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Lawrence Reynolds argues that the UAW-Chrysler Department’s decision to 

withdraw his disciplinary grievance lacked a rational basis. 
 

FACTS 
 

Lawrence Reynolds is employed at Chrysler’s Toledo Machining Plant in a 
bargaining unit represented by UAW Local Union 1435.  He has a seniority date of April 
27, 1998.1  On July 24, 2012, Chrysler management issued Reynolds a disciplinary 
suspension.  The disciplinary notice gave the following reason for the suspension: 

 
“Standard of Conduct 14:  Insubordinate and intimidating language to his 
supervisor.”2  

                                                 
1
 Record, p. 3. 

2
 Record, p. 1. 
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The notice indicated that the length of the suspension had not yet been determined. 
Reynolds was ultimately issued a 30-day disciplinary leave.3   
 

Local Union 1435 filed Grievance No. 2012-41 protesting the discipline.  The 
local union steward for Reynolds’s district, Jimmy Neu, prepared a statement describing 
his investigation of the events that resulted in Reynolds’s suspension.  Neu reported 
that at 7:15 p.m. on July 24, Supervisor Sharla Sizemore contacted him and informed 
him that she was putting Reynolds on notice for “getting loud and screaming at her” 
after she told him to put away his phone.4  Neu reported that he questioned Reynolds 
about the incident and Reynolds stated that he was only checking the time on his 
phone.  According to Neu’s report, Reynolds stated that he put his phone away as 
requested, but then Sizemore put him on notice.  

 
Neu reported that at 7:35 p.m., Operations Manager Pete Crawford asked to see 

him immediately.  Neu wrote that when he reported to Crawford’s office, Crawford 
asked him what was going on between Sizemore and Reynolds.  Neu responded that 
he had spoken with Reynolds about the phone incident and that another employee 
confirmed that Reynolds was not talking on the phone, but merely checking the time.  
Neu stated the witness also confirmed Reynolds’s claim that there were no parts on the 
line at that moment.  Crawford informed Neu that he was going to suspend Reynolds 
because he felt Reynolds’s behavior was creating a hostile working environment for 
Supervisor Sizemore.  At that point, Sizemore and Reynolds arrived at Crawford’s 
office.  Neu gave the following description of what took place in Crawford’s office prior to 
Reynolds’s suspension:  

 
“…Mr Crawford asked Mr. Reynolds what had happened.  Mr. Reynolds 
started to address Mr. Crawford, turned and pointed at Ms. Sizemore and 
told her that he has heard enough out of your mouth and I’m done hearing 
you.  Mr. Reynolds turned his attention back to Mr. Crawford and 
explained what happened.  He was only looking at his phone to see what 
time it was and that he had no parts to pack off.  Mr. Crawford explained 
to Mr. Reynolds that he cannot talk to a member of management the way 
he did.  Mr. Crawford stated that according to the statement from Ms. 
Sizemore, we cannot tolerate that. …”5 

Neu reported that after Reynolds clocked out, Sizemore explained that she had a further 
problem with Reynolds after the incident about the phone.  Sizemore told Neu that she 
did not deserve to be spoken to like that and she was not going to tolerate it anymore.6 
 

                                                 
3
 Record, p. 11. 

4
 Record, p. 6. 

5
 Record, p. 6. 

6
 Record, p. 7. 
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Sharla Sizemore prepared a statement describing her encounter with Reynolds 
on July 24.  Sizemore explained that Reynolds had been loaned to her department to 
work through the break because he had already taken his break.  She said she 
approached him at 7:31 p.m. and asked if he knew what to do during the break period.  
Sizemore gave the following description of Reynolds’s response: 

 
“Mr. Reynolds screamed at me that ‘I can find someone else.  I am going 
to medical to complete my hearing test.’  I stated to Mr. Reynolds you 
don’t have to scream at me; I can hear you just fine, and no, you are not 
going to get your hearing test done. – Mr. Reynolds put his hands in my 
face several times not but an inch away screaming, ‘Yeah, I am.  You 
aren’t going to do anything about it.’  I stated to Mr. Reynolds, ‘No, I 
suggest you stay in the department and do the assigned job given to you.  
Mr. Reynolds continued to scream and put his hands in my face and even 
put his face an inch away from my face, screaming: ‘What are you going 
to do?...What are you going to do?  You aren’t going to do nothing.’  I 
walked away from Mr. Reynolds and went into the inner plant [and] 
informed Mr. Crawford of the issue. …”7 

Manager Crawford prepared a statement describing his encounter with Sizemore 
and Reynolds.  He reported Sizemore’s complaint that Reynolds had behaved in a 
belligerent and intimidating way after she asked him to put his phone away.  Crawford 
stated that he interviewed Reynolds and his union steward at 7:39 p.m. and concluded 
that there had definitely been an altercation.  He reported that he put Reynolds on 
notice to avoid any further disruption to production pending an investigation of the 
incident.8 

 
Lawrence Reynolds also prepared a statement describing the events that led to 

his suspension on July 24, 2012.  He explained that he was notified at 6:45 p.m. that he 
would be loaned to department 9821.  When he reported to the department, he looked 
at his mobile phone to check the time and the supervisor told him not to do that.  
Reynolds described what happened next as follows:   

 
“…When I arrived in the department, I encountered a female supervisor.  
Everything appeared to be ok until I pulled out my phone to check the 
time.  At this time, this female supervisor walked up behind me and told 
me not to do that.  I asked her what it was she was referring to that I 
shouldn’t do. She proceeded to tell me that I can’t look at my phone. I 
began to inform her that she can tell me not to talk on my phone or not to 
text on my phone while I am working, but she cannot tell me not to look at 
my phone to check the time.  She began to tell me that the department 
has a clock on the aisle and that I could use that clock to check the time.  I 

                                                 
7
 Record, p. 5. 

8
 Record, p. 4. 
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then checked my phone to see if the time on the aisle clock matched the 
time on my phone.  The female supervisor then said, ‘That’s a write-up.’  I 
said, ‘For what?’ She said, ‘For looking at your phone.’  I allowed her to 
know that it’s not a crime to look at your phone, especially when I don’t 
have work in front of me.  She began to threaten to walk me out because I 
asked her to leave my work area.  I asked her this because I felt that she 
was creating a hostile work environment that was totally unnecessary over 
a glance at my phone. …”9 

Reynolds reported that he discussed the phone incident with his steward, Jim Neu.  
After Neu left, Reynolds stated that Sizemore returned to the department at 
approximately 7:25 and told him he should work through the break period.  Reynolds 
gave the following description of his second encounter with Supervisor Sizemore: 
 

“The female supervisor told me to work through my next break.  I didn’t 
mind working through my break, but I was told by the team leader in my 
department, John Foreman, that I had to go take a hearing test.  I told the 
female supervisor that I was going to take my hearing test at which time 
she panicked and became irate.  Instead of going to take the hearing test, 
I continued to work because this woman was so upset. …” (9) 

Reynolds stated that Manager Pete Crawford told him to leave the premises because of 
the complaint Sizemore filed against him.  He argued that this was unjust to him.  He 
wrote: 
 

“…I feel as if there is and was a grave miscarriage of justice carried out 
against me.  This female supervisor was racially motivated in my opinion 
to assassinate my character.  I had totally ignored her by turning my back 
on her, which I know left a bad taste in her mouth during our brief 
engagement.  …”10  

Reynolds stated that he should not have suffered the consequences that followed the 
supervisor’s report about his behavior.  
 

A fact sheet accompanying Reynolds’s grievance indicates that the local union 
tried to convince management to reduce the length of Reynolds’s disciplinary layoff.  
The union explained that Reynolds is a very vocal person and animated with his hands.  
The union argued that while this might not excuse Reynolds’s behavior, a 30-day layoff 
was excessive.11  Management responded to Reynolds’s grievance at a second step 
meeting on December 20, 2012.  Management pointed out that Reynolds was initially 
put on notice under Chrysler’s standard of conduct #6 for his refusal to follow the 

                                                 
9
 Record, p. 9. 
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 Record, p. 10. 
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 Record, p. 11. 
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instructions of his supervisor to put away his phone.  Management explained that 
Reynolds was subsequently suspended for violating standard of conduct #14 because 
of the manner in which he responded to the issuance of the first notice.  Management’s 
answer states: 

 
“…As a result of the grievant’s blatant disregard of the supervisor’s 
request to put away his phone, and because of his loss of self-control and 
reckless behavior, management maintains that the suspension discipline 
is just and proper and further denies the union’s demand to make any 
financial or record restitution on behalf of the grievant.”12 

Local Union 1435 appealed Reynolds’s grievance to the fourth step of the 
grievance procedure on March 15, 2013.  Local 1435 President Richard DeVore 
prepared a summary of the union’s arguments on Reynolds’s behalf to accompany the 
appeal.  The points raised by the union included the company’s failure to follow 
progressive discipline and the supervisor’s lack of professionalism.  The union argued 
that the punishment should fit the crime and 30 days was an excessive response to an 
argument.13  Management denied Grievance 2012-041 at the fourth step on May 20, 
2013.14  The UAW-Chrysler Department withdrew the grievance at the Appeal Board 
step on February 21, 2014.15 

 
Lawrence Reynolds appealed the decision to withdraw his grievance to the 

International Executive Board (IEB) on March 31, 2014.  International Representative 
Andy Ackles of the UAW-Chrysler Department responded to an inquiry regarding the 
appeal in a memorandum addressed to International President Bob King on May 2, 
2014.  Ackles reported that witnesses confirmed Reynolds started “yelling and 
screaming” when Supervisor Sizemore told him that he could not report to the medical 
department for a hearing test.16  Ackles noted that these witnesses did not want to 
submit written statements.  Ackles reported that when he interviewed Reynolds about 
his encounter with Supervisor Sizemore, Reynolds appeared to be very angry.  Ackles 
reported that Reynolds admitted having told Supervisor Sizemore to get out of his 
department.  He observed that Reynolds appeared to have lost a contest of wills with 
the supervisor.  He wrote: 

 
“Mr. Reynolds’s written statement dated March 31, 2014, never explained 
the reason he was suspended.  In his March 31, 2014 statement he 
stated, ‘I let her know it is not a crime to look at your phone, especially 
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 Record, p. 12. 
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 Record, p. 20. 
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 Record, p. 22. 

15
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when I don’t have work in front of me.’  This appeared to be tit for tat.  In 
this case, Mr. Reynolds lost the game.”17 

International President Dennis Williams’s staff determined that a hearing was 
unnecessary on Reynolds’s appeal.  Acting on behalf of the president, a staff member 
prepared a report to the IEB on the appeal based on information provided by appellant 
and Local Union 1435.  The staff member reported that Reynolds’s grievance was 
processed through each step of the contractual grievance procedure and that every 
effort was made to resolve the issue by having the penalty reduced.18  

 
The staff member observed that Reynolds did not deny he challenged his 

supervisor’s authority to tell him to put away his phone.  He also did not deny his 
“disdain” for this “female supervisor” and acknowledged that he “turned his back on her” 
when she was trying to talk to him.  The staff member reported Reynolds’s claim that 
Supervisor Sizemore’s actions were racially motivated, but he noted that Reynolds 
never explained the basis for this belief.  The staff member observed that Reynolds had 
never filed any claims of discrimination prior to the incident that led to his suspension.  
Finally, the staff member reported that the local union had presented the IEB with a 
copy of Reynolds’s disciplinary record, which showed a number of previous disciplinary 
actions for abusive language in addition to reprimands for poor work habits.19  

 
The staff member commented that arbitrators tend to credit a supervisor’s 

account describing insubordinate or aggressive behavior even where the employee 
denies having lost his temper.  In this case, Reynolds did not deny having addressed 
Supervisor Sizemore in a disrespectful and aggressive way.  Under the circumstances, 
the staff member concluded there was nothing further the union could accomplish by 
pursuing Reynolds’s grievance once the company refused to reduce his penalty, 
because there was no provision in the collective bargaining agreement that would force 
the company to grant Reynolds any relief.20  The staff member found no evidence that 
fraud, discrimination, or collusion with management influenced the union’s evaluation of 
Reynolds’s grievance.21 

 
The staff member denied Reynolds’s appeal and his report was adopted by the 

IEB as its decision.  President Williams provided Reynolds with a copy of the IEB’s 
decision on October 14, 2014.  Reynolds has now appealed the IEB’s decision to the 
Public Review Board (PRB). 
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 Record, p. 33. 
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 Record, p. 43. 
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 Record, p. 49. 
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 Record, p. 49. 
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 Record, p. 50. 
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ARGUMENT 
 

A. Lawrence Reynolds: 

I was subjected to harassment by management and Local Union 1435 on July 
24, 2012.  I feel that management created a hostile work environment for me.  I was 
unjustly accused and slandered.  I have suffered severe humiliation and embarrassment 
and physical discomfort as a result of this situation.  The situation is ongoing as a result 
of my suspension and loss of pay.   

 
B. International Union, UAW: 

The IEB’s decision in this appeal is based on appellant’s own presentation of the 
facts and the well-established rule that employees are required to follow the instructions 
of a supervisor.  The IEB’s decision cited the PRB’s statement of this rule in Kerr v. 
Local Union 465, PRB Case No. 1146, 9 PRB 344 (1997).  The employee may grieve 
instructions he feels are inappropriate, but he may not challenge the supervisor’s 
authority.  In his appeal to the IEB, Reynolds admits that he did not follow this 
procedure.  He acknowledged that he challenged his supervisor’s instruction to put his 
phone away.  He further related how he informed her that she could not tell him not to 
look at his phone and that he told her to leave his work area.  

 
While we might sympathize with appellant’s view that the supervisor overreacted 

to his glance at his phone, appellant himself escalated the encounter by responding with 
anger.  His response led to the discipline and loss of pay.  The union acted reasonably 
in response to the discipline.  The local immediately filed a grievance and sought to 
have the penalty reduced at every step of the grievance procedure.  Appellant’s 
admission of his behavior towards the supervisor and the fact that he had previously 
been disciplined for the same offense made the likelihood of success at arbitration 
remote.  Upon review of Reynolds’s grievance at the Appeal Board step, the UAW-
Chrysler Department concluded that the union could not successfully arbitrate the case.   

 
The IEB found no reason to disagree with the UAW-Chrysler Department’s 

evaluation of Reynolds’s case.  In addition, the IEB found no evidence that the decision 
was influenced by fraud, discrimination, or collusion with management.  The IEB’s 
decision in this case was rational in light of the facts presented.   

 
DISCUSSION 

 
This record refutes Reynolds’s claim that he was unjustly accused and 

slandered.  The 30-day suspension Reynolds received was not solely for his refusal to 
put down his phone, but for the aggressive and physically intimidating behavior 
described by Supervisor Sizemore.  The union’s subsequent investigation of Reynolds’s 
appeal gave credibility to Supervisor Sizemore’s account.  Representative Ackles 
reported that employees in Reynolds’s work area corroborated Supervisor Sizemore’s 
description of his behavior.  In addition, the hearing officer for the IEB reported that 



PRB CASE NO. 1714  Page 8. 

 
 
Reynolds’s disciplinary record showed previous incidents involving abusive language 
toward supervisors.  This record supports the company’s accusation that Reynolds 
behaved inappropriately.   

 
Reynolds has never denied his aggressive behavior; his argument seems to be 

that it was justified.  He is clearly mistaken in this belief.  As Manager Crawford advised 
Reynolds, the company cannot tolerate the kind of behavior described by Supervisor 
Sizemore in the workplace.  Management has a responsibility to protect its supervisors 
from such threatening behavior.  A 30-day suspension advises an employee that he has 
engaged in behavior that will result in discharge if repeated.  The record shows that the 
union offered every possible argument in favor of reducing Reynolds’s penalty, but 
when management refused, there was no argument they could present to an arbitrator 
to compel such a reduction.  

 
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.22  Reynolds has not described any deficiency in the local union’s handling 
of his grievance.  On the contrary, the record shows that the union diligently pursued a 
reduction in his penalty and referred his case to the Appeal Board step of the grievance 
procedure for review when that remedy could not be negotiated.  The union’s decision 
to withdraw Reynolds’s grievance at the Appeal Board step was rational because there 
had been no violation of the collective bargaining agreement that could serve as a basis 
for any relief through the grievance procedure.   

 
The decision of the IEB is affirmed.   

                                                 
22

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


