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Dean Urquhart argues that Representative Jimmie Williams’s decision to 

withdraw a grievance protesting Urquhart’s disqualification as a truck driver lacked a 
rational basis. 

 
FACTS 

 
Dean Urquhart was classified as a Driver Semi-Truck/Trailer at Ford Motor 

Company’s Rawsonville Plant in a bargaining unit represented by UAW Local Union 
898.  He had a seniority date of June 4, 2001.1  On September 11, 2012, Urquhart was 
given a random drug test.  The test results were positive for a controlled substance.2  As 
a result of the positive drug screen, Rawsonville Labor Relations disqualified Urquhart 
from performing safety sensitive functions such as driving.3  Urquhart was placed on 
indefinite layoff effective September 28, 2012.4 
                                                 
1
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2
 Record, pp. 3-4. 

3
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4
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On October 3, 2012, Urquhart applied for transfer to a permanent non-skilled job 

opening at Ford Motor Company’s Van Dyke Transmission Plant.5  The application for 
transfer to Van Dyke indicated that selection for the permanent job opportunities would 
be based on seniority.  The applicant also acknowledged that by accepting transfer to 
the Van Dyke plant, he would terminate his seniority at all other facilities.  Urquhart 
transferred to the Van Dyke plant effective October 15, 2012.6 

 
On December 17, 2012, Local Union 898 filed Grievance D-3098 for Urquhart 

protesting his disqualification as a truck driver at the Rawsonville plant.  The grievance 
states: 

 
“The aggrieved tested allegedly positive for an illegal substance on a 
random drug test.  The Company pulled his license and have taken the 
position not to allow the aggrieved to drive semi-tractor and trailer.”7 

Grievance D-3098 requested that Urquhart be reinstated to the Rawsonville 
Transportation Department and made whole.  The union also requested that the 
discipline on Urquhart’s record showing the random drug test be removed.  The 
Company responded to Grievance D-3098 on December 18, 2012.  The Company took 
the position that the grievance was untimely and without merit.  The Company’s answer 
states: 
 

“Grievance D-3098 was not within time limits, this grievance [is] unjustified 
and without merit.  The disqualification of Mr. Urquhart’s driving privileges 
occurred under Department of Transportation Regulations, not the master 
agreement between the UAW and Ford Motor Company.  The Company 
has complied with all aspects of the collective bargaining agreement.  The 
Company has the duty to comply with federal regulations and it has.  
Therefore, this grievance should be denied.”8  

On August 16, 2013, International Servicing Representative Jimmie Williams 
withdrew Grievance D-3098 at a third step meeting.  The grievance disposition states: 

 
“Grievance denied.  The grievance has no merit.  The aggrieved 
voluntarily signed up and transferred to the Van Dyke plant.”9 

 

                                                 
5
 Record, pp. 9-10. 

6
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7
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8
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9
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Representative Williams advised Urquhart of the decision to withdraw his grievance on 
August 27, 2013.10  Urquhart appealed Williams’s decision to the International Executive 
Board (IEB) on September 24, 2013.11 
 

In support of his appeal to the IEB, Urquhart argued that he had never lost his 
CDL license or his medical card as claimed by the Company.  He wrote: 

 
“I called the department of transportation about DOT random drug test.  
They said all truck drivers and police & fire fighters & HVA drivers who fail 
at random drug tests go through the ESSP program set up by the State or 
Company and Union for employees to go through and pass and drivers 
don’t lose their licenses or medical cards unless they are convicted.”12 

Urquhart reported that when his test came back positive, his local union representative 
John McCollum advised him to talk to the Employee Support Services Program 
(“ESSP”) Representative Lou Hamlin, but Urquhart stated that Hamlin did not help him.  
Urquhart gave the following description of his interaction with Hamlin: 
 

“…Lou told me to my face that he would make sure I didn’t drive for Ford 
Motor Company again and that I had no seniority to work at Rawsonville 
and be placed as a two tier Ford employee at a final assembly plant.  I told 
him that I never did drugs and there was a mix-up or false positive and 
that the doctor called my phone and left me a message and I wanted him 
and Joel to listen to it.  He said, no one will listen to it.  And so far, he has 
been right!”13 

According to Urquhart, Hamlin told him he would make certain that the plant 
Chairperson Joel Goddard would not file a grievance for him.  After that, Urquhart stated 
he was “thrown out of Rawsonville and put on ILO.”14  
 

Urquhart reported that he left numerous telephone messages for Goddard, but 
that Goddard did not return his calls.  One day, however, Urquhart said he ran into 
Goddard in a bar and Goddard agreed to have Committeeperson John McCollum write 
a grievance for him.  He said he had never seen a copy of the grievance.  Urquhart 
stated that he met with Region 1A Representative Jimmie Williams regarding his 
grievance on August 20, 2013, but that Williams did not have any paperwork from the 
local union.  Urquhart said that the next thing he received from Representative Williams 
was the notice that his grievance had been withdrawn.15 
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Urquhart argued that his seniority rights had been violated when he was put on 

indefinite layoff.  He maintained that he should have been allowed to take a position 
inside the Rawsonville plant.  His appeal states: 

 
“There was a truck driver, seniority 2/26/07, Mike Teal who lost his DOT 
medical card & CDL due to a medical condition in 2011 through 2012 and 
he was in dispatch with less seniority than me.  Also John Vougiouklarts, 
seniority 8/4/08, failed a drug test and went and worked inside the plant at 
Rawsonville in 2012, and me, I was thrown off the property, discriminated 
against.”16 

Urquhart described a voicemail he had received from the doctor who conducted the 
random drug screen.  He maintained that this message would show that the results of 
the test were wrong, but that no one would listen to his recording.  He wrote: 
 

“For the record, I have been a truck driver for 34 years with a clean driving 
record, no drug use, no accidents.  We had a DOT certified doctor at 
Rawsonville Medical Department.  The Company let her go.  Dr. Christy 
Beers.  In the fall of 2011, they brought in a third party Dr. & test lab that 
they send our random test to.  DOT sends to Warren, Michigan lab, not 
once around the country to the tech’s lab to test the sample is not right!  
Everything I wrote in this letter is true.  And on this CD Rom that I 
enclosed is the third party doctor calling me with the random drug test 
results.  Please listen to it.  He left it on my voicemail.  And my attorney 
copied it off my phone.”17 

Region 1A Representative Jimmie Williams prepared a memorandum in 
response to Urquhart’s appeal.  Williams reported that the Company had intended to 
terminate Urquhart after he tested positive for cocaine on September 17, 2012, but that 
Chairperson Goddard convinced management to disqualify Urquhart instead and place 
him on indefinite layoff.18  This allowed Urquhart to be picked up at another Ford facility 
as job openings became available.  Williams reported that a placement opportunity 
opened up at the Van Dyke plant on October 3, 2012, and that Urquhart signed up to 
transfer to Van Dyke.  Williams stated that when he first met with Urquhart, Urquhart did 
not mention that he had transferred to the Van Dyke plant.19  Williams observed that 
once you apply for a job assignment, the application is irrevocable. 

 
Williams reported that Urquhart claimed there were three employees at 

Rawsonville he should have been allowed to bump, but Williams said the contract did 
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 Record, p. 24. 
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 Record, p. 29.   
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not support that claim.  Williams noted that Urquhart went to Van Dyke as a legacy 
employee, not an entry-level employee.20  Williams stated that there was no evidence to 
support Urquhart’s claim that his drug screen produced a false positive.  Williams report 
states: 

 
“Brother Urquhart states he never used drugs and his company-
administered drug test created a false positive.  There were no facts to 
prove that claim. 

Brother Urquhart claims a doctor called him and left a message regarding 
someone else’s drug screen results and he has it on a cd rom.  I was 
offered a cd rom in which Brother Urquhart states the voicemail with the 
doctor’s message [was] on there.  He had one copy and I wanted him to 
make another and give it to me.  He never did.”21 

Acting on behalf of International President Bob King, Bob Kinkade and John 
Rucker conducted a hearing on Urquhart’s appeal and reported their findings to the IEB.  
The hearing officers reported that Urquhart had been classified as a Driver Semi-
Truck/Trailer at the Rawsonville Plant with a pay rate of $29.58 per hour.22  He received 
unemployment compensation and SUB pay for two of the four weeks that he was on 
indefinite layoff.  He is now working at the Van Dyke plant in production with a pay rate 
of $28.24 per hour.  According to the hearing officers’ report, Urquhart testified at the 
hearing that he did not want to transfer to the Van Dyke plant, but he was told if he did 
not transfer, he would not be working.23 

 
Representative Williams testified at the hearing that if plant chairperson Joel 

Goddard had not intervened on Urquhart’s behalf, Urquhart would have been 
terminated.  Chairperson Goddard explained that Urquhart was hired in 2001 as a truck 
driver and that he did not have sufficient seniority to bump into production at the 
Rawsonville plant.  Goddard stated that production employees at the Rawsonville plant 
are laid off back to a seniority date of 1998.  Goddard reported that the employee 
Urquhart identified as having failed a drug test and bumped into production at 
Rawsonville has now transferred to Van Dyke.24 

 
The hearing officers concluded that Chairperson Goddard and International 

Representative Williams did a thorough investigation of Urquhart’s grievance.  The 
hearing officers noted that the voicemail Urquhart referred to would probably not be 
sufficient to establish that the results of Urquhart’s drug screen were incorrect.  They 
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found that Representative Williams’s decision that he could not obtain any relief for 
Urquhart through arbitration was rational.  They found no evidence of collusion with 
management, discrimination, or fraud. 25 

 
The hearing officers denied Urquhart’s appeal and the IEB adopted the hearing 

officers’ report as its decision on May 30, 2014.  Urquhart has now appealed the IEB’s 
decision to the Public Review Board (PRB).  

 
ARGUMENT 

 
A. Dean Urquhart: 

I was in the meeting at Rawsonville during which the Company denied my 
grievance.  No one ever said that I was going to be terminated.  The subject of 
termination did not come up.  The human resources manager, R. J. Smith, said in that 
meeting that my grievance was untimely.  R. J. Smith told me that he did not believe 
that I used drugs.  He said I did not hang out with the crowd that uses drugs.  He was a 
police officer for 30 years before coming to Ford Motor Company.   

 
I do not use drugs.  I was never sent to medical.  I was given a random drug 

screen.  According to the Department of Transportation, testing positive as a result of a 
random drug test is not grounds for firing an employee.  The ESSP program was set up 
to deal with these problems.  Ford Motor Company only fires drivers when they get into 
an accident.  The day I was tested, fourteen employees were sent for testing and two of 
us failed.  I was sent home, but the other employee was offered a job in dispatch inside 
the plant.   

 
My fellow union brothers cannot believe that the union could not get me back to 

work at Rawsonville.  I could give you names of people guilty of much worse things who 
Chairperson Goddard had returned to work.  One employee stole a half million-dollar 
CBC machine.  Ford’s undercover police unit caught him.  Ford fired him, but now he is 
back to work.  Two other employees were arrested as pedophiles, but they also have 
been returned to work.  

 
I was forced into signing up for the Van Dyke plant.  My seniority rights are being 

violated.  All I am asking is to go back to my driving job again or work for dispatch or 
garage like everyone else before me. 

 
B. International Union, UAW: 

Chairperson Goddard addressed appellant’s claims of disparate treatment during 
the hearing conducted on his appeal to the IEB.  The employee who previously tested 
positive on a random drug screen is now working in production at the Van Dyke plant in 
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the identical position as Urquhart.  The three employees that Urquhart claimed he had 
the right to bump based on his seniority held the same position he held prior to his 
positive drug screen.  He forfeited the right to move into those positions as a 
consequence of his positive drug test.  Urquhart’s assertion that the DOT prohibits an 
employer from firing an employee for a positive drug test is questionable.  

 
The record supports International Representative Williams’s conclusion that he 

could not obtain Urquhart’s reinstatement at Rawsonville through arbitration.  His 
handling of the matter was rational based on the facts.  The grievance resolution was 
not influenced by fraud, discrimination, or collusion with management.   

 
C. Rebuttal by Dean Urquhart: 

I swear no one ever said I was going to be terminated during the meeting on my 
grievance.  Human resources manager R. J. Smith said I was a good employee with a 
good record.  I never received one bad report from the assembly plants we serviced 
during my 11 years as a driver.  R. J. Smith said that he did not believe I was into drugs.  
He told us that there is no written policy that would prevent me from going back to my 
job. 

 
After my test came back positive, I was told to go see the ESSP Representative 

Lou Hamlin but he would not help me.  Hamlin told me that he did not like me and all the 
union’s doors would be slammed in my face and I had no seniority.  He said I would be 
gone from Rawsonville.  And that is what happened.  Lou Hamlin, Joel Goddard, and 
John McCollum said that the company took my CDL license so I could not drive or work 
in dispatch.  I told John McCollum that I never lost my CDL license or DOT medical 
card.  I asked why Joel and Lou Hamlin were doing this to me.  I have done nothing 
wrong.  After that no one would return my calls.  Everyone else who is on medical for 
the last 50 years has gone into dispatch or the garage until they had their license 
restored.   

 
I tried to have a grievance filed from the first day.  Committeeperson John 

McCollum said he would write me a grievance but then Joel Goddard would not let him.  
The local did not file a grievance for me until three and half months later.   

 
John Vougiouklarts was offered a position in dispatch after testing positive for 

drugs, but he wanted to work in the plant.  Then he signed up for Van Dyke to get the 
$30,000 relocation allowance.  He is not in production on the assembly line.  
Representative Williams said that Elkins and Teal were not truck drivers, but they were.  
Everybody goes into dispatch or the garage when they have a problem. 

 
DISCUSSION 

 
The record in this appeal reveals that Local Union 898 provided excellent 

representation to Urquhart immediately following his positive drug screen.  Local 
Chairperson Goddard negotiated an arrangement that protected Urquhart’s seniority by 
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allowing him to apply for transfer to a position that did not involve safety sensitive 
functions at another Ford facility.  Urquhart apparently persuaded Chairperson Goddard 
to file Grievance D-3098 for him several months later, but the parties had already 
resolved the issue addressed by that grievance.  Urquhart was extremely fortunate that 
his local union was able to make this arrangement that protected his seniority and 
retained his status as a legacy employee at the Van Dyke plant with traditional wages 
and benefits.  Urquhart insists that his possible termination was never mentioned at the 
meeting on his grievance.  We are not persuaded by Urquhart’s suggestion that he did 
not understand he was subject to termination in September as a result of the positive 
drug screen.  As a professional driver, Urquhart was expected to know that he must be 
free of any drugs or intoxicants on the job. 

 
In his pursuit of this appeal, Urquhart is apparently seeking to undo his transfer to 

Van Dyke and return to an assignment in dispatch at the Rawsonville transportation 
department.  Urquhart has not presented any contractual basis for demanding such a 
remedy.  There is no affirmative evidence in the record that the random drug test 
Urquhart took on September 11, 2012, produced a false positive result for a controlled 
substance.  Urquhart argues that the contents of a telephone message he recorded on 
a CD would support this claim.  In a recent letter to the PRB, Urquhart explained that 
the person who called him with the results of his drug screen called him by the wrong 
name.  An error like that would not be sufficient to refute the recorded and verified 
results of the laboratory report on Urquhart’s drug screen. 

 
Under the circumstances, the union had no grounds to challenge the company’s 

decision to disqualify Urquhart from assignments that might require driving large trucks.  
Urquhart’s arguments based on conversations he claims to have had with employees of 
the Department of Transportation have no bearing on the merits of his grievance.  The 
fact that Urquhart may still hold a valid CDL license does not mean that Ford Motor 
Company is required to maintain him in a position that might endanger other employees 
or the public.  We note that although the parties to the UAW-Ford National Agreement 
established the ESSP program to provide employees with resources for voluntary and 
confidential counseling regarding drug dependencies, among other personal problems, 
that program does not preclude discipline for unsafe practices.   

 
Our role in reviewing the union’s handling of disciplinary grievances is limited to 

claims that the handling of the grievance was influenced by fraud, discrimination, or 
collusion with management, or that its disposition was devoid of a rational basis.  
Urquhart has asserted that he was discriminated against because other employees with 
positive drugs screens were returned to jobs in the transportation department at 
Rawsonville.  The record does not support this assertion, however.  The employees 
described by Urquhart who were reinstated at Rawsonville were not similarly situated.  
The employee who also tested positive for a controlled substance is now at the Van 
Dyke plant in a position equivalent to Urquhart’s.  Placing Urquhart on indefinite layoff 
was the best result the union could achieve for Urquhart after he was disqualified from 
his driving job at Rawsonville.  Representative Williams did not require extensive 
paperwork to evaluate the merits of Urquhart’s grievance.  The matter addressed by the 



PRB CASE NO. 1706  Page 9. 

 
 
grievance filed in December had been satisfactorily resolved by Urquhart’s transfer to 
Van Dyke in October, at a pay rate approximately 95% of what he earned as a driver at 
Rawsonville.  Urquhart’s election to transfer was irrevocable.  There was nothing further 
to be accomplished through the grievance procedure.   

 
The decision of the IEB is affirmed.  


