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The Board addresses whether International Representative Kim Moore lacked a 

rational basis for withdrawing Denise Boehmer’s seniority grievance. 
 

FACTS 
 

Denise Boehmer was employed by Ford Motor Company (“the Company”) and 
represented by UAW Local Union 600.1  She began working for the Company as an 
Assembler at the Rawsonville Plant in Ypsilanti, Michigan with a seniority date of July 21, 
1976.2  On July 9, 1979, she was laid off as part of a reduction in force.3  The layoff 
process was done on a classification basis.4 

 

 
1 Boehmer has advised the Public Review Board (PRB) that she recently retired.   
2 Record, pp. 7, 37. 
3 Record, pp. 22, 37. 
4 Record, p. 37. 
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The bargaining agreement in effect at the time of Boehmer’s layoff provided that 
an employee in her position would retain seniority for a period of time equal to the 
employee’s Company seniority, but in no event less than 18 months.5  However, before 
Boehmer’s call-back rights expired, the bargaining agreement was amended to allow an 
employee with at least two but less than three years of seniority to retain seniority for 48 
months, provided that the employee had not broken seniority as of March 1, 1982.6  As a 
result of this amendment, Boehmer’s seniority remained intact until July 10, 1983.  
However, Boehmer was not recalled during this time period.  

 
Nearly ten years after her seniority rights expired, Ford rehired Boehmer at its 

Michigan Truck plant.  Boehmer was assigned a seniority date of June 28, 1993.7 
 

On October 24, 1997, Boehmer filed a grievance asserting that she was part of a 
group of employees laid off in 1979 who should have been on a preferential placement 
list and recalled to work in another plant.8  The grievance sought the restoration of 
seniority for these employees as if they had been properly recalled.  The Company 
responded that the grievance was untimely.9  On the merits, the Company asserted that 
the preferential placement program was not in effect at the time when the employees in 
question were laid off.  The Union ultimately withdrew the grievance.10 

 
On May 6, 2006, Boehmer filed a grievance seeking an adjustment in her service 

date for vacation purposes in order to reflect her original seniority date.11  As a result, the 
Company awarded her additional vacation time and back pay for vacation time not 
provided in prior years.12   

 
On August 21, 2008, Boehmer filed a grievance seeking to have her “full seniority” 

restored.13  The grievance claimed that other similarly situated employees had retained 
their full seniority, specifically naming one individual, Yvonne Griffen.  The Union withdrew 
the grievance on September 14, 2010.14 

 
In April 2011, Boehmer emailed Frank DiGorgio, Administrative Assistant in the 

UAW National Ford Department, regarding the issue of her seniority.  DiGorgio 
responded: 

 
“In 2005 you had Chuck Browning involved in this issue and the only thing 
that was accomplished was to a[c]quire some of your vacation time that was 

 
5 Record, p. 53. 
6 Record, p. 53. 
7 Record, p. 10. 
8 Record, p. 22. 
9 Record, p. 23. 
10 Record, p. 123. 
11 Record, pp. 32, 34-35. 
12 Record, pp. 38, 47. 
13 Record, p. 36. 
14 Record, p. 36. 
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owed to you, based on your own [admission] Chuck Browning as well as 
other Rep’s from Michigan Truck, Saline and DEFTP you were informed 
that because you were hired on July 21, 1976 and la[i]d off on July 9, 1979 
with 3 years seniority and went time for time and then was re-hired 14 years 
later, the missi[n]g vacation hours were the only time you were entitled to. 

On or about March 2010 is when I meet you at DEFTP, you explained this 
issue with me, your Chairman Dave Freeman and Bargaining Rep. Chuck 
Gierthy, you gave me a folder which contained documentation of your work 
history, I informed you then that based on what you are telling me you 
worked for three (3) years and lndefin[i]t[e]ly La[i]d Off for Fourteen (14) 
years chances are nothing had changed but I would take a look and have 
the [Ford National Employee Services Center (NESC)] involved as well get 
back with you thru your Bargaining Rep’s.  I informed your Bargaining Reps 
to inform you that nothing had changed and they told me that you were not 
happy but as I stated to them there is nothing we can do. 

I have given your information to the NESC again and have asked for a 
written report on your work history, it will be e-mailed to you by Monday May 
2, 2011!”15 

 On March 29, 2017, Boehmer filed Grievance No. 060, which is the subject of the 
current appeal.16  The grievance requested that Boehmer’s seniority be adjusted to reflect 
her July 21, 1976 hire date.  A statement in support of the grievance, which appears to 
have been prepared by Boehmer, asserted: 
 

“The company has not supplied any information proving that they attempted 
to recall or rehire Denise when work was available and in fact called other 
employees with less seniority back to work before Denise.  The employees 
(with less seniority) that were called back prior to Denise maintained their 
original hire date.”17 
 

Again, the only specific example cited was Yvonne Griffen.18  Grievance No. 060 was 
processed to the 3rd Stage of the grievance procedure.19 
 

The 3rd Stage meeting was held on April 17, 2019.  UAW-Ford Region 1A 
Representative, Kim Moore, and UAW Chairman for Dearborn Engine, Frank Engel, were 
in attendance.20  The Company gave the following response at the 3rd Stage: 

 
“The instant grievance is respectfully denied.  The Company finds that the 
grieved employee was given the proper seniority date upon her rehire on 

 
15 Record, p. 47. 
16 Record, p. 60. 
17 Record, p. 61. 
18 Record, p. 61. 
19 Record, pp. 62-63. 
20 Record, p. 140. 
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6/28/1993.  As per Volume I, Article VIII, Section 5, Subsection 6 of the 
National CBA, ‘for employees who have not broken seniority as of March 1, 
1982, the period of time shall not be less than the following: …; for 
employees with two but less than three years seniority, forty-eight (48) 
months; for employees with three but less than four years  seniority, sixty 
(60) months..[’]  Ms. Boehmer was originally hired on July 21, 1976 and was 
laid off on 7/9/1979.  This means that Ms. Boehmer had two but less than 
three years of seniority, and therefore was eligible for 48 months of 
continuous unemployment before breaking service, which means that 
7/10/1983 was the date in which she broke service.  Ms. Boehmer was 
rehired on 6/28/1993, which then became her new seniority date. 

The referenced other party, Yvonne Griffen, who it was stated was a 
comparator to Denise had three but less than four years of seniority when 
she was originally laid off.  Ms. Griffen was hired on 8/1/1978, and laid off 
on 10/26/1981.”21 

By letter dated May 23, 2019, International Representative Moore advised 
Boehmer that her seniority grievance had been withdrawn following the Company’s 3rd 
Stage denial.  Moore advised: “The facts do not provide any basis on which an arbitrator 
could grant all or even part of the relief requested in the grievance.”22 

 
Boehmer appealed the grievance withdrawal to the International Executive Board 

(IEB) on June 4, 2019.23  In her appeal submissions, she acknowledged that several 
seniority grievances had previously been filed on her behalf but claimed that the matter 
“has not been settled.”24  Again, she asserted that she wrongly lost seniority due to the 
Company’s failure to properly apply her recall rights.  She claimed that other employees 
had “received their time back.”25  She cited three examples (Bertha Page, Eulenia Bell, 
and Florence Jones) who purportedly received full or partial credit for prior service 
following periods of unemployment of five years or more.  Boehmer submitted voluminous 
documentation in support of her appeal.  Most of the documents related to her earlier 
attempts to have her seniority restored or pension credits adjusted.  She also attached 
documents related to a 1994 grievance settlement in Case No. 49046, G.D. Martin, et al., 
involving a group of Michigan Truck employees.26  In addition, she provided a handwritten 
list of Rawsonville Plant employees with seniority dates between 1974 and 1978.27 

 
The International President’s staff requested information from UAW Region 1A 

regarding Boehmer’s grievance.  International Representative Moore responded.28  She 
explained that the “Company followed the CBA” in terms of its treatment of Boehmer’s 

 
21 Record, p. 140. 
22 Record, p. 65. 
23 Record, pp. 66-67. 
24 Record, p. 71. 
25 Record, p. 71. 
26 Record, pp. 77-83. 
27 Record, pp. 94-101. 
28 Record, pp. 141-142. 
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seniority.29  She also explained that the Company and Union had discussed Yvonne 
Griffen as a possible comparator but found that her circumstances were different and that 
she too was treated in accordance with the CBA terms.  Moore also noted that “on two 
prior occasions, this grievance was heard, settled and closed by the UAW National Ford 
Department and the UAW President’s office.”30  Lastly, she noted that the grievance 
appeared to be untimely on its face since the alleged contract violation occurred in 1993. 

   
Staff determined that a hearing on Boehmer’s appeal was unnecessary.31  Staff’s 

report reviewed the documentation provided by Boehmer.  With respect to the 1994 
grievance settlement in the Martin case, staff noted that the circumstances surrounding 
the grievance settlement were unknown.32  In addition, the settlement was made “without 
precedent” and was “not to be the basis for any other claim or grievance.”33  As far as the 
handwritten seniority list provided by Boehmer, staff explained that there was “no 
evidence that any of [these] employees had exceptions made for them regarding their 
seniority.”34  Staff found that Moore had a rational basis for concluding that the Company 
did not violate the agreement when it issued a new seniority date to Boehmer and that 
the same grievance had been settled earlier and was untimely now.35 

 
The IEB adopted staff’s report as its decision.  The International President provided 

Boehmer with a copy by letter dated December 3, 2019.36  Boehmer filed a timely appeal 
with the Public Review Board (PRB).37 

 
ARGUMENT 

 
A. Denise Boehmer: 

 
It is with extreme disappointment I find myself asking again for the UAW to review 

my situation and move my position forward with Ford Motor Company, as this appears to 
be my final opportunity to ask for help with my grievance from the membership.  It is a 
shame that my situation has made its way to the PRB, because if you read all the attached 
information you will see that the case is cut and dry.  It is preposterous to think that being 
looked over for a call-back for reasons which are obvious would not be clear cut reason 
to move forward with my request.  I have paid tens of thousands of dollars in dues over 
my career for representation to protect me from being discriminated against and treated 
unfairly throughout my tenure; however, in this case I received no protection at all. 

 

 
29 Record, p. 141. 
30 Record, p. 141. 
31 Record, p. 122. 
32 Record, p. 125. 
33 Record, p. 83. 
34 Record, p. 125. 
35 Record, p. 126. 
36 Record, p. 121. 
37 Record, p. 156. 
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Unions were formed to make sure that large corporations like Ford Motor Company 
had to act fairly and provide equal employment opportunities when it came to situations 
like mine; however, over the years, the UAW has not fulfilled what they set out to 
accomplish.  Thus, the continued decline for union support in the public eye.  Instead of 
protecting rights of hard-working employees like myself who did nothing but uphold 
solidarity throughout my career, the UAW has allowed favors and political bias to control 
and govern the operating structure, both locally and at the International level, as is now 
more recognized than ever before.   

 
I end with this.  I want my request heard by the Board.  I want all my documents 

reviewed and am demanding an answer on why my request to move forward has 
continually been denied and why I have been coached locally to jump through hoop after 
hoop to only be knocked down again and again.  Regardless of any relationship, the color 
of my skin, my sex, or my age, I should have been called back to work in a fair manner 
and I was not.  I was not treated equally because the UAW allowed for unfair labor 
practices and have admitted it throughout the documents I have provided.  Yet to make 
matters worse, they not only allowed for the unfair practices, but then refused to help me 
resolve the situation.  I look forward to a fair opportunity to discuss my case. 

 
B. International Union, UAW: 
 

The IEB’s decision should be affirmed.  Boehmer has not met her burden of 
establishing that Moore’s decision to withdraw the grievance “was tainted by fraud, 
discrimination or collusion with management, or was devoid of any rational basis.”  
Copeland v. UAW Ford Department, 5 PRB 261, 264 (1987); see also, e.g., Woodward 
v. Local Union 282, 5 PRB 146, 149 (1987) (“Union representatives are given a wide 
latitude in deciding which grievances to process and which to withdraw,” and the Board 
will not second-guess Union’s handling of grievances absent evidence of improper 
motivation or irrationality).  Although Boehmer has apparently argued for years now, in 
the context of multiple grievances, that Ford should adjust her seniority date to her original 
date of hire, there is simply no contractual language that entitles her to this adjustment.  
Furthermore, at this point, nearly 30 years after Boehmer’s 1993 re-hire, the grievance 
would be untimely. 

 
In the absence of a violation of the CBA or clear evidence showing that Ford gave 

more favorable treatment to other similarly situated employees, it was plainly rational for 
Moore to withdraw the grievance.  There is no evidence to suggest, and Boehmer has not 
argued, that Moore’s decision was tainted by fraud, discrimination, or collusion with 
management.  Rather, the Record shows that Moore appropriately handled the grievance 
and investigated Boehmer’s claims before withdrawing it, but she concluded -- as had 
other Local and International Representatives before her -- that nothing could be done for 
Boehmer.  Under these circumstances, the IEB’s decision was correct, and should be 
affirmed. 
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DISCUSSION 
 

The PRB’s jurisdiction to review appeals concerning grievance handling is limited 
to allegations that the matter was improperly dealt with due to fraud, discrimination, or 
collusion with management or that the disposition of the matter was devoid of any rational 
basis.38  In this case, Boehmer has not claimed that the withdrawal of her seniority 
grievance was motivated by fraud, discrimination, or collusion with management.  
Moreover, based on the Record, there are no grounds to believe that any such factors 
influenced the Union’s handling of her grievance.  Instead, Boehmer argues that the 
Union incorrectly evaluated the merits of her seniority claim.  We review this challenge 
under our rational basis standard. 

 
Boehmer has sought the restoration of her initial hire date in several past 

grievances.  The Record indicates that the matter was fully considered and rejected in 
connection with those grievances.  In fact, in her 2006 grievance, Boehmer sought an 
adjustment to her service date for vacation purposes, which the Union was able to obtain.  
The Record indicates that Boehmer’s claim for full restoration of her original seniority was 
also considered in conjunction with that grievance, but Union representatives concluded 
that the vacation adjustment was the only available relief.39   

 
Representative Moore also investigated Boehmer’s claim and reached the same 

conclusion as other Union representatives before her.  Under the terms of the bargaining 
agreement in effect during her 1979 lay-off, Boehmer lost her seniority nearly ten years 
before she was rehired by the Company in 1993.  Due to this break in service, she was 
assigned a new seniority date following her rehire consistent with applicable agreement 
terms.  Boehmer has alleged that Yvonne Griffen was similarly situated to her and yet 
retained her seniority following lay-off.  Moore’s investigation showed that Griffen was 
hired on August 1, 1978 and laid off on October 26, 1981.  Thus, Griffen had over three 
years of seniority and, under the bargaining agreement in effect at the time, she retained 
seniority for 60 months and was recalled during that period.  In contrast, as noted earlier, 
Boehmer had less than three years seniority when laid off in early July 1979; she retained 
seniority for 48 months and was not recalled during that time.  Accordingly, Griffen’s 
seniority was correctly determined in accordance with the applicable agreement terms, 
as was Boehmer’s. 

 
In addition to claiming that her seniority was wrongly determined, Boehmer has 

asserted over the years that other employees were treated more favorably with respect 
to their seniority because they were improperly recalled before her.   As the Record 
shows, the claim that she was wrongly passed over for recall was raised in a grievance 
as far back as 1997, which the Union ultimately withdrew.  In the grievance currently on 
appeal, Boehmer once again claimed that other employees were improperly recalled 
ahead of her, but only offered one example in support, Yvonne Griffen.  Given that Griffen 
was less senior to Boehmer but laid-off after her, it would appear that Griffen worked in a 

 
38 UAW International Constitution, Article 33, §4(i). 
39 Record, p. 47. 
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different classification since Boehmer indicates that lay-offs were done by classification.  
In any event, aside from simply naming Griffen, Boehmer has not produced any 
information to substantiate her claim that she was entitled to recall ahead of Griffen.   

 
  On appeal, Boehmer has also cited the examples of Bertha Page, Eulenia Bell, 

and Florence Jones, as well as providing a handwritten list of Rawsonville Plant 
employees with seniority dates between 1974 and 1978.  However, the Record contains 
no indication that this information was submitted during the grievance process.  Even if 
this information had been provided earlier, Boehmer has still failed to provide sufficient 
evidence to establish that she was bypassed for recall in favor of any of these 
individuals.40  Far more detail regarding the order of recall to Ford facilities in the early 
1980’s, as well as the rules governing the selection of employees for recall in effect at the 
time, would need to be presented in order to substantiate such as claim.  Moreover, at 
this point, for the Board to consider this information, it would be necessary for Boehmer 
to show that this information was previously unavailable.  Nothing in the Record indicates 
this, nor is any of the information contained in the Record. 

 
Lastly, we agree with the IEB that Boehmer’s reliance on the 1994 grievance 

settlement in the Martin case is not persuasive.  As noted, the circumstances surrounding 
the Martin case are unclear from the documents presented by Appellant.  Even if it could 
be demonstrated that the Martin case presented a similar scenario, the settlement was 
explicitly made “without precedent” and was “not to be the basis for any other claim or 
grievance.”41  Thus, according to the plain terms of the settlement, it cannot be used to 
support Boehmer’s case. 

 
For all these reasons, we conclude that International Representative Moore’s 

decision to withdraw the grievance was rational.  Although Boehmer is clearly 
disappointed with the result of her many attempts over the years to restore her original 
seniority date, the Record establishes that further pursuit of her seniority claim almost 
certainly would not have obtained the adjustment that she has long sought. 

 
The decision of the IEB is affirmed. 

 
40 Boehmer also argues that some employees were permitted to retain their seniority following long periods 
on lay-off.  But again, there is no evidence in the Record to support this claim, much less evidence to show 
that these employees were in a situation similar to Appellant. 
41 Record, p. 83. 


	Appeal of:
	denise boehmer, Member,
	UAW local union 600
	(Dearborn, Michigan),
	Appellant,
	decision

