
International Union explained in its response to this appeal that Mason was involved in 
an altercation with a co-worker that resulted in discipline for both employees.5  Mason 
was reinstated pursuant to a six month conditional reinstatement agreement on October 
18, 2010.  The agreement imposed the following conditions: 

 
“4. It is understood and agreed that you will abide by Chrysler Standards 

of Conduct, and any violation of these Standards is grounds for 
discipline up to an including discharge. 

 
5. You will complete a psychiatric evaluation and adhere to any and all 

recommendations.  You will also meet regularly with the plant EAP 
Representative.”6 

 
On December 23, 2010, Mason was suspended for violation of the Chrysler 

Standards of Conduct No. 25 which prohibits bringing firearms, knives, or other 
weapons on to Company property or possessing the same while on Company property.7  
On January 4, 2011, the Company notified Mason that his suspension had been 
converted to a discharge.8  Local Union 375 Committeeperson Carl Coon protested the 
discharge in a letter to the Company on January 6, 2011.9  The Local filed Grievance 
2010-65 protesting the suspension on December 27, 2010, and Grievance 2011-02 
protesting the discharge on January 6, 2011.10 

 
In support of Mason’s grievances, the Union reported that Manager Chris Lee 

advised Committeeperson Coon that he intended to bring Mason to the front office to 
search him and his possessions because he had received information that Mason was 
in possession of marijuana.  Coon objected to this procedure and accompanied 
Manager Lee and John Mason to the front office under protest.  The search of Mason’s 
belongings did not uncover any marijuana but did reveal a small revolver in his bag.  
The Union made the following observations on Mason’s behalf: 

 
“…Employee Mason cooperated through the entire process and calmly 
apologized and explained that he was unaware that this item was in his 
bag as he does not bring that particular bag to work often.  The Union 
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requests that management take into consideration that Mason lives on the 
east side of Detroit and has been carjacked and shot in the arm with a 
shotgun as well as being stabbed while being robbed in the past.  
Employee Mason was also recently involved in an issue here in the past 3 
months that he did not start that resulted in violence and it was Mason that 
brought it to management’s attention as he was afraid for his safety.  
Mason has for some time now been talking with the local EAP Rep as well 
as seeing his own personal counselor for help with some of his fears for 
his own safety as he has lived a very traumatic life and just forgot that he 
had a weapon in the bag he brought to work.  The Union demands that 
management take into account the fact that Mason was calm and 
cooperative the whole time, no marijuana was found, and his past life 
issues and fears.”11 

Management responded that Mason’s act of bringing a gun into the plant was in 
direct violation of his conditional reinstatement agreement.  In addition, management 
noted that Mason had not completed a psychiatric evaluation as required by paragraph 
5 of the reinstatement agreement.  Management stated that Mason was terminated due 
to the severity of these violations.12  Management’s Step 1 answer to Grievance 2011-
02 states as follows: 

 
“Mr. Mason was terminated based on his own disciplinary record and the 
nature of the incident.  Specifically, Mr. Mason was found to have a 
concealed loaded handgun in the workplace.  Mr. Mason was returned to 
work on 10/18/2010 on a last chance letter after serving a disciplinary 
layoff for being involved in a physical altercation with another employee.  
The past allegations the Union cites regarding a member of management 
are neither factual nor accurate.  Management feels the termination of Mr. 
Mason is just based on Mr. Mason’s own inability to correct his behaviors 
and his disregard for adhering to the corporation’s Standards of 
Conduct.”13 

International Representative Larry Trandell withdrew Grievances 2010-65 and 
2011-02 at a Regional Review Meeting on February 11, 2011.14  Representative 
Trandell informed Mason of the decision to withdraw his grievances on February 16, 
2011.  Mason appealed the decision to withdraw his grievances to the International 
Executive Board (IEB) on March 18, 2011. 

 
In support of his appeal to the IEB, Mason explained that his arm had been 

severely injured in 2002 when he was shot during a carjacking.  As a result of these 
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injuries he had to take a lot of medications for pain.  He also sought alternative 
therapies for pain and this included the use of marijuana.  It was possession of 
marijuana that led to his first suspension.  Mason pointed out that medical marijuana 
was subsequently approved for use in Michigan.15 

 
Mason stated that in September a co-worker, Frank Polk, had assaulted him for 

no reason.  He reported the attack to his Committeeperson Carl Coon.  Coon advised 
Mason against filing a complaint about the incident, however, because that would get 
management involved and there is a zero tolerance policy against fighting in the plant.  
Nevertheless, Mason said he insisted on filing a complaint because he felt he was the 
innocent victim of an attack and that there were witnesses to corroborate this.  He 
claimed that Polk was known in the plant as a bully.  Witnesses to the incident failed to 
support Mason’s claim that Polk was the sole instigator of the attack.16  

 
After Mason had been off work for two weeks Representative Coon advised him 

that the Company was willing to reinstate him on a last chance basis under the terms of 
a twelve month conditional reinstatement agreement.  Mason originally rejected this 
offer.  He described his reaction as follows: 

 
“…Another week went by and Carl called me.  He told me that they are 
offering me 1 year probation, last chance letter, psychiatric evaluation, and 
no back pay for the past 2 weeks that I was off.  I could not believe that he 
wanted me to take this deal.  I told him I was the victim and I did nothing 
wrong.  I told him that I thought they were there to help me.  I told him that 
he and management know that he is the plant bully and I am not the only 
person he has done this to.  Knowing this, why would I take the deal I was 
given?...”17 

Mason eventually did accept a six month conditional reinstatement, although he said he 
felt betrayed. 
 

Once he returned to work, however, Mason reported that Frank Polk started 
following him around and making threatening gestures.  He reported his concerns about 
Frank Polk to the EAP Representative, but the Representative told him there was 
nothing he could do about it.  Mason wrote: 

 
“…I immediately went to the EAP office and told Mr. Morgan what 
happened the last few weeks.  He asked me why I would think that Frank 
was following me.  I told him about the incident with Frank and that I had 
been getting calls on my phone telling me that he is going to get me ‘white 
boy.’  This is his famous phrase.  I told the rep that I was worried about it 

                                                 
15

 Record, pp. 16-17. 

16
 Record, p. 17. 

17
 Record, p. 17. 



PRB CASE NO. 1670  Page 5. 

 
 

because he lost his job.  Mr. Morgan asked me if he tried to run me off the 
road.  I told him no.  He asked me if I saw a weapon.  I told him no.  He 
then asked me what I wanted him to do.  He told me that the Union 
represents both of us and that the only thing he could do is start a file. 
…”18 

Mason reported that his family started receiving threatening telephone calls and that the 
caller stated he was going to come to the house.  At this point, Mason said he decided 
to buy a gun.  He explained: 
 

“This was the last straw.  By this time, I felt very upset that someone 
would threaten my wife and kids and I felt no one would do anything about 
it.  I felt I needed to do something to protect myself from someone I felt 
was a threat.  Reverting back to my youth way of thinking, I bought a gun.  
By me being handicapped and up in age, I felt vulnerable.  I started 
carrying the gun every day. …”19 

Mason stated that he did not feel he could go to the police because he did not trust the 
police.  He gave the following description of the day his bag was searched:  
 

“…So, as I am putting these things on the table I realized that I had my 
gun in the bag.  I started to leave but then I thought they would think I had 
drugs.  I thought it would be better for them to think I had a gun instead of 
drugs.  I thought the gun could be explained. …”20 

Mason reported that Committeeperson Coon offered some arguments on his behalf 
after the gun was discovered, but to no avail.  Mason insisted that he had been the 
victim since the first assault that led to his suspension.  He asked to be returned to work 
under any conditions.  
 

In response to an inquiry from International President Bob King, Representative 
Trandell explained that he withdrew Mason’s grievances because Mason was caught on 
Company property, inside the plant, with a loaded gun.  Trandell observed that Mason’s 
employment history showed that he had a history of violence.21  President King’s staff 
determined that a hearing was unnecessary on Mason’s appeal.  Administrative 
Assistant Charlotte Rossi prepared a report to the IEB on the appeal based on the 
information provided by Mason and the Region. 

 
Rossi observed that Mason admitted that he had a gun in the plant.  She 

reported his claim that he felt threatened by his co-worker and also his explanation for 
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failing to notify the police about these perceived threats.  She went on to point out that 
Mason had no reason to have a loaded handgun inside the plant because the person he 
was concerned about had been terminated.22  In any event, Rossi stated that bringing a 
loaded gun to work was a clear violation of the Company’s rules of conduct.  She 
concluded that Mason’s conditional reinstatement agreement precluded him from 
raising mitigating circumstances to excuse that violation.  The reinstatement agreement 
also foreclosed the Union from challenging the reasonableness of the penalty assessed 
for the violation.  Rossi found no evidence that discrimination, fraud, or collusion with 
management influenced the Union’s decision with respect to Mason’s appeal.23 

 
Rossi denied Mason’s appeal and her report was adopted by the IEB as its 

decision.  The IEB notified Mason of its decision on September 22, 2011.  He has now 
appealed to the Public Review Board (PRB). 

 
ARGUMENT 

 
A. John C. Mason: 

On September 23, 2010, I was assaulted by another employee in the plant.  That 
employee, Frank Polk, is a bully known for extreme violence to other employees.  
During the assault my right arm was injured and I suffered a contusion on my head and 
had choke marks on my neck.  I reported the assault to my Union representative.  As a 
result, I was disciplined.  I was brought back to work on a last chance reinstatement 
agreement after three weeks off without pay.  Frank Polk was off work for four months.  
For four months I was harassed by him from outside the plant.  He made phone calls to 
my home and came up to the plant telling other workers that he would pay back the 
people who caused him to lose his job. 

 
It is true that I did not contact the police about Frank Polk’s threats to me and my 

family, but I did contact the EAP Representative in the plant.  There would be a record 
of that in the plant, but the IEB’s report does not mention it.  The IEB report also fails to 
mention Frank Polk’s history of violence in the plant.  An investigation into his record 
would confirm my statements about him. 

 
I feel I was not properly represented by the Union.  I was off work for three weeks 

for being assaulted by another employee.  If I had not gotten the Union involved in the 
assault, I would not have had the last chance letter, I would not have lost three weeks of 
pay, and I would not be discharged now.  The decision to withdraw my grievance was 
discrimination against me when I am terminated and Frank Polk is still an employee. 
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B. International Union, UAW: 

Appellant brought a loaded gun into his workplace.  That is a dischargeable 
offence on its own.  In this case, the situation was exacerbated by the fact that appellant 
had been reinstated on a last chance basis.  He was on notice that any violations of the 
Company’s rules would result in his discharge, much less one as serious as bringing a 
loaded gun to work.  Based on these facts, International Representative Trandell 
reasonably concluded that Mason’s grievances could not be successfully arbitrated. 

 
The IEB agreed with Representative Trandell’s decision not to pursue these 

grievances.  The Union’s decision was not devoid of a rational basis and there is no 
evidence of discrimination, fraud, or collusion with management.  Therefore, the 
decision of the IEB should be affirmed. 

 
DISCUSSION 

 
This record refutes Mason’s claim that his Union did not properly represent him.  

The Local Union obtained his reinstatement twice after serious violations of Chrysler 
Corporation’s Standards of Conduct.  Fighting in the workplace can lead to discharge 
even for a first offense, yet the Union succeeded in convincing management to reinstate 
Mason after he was discharged for fighting in the plant.  Mason’s claim that he was the 
innocent victim of an unprovoked attack by a plant bully has little credibility.  None of the 
witnesses to the incident were willing to provide testimony consistent with that version of 
the incident.  The Local Union attempted once again to negotiate an agreement to save 
Mason’s job after he brought a loaded gun into the workplace, arguing that his conduct 
should be excused because of his traumatic past.   

 
Some conduct cannot be overlooked or excused.  Both the Company and the 

Union have a responsibility to provide a safe working environment for other persons 
working in the plant.  Mason’s explanation for the presence of the gun in his bag 
revealed that his possession of it was related to his work situation.  He deliberately 
purchased the gun to use as a weapon to defend himself against a co-worker he 
perceived as a threat.  Furthermore, he had failed to submit to the psychiatric 
examination that was one of the conditions of his prior reinstatement.  The Company 
was confronted with an angry, fearful, perhaps unstable individual with a loaded 
weapon.  The Company could not ignore the danger Mason’s conduct presented to all 
of the other employees in the plant. 

 
Under the circumstances, Representative Trandell’s decision to withdraw 

Mason’s grievance clearly had a rational basis. Once the Company refused to grant any 
relief to Mason, nothing further could be accomplished through the grievance 
procedure.  Mason had violated the terms of his reinstatement agreement by committing 
a serious breach of the Company’s Standards of Conduct.  There was no argument that 
the Union could present to an arbitrator on Mason’s behalf.   

 
The decision of the IEB is affirmed. 


