
THE PUBLIC REVIEW BOARD 
INTERNATIONAL UNION, UAW 

 
 
APPEAL OF: 
 
JASON GRANGER, 
 

Appellant 
 

-vs- CASE NO. 1756 
 

LOCAL UNION 900, UAW 
(Wayne, Michigan) 
REGION 1A 
(THE UNITED AUTOMOBILE, AEROSPACE 
AND AGRICULTURAL IMPLEMENT  
WORKERS OF AMERICA), 
 

Appellee. 
 / 
 

DECISION 
(Issued November 14, 2016) 

 
PANEL SITTING: Prof. James J. Brudney, Chairperson, 

Prof. Janice R. Bellace, Prof. Harry C. 
Katz, and Prof. Maria L. Ontiveros. 

 
Jason Granger argues that the Local 900 bargaining committee’s decision to 

withdraw a grievance protesting his discharge lacked a rational basis. 
 

FACTS 
 

Jason Granger worked at Ford Motor Company’s Michigan Assembly Plant 
(MAP) in a bargaining unit represented by UAW Local Union 900.  He was classified as 
an entry level employee with a seniority date of March 19, 2012.1  Prior to his 
employment at the MAP, Granger worked at Ford Motor Company for twelve years as a 
temporary part-time employee.2  Ford terminated Granger’s employment on October 3, 
2014, based on the following charge: 

 
“Mr. Granger claimed unemployment during a disciplinary layoff the weeks 
of 5/6/14, 5/13/14, and 9/7/14. 

                                      
1
 Record, p. 5. 

2
 Record, p. 35. 
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Additionally, Mr. Granger certified for unemployment for $100 the week of 
8/18/14, when it should have been for $501.36. 

Finally, he collected unemployment the week of 4/12/14, while he was 
working.”3 

Local Union 900 filed Grievance No. 3359 protesting Granger’s termination on 
October 4, 2014.  The grievance states that Granger was advised by a labor relations 
representative to notify the Michigan Unemployment Insurance Agency (UIA) that he 
was on a disciplinary leave and ask if he could claim benefits for the period.  The 
grievance states: 

 
“…Facts are EE was advised by labor rep to notify MESC4 that he was on 
discipline and if they would pay him for the weeks he’s off that would be 
fine. …”5 

In addition, the grievance explains that the payment for the week of September 7 was 
the result of a glitch in the system and that Granger had corrected the matter.  
 

Granger submitted a statement in support of his grievance on October 9, 2014.  
He explained that when he discovered his account had been credited with an extra 
$292 for the week of August 30 and September 6, he called the Unemployment 
Insurance Agency (UIA) and reported the error.  His letter states: 

 
“…So I check my unemployment Bank Card and it had an extra $292.00 in 
my account.  So I called the 517-373-3400 number to tell them I had extra 
money in my account.  I explain to her everything.  I just explain for the 
weeks of August 30 and weeks of September 6.  She said a lot of people 
has called about that same thing today and it was a glitch in their system 
and it will be fixed and sorry for the inconvenience and she will send out 
the paperwork for me to fill out my statement of what happened and we 
will go from there. …”6 

Granger reported that he was called to labor relations on September 29 and told that he 
was going to be fired because he claimed unemployment benefits for the week of 
September 6 when he was working.  Granger stated that he explained the situation to 
labor relations and they told him to file a grievance.7 

                                      
3
 Record, p. 4. 

4
 Unemployment benefits used to be handled by the Michigan Employment Security Commission or 

MESC.  The name was changed to Unemployment Insurance Agency (UIA) in 2003, but people in 
Michigan still frequently refer to the unemployment agency as MESC.   

5
 Record, p. 5. 

6
 Record, p. 14. 

7
 Record, p. 15. 
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On January 23, 2015, the Local 900 bargaining committee sent Granger a notice 
that his grievance had been settled and closed at the second stage of the grievance 
procedure.8  Granger appealed the decision to withdraw his grievance to the local union 
on February 22, 2015.  The Local 900 executive board considered Granger’s appeal at 
a meeting on March 8, 2015.  The executive board adopted a motion to refer the appeal 
to the local union membership.9  Minutes of a membership meeting on March 8, 2015, 
indicate that Jason Granger presented his appeal and the membership adopted a 
motion to deny it.10  Granger appealed the membership’s decision to deny his appeal to 
the International Executive Board (IEB) on March 27, 2015.  

 
In support of his appeal to the IEB, Granger argued that he was not properly 

represented by his local union.  He reported that the local bargaining chairperson Bill 
Johnson advised the membership to deny his appeal because it would do no good to 
grant it.  He complained that the union was not willing to help him with his claim for 
unemployment insurance.  Granger insisted that he never intentionally accepted 
unemployment benefits that he was not entitled to.  He stated that he received an extra 
week of benefits by mistake and paid it back.  Granger wrote: 

 
“After I was terminated, I called and spoke to unemployment and spoke to 
Sharon Moffett-Massey.  Ms. Massey told me that I did not owe money, 
other than the 1 week I had paid back to unemployment.  In fact, they owe 
me 81 cents.  They did not show any outstanding balance owed from me 
at that time (for 5 weeks, as I was told for the reason I was being 
terminated.) …”11 

Granger submitted a document from the UIA website showing that he did not have any 
overpayment balances and was, in fact, entitled to a credit of 81 cents.12  Granger 
maintained that he had worked for Ford for twelve years as a temporary employee with 
no problems.  He acknowledged that he had been absent frequently in the past year 
because his daughter was ill, but he maintained that his life was in order now.  
 

The Local 900 bargaining committee responded to an inquiry regarding 
Granger’s appeal on June 8, 2015.  The bargaining committee explained that the 
company is not bound to reinstate a grievance in response to a motion passed by the 
membership so that it would only have slowed the process down for the membership to 
grant Granger’s appeal.  The bargaining committee stated that it is the employee’s 
responsibility to deal with the UIA on claims for unemployment insurance.  The 

                                      
8
 Record, p. 24. 

9
 Record, p. 27. 

10
 Record, p. 30. 

11
 Record, p. 34. 

12
 Record, p. 23. 
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committee pointed out that the local provided Granger with the proper contact 
information to deal with his claims and also the services of two International 
Representatives.13  

 
The bargaining committee stated that Granger’s claim that he had no problems 

during his twelve years as a temporary employee was untrue.  The bargaining 
committee reported that Granger was terminated by Ford while working at the Dearborn 
Assembly Plant and that he had an extensive disciplinary record at the MAP.  The 
bargaining committee stated that the company refused to act on Granger’s grievance 
because of his prior termination and his extensive disciplinary record.  The committee 
provided copies of Granger’s disciplinary record and a record of his absences.14 

 
Acting on behalf of International President Dennis Williams, Gary Bryner and 

John Rucker conducted a hearing on Granger’s appeal on August 11, 2015.  Hearing 
officers Bryner and Rucker prepared a report to the IEB on the appeal based on 
documents provided by the local union and testimony given at the hearing.  

 
The hearing officers reported that Granger explained the error that caused the 

overpayment to him for the week of September 6, 2014.15  Granger’s disciplinary history 
shows that he was issued a one-month disciplinary layoff on May 2, 2014, for 
absenteeism.  According to the hearing officers’ report, Granger testified that when this 
discipline was issued, management advised him to sign up for unemployment benefits 
and leave it up to the UIA to decide whether he was eligible.  The report states: 

 
“The appellant pointed out that the management representative present 
when he was given the 30-day penalty told him to sign for unemployment 
benefits and the UIA would decide if he was entitled to unemployment, not 
the company.  The appellant stated this would explain two (2) of the 
weeks that Ford used to discharge him.16 

The hearing officers’ report indicates that appellant could not explain why he only 
claimed two weeks’ unemployment insurance for the four-week disciplinary layoff in May 
2014, if he sincerely believed he was entitled to benefits during this period.  In addition, 
Granger testified he was unaware that he had received unemployment benefits for the 
weeks of April 12, 2014, and August 14, 2014, when he was actually working.17 
 

Members of the local union bargaining committee appeared at the hearing and 
explained that Ford Motor Company conducted an audit of members who had signed up 

                                      
13

 Record, p. 39. 

14
 Record, pp. 40-44. 

15
 Record, p. 52 

16
 Record, p. 52. 

17
 Record, pp. 54-55. 
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for unemployment benefits.  According to the hearing officers’ report, the bargaining 
committee testified that Ford discovered that a number of employees were improperly 
claiming unemployment benefits.  The report states: 

 
“The local union stated that the employer (Ford) audited the members of 
the local union that had signed up for unemployment benefits.  What they 
found were several dozen members had received unemployment benefits 
that they were not entitled to.  Some members were working and claimed 
they were laid off; some had received penalty days off and claimed 
unemployment, and others claimed they worked a partial week and 
claimed a full week of unemployment benefits.”18 

The local union explained that they negotiated an arrangement with management that 
employees with good records who had made no more than two improper claims would 
be returned to work provided they repaid the money to the UIA within two weeks.19 
 

The local union bargaining committee explained that they were unable to 
persuade the company to return Granger to work because he had received benefits 
improperly for five weeks and his disciplinary record showed one previous discharge 
and a recent 30-day disciplinary layoff.  In addition, the bargaining committee reported 
that Granger did not repay the money that he received improperly during his disciplinary 
layoff.20 

 
The hearing officers concluded that the local union had negotiated a reasonable 

settlement with management that returned numerous members to work who would 
otherwise have faced discharge for fraud.  They found that Granger was not entitled to 
reinstatement under the terms of the settlement agreement because he did not have a 
good record, he had made more than two improper claims, and he failed to repay all of 
them.21  

 
The hearing officers denied Granger’s appeal.  The IEB adopted the hearing 

officers’ report as its decision.  President Dennis Williams provided Granger with a copy 
of the IEB’s decision on March 1, 2016.22  Granger has now appealed the IEB’s decision 
to the Public Review Board (PRB). 

                                      
18

 Record, pp. 52-53. 

19
 Record, p. 53. 

20
 Record, p. 53. 

21
 Record, p. 55. 

22
 Record, p. 49. 
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ARGUMENT 
 

A. Jason Granger: 

I was told by Labor Relations that Ford Motor Company terminated my 
employment because I collected unemployment benefits improperly.  I explained to 
them that the unemployment office told me that I had received one week of benefits 
improperly and that I paid that back.   

 
After I was terminated, I called the unemployment office again.  They assured me 

that I did not owe the UIA any money.  They did not show any outstanding balance for 
me.  On January 30, 2015, I received a letter from the UIA stating that I was fired from 
Ford Motor Company on October 25, 2014, and that misconduct has not been 
established.  The unemployment office told me that Ford Motor Company did not 
dispute my entitlement to the benefits I received during the five weeks, which were cited 
as the reason for my discharge.  

 
I never intentionally filed a claim for benefits that I was not entitled to.  As soon 

as I was made aware of an error, I paid the money back to the unemployment office.  
My discharge was based on incorrect facts.  I have been a long-term, dedicated Ford 
Motor Company employee and would never intentionally commit an act that would 
jeopardize my career with Ford.  

 
B. International Union, UAW: 

In his presentation to the IEB, Granger argued that the only improper payment he 
received from the UIA was for the week of September 6, 2014.  He pointed out that this 
was as a result of a glitch in the UIA’s system.  He claims he reported the error and was 
told to repay the money.  He further maintained that when he contacted the UIA about 
his benefits, the agency told him that he did not owe money for any other weeks of 
unemployment benefits.  Granger argued that he never knowingly collected 
unemployment benefits without being entitled to those benefits.  

 
Whatever the position of the Michigan UIA, it is Ford Motor Company’s policy that 

employees are not eligible for unemployment benefits while on a disciplinary 
suspension, and most certainly not while they are working.  At the hearing on Granger’s 
appeal, the local union representatives testified that the company has posted notices to 
employees regarding eligibility for unemployment benefits.  Granger should have known 
that filing for unemployment benefits while on a disciplinary layoff was improper and 
could jeopardize his employment.  In addition, Granger has offered no explanation for 
having filed for unemployment benefits while he was working.  

 
The IEB determined that the local union made a reasonable settlement with the 

company after an audit revealed that numerous employees had made improper claims 
for unemployment benefits.  Granger’s circumstances did not qualify him for 
reinstatement under the terms of that settlement agreement.  The local union’s decision 
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to withdraw Granger’s grievance for that reason did not lack a rational basis.  There is 
no evidence that collusion with management, discrimination, or fraud influenced the 
union’s decision.   

 
DISCUSSION 

 
Granger’s argument that he never intended to make an improper claim for 

unemployment benefits is unpersuasive.  It appears that the improper payment to 
Granger for the week ending September 7, 2014, was the result of an error and Granger 
reimbursed the UIA for that overpayment.  Granger claims the UIA told him that he did 
not owe any additional money to the agency.  However, the local bargaining 
committee’s investigation revealed that Granger drew unemployment benefits while the 
plant was running.  He cannot have done that without making a false representation to 
the UIA.  The fact that the agency did not show a balance due for Granger only reflected 
the false information he had provided to the agency.  Furthermore, Granger ought to 
have known that he could not file for benefits during a disciplinary leave, regardless of 
what he was told by a representative of the company.  It does not appear that Granger 
has ever reimbursed the agency for the payments he received while the plant was 
running or while he was on a disciplinary layoff.  

 
Apparently, Granger was not the only Ford employee abusing the Michigan 

unemployment insurance system.  An audit of unemployment claims at the MAP 
revealed that a substantial number of union members had received unemployment 
benefits improperly.  Such claims by themselves might be grounds for discharge.  
However, the local union bargaining committee succeeded in negotiating a settlement 
agreement to protect the seniority of employees in the bargaining unit.  One of the 
qualifications for reinstatement under the terms of the settlement agreement was a good 
work record.  Notes provided by the bargaining committee indicate that Granger’s poor 
work record at the MAP made him ineligible for reinstatement under the terms of the 
settlement agreement. 

 
The record shows that Granger established a seniority date at the MAP in March 

2012.  During the course of his employment, he was found to have received 
unemployment benefits improperly on five occasions.  Granger had received a number 
of disciplinary leaves for being absent without leave, including a recent 30-day 
disciplinary layoff.  The bargaining committee made the following notation on Granger’s 
attendance record: 

 
“Attendance and extensive discipline record is the reason the company 
would not consider reinstatement.”23 

                                      
23

 Record, p. 40. 
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In addition, the bargaining committee reported that Granger was discharged by Ford on 
April 19, 2002, while he was employed at the Dearborn Assembly Plant as a temporary 
employee.24   
 

Our jurisdiction to review the union’s handling of a grievance is limited to claims 
that the handling of the matter was influenced by impermissible factors such as fraud, 
discrimination, or collusion with management, or that the decision was devoid of any 
rational basis.25  This record supports a conclusion that the union’s handling of Jason 
Granger’s grievance was rational.  The settlement agreement negotiated by the local 
union was a good one that preserved the seniority of a number of bargaining unit 
employees.  The settlement agreement also provided a rational basis for the union’s 
decision to withdraw Granger’s grievance.  Granger has not established any facts that 
would qualify him for reinstatement under the terms of the settlement agreement.  

 
The decision of the IEB is affirmed.     
 
 

                                      
24

 Record, p. 44. 

25
 International Constitution, Article 33, §4(i). 


