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Sandra Homan argues that International Representative Anthony Rainey’s 

decision to withdraw her grievance from arbitration was motivated by collusion with 
management and lacked a rational basis.   

 
FACTS 

 
Sandra J. Homan was a loan officer at Parker Community Credit Union (PCCU) 

in Janesville, Wisconsin.  She had a seniority date of October 7, 1991.1  Bargaining unit 
employees at PCCU are represented by Unit 12 of UAW Local Union 95.  Article 3 of 
the collective bargaining agreement defines bargaining unit employees as all full-time 
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and regular part-time office clerical employees including senior bookkeeper and loan 
officers, but excluding confidential, managerial, technical and professional employees, 
guards and supervisors. 

 
In April 2011, the PCCU board of directors hired Christine Dawe as interim chief 

executive officer to investigate suspicious activity at the credit union.  Dawe discovered 
that PCCU loan manager Laura Powers had taken out $615,000 in false loans over a 
ten-year period.  Powers was placed on administrative leave on April 12, 2011.2  

 
On May 19, 2011, Dawe interviewed Sandra Homan about a mortgage document 

she had notarized for Philip and Delores Brickl on March 12, 2009.  Homan admitted 
that she had notarized the document without having witnessed the Brickls’ signatures 
and that she had never met the Brickls.3  Dawe submitted a notice of employee 
discrepancy to the credit union’s bonding company, Credit Union National Association 
(CUNA) Mutual Group, on May 26, 2011.  The notice describes the incident as follows: 

 
“On May 19, 2011, employee disclosed she had notarized signatures of a 
coworker’s brother and sister-in-law on a mortgage document when she 
did not witness the signatures or verify the identity of the signers.  The 
loan in question is a fictitious loan.”4 

Dawe placed Homan on administrative leave effective May 24, 2011, pending a 
decision by the bonding company regarding Homan’s bondability.  Dawe advised 
Homan that if CUNA decided to revoke her bond, her employment at PCCU would be 
terminated.5 
 

On May 24, 2011, Homan submitted a letter to the bonding company describing 
the incident with the Brickls and asking them to continue her bond.  Her letter states: 

 
“My supervisor [Laura Powers] came to me with a direct order to prepare 
documents for a mortgage for her brother.  She gave me very short notice 
to do this and came to me at a very busy time.  She told me that her 
brother is very busy with his work and that she was going to Sauk City, 
where he lives, over the weekend.  She instructed me to get the 
documents ready and she would take them with her to get the signatures 
needed.  There were times when I attempted to call her brother with 
questions.  I was unable to get an answer and there was no answering 
machine or voice mail.  When I approached my supervisor to tell her I was 
unable to reach her brother, she stated that her brother was working and 
not able to take calls.  All communications went through my supervisor 
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and she stated that she would email her brother to get answers to my 
questions.  When she returned on Monday with the documents, I notarized 
the mortgage.  I did not like notarizing a document in which I had not 
witnessed the signatures, but I was acting under direct order of a 
supervisor and did not have a choice.  Refusing a direct order from a 
supervisor is considered insubordination.  I had worked with my supervisor 
for about 18 years at that time and had no reason to believe that the 
signatures were not that of her brother.  At the time of this incident, I never 
would have believed that my supervisor would be dishonest.  She was 
well-respected by everyone.”6 

Homan pointed out that she had dedicated nearly 20 years to PCCU and that her 
employment there was very important to her.  She offered to relinquish her Notary 
commission so that she could retain her bond. 
 

The following three employees were placed on administrative leave as a result of 
Dawe’s investigation:  Jane Wisch, Theresa Conlin, and Sandra Homan.  Dawe met 
with the Unit 12 Chairperson Pamela Stowers on May 31, 2011, regarding the situation 
with these employees.  Stowers’s notes of the follow-up meeting with Dawe and Homan 
state as follows:  

 
“Sandy came in— 

Talked to bondability today—had submitted notice of employee’s 
discrepancy plus the letter Sandy had written.   

Because what Sandy notarized was part of bigger criminal case, no 
decision will be made for months. 

S – So where does that leave me as an employee? 

C – That’s just the first part.  Second part is that you went through Notary 
training in 2002. 

S – I don’t even remember that training. 

C – CUNA says she’s not bondable until they make a decision.”7 

The notes indicate that Chairperson Stowers questioned Dawe about the status of the 
employees’ benefits during the leave.  At the conclusion of the meeting, Stowers asked 
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Dawe if Conlin and Homan could return to work if their bonds were approved and Dawe 
responded that she did not see why not.8 
 

Local Unit 12 filed Grievance LP 069415 protesting Homan’s termination on 
June 1, 2011.9  On June 2, 2011, Dawe issued a formal notice of termination to Homan.  
Dawe referred to the circumstances discussed during her meeting with Homan and 
Chairperson Stowers on May 31, 2011.  She concluded: 

 
“In light of all the foregoing, I have determined PCCU can no longer 
continue your employment.  The violation of Wisconsin Secretary of State 
Notary responsibilities, indeterminate bondability, and PCCU policies and 
training, is the basis for termination.  Additional information regarding any 
post-termination rights, such as rights to insurance continuation, will be 
forwarded in a separate letter.”10 

Homan kept notes describing the events leading up to her termination.  She 
described the events on May 24, 2011, as follows: 

 
“Chris Dawe asked to speak to me today at about 4:30.  She took me in 
the boardroom where Pam Stowers (Union Chair) joined us.  Chris 
explained to me that this was hard for her to do because I had come 
forward with information, but that if CUNA (bonding agency) pulls my bond 
I would not be able to continue working at PCCU and that we would have 
to wait and see what CUNA’s decision will be.  I told her Robbie had said 
that what I did was actually not an uncommon practice.  Chris’s reply was 
that she couldn’t believe he would say that.  I was placed on 
administrative leave until we get an answer.  Chris asked me to put 
together a letter and she would submit it to CUNA.  She told me I am not 
restricted from the credit union and to feel free to contact her at any 
time.”11 

Homan wrote the following response to her formal termination letter: 
 

“I received my ‘official’ letter of termination today.  The letter states that 
the loan in which I had notarized the mortgage was fictitious. At the time of 
my discharge, to my knowledge, Philip had not come forward to contest 
the loan.  It also stated that I had participated in ‘extensive’ Notary training 
in 2002.  I do not recall having received ‘any’ training in 2002 or at any 
other time up until either December 2010 or January 2011.  I also wonder 
how Chris would know if that training was ‘extensive’ as to the fact that 
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she had not been there herself.  The letter also states that I violated 
PCCU policies and training.  I am not aware of any PCCU policies in 
regards to Notaries and I had followed the orders of a supervisor.”12 

Homan wrote that she met with Unit Chairperson Stowers, Local 95 President Mike 
Marcks and International Servicing Representative Anthony Rainey on June 6, 2011, at 
the local union hall.  She reported that they presented her with a document dated 
August 30, 2002, in which she acknowledged having participated in training regarding 
the legal responsibilities and obligations of Notary Publics.13  She commented: 
 

“I have to question just how extensive that training was when I (as well as 
other people) cannot remember it.  It was also 9 years ago with no 
additional follow-up training.  I had received my Notary stamp in late 1998 
or early 1999.  At that time, I was a loan clerk.  I was in the position of loan 
clerk from October 1998 until November of 2006.  As a loan clerk, the only 
documents I ever notarized were mortgage satisfactions in which I was 
notarizing Jerry Bohne’s (President) signature.  It wasn’t until I became a 
loan officer in November of 2006 that I really began to notarize documents 
to any extent.”14 

In July 2011, Homan submitted statements and surveys from other employees at 
PCCU confirming that they had never received any extensive training about the 
responsibilities of a Notary.  LaVerne Brown wrote that PCCU did not provide any 
training at all to its employees about the duties of a Notary.  Brown commented: 

 
“The training at PCCU has always been lacking.  The employees have 
trained themselves on numerous things.  Not just Notary.  We ‘the 
employees’ have had to figure out how to help people and programs by 
trial and error.  We try to do our best with what information we have.  
There have been many times that we went to management and told ‘I 
don’t know.”  So we have to ask a fellow employee hoping they know or 
try and get information from the companies we deal with.”15 

Patti Szambelan also stated that there was no training provided by PCCU.  She wrote 
that when she came to PCCU, manager Deb Olsen informed her that she was going to 
become a Notary.  According to Szambelan, Olsen completed a form for her and a few 
weeks later her Notary seal was delivered by interoffice mail.16  Hollie Dennis wrote that 
PCCU did not provide any training but they paid for the Notary seal and provided a 
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website where she completed a test for Notaries provided by the State of Wisconsin.17  
These employees also submitted statements attesting to Homan’s honesty and good 
character.18 
 

On July 15, 2011, CUNA informed Homan that her fidelity bond had been 
terminated.19  CUNA’s letter advised Homan that she could appeal the ruling.  Homan 
filed an appeal with CUNA on July 23, 2011.  In support of her appeal, Homan argued 
that she did have satisfactory evidence that the Brickls’ signatures were genuine when 
she notarized their mortgage.  She wrote: 

 
“Laura Powers is a Notary and I was informed by her that she witnessed 
the signatures of her brother and sister-in-law.  It has been the practice at 
PCCU that a person does not notarize anything for a family member.  
Laura had me notarize the document and Laura was a credible witness at 
the time. This is the only time since becoming a Notary in 1999 that I 
notarized a document using a credible witness. I was also under direct 
order from my supervisor, Laura Powers.  To disobey that order is reason 
for immediate termination.  (See attached documentation.)”20 

Homan concluded that the termination of her bond for this one incident was extreme.  
She asked that she be judged on her 20 years as a good employee.  She stated that 
she would never intentionally participate in any activity that could cause harm to the 
credit union or its employees.21  Homan hired attorney Scott L. Schroeder to pursue her 
appeal with CUNA.  On September 26, 2011, Schroeder forwarded to Homan a letter 
from CUNA confirming the termination of Homan’s bond.22  Homan’s notes report her 
communications with attorney Schroeder has follows: 
 

9-29-11 

I talked to the attorney today.  Again, he felt that CUNA and management 
were within their rights.  I told him that another person had done the same 
things years ago and was only required to get training.  She continued to 
work up until just recently.  He did say we might have something there.  
He offered to do more research with another retainer.  I told him to hold off 
until I talked to the union to see what our next step would be.  Left a 
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message for Mike letting him know I had received my letter.  Dropped off a 
copy at the hall on 9-30-11.”23   

A note in the record by Chairperson Stowers explains the reference to the employee 
who committed the same violation in the past.  It states: 
 

“I have been informed that the credit union (PCCU) was ordered by the 
DFI (Department of Financial Institutions) in 2002 to provide Notary 
training to all employees.  The reason for this was that an employee (Jane 
Wisch) was involved in a criminal matter in which Jane Wisch had 
notarized documents for a member.  These documents were actually 
forged by this member and he was convicted and served prison time.  
Jane Wisch to the best of my knowledge received no discipline and in fact 
retained her bondability and remained a Notary.”24 

Meanwhile, on June 28, 2011, PCCU Vice President of Human Resources Deb 
Olsen responded to Homan’s grievance as follows: 

 
“Both of these employees notarized mortgage documents without the 
signatory present or observing the signature of the signatory.  Our fidelity 
bond is a discovery bond that requires us to report the dishonest or illegal 
act upon our discovery of it.  Their future bondability will not be determined 
until the final investigation is complete.  NCUA Rules and Regulations Part 
713 require all staff, management, and directors working at a federally 
insured credit union be covered by a fidelity bond. …”25  

On July 12, 2011, International Representative Anthony Rainey informed Olsen that the 
union would be submitting a request for arbitration of Sandra Homan’s grievance in 
accordance with Article 6, Section 6.2, Step III of the collective bargaining agreement.26  
Homan’s grievance was referred to a Federal Mediation and Conciliation Service on 
August 11, 2011.27 
 

Homan’s notes about her discussions with union officials regarding their 
negotiations with management report that on October 3, 2011, Chairperson Stowers 
and President Marcks advised her that they did not believe the union could obtain her 
reinstatement through arbitration.  According to Homan’s notes, they discussed 
alternative remedies.  The entry states: 
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“Talked with Mike.  George and Sandy said there is nothing legally that 
would allow an arbitrator to make CUNA bond us.  However, an arbitrator 
can rule that the credit union pay us back pay and continue to pay us until 
we can find a comparable job.  He is still considering charges with the 
NLRB because Chris has not furnished requested documentation.  Mike 
feels we should file a complaint with the WI Insurance Commissioner, but 
wasn’t sure if we should do it individually or as a group.  He told me to call 
him again on Wednesday.  He should have more info at that time.  He felt 
my attorney should file a complaint also.  I told him my feelings about this 
attorney.  He said he would see if George and Sandy could recommend a 
good attorney for me.”28  

On October 13, 2011, Representative Rainey sent an email to Troy D. Thompson, 
counsel for PCCU, regarding a settlement offer of $2,500.29  Homan’s notes about the 
offer report: 
 

“10-25-11 

Teri, Cindy and I met with Mike, Tony, Pam and Sue at the hall today.  
Cindy was taken aside and after she left the rest of us met.  Tony stated 
that the settlement that was offered by the credit union was for $2,500.00.  
The statement was made that the credit union was on the verge of failing 
and could not afford any more than that if it was to survive.  Teri and I both 
refused the settlement offer.  The offer also would have included that we 
would not be able to go after them in any legal action; however, they could 
still pursue legal action.  Tony then told us that he intended to drop the 
grievances because we couldn’t win, because we can’t get our jobs back.  
I let him know that I was by no means done with CUNA.  I have been 
trying to find an attorney and I plan to file a complaint with the insurance 
commissioner.  Tony said he would ask for a new panel of arbitrators to 
stall for time so I could file the complaint.”30 

Homan filed a complaint with the State of Wisconsin Commissioner of Insurance and 
received a response on November 19, 2011, but the Office of the Commissioner stated 
they could not help.  The letter from the State of Wisconsin explains: 
 

“This office does not have the authority to operate as a court of law.  We 
are not able to make a determination as to whether the termination of your 
bond coverage was proper because we are not able to determine whether 
your act was potentially dishonest or fraudulent.  That is a matter which 
would have to be resolved through the court process.  The court can 
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determine whether your action was acceptable.  If it was, it may be that 
there was no basis for termination under the bond.”31  

In December, two employees of PCCU submitted statements confirming that it 
was a common practice at the credit union for employees to notarize documents based 
on assurances that the signatures were genuine.  Patti Szambelan wrote: 

 
“I am writing in regards to the termination of bonding for Sandra Homan.  
During my 20 years of employment at Parker Community Credit Union, it 
was common practice to send documents home with a fellow employee to 
have a relative sign.  I, myself, have also done this very thing.  I am aware 
of other employees also following this ‘code of conduct.’  This was a 
common and accepted practice at Parker Community Credit Union.”32 

Szambelan went on to describe the incident in 2001 involving Jane Wisch. Szambelan 
wrote: 
 

“I know of an employee who had notarized a document many years ago in 
which she had not witnessed the signature.  A member had brought the 
document into the credit union, which had been signed by another third 
party. This particular situation resulted in an investigation which then 
resulted in the member serving jail time.  The employee was disciplined 
but did retain her bonding and her employment.”33 

Jane Wisch submitted the following statement dated December 19, 2011: 
 

“I am writing this on behalf of Sandy Homan.  I was employed by the 
Parker Community Credit Union for 30.5 years.  The first 27 years as a 
loan officer.  I received my Notary Public by signing some papers (no 
training). 

After the ‘extensive’ training the employees received in 2002 (which if I 
remember was 45 minutes) it was still common practice to notarize 
signatures without them being present. 

We were run as a family credit union.  The signatures that were usually 
notarized without the member being present were mortgages that were 
mailed out or where the husband and or wife could not be present. 

Management was well aware of the practice.  One of the mortgages 
mailed out was to the President’s sister and brother-in-law. 
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Again, this was a common practice and because we were a family credit 
union, we knew our members for years.”34 

On January 24, 2012, Representative Rainey sent Homan a notice that her 
grievance had been withdrawn.  Rainey explained the decision as follows: 

 
“We believe that the facts and record provided no legitimate basis on 
which an arbitrator could grant all or any other part of the relief requested 
in the grievance due to lack of merit.  We did, however, pursue your case 
in pre-arbitration discussion without success.  Parker Community Credit 
Union was unwilling to make a meaningful proposal of settlement and thus 
denied the grievance.”35 

Homan sent an appeal from the decision to withdraw her grievance to the Local 95 
Recording Secretary on February 2, 2012.  She filed an appeal with the International 
Executive Board (IEB) on February 21, 2012. 
 

In support of her appeal, Homan stated that the procedure for which she was 
fired was a common practice at PCCU.  She stated that she was following the direction 
of her supervisor when she notarized the mortgage without witnessing the signature.  
Homan argued that there has been a disparity of treatment as to the degree of discipline 
applied for the same practice.  She asserted that the practice was condoned and 
promoted by management at the PCCU.36  Homan submitted a statement from Deborah 
Olsen supporting her contention that the procedure she followed was a common 
practice at PCCU.  Olsen wrote that she conducted the training in 2002 and that it was 
not extensive.  In any event, she reported that the practice of notarizing unverified 
signatures continued after the training was completed.  Olsen wrote: 

 
“I personally conducted the training for Notary Publics at the credit union 
at that time.  I, however, personally do not remember what was included in 
it, so I don’t consider it extensive.  In fact, two Notaries were not in 
attendance and they were only handed the information to read on their 
own. 

After all of this ‘special’ training, the practice continued.  As a Notary, if an 
employee brought you a document to be notarized and you didn’t witness 
the signature, you still notarized it. You trusted the employee that brought 
it to you when they told you that they witnessed the signature. 
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In April 2011 that practice was changed.  Now employees are required to 
witness the signature before notarizing a document.”37 

In addition, Homan argued that she had not been allowed sufficient time to obtain 
information to support her case.  She stated that a substantial list of items had been 
requested from management such as personnel records, auditor reports, written policies 
and training records and that these materials had not been supplied.  Homan also 
questioned Representative Rainey’s motivation for withdrawing the grievance.  She 
wrote: 

 
“…Anthony Rainey had made the statement, on more than one occasion, 
that he wanted to go into contract negotiations with good relations with 
management.  He made this statement in the presence of several people 
including myself and other union members and officials.  It seems quite 
convenient that my grievance was withdrawn just days before entering 
contract negotiations and therefore there were no obstacles in his way. 
…”38 

Representative Rainey responded to an inquiry regarding Homan’s appeal in a 
memorandum addressed to Region 4 Director Ronald McInroy on March 26, 2012.  
Rainey pointed out that Homan was not terminated for notarizing the mortgage without 
witnessing the signature, but rather because she could no longer be bonded by CUNA.  
Rainey reported that all members of the grievance committee felt that the termination 
was an extreme penalty based on the grievant’s seniority and unblemished work history, 
but that CUNA’s revocation of the fidelity bond precluded the union from engaging in 
meaningful discussions to reduce the penalty.  Rainey reported that the union consulted 
with attorneys Sandra Graf and George Graf on numerous occasions regarding 
Homan’s case, but they consistently stated that an arbitrator would have no authority to 
order CUNA to reinstate Homan’s bond.39  

 
Rainey responded to Homan’s claim of disparate treatment by observing that 

Theresa Conlin had been terminated at the same time for the same reason.  He 
acknowledged Homan’s claim that Mary Jo Conner also notarized documents without 
witnessing the signature, but reported that this allegation could not be substantiated.  
With respect to the 2001 incident involving the forged document, Rainey wrote: 

 
“The grievant alleges that discipline was not administered in accordance 
with past practice.  The grievant refers to an incident in 2001 where an 
unnamed employee allegedly notarized a document without witnessing the 
signature and was not disciplined.  This was the basis for a Notary training 
conducted by the employer in 2002.  The union was unable to confirm the 
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facts related to the 2001 incident and determined that one (1) incident, ten 
(10) years ago under a different management group did not meet the test 
of an established, mutually accepted, well-known past practice.”40 

Rainey reported that the union pursued Homan’s requests for information with 
management, but that the requests were denied on the grounds of confidentiality.  
Rainey stated that management supplied a letter from the Wisconsin Department of 
Financial Institutions (WDFI) supporting its claim of confidentiality.41  Rainey reported 
that he conducted one last review of Homan’s case with attorney Sandra Graf on 
January 9, 2012.  According to Rainey, Graf reaffirmed that the arbitrator would not 
have authority to restore Homan’s bond so that the case had almost no chance of 
success.42  
 

On April 1, 2012, Homan submitted additional statements to the IEB in support of 
her appeal.  Former loan officer Theresa Conlin reported that employees Mary Jo 
Connor and Pam Stowers notarized documents without the signatory being present.  
Conlin’s email to Homan describes one particular incident as follows: 

 
“While working as a loan officer at Parker Community Credit it was 
common practice to notarize mortgage documents from employees that 
took out mortgages with Parker Community Credit Union.  Pam Stowers 
and her husband took out a mortgage with Mary Jo Connor as their loan 
officer.  This mortgage was signed at the Credit Union by Pam Stowers 
and then taken home for her husband to sign.  When the documents were 
returned to the Credit Union, Mary Jo then notarized both signatures and 
sent them to be filed.  I know this to be fact because Pam Stowers told 
me. …”43  

In a letter dated July 9, 2012, Dave Homan described a discussion of Mary Jo Conner’s 
situation that took place on December 20, 2011, during a meeting at the local union hall.  
Dave Homan wrote: 
 

“The meeting became heated between Pam and Teri on the accusations 
by Teri that Pam had not done anything for her.  At that point, Pam 
accused Teri of turning in Mary Jo with the intent of getting Mary Jo fired.  
Teri said, ‘No, Chris won’t fire her.’  Teri stated that she wanted to show 
that what we all did was accepted practice.  We all did it. 

It was at this time that I told Pam that I could turn Mary Jo in as well.  Mary 
Jo had sent home papers with Sandy at least two or three times for me to 
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sign.  I sat at the dining room table and Sandy showed me where to sign 
the documents.  Mary Jo notarized those papers without seeing me sign 
them.  I haven’t gone into the credit union to sign anything in years.  Pam 
said that Mary Jo had sent home papers with her to have her husband 
Jody sign too.  Those papers were notarized at the credit union by Mary 
Jo.”44 

Local 95 President Mike Marcks also submitted a statement confirming that Chairperson 
Stowers knew that Mary Jo Conner had notarized unverified signatures.   At the 
conclusion of his statement, Marcks made the following comment: 
 

“Pam Stowers was moved to management early this year.  She is fully 
aware of the past activity of Mary Jo Conner and is continuing to protect 
herself and Mary Jo by withholding that information.  Mary Jo continues to 
work at Parker Community Credit Union and is also now part of 
management.  The two grievants were terminated from their employment, 
whereas Mary Jo continues her employment and was promoted.  This is 
disparity of treatment as the discipline procedures are clearly 
inconsistent.”45 

Acting on behalf of President King, Frank Howe and Phil Rose conducted a 
hearing on Homan’s appeal as hearing officers for the IEB.  The hearing took place on 
October 10, 2012.  The hearing officers issued a report to the IEB based on information 
provided by the parties and testimony given at the hearing.46  The hearing officers 
acknowledged that Homan was an unfortunate victim of the investigation of her 
supervisor Laura Powers.  They reported that eleven people had been fired as a result 
of this investigation.47  The hearing officers reported Representative Rainey’s testimony 
that Homan was not fired for notarizing the document, but rather because she was no 
longer bondable.  The hearing officers concluded that Representative Rainey’s decision 
to withdraw Homan’s grievance was rational based on the circumstances of this case.  
They found no evidence of arbitrary or capricious intent.  Furthermore, they found no 
evidence that the decision was motivated by collusion with management.  The hearing 
officers denied Homan’s appeal.48  Their decision was adopted by the IEB and a copy 
was sent to Homan on July 17, 2013.  Homan appealed the IEB’s decision to the Public 
Review Board (PRB) on August 13, 2013.  We heard the parties in oral argument on 
February 15, 2014.   
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ARGUMENT 
 

A. Sandra J. Homan: 

Representative Rainey withdrew my grievance from arbitration based on a 
perfunctory investigation into the situation at PCCU.  His decision, therefore, lacked a 
rational basis.  Representative Rainey never sat down across the table from me to find 
out why I had notarized that document in 2009.  He never interviewed me or the other 
PCCU employees to determine the actual extent of training provided to Notaries and the 
practices followed at PCCU.  Former Local 95 President Mike Marcks can confirm that 
Rainey did virtually nothing.  Chairperson Pam Stowers had personal knowledge of the 
practice of notarizing unverified signatures for relatives of credit union employees.  She 
did it herself, but she did not come forward with this information because she was afraid 
of losing her job.   

 
I was not included in Rainey’s conferences with attorneys Sandra and George 

Graf.  If the information he presented to them was the same as he has presented to the 
IEB, I can understand why they might think there was little chance of a successful 
arbitration.  Rainey’s memorandum in response to my appeal to the IEB implies that I 
knowingly violated the rules regarding the notarization of documents.  If that were true, I 
would not be pursuing this.  Because of his ignorance of the actual circumstances, 
Rainey presented the profile of a guilty person seeking relief.  I was only guilty of 
trusting my employer to provide me with the knowledge to do my job correctly.  It is 
clear from this record that the credit union failed to do that.  The fault of this whole 
situation lies solely in the laps of management and the PCCU board of directors.  
Rainey deprived me of any chance for resolution of the harm done to me.   

 
I was the innocent victim of a purge designed to save the credit union’s bond 

after ten years of negligent conduct threatened the solvency of the institution.  The 
PCCU board of directors hired Christine Dawe because the credit union was in trouble 
and in imminent danger of losing its bonding.  When Dawe came to PCCU on April 4, 
2011, she introduced herself to the employees and stated that her job was to go into 
troubled credit unions and straighten things out.  We were stunned to hear the PCCU 
was considered a troubled credit union.  We also did not understand at the time that 
Dawe was there solely to save the board of directors and not to discover what had 
actually been going on.  We learned that she would do or say anything in order to save 
the credit union’s bond.  Rainey’s understanding of the circumstances leading to my 
discharge was based entirely on reports made to him by Christine Dawe.   

 
The chain of events was actually quite different from Rainey’s representation of 

it.  Dawe placed Laura Powers on administrative leave on April 12, 2011.  At that time, 
no one at the credit union knew why Powers was being placed on leave.  The 
employees were upset about the action because Powers was a popular supervisor.  A 
few days later Theresa Conlin came to my office with a bunch of mortgage folders that 
she had removed from Powers’s office.  Conlin told me Powers had instructed her to 
remove them.  She put the Brickls’ mortgage on my desk and said, “I’m giving you this 
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one because you did the mortgage.”  On April 20, 2011, Dawe sent an email to the 
employees stating that they were not to have any contact with Laura Powers.  I felt the 
need to report to Dawe that I had spoken with Powers a few days earlier about the 
Brickl mortgage.  I had called Powers to find out why the mortgage was still in her office 
since it was from 2009 and why it lacked the information about flood insurance that she 
said she would obtain.  I did admit to Dawe that I had never spoken personally with Phil 
Brickl.   

 
On May 19, 2011, I was called into Dawe’s office.  I was questioned by Detective 

Buescher about a conversation I had with another employee.  This questioning was 
completely unrelated to the Brickl mortgage.  It was during this questioning that I told 
Detective Buescher about the Brickl mortgage and that I had notarized the documents.  
This was not an admission of wrongdoing.  I was simply stating the facts to assist in the 
investigation.  I felt Dawe should know that I had had contact with Powers.  I had no 
idea about Powers’s criminal activity when I contacted her.  I am an honest person and I 
think my actions show that.  Representative Rainey has twisted my honest report into 
an admission of guilt.  That only demonstrates his ignorance of the facts.   

 
The incident in 2001 where Jane Wisch notarized what turned out to be a 

fraudulent document prompted the Wisconsin Department of Financial Institutions 
(WDFI) to issue very specific instructions about the training required for the credit 
union’s Notaries.  The order, found on page 2 of the official record, directed PCCU to 
emphasize the area of misconduct involved in the incident with Jane Wisch.  The order 
further stated that such training must be provided to all future employees who provide 
notary services.  The WDFI directed that refresher training should be provided to all 
Notary Publics on an annual basis.  PCCU did conduct a training session in August 
2002, but I was never informed about the reason for the training.  There was no 
emphasis put on the area of misconduct, specifically, notarizing unverified signatures.  
This can be validated by the surveys and written statements that I have provided.  
PCCU blatantly violated the WDFI’s directives regarding training.  The information 
regarding PCCU’s obligations to provide training to its employees was not covered by 
any confidentiality protection.  Rainey could easily have gotten access to the WDFI’s 
order, but he made no effort to do so.  I eventually obtained this information through an 
attorney at my own expense.  The union should have obtained information about 
management’s failure to fulfill its training obligations.  Unfortunately, the information was 
never even presented as part of my grievance.   

 
On October 25, 2011, Representative Rainey presented me with management’s 

offer to settle for $2,500.  At the time, Rainey made no suggestion or offer to pursue any 
other remedy.  I understand that the union cannot restore my fidelity bond, but there 
were other remedies available.  I am looking for the arbitrator to determine that I was 
not at fault in any way and that the termination was unwarranted.  I would like to have 
the opportunity to clear my name of any wrongdoing.  If an arbitrator made this 
determination, I might be eligible to receive some type of restitution for the recklessness 
of PCCU.  The State of Wisconsin might direct CUNA to restore my bond in that case.  I 
received a letter from the Commissioner of Insurance on January 30, 2012 in response 
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to my appeal indicating that my bondability could be addressed if it were established 
that my actions were an accepted and/or inconsistently applied practice.  The union 
owed me a duty to pursue this remedy. 

 
Representative Rainey stated that he reviewed my case with the attorney and 

could find no basis on which an arbitrator could grant all or any of the relief requested.  
Local 95 President Mike Marcks and I searched for cases similar to this one.  There are 
none.  There is no way to know how this case would have turned out based on research 
of prior cases.  If Rainey had indeed found any such case, he did not share that 
information with President Marcks or me.  President Marcks felt very strongly that this 
case should go to arbitration.  He understood and agreed that the Insurance 
Commissioner could address the bonding issue.  The current Local President, Tim 
Silha, also believes the union should have stood up for PCCU’s employees in this case.  
Seven employees and four managers were discharged under Christine Dawe’s reign. 

 
Representative Rainey stated that the union was unable to confirm the facts 

about the situation with Jane Wisch in 2001.  The union was able to confirm the facts in 
that case.  I have provided a statement from the former vice president of the credit 
union, Deb Olsen.  She was the person who reported the incident to the WDFI.  The 
union should have had records in its files related to this incident.  It was fairly easy to 
confirm the facts.  I have a statement from Jane Wisch about the incident.  She was not 
terminated in 2001.  She retained her bonding and continued to work for the credit union 
for years following the incident.  The claim that this happened under a different 
management group is false.  The managers in 2001 were exactly the same as those in 
2011 with the exception of one who died and was replaced by Jane Wisch.  It was 
under Christine Dawe’s advice that the board of directors terminated the existing 
president, Jerry Bohne.  Christine Dawe then terminated Laura Powers (loan manager), 
Jane Wisch (teller supervisor), Robbie Landers (internal auditor), and Deb Olsen (vice 
president).  Christine Dawe was the only new manager at the time of my termination.   

 
Rainey argued that the revocation of my fidelity bond precluded the union from 

engaging in meaningful discussions with management to reduce the discipline.  It was 
management’s misrepresentations to CUNA that resulted in the revocation of my bond.  
Dawe reported to CUNA that the mortgage I notarized was a fictitious loan.  She did not 
know that at the time.  She did not give CUNA a full report about the circumstances 
under which I notarized the document.  PCCU’s neglect and willful violation of the 
State’s mandates caused my bond to be revoked.   

 
It should have been the credit union that lost its bonding.  It was the credit 

union’s poor practices and deliberate violations of State mandates and regulations that 
created the precarious situation.  Christine Dawe terminated innocent people who were 
only doing their jobs in the best way they knew.  I now know that Christine Dawe was 
cold and heartless in her efforts to save the credit union.  She closed her eyes and ears 
to the truth.  She manipulated her reports regarding employee discrepancies in order to 
protect the credit union’s bonding.  Christine Dawe conducted a purge of innocent 
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employees in order to save the credit union.  The current CEO Steve Petrillo told me 
that I was an unfortunate casualty. 

 
Unfortunately, Representative Rainey was too willing to take the word of 

management, mainly Christine Dawe, about what was happening at PCCU.  He 
accepted what she said and turned his back on me and walked away.  This is definitely 
a form of collusion with management.  His ignorance of the facts and willingness to side 
with management cost me my job, my wages, my retirement, and my chance to pursue 
employment within my career.  Most importantly, Rainey’s decision to withdraw my 
grievance has taken away my chance to clear my name and reputation.  

 
B. Administrative Assistant Greg Drudi on behalf of the International 

Union, UAW: 

In March 2009, Loan Supervisor Laura Powers asked Homan to notarize the 
signatures on a mortgage for her brother and sister-in-law, Philip and Delores Brickl.  
Wisconsin rules require that whenever a Notary performs any notarial act, she must 
personally know or verify the identity of the signer; further, the rules provide that if the 
Notary acknowledges a signature, the signer must appear in person before the Notary 
and confirm their signature.  Homan did not know the Brickls.  They did not appear 
before her.  She had not witnessed them sign the document and they had not confirmed 
their signatures.  In fact, she had never spoken to them.  Nonetheless, Homan – who 
had been a Notary since 1999 – notarized the Brickls’ signatures and did not report 
Powers’s request or her actions to any higher authority at that time.  

 
When Christine Dawe learned that Homan had notarized the Brickls’ signature 

without having witnessed them sign the document, she was required to report that 
discrepancy to the bonding company. The report ultimately caused the bonding 
company to revoke Homan’s fidelity bond.  Homan was not terminated for misconduct; 
she was terminated because she could no longer be bonded.  It was a condition of her 
employment at the credit union that she be bonded.  These facts are not in dispute.  
There is no doubt that this is an extremely unfortunate case.  Homan was a long-term 
employee with an excellent work record.  She had no bad intent when she notarized the 
Brickl mortgage.  She was simply following the direction of her supervisor who, it turns 
out, was a criminal.  That does not alter the fact that she did not follow the proper 
procedure for Notaries in notarizing signatures for two people with no verification.  The 
only question presented by this appeal is whether the union’s handling of Homan’s 
grievance lacked a rational basis.  

 
UAW Local 95 filed a grievance protesting Homan’s termination.  This grievance 

was referred to Region 4 International Representative Anthony Rainey.  Rainey and the 
local union’s grievance committee requested arbitration.  In preparation for arbitration, 
Rainey consulted George and Sandra Graf, experienced labor attorneys who frequently 
represent the UAW.  The Grafs advised Rainey that an arbitrator would not have 
authority to require CUNA to reinstate Homan’s bond.  They stated that it would be 
possible for an arbitrator to award back pay, and less probably, compensation until 
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Homan could find a comparable job.  However, they advised that the chances of 
obtaining these remedies were extremely low.  

 
Homan’s arguments about the inadequate training she was provided and the 

accepted practices at PCCU miss the point, because she was not fired for misconduct.  
Once Homan was no longer bondable, an arbitrator would have no authority to reinstate 
her to her employment.  The arbitrator could not order her bond restored.  Furthermore, 
there is no ambiguity about the rule she violated.  A Notary must verify signatures 
before notarizing them.  The situation is comparable to safety violations in a plant.  We 
encounter situations sometimes where serious and dangerous practices are permitted 
to continue because they save time and management looks the other way.  Even 
though the rule is clear, no one challenges the violation until someone gets hurt and 
then some action is finally taken to enforce the rule.  The union could probably use 
evidence of an established practice to challenge disciplinary actions for violating a 
safety rule under these circumstances, particularly if it were established management 
routinely ignored violations.  In this case, however, nothing would be gained by proving 
that the credit union had condoned the violation that caused the bonding company to 
revoke Homan’s bond, because she was not terminated for the violation.   

 
Furthermore, the record does not support a conclusion that Homan was treated 

more harshly than other employees who were unwittingly embroiled in Powers’s criminal 
enterprise.  Eleven people were fired.  The union processed four grievances in 
connection with this situation.  Two of the grievances involved Notary issues.  President 
Marcks informed Representative Rainey that what Homan did was a common practice, 
but by this time the other employees were denying it.  There is evidence in the record of 
an inquiry by a customer who completed his loan application by mail and subsequently 
discovered that his signature on the document had been notarized.  He was concerned 
that this might affect the legitimacy of his mortgage.  It was alleged that Mary Jo Connor 
was involved in processing this loan, but she denied it.  The credit union reported the 
incident to the bonding company, but CUNA found no basis for the allegation against 
Connor and took no action.  Subsequently, Connor filed a complaint accusing the local 
union of trying to get her fired.   

 
In order to pursue Homan’s grievance on the basis of an established practice and 

disparate treatment, the union would be put in the difficult position of proving that the 
other employees were lying when they denied having notarized unwitnessed signatures.  
Furthermore, such proof would not necessarily have provided any relief to Homan.  The 
union’s attorneys advised that an arbitrator would be very unlikely to grant the kind of 
monetary remedies Homan sought based on a claim of negligence on the part of the 
credit union’s managers.  This was a very unusual situation.  An award like that would 
be unprecedented.  Rainey’s decision to withdraw Homan’s grievance rather than 
expend funds allocated for the arbitration of cases was the result of his reasoned 
analysis of the entire situation at the credit union.  The decision did not lack a rational 
basis. 
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C. Rebuttal by Sandra Homan: 

The Wisconsin Insurance Commissioner stated that my bond might have been 
unjustly revoked if I was following an accepted practice.  Mary Jo Conner has notarized 
documents without witnessing the signatures.  I have documents to show that this 
happened in the case of Mark Richardson.  She also notarized the signature of 
President Jerry Bohne’s sister and that of Pam Stowers’ husband.  She notarized my 
husband’s signatures on many occasions without witnessing him sign the document.  
These employees were not fired but promoted to management.  This is clearly disparity 
of treatment.  Representative Rainey knew I was pursuing this avenue with the 
Insurance Commissioner.  Yet, he withdrew my grievance before I could complete my 
appeal to the Insurance Commissioner.  President Marcks argued vehemently against 
this decision.  President Marcks knew that I was an innocent victim and that the union 
should stand behind me.   

 
The UAW should have fought for what is right.  I was not afraid of the fight.  I had 

the support of the local leadership.  They were adamantly opposed to his decision to 
withdraw my grievance.  They were not afraid to present evidence of the credit union’s 
mismanagement.  When an employee has done everything required of her and is then 
terminated for following approved practices and procedures, the UAW should be there 
to support and represent that employee.  The right thing would have been to take this 
case to arbitration and let the arbitrator determine the remedy.  Representative Rainey 
foreclosed my pursuit of any remedy by his hasty decision to withdraw my grievance 
from arbitration.  I ask that you consider that I am an innocent victim in a very ugly 
white-collar crime by a very unscrupulous supervisor.  I am innocent.  I deserved the 
chance to prove that.  I am now seeking restitution for the losses that I incurred, 
including wages and pension benefits, from the date of my discharge up to my 
retirement date. 

  
DISCUSSION 

 
The story that unfolds in this record is indeed extraordinary to anyone familiar 

with established banking practices.  The duties of a Notary are not complex.  The 
Notary’s job is to verify that the person whose signature appears on a document 
actually did sign the document in the presence of the Notary.  The fact that loan officers 
at PCCU were notarizing unwitnessed signatures came to light in 2001 as a result of the 
incident involving Jane Wisch.  That incident involved criminal fraud; it was a major red 
flag that should have brought about a thorough examination of the credit union’s 
operation.  Yet, appellant Homan has provided strong evidence that notarizing 
unwitnessed signatures continued as a routine procedure at the PCCU for over ten 
years after the Jane Wisch incident.  We needed to see Sandra Homan and hear her 
personal testimony in order to understand how this could have happened.   

 
We found Homan to be a thoroughly credible witness and we have concluded 

that her involvement in the Brickls’ loan was entirely innocent.  Homan believed that she 
was entitled to rely on Laura Powers’s declaration that the signatures on the Brickls’ 
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mortgage document were genuine, because, in her view, this was something others at 
the credit union had been doing for years with some frequency.  Homan simply did not 
understand how far outside accepted practices the credit union’s procedures were 
because her frame of reference for what was acceptable was the credit union itself and 
the instructions of a supervisor she had worked with for many years.   

 
This record demonstrates that Homan acted in an honest and forthright manner 

throughout the investigation of Laura Powers’s embezzlement scheme.  When 
presented with the Brickls’ mortgage document in April 2011, Homan’s instinct for 
honesty prompted her to inform Christine Dawe that she had recently contacted Powers 
about the Brickls’ mortgage.  Homan explained to Dawe how she came to notarize 
Philip and Dolores Brickl’s signatures on the mortgage without having witnessed their 
signing of it.  The information she volunteered assisted Dawe in identifying one of the 
fraudulent mortgages involved in Powers’s embezzlement scheme.  

 
In 2002, in response to the Jane Wisch incident, the Wisconsin Department of 

Financial Institutions directed the PCCU to conduct in-house training and to provide a 
signed statement from its employees attesting to the fact that they received such 
training.49  Sandra Homan signed an acknowledgement of her training regarding the 
legal responsibilities and obligations of Notary Publics on August 30, 2002.50  When 
Dawe placed Homan on administrative leave in May 2011, she cited this training as a 
major factor in her decision to place Homan on leave.  The implicit charge was that 
Homan cooperated with Powers in preparing the Brickls’ mortgage knowing it was a 
violation of the duties explained during her training as a Notary.  By making an issue of 
Homan’s “extensive” training, Dawe in effect represented that the credit union had 
corrected the practices that allowed the Jane Wisch incident to occur, thereby protecting 
the credit union’s bondability.  CUNA clearly relied on Dawe’s claim that the credit union 
conducted extensive training of its Notaries in its evaluation of Homan’s appeal of the 
revocation of her bond.  CUNA’s letter to Homan’s attorney states: 

 
“On August 13, 2002, the credit union presented extensive training 
regarding the necessity of witnessing a signatory acknowledge a 
document.  The training was held due to the Director of the Office of Credit 
Union’s requirements as a result of a high-dollar, high-profile criminal 
embezzlement that occurred at the credit union the year before for this 
same type of activity.  In addition, your client signed a statement certifying 
that she completed this training and that she knew that her certification of 
completing the training was being sent to the Director of the Office of 
Credit Unions.”51 

                                                 
49

 Record, p. 2. 

50
 Record, p. 5. 

51
 Record, p. 117. 
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Homan told Dawe that she did not recall the training.  She has submitted a number of 
statements from credit union employees to the effect no extensive training was ever 
conducted by the credit union in 2002 or any time thereafter.  The former vice president 
Deb Olsen stated that she conducted some training for Notaries in 2002, but that it was 
just a brief meeting.  While the record amply supports Homan’s report that there was 
never any extensive training of the credit union’s Notaries, we do not think this 
circumstance is significant.  The essential task of a Notary is just not that complicated.  
But regardless of whatever training was provided, a statement by a supervisor that it is 
acceptable to notarize documents that have been signed at home by relatives of credit 
union employees is going to carry more weight than the text of some training manual, 
particularly if that is the normal longstanding practice in the institution.  The question 
presented is whether this was indeed the normal practice at this institution. 
 

Upon our initial review of this record, we had concerns about the extent of 
Representative Rainey’s investigation of this aspect of Homan’s case.  His assertion in 
his response to Homan’s appeal to the IEB that the incident with Jane Wisch could not 
be verified and involved a different management group is difficult to understand.  Jane 
Wisch was one of the employees placed on administrative leave along with Sandra 
Homan and Theresa Conlin.  She was still on the scene and available to testify.  
Furthermore, there cannot have been any difficulty uncovering the State of Wisconsin’s 
August 19, 2002, letter specifically referring to the incident. Rainey’s report to the IEB 
also asserts that the allegation of disparate treatment was unproved.  That assertion is 
troubling in light of the fact the Local 95 President Mike Marcks supported Homan’s 
account of the practices at the credit union and felt strongly that her claim of disparate 
treatment should be pursued.  Even if Rainey did not see the employee statements that 
Homan submitted after he withdrew her grievance, he had discussed her situation with 
President Marcks.  He cannot have been unaware of the actual situation at the credit 
union.  Yet, his response to Homan’s appeal does not address evidence of the credit 
union’s negligence and contribution to the problem.   

 
During the oral argument, Rainey acknowledged his understanding that Homan 

acted innocently in reliance on the instructions of a trusted supervisor.  He testified that 
he made several requests to Dawe to clarify her discrepancy report to the bonding 
company so the report no longer appeared to charge Homan with notarizing a fictitious 
loan.  Rainey reported that he received no response from Dawe.  Dawe’s discrepancy 
report on Homan’s participation in the Brickl’s loan asserted facts that could not be 
challenged.  It was true that Homan notarized signatures on a mortgage without 
witnessing them.  It was also true that the loan turned out to be fictitious.  Nevertheless, 
taking these two sentences together suggested that Homan knowingly notarized 
signatures on a fictitious loan.  Although the bonding company had Homan’s letter 
describing the extent of her involvement, the bonding company may well have 
interpreted the report as suggesting that Homan was complicit in Laura Powers’ 
wrongdoing.  In the letter to Homan’s attorney, CUNA states that Homan’s activity 
created a risk of liability to the credit union.  As a result, CUNA revoked Homan’s bond.  
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Rainey was aware to some extent that Homan’s act was not an uncommon 
practice at the credit union.  Nevertheless, his testimony at the hearing explained why 
the union was reluctant to pursue this line of inquiry aggressively.  Once Sandra Homan 
and Theresa Conlin were fired for the practice, other active employees might be 
reluctant to appear before an arbitrator and testify about any unwitnessed signatures 
they had notarized.  Even if it were established that the violations were widespread and 
ongoing, that would probably not be enough to challenge the bonding company’s 
revocation of Homan’s bond, because the rule about notarizing unwitnessed signatures 
is so widely known and accepted. Rainey did not engage in collusion with Dawe; he 
simply concluded he had no way to challenge her version of events under the 
circumstances.  

 
Homan reported that she and President Marcks did an extensive search for 

arbitration cases addressing similar situations and could find nothing comparable to 
what happened at the PCCU.  That is not surprising.  It is a peculiar situation.  In order 
to get any benefit for Homan from the arbitration process, therefore, Rainey would have 
to convince the arbitrator to award damages measured by the standards applicable to 
wrongful discharge in order to compensate an employee for damages caused by 
general mismanagement.  This would be a novel theory, fraught with delicate 
representation problems for the union.  Experienced counsel for the local union advised 
Rainey that such an award from an arbitrator would be improbable.  Rainey’s decision 
not to submit Homan’s grievance to arbitration was rational based on this advice of 
counsel and supported by his perception of the difficulty the union would encounter 
conducting an investigation to confirm Homan’s claim that she was following an 
established practice at the credit union in her handling of the Brickls’ mortgage.  

 
The decision of the IEB is affirmed.   
 


