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Delores Goodson argues that International Representative Dave Stalnaker’s 
settlement of her grievance with less than full back pay lacked a rational basis.  

 
FACTS 

 
Delores Goodson works for Chrysler LLC at its Warren Stamping Plant in a 

bargaining unit represented by UAW Local Union 869.  She has a seniority date of June 
12, 1995.1 She is classified as an electrical technician.2  Goodson’s job at the Warren 
plant required her to work at heights, often with the assistance of an elevated basket 
referred to as a cherry picker.3  On June 6, 2010, Goodson injured her shoulder when 

                                      
1
 Record, p. 3. 

2
 Record, p. 8. 

3
 An opinion issued by Magistrate David M. Kurtz of the Michigan Workers’ Compensation Board of 

Magistrates reported Goodson’s description of her duties at the Warren Plant as follows: 

“Part of the job required her to work at heights.  She would either climb ladders or use a 
crane to perform her duties.  Ceiling heights in the low bay area of the plant are 35 to 40 
feet high.  High bays in the plant are 50 feet high.  She would use a cherry picker to work 
in such high areas.  Some of the jobs performed while working at heights included 
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the cherry picker she was working in tipped sideways and became stuck.4  She also 
developed a fear of heights.  Goodson returned to work the day after her accident, but 
she was afraid to get back in the cherry picker.5  She continued working until January 7, 
2011, when she was issued medical restrictions, including “no operating of overhead 
cranes” that made it impossible for her to perform her job assignment at the Warren 
plant.6  At that point, Goodson went on medical leave and began receiving sickness and 
accident benefits from the company. 7 

 
An orthopedic surgeon, Dr. John Ryan, cleared Goodson to return to work on 

May 12, 2011, with minor restrictions for her shoulder injury.8  She did not return to work 

                                                                                                                        
maintenance of cranes, repairing electrical boxes, removing old conduit and replacing it 
with new conduit, press repairs, and light bulb replacement. …” (Record, p. 39)  

4
 Magistrate Kurtz’s opinion contains the following description of the incident: 

“On June 6, 2010, she was working overtime with Pete Cullimore, who was also an 
electrician.  They were working together in a basket in a crane, replacing conduit.  They 
were working on a 45-foot lift approximately 30 to 40 feet above the floor.  She was 
strapped in with a safety strap.  Pete operated the lift.  As he attempted to get the lift to 
go higher, the basket in which they were standing tilted backward.  She told Pete to stop, 
but he kept moving the crane and the basket continued to tip.  While this was happening, 
she saw her supervisor, Dan, on the ground below.  She called out to him that they were 
trapped in the basket which was tilting down and the crane would not return to ground 
level.  Dan did something to the crane and the basket continued to tip backwards.  It 
tipped so far backwards that everything fell out of the basket in which they were standing.  
She told Dan to stop and called her friend, Yolanda, on her cell phone to come help.  She 
was stuck in the basket holding on to the rail with her left arm for about 30 minutes.  Ms. 
Goodson was afraid of falling.  The lift was stuck and would not come down.  Eventually, 
another coworker named Damon Martin came with another lift.  She was able to climb 
from the first lift into the one controlled by Damon and returned to ground level in that lift.  
She went to Medical and then went home.”  (Record, pp. 39-40) 
 

5
 Magistrate Kurtz’s opinion gives the following history of Goodson’s employment after the accident on 

June 6, 2010: 

Ms. Goodson returned to work on June 7, 2010.  Her supervisor, John Collins, gave her 
jobs which did not require her to work in a lift.  She was able to do this work without 
incident until November 2010.  At that time her supervisor gave her a job which required 
working in a lift.  She told her supervisor that she could not do it.  Next thing she knew, 
she woke up in Henry Ford Macomb Hospital. 
 
A nurse at Chrysler referred Ms. Goodson to a doctor because Ms. Goodson kept 
passing out at work.  She continued to work as an electrician at Chrysler until January 
2011.  Ms. Goodson began treatment with Henry Ford Hospital Behavioral Sciences in 
Detroit in January 2011.  She has seen a therapist once a week since that date.  She 
also sees a psychiatrist once a month.  She began treating with Dr. Bophol and now 
treats with Dr. Abby Johnson.”  (Record, p. 40) 

6
 Record, p. 8. 

7
 Labor Relations Supervisor Annette Worthy-Smith reported this history to Magistrate Kurtz during his 

investigation of Goodson’s Workers’ Compensation claim.  (Record, p. 44) 

8
 Record, p. 2. 
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at that time, however, because she was still afraid to work in the cherry picker.  An 
independent medical examiner, Dr. Howard Friedman determined that Goodson 
suffered from post traumatic stress disorder (PTSD), and recommended that she avoid 
cherry pickers.9  According to an investigative report prepared by T. E. Jefferson of 
Chrysler Security Services, Goodson had a panic attack when she tried to return to 
work in May.  Goodson continued on sickness and accident benefits from May to 
August.  Investigator Jefferson explained that he conducted surveillance of Goodson’s 
activities during the period she claimed she was unable to work as part of a fraud 
investigation into Goodson’s claim for disability benefits.  He reported that Chrysler had 
received information that Goodson was selling real estate and providing care to an 
elderly parent during this period.10 

 
Investigator Jefferson reported that three doctors found Goodson physically 

qualified to return to work without restrictions in August 2011.11  Investigator Jefferson 
reported that he attempted to interview Goodson when she returned to work on August 
19 as part of his fraud investigation, but that Goodson became extremely agitated in 
response to his questions and eventually required medical assistance.12  Investigator 
Jefferson expressed skepticism about Goodson’s medical condition in his report.  He 
stated that he had received information that Goodson was observed a few minutes 
before the interview seated on an examination table talking in a normal manner with her 
friend.13   

 
Goodson’s interview was rescheduled for August 29.  Labor Relations Supervisor 

Annette Smith-Worthy, Local 869 President David Edgar, Skilled Trades Steward Tom 
Smith and Investigators T. E. Jefferson and G. Montez were present during the 

                                      
9
 Magistrate Kurtz’s report contains the following summary of Dr. Friedman’s report: 

“Independent Medical Examination Report from Howard Friedman, M.D., dated May 10, 
2011.  He took a history of the cherry picker event; subsequent panic attacks at work, 
nightmares and weight loss.  Ms. Goodson had some sort of event in his office, became 
almost catatonic and had to be escorted out by her son.  Dr. Freidman diagnosed post 
traumatic stress disorder and histrionic personality disorder.  He would permit Ms. 
Goodson to return to work with restrictions to avoid cherry pickers.”  (Record, pp. 37-38) 

10
 Record, p. 11. 

11
 Record, p. 11. 

12
 Jefferson’s report describes his encounter with Goodson as follows: 

“At approximately 11:45 AM, Investigator Jefferson explained the reason for the interview 
and attempted to ask Goodson questions.  Goodson kept her eyes closed, sobbing and 
leaned to the right and was supported by Tom Smith.  Goodson did not answer any 
questions and at one point mumbled in an incoherent manner when asked if she was on 
medication.  Goodson then slumped to the right and was supported by Smith.  Goodson 
kept her eyes closed, had her tongue hanging out with saliva drooling from her mouth 
and appeared to be sleeping or unconscious, but continued crying.  Smith-Worthy 
requested medical assistance and Registered Nurse John Scarsella responded to the 
conference room at approximately 11:48 AM. …” (Record, p. 13)  

13
 Record, p. 13. 
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interview.  T. E. Jefferson’s report indicates that Goodson refused to answer questions 
about her injury.  According to Jefferson, Goodson denied having any employment 
outside of Chrysler.  His report states: 

 
“Investigators asked Goodson if she had any other employment other than 
with Chrysler and Goodson stated ‘No.’ Goodson denied doing any work 
even if she was not compensated.  Goodson stated she used to do realtor 
work, but can’t anymore.  When asked the last time she did realtor work, 
Goodson stated she couldn’t remember doing any realtor work within the 
last six months.  Goodson denied doing any work where she may be paid 
in cash and unreported.  Goodson stated she had no other jobs and did 
not do any work where she was paid or unpaid or paid in cash.”14 

Local 869 President David Edgar also prepared notes from the meeting on August 29.  
His notes reflect the following exchange in response to Jefferson’s question whether 
Goodson had any other employment while she was on medical leave from Chrysler: 
 

“Q. Do you have any other employment? 
A. No. 

Q. Do you have any other source of income? 
A. No.  From anywhere else. 

Q. Do you work where they don’t give you checks? 
A. No. 

Q. Was you able to do real estate? 
A. No. 

Q. Why not? 
A. No, don’t feel like, just referrals.  Work under a broker. 

Q. This year? 
A. Yes. 

Q. Last six (6) months? 
A. No.”15 

Edgar’s notes indicate that Investigator Jefferson stated that he had observed Goodson 
showing houses as a real estate agent and installing a railing on a porch.  The notes 
report: 
 

                                      
14

 Record, p. 14. 

15
 Record, pp. 4-5. 
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“Tom stated that Delores was observed installing a railing on porch. 

Delores stated, one section, needed to be done that week, city demanded.  
Son helped her.”16   

Jefferson’s report indicates that Goodson became angry and argumentative over this 
line of questioning.  Jefferson’s report states: 
 

“When investigators confronted Goodson about stating she was unable to 
do any chores or maintenance around the house but was observed 
repairing her porch, Goodson became angry.  Goodson first stated she 
had to repair the railing and porch with her son, and claimed she also had 
yard sales if the investigators were interested. 

Goodson became angry and argumentative stating she did not want to 
come to the plant, because she did not want to die.  Goodson refused to 
answer why she made this statement.  The UAW representatives briefly 
described the incident that involved an aerial lift that malfunctioned 
causing Goodson to have to hang on in the basket that was tilted waiting 
for assistance.”17 

President Edgar’s notes report that Labor Relations Supervisor Annette Worthy-Smith 
informed Goodson that she had been put on notice and suspended without pay.18  
 

Goodson was reinstated to her job without restrictions on September 20, 2011, 
pending completion of the company’s investigation.  She was discharged on November 
7, 2011, for providing false or misleading information to the Corporation.19  Local Union 
869 filed Grievance No. 11-173 protesting Goodson’s discharge on November 8, 
2011.20  Management denied Goodson’s grievance at a regional review meeting on 
December 15, 2011.21  Goodson’s grievance was referred to the Appeal Board step of 
the grievance procedure on April 2, 2012.22 

 
During this same period, discovery was being conducted on Goodson’s Worker’s 

Compensation claim against Chrysler Group LLC, for the wages she lost as a result of 
her accident on June 6, 2010.  Magistrate David Kurtz conducted hearings on the claim 

                                      
16

 Record, p. 6. 

17
 Record, pp. 14-15. 

18
 Record, p. 6. 

19
 Record, p. 16. 

20
 Record, p. 25. 

21
 Record, p. 27. 

22
 Record, p. 33. 
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on October 24, 2012, November 1, 2012, November 15, 2012, and December 6, 2012.23  
After a detailed review of all the evidence and testimony of witnesses, Kurtz determined 
that Goodson had sustained a work-related injury to her upper extremities and 
developed an emotional condition as a result of the event on June 6, 2010.24  Kurtz 
found that there were no other jobs at Chrysler that Goodson could have performed 
within the same salary range as her maximum wage earning capacity at the time of her 
injury.  Kurtz concluded that Goodson was temporarily disabled and entitled to benefits 
for the period of her disability.  His order states: 

 
“I find that defendant is responsible for weekly wage loss benefits at the 
rate of $746.00 from January 8, 2011, through September 20, 2011, when 
she returned to work at Chrysler.  Defendant is responsible for reasonable 
and necessary medical treatment related to plaintiff’s upper extremity and 
emotional conditions during the above closed period pursuant to MCLA 
418.315.”25  

Kurtz found that Goodson did not have an ongoing disability.  He observed that she was 
able to return to work on September 20, 2011.  Magistrate Kurtz concluded that 
Goodson’s loss of income after that date was the result of her termination rather than 
any physical or emotional conditions.  His order states: 
 

“Ms. Goodson was discharged by Chrysler for violation of its Standard of 
Conduct Rule #1 by providing false and misleading information to 
Company management.  She was actively employed at the time of the 
termination and both Ms. Goodson and Ms. Smith-Worthy testified that 
Ms. Goodson would have continued to work but for the termination of 
employment.  I find that there is no ongoing disability.  Ms. Goodson’s 
ongoing wage loss is the result of the termination of her employment and 
not the alleged physical and/or emotional/psychiatric conditions.  She 
continues to work as a real estate agent and testified that she has little or 
no interest in working as a residential or commercial electrician.  I 
conclude that this lack of interest, rather than the alleged medical 
conditions, is the cause of the lack of work at her maximum wage earning 
capacity.  Ms. Goodson’s testimony regarding her job search efforts since 
the termination of her employment was not credible.  No logs, 
applications, or other paperwork in support of her job search efforts were 
submitted.  Her testimony regarding her fear of heights was belied by the 
video evidence showing her on the second floor balcony of the 
condominium she had listed for sale.”26   

                                      
23

 Record, pp. 35-60. 

24
 Record, p. 58. 

25
 Record, p. 60. 

26
 Record, p. 59. 
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Magistrate Kurtz issued his Opinion and Order on January 15, 2013.27 
 

On February 20, 2014, the UAW-Chrysler Department settled Goodson’s 
discharge grievance based on the following disposition: 

 
“In full and complete settlement of this case, the parties agree to pay the 
grievant, Delores Goodson, the lump sum payment of $42,500, less 
normal deductions.  The grievant’s discharge will be reduced to a 
disciplinary layoff for the time out of the plant.  The grievant is not entitled 
to any other benefits or pay for the period out of the plant.”28 

Goodson appealed the decision to settle her grievance to the International Executive 
Board (IEB) on April 3, 2014.  In support of her appeal to the IEB, Goodson stated that 
no one had ever explained what false or misleading information she was supposed to 
have supplied to Chrysler in connection with her claim for sickness and accident 
benefits.  She wrote: 
 

“…To this day no one has produced any information contrary to the 
doctor’s documentation I provided to Chrysler.  I was allegedly fired 
because of the video Chrysler had showing me standing on another UAW 
member’s balcony.  Dave Stalnaker has a copy of the video.  The balcony 
is definitely not the same as being stuck in a malfunctioning cherry picker, 
above 20 feet, holding on so I would not fall out, like all the tools and 
materials.  The balcony, which is the same height as my bedroom and my 
balcony at home, is not a malfunctioning cherry picker. …”29  

Goodson stated that International Representative Dave Stalnaker informed her 
that she was fired because President Edgar’s notes indicated she answered no when 
asked whether she was able to work as a real estate agent.  She observed that if this 
were true than her local representative had caused her discharge. Goodson asserted 
that there was no basis for her discharge and the settlement obtained by the union did 
not compensate her for the losses she sustained.  Her appeal states: 

 
“I was fired for 121 weeks and 2 days.  Lost $159,810.96 in wages for 40-
hour workweek and a lot more with overtime.  My work restrictions are still 
the same I provided in 2011.  I felt that the union did not believe anything I 
said and believed everything Chrysler said.  I thought I was innocent until 

                                      
27

 Record, p. 60. 

28
 Record, p. 62. 

29
 Record, p. 63. 
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proven guilty.  There is nothing that has proven me guilty of violations of 
Chrysler Corporation’s policy SOC #1.”30   

Goodson asked the IEB to reconsider the terms of her settlement.   
 

In response to an inquiry from International President Bob King’s staff regarding 
Goodson’s appeal, International Representative Stalnaker stated that Goodson’s 
grievance was settled based on her acceptance of the sum of $42,500 and 
reinstatement in lieu of arbitration.  Stalnaker reported that Goodson was advised of the 
terms of her settlement in a telephone call.  In response to a request for any additional 
background regarding the settlement of the grievance, Stalnaker referred to the incident 
on August 19, 2011, when Investigator Jefferson first tried to interview Goodson as part 
of his investigation.31 On June 23, 2014, Administrative Assistant Rick Isaacson sent an 
email to Stalnaker asking for clarification of the way the settlement of Goodson’s 
grievance was reached and the way it was communicated to her.  Isaacson asked: 

 
“In your responses you state that, ‘The grievant accepted the offer in lieu 
of going to arbitration.’  If that is correct, why is the grievant appealing?  If 
she wasn’t happy with the settlement, why didn’t we arbitrate?  Did she 
sign the settlement?”32   

Stalnaker sent the following response to Isaacson: 
 

“During the Appeal Board meeting a final offer was made and Delores 
Goodson was called on 2/19/14 by myself, Troy and Mark and she said 
she would ‘accept the offer’ instead of risking arbitration.  The local union 
also confirmed that they sent the Disposition by certified mail on March 13, 
2014, and also had verbal communication with her.  She also reported to 
work and a check was paid in the amount of $42,500.  (1st cashed check 
attached.)”33   

Stalnaker stated that he did not know why Goodson was appealing.  He reported that 
they offered to go to arbitration, but she wanted to take the Company’s offer.  
 

International President Dennis Williams’s staff determined that a hearing was 
unnecessary on Goodson’s appeal.  Acting on behalf of President Williams, staff 
prepared a report to the IEB on Goodson’s appeal based on the case record and 

                                      
30

 Record, p. 64. 

31
 Stalnaker’s Memorandum states: 

“The member was accused of selling real estate while on Workers’ Compensation and 
when questioned fell on the floor and began drooling on herself and requested medical 
attention.” (Record, p. 77) 

32
 Record, p. 79. 

33
 Record, p. 79. 
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information provided by UAW International Servicing Representative Dave Stalnaker.  
Staff reported that Stalnaker had discussed the company’s offer of settlement with 
Goodson before accepting it.  Stalnaker informed Goodson the union would arbitrate 
her grievance if she rejected the offer, but he warned her that she would risk the 
benefits of the settlement if the offer were rejected.  He pointed out that the arbitrator 
might sustain her discharge or offer some other resolution that would not be as good.34  
According to staff’s report, Goodson asked for time to consider the company’s offer and 
then agreed to accept it.  Staff concluded that the union acted in good faith in its 
handling of Goodson’s grievance.  They found no evidence that the handling of the 
matter was influenced by fraud, discrimination, or collusion with management.  Based 
on these conclusions, staff denied Goodson’s appeal.35   

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

copy of the IEB’s decision to Goodson on January 21, 2015.  Goodson has now 
appealed the IEB’s decision to the Public Review Board (PRB). 

 
ARGUMENT 

 
A. Delores Goodson: 

The IEB based its decision entirely on what Representative Stalnaker told the 
International President’s staff and what he said is not true. Most of the information in the 
IEB’s decision is incorrect.  Contrary to the assertions in the IEB’s decision, I was not 
suspended on November 7, 2011, and I was not fired on November 8, 2011.  I was 
suspended on August 29, 2011, and called back on September 20, 2011, and 
terminated on November 7, 2011.  

 
The IEB’s decision reports that Representative Stalnaker told me that the union 

would arbitrate my grievance if I rejected the settlement.  Stalnaker is lying.  He never 
told me that the union would proceed to arbitration.  I told him repeatedly that I wanted 
to go to arbitration and that I did not want to settle for less than all of my back pay.  
Stalnaker told me that he makes the decision whether to settle a grievance and that he 
was only calling me as a courtesy.  So, why lie and say this was my decision?  I did not 
agree to accept this settlement.  I did not sign it.  I did not see it until it was mailed to me 
by the local union.  

 
There is no indication that anyone reviewed the information I provided with my 

appeal.  Throughout this process, I have been asking my union representatives to 
provide me with a copy of the “false and misleading information” that I was supposed to 
have provided to Chrysler.  The union did not act in good faith in its handling of my 
grievance.  The record supports a conclusion that the settlement of my grievance lacked 
a rational basis.  I do not feel the settlement of my grievance was fair.  

                                      
34

 Record, p. 86. 

35
 Record, p. 87. 
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B. International Union, UAW: 

UAW-Chrysler Department Representatives David Stalnaker, Troy Davis, and 
Mark Taylor were responsible for negotiating the settlement of Goodson’s grievance.  
Representative Stalnaker explained the terms of the company’s settlement offer to 
Goodson during a telephone call.  He advised her that it was up to the union to make 
the final decision whether to accept the settlement, but that he wanted to know if 
Goodson would accept the offer.  Stalnaker explained that there was no guarantee 
arbitration of the case would be successful.  He described the weaknesses in her case.  
He told her that he had seen a film of her working on a second floor balcony that was 
inconsistent with her claim that she was afraid to work at heights.  He reminded her that 
she had collapsed on the floor for no apparent reason the first time the company tried to 
interview her about these allegations.  Stalnaker warned Goodson that she risked losing 
her right to reinstatement as well as the back pay that had been obtained in the 
settlement if the case went to arbitration.  Goodson did not initially accept the proposed 
settlement, but she later called Stalnaker back and informed him that she had decided 
to accept the offer.  

 
Goodson has not alleged that the settlement of her grievance was influenced by 

fraud, discrimination, or collusion with management.  Nor does she allege that the facts 
justified a different settlement.  Goodson was reinstated and received partial back pay.  
This resolution of her case was a significant accomplishment.  If the case had been 
submitted to arbitration, the arbitrator might have denied the grievance altogether, or 
reinstated her without back pay.  There is no guarantee that the union would have won 
a complete victory in arbitration. 

 
Representative Stalnaker’s report of his conversations with Goodson about the 

settlement is entirely credible.  This is the standard version of what grievance handlers 
tell grievants.  The grievant’s opinion is important, but the union owns the grievance.  
Settlement is a sure thing and arbitration is always a risk.  There is no reason to believe 
that Stalnaker and his colleagues told Goodson anything different.  Goodson did not 
complain about the settlement of her grievance until six months after it was negotiated.  
This strongly indicates that she accepted the resolution when it was proposed on 
February 20, 2014.  Her “buyer’s remorse” is no reason to overturn the settlement.   

 
The union has a paramount interest in the efficient working of the grievance and 

arbitration process.  Once a case is settled, it should not be re-opened except for 
compelling circumstances.  Otherwise, the benefits of the process are lost.  The union 
would lose leverage because the company would see no benefit in settling close cases.  
While an individual grievant might benefit from an improved settlement, the damage to 
the process would adversely affect all the other employees in the unit.  The 
circumstances in this case fall short of those that would justify overturning a settlement.  
Moreover, it is difficult to predict what would happen if the settlement in this case were 
undone.  The company could take the position that it was legally entitled to rescind 
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reinstatement and that the grievant or the union was liable to reimburse it for the money 
paid in accordance with the settlement.  

 
At best, Goodson can argue that the union made a mistake because it wrongly 

believed she had agreed to the settlement.  This error is not a sufficient basis to 
overturn a grievance settlement. 

 
C. Rebuttal by Delores Goodson: 

None of my local representatives called me to get my version of the events that 
led to my termination.  In fact, they had no information about the grievance at all.  Shop 
Chairperson David Joiner told me that I was fired because of the video that 
management showed to Steward Tom Smith and me.  I told him that we did not see any 
video.  I asked him if he had seen the video and he said no.  He had no information 
about the incident with the cherry picker and he submitted a brief in support of the 
grievance that was untrue.  Michael Garner represented me when my grievance 
reached the third step.  He had no information about the reason for my discharge at that 
stage.  In response to my request, he has submitted a statement confirming that.36  

 
After my grievance reached the Appeal Board step, David Stalnaker called me 

with an offer of reinstatement with no back pay.  I rejected that offer and told him that I 
wanted all of my back pay.  He said he would not accept this offer, but that he had 
discretion to accept any offer and he was only calling me as a courtesy.  On January 22, 
2013, Stalnaker called me and stated that he could not take my case to arbitration 
because President Dave Edgar’s notes indicated I answered no to the question whether 
I was employed while on medical leave.  I called President Edgar and let him know what 
Stalnaker had said.  On August 8, 2013, Troy Davis called me and said my case was 
being referred to arbitration, but that a date had not been set.  The International Union 
asserts that Stalnaker advised me that there were weaknesses in my case.  What 
weaknesses?  David Stalnaker never discussed any weaknesses in my case with me.  

 
The International Union’s response to my appeal reports that David Stalnaker 

saw a video of me selling real estate and working on a balcony.  President Williams 
reports that Stalnaker told me the Company would argue that these activities were 
inconsistent with my claim that I was afraid to work at heights.  If Stalnaker had read the 
Workers’ Compensation Board of Magistrates Opinion and Order, which I faxed to him, 
he would have known that showing condominiums for sale was consistent with my 

                                      
36

 The following statement, dated May 14, 2015, is attached to Goodson’s rebuttal” 

“Michael Garner, UAW Local Vice President” 

Delores Goodson, in response to your question regarding the investigation of your case in 2011, the 
issues surrounding this case were deemed confidential by the Company.  Myself (3

rd
 step grievance 

investigator) and Annette Smith-Worthy (HR Supervisor) were informed that Corporate would handle 
the entire matter of your dismissal.  No information was presented to us at any point during the 
investigative process pertaining to this case whatsoever.” (Record, p. 112) 
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disability.  The video would show that I was not doing a project on a second floor 
balcony.  I was standing on my friend’s balcony, which is the same height as my 
bedroom, bathroom, and the porch off my bathroom.  My doctor’s restriction said no 
cherry pickers or lifts, no climbing, or lifting over 10 pounds. 

 
I passed out during the meeting with Human Resources on August 19, 2011.  

Skilled trades steward Thomas B. Smith has submitted a statement describing the 
incident.37  The International Union’s response to my appeal states: 

 
“…He [Stalnaker] reminded her that she had collapsed on the floor for no 
apparent reason the first time Company representatives had tried to 
interview her about these allegations.”38 

There were only two union people at that meeting on August 19, 2011, my steward, 
Tom Smith, and me.  I did not collapse on the floor.  Stalnaker must have gotten this 
story from Chrysler, because he did not hear it from Smith or me.  Stalnaker apparently 
did not believe that I was suffering from a real medical condition.  Mental illness is real.  
 

The union never asked for or received any evidence that I provided false or 
misleading information to Chrysler.  The union never determined the reason for my 
termination.  I am not certain whether they have actually seen this video they refer to.  If 
Stalnaker had read my Workers’ Compensation award, he would have known that Ms. 
Smith-Worthy testified that I was terminated for providing false or misleading information 
to the company based on the corporate investigation, but she did not know the 
specifics.  She did not know the person who was given this information.  She was not 
aware of my medical restrictions.  She only knew that my termination was based on the 
investigation conducted by Thomas Jefferson.  

 
Representative David Stalnaker had plenty of factual information to support a 

successful arbitration of my grievance a year before he settled the case, but he chose 

                                      
37

 The following statement, dated, May 12, 2015, signed by Thomas B. Smith, is attached to Goodson’s 
rebuttal: 

“To Whom It May Concern: 

On Friday, August 19, 2011, I attended a meeting with electrician Delores Goodson along with 
corporate investigators Thomas Jefferson and Gil Montez.  Labor Relations Supervisor Annette 
Smith-Worthy was also present. 

After a few questions were asked, Ms. Goodson replied that she felt numb and then was 
unresponsive and not answering anything.  She started slouching in the chair and with my 
assistance she stayed in the chair.  She did not fall onto the floor at any time.  At that point, the 
Medical Department was called and Ms. Goodson was placed in a wheelchair and taken to the plant 
clinic. 

As of this date, I have not had anyone from the International Union try to reach out with any 
questions to me regarding this employee.” (Record, p. 113) 

38
 Record, p. 102. 
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not to use it.  The IEB’s decision and the International Union’s response to my appeal 
are based entirely on what David Stalnaker reported.  There is no documentation in the 
record to support his statements.  There is no documentation to show why I was 
terminated or what false or misleading information I supplied to Chrysler.  

 
DISCUSSION 

 
Chrysler terminated Goodson on November 7, 2011, for providing false and 

misleading information to the Corporation.  The investigative report prepared by 
Chrysler’s Security Services identified Goodson’s claim that she was disabled during 
the period from May 12, 2011, through August 29, 2011, as the alleged misleading 
information.  After May 12, 2011, Goodson’s shoulder injury no longer prevented her 
from doing her job assignment at the Warren Stamping Plant.  Her claim to be disabled 
after that date depended entirely on the diagnosis of PTSD resulting from the incident in 
the cherry picker on June 6, 2010.  Management apparently doubted the legitimacy of 
this claim and initiated an investigation into Goodson’s activities after she did not return 
to work in May 2011.  Investigator T. E. Jefferson’s report dated October 20, 2011, was 
the basis for Chrysler’s decision to terminate Goodson.  

 
We appreciate Goodson’s argument that the basis for the company’s decision to 

terminate her was questionable.  For all of his efforts, Investigator Jefferson did not 
discover any activities that directly discredited Goodson’s claim that she had developed 
a psychiatric condition which made it impossible for her to work in a cherry picker.  The 
argument that her disability should have prevented her from visiting her mother during 
this period is entirely unpersuasive.  Greeting potential buyers in a condominium 
building is not inconsistent with a fear of heights.  The video of Goodson working on a 
balcony is evidence that she could tolerate heights to some degree, but standing on a 
residential balcony is not at all comparable to working in an elevated basket.  
Furthermore, the decision on Goodson’s claim for Worker’s Compensation benefits 
included her emotional condition as part of the basis for the award of compensation to 
Goodson during the period from January 7, 2011 to September 20, 2011.  By the time 
Goodson was finally discharged on November 7, 2011, the legitimacy of her claim to 
suffer from PTSD appeared to have been adjudicated in her favor.  

 
Nevertheless, an arbitrator considering a disciplinary discharge would review the 

facts from a different perspective than the Worker’s Compensation Board Magistrate.  
Magistrate Kurtz bundled Goodson’s psychological problems with her physical 
limitations to determine that her work-related injury prevented her from performing the 
job that paid her maximum wages during the period of her disability.  Goodson was 
terminated for providing false information to management about her disability.  Chrysler 
management apparently believed Goodson was feigning exaggerated panic attacks in 
order to support a claim of a permanent work-related disability.  Investigator Jefferson 
indicated that he thought Goodson’s performance on August 19, 2011, was not genuine, 
because it came on so quickly without any apparent provocation.  Dr. Jeffrey Keziarian 
provided testimony during Goodson’s Worker’s Compensation hearing that be believed 
Goodson was malingering.  Keziarian stated that he found no evidence of any 
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diagnosable psychiatric illness.39  An arbitrator might conclude, based on this record, 
that Goodson had behaved in a deceptive manner to support her disability claim, 
despite Magistrate Kurtz’s findings that she had suffered a work-related injury.  

 
The International Union reports that Stalnaker anticipated weaknesses in 

Goodson’s case if the union tried to challenge her discharge as unwarranted.  
Stalnaker’s response to Administrative Assistant Isaacson’s inquiry revealed that he 
was troubled by the descriptions of Goodson’s behavior during the interview on August 
19, 2011.  In addition, Goodson had shown herself to be a poor witness on her own 
behalf during her subsequent interview with Chrysler.  Stalnaker faced the somewhat 
delicate task of trying to explain to Goodson that the primary weakness in the case was 
her own credibility.  In her appeal to this Board, Goodson identified Stalnaker’s 
reference to President Edgar’s notes during her interview on August 29 as the only 
weakness he mentioned in her case.  She focused too narrowly on this example.  The 
problem was not merely that President Edgar’s notes reported Goodson’s negative 
response to the question whether she was selling real estate during her disability leave.  
The problem was that both written accounts of the interview revealed Goodson to be an 
evasive and argumentative witness.  An arbitrator might well conclude that Goodson 
was being deliberately deceptive.  In order to protect Goodson’s best interests, 
Stalnaker had to weigh this possible outcome in making his recommendation to 
Goodson that she ought to accept the settlement he had achieved.  

 
We do not need to resolve the question whether Stalnaker gave Goodson the 

option of rejecting the settlement and going to arbitration.  Whatever Stalnaker said to 
Goodson on the telephone, our record confirms that Goodson did accept the terms of 
the settlement.  Stalnaker did not need her permission to accept a settlement he 
considered in her best interest.40  This case is a good illustration of the reason behind 
that rule.  Goodson apparently believed that her episodes of incoherence and fainting 
were natural manifestations of her PTSD.  The descriptions of these events, however, 
would strike some observers as a little too theatrical to be persuasive.  Goodson was 
not in a position to make a dispassionate evaluation of how her behavior might appear 
to an arbitrator.  This is the value a seasoned representative brings to the grievance 
resolution process.  Stalnaker had a better grasp of what kinds of arguments would 
move an arbitrator to award reinstatement with full back pay and his experience told him 
that Goodson’s argument might be rejected altogether.  

 
Representative Stalnaker’s handling of Goodson’s grievance reveals that he 

recognized the merit in Goodson’s position.  He did not withdraw Goodson’s grievance; 
he negotiated a valuable settlement that protected her seniority, restored her livelihood, 
and provided some compensation for the income she lost during the period she was 
discharged.  Goodson wisely accepted the terms of her settlement by returning to work 

                                      
39

 Record, p. 53. 

40
 Gardner v. UAW Local Union 653 Executive Board, PRB Case No. 1292, 10 PRB 584, (2000); Thiel v. 

Region 1, UAW, PRB Case 1682, (2013); Mooradian v. Local Union 600, UAW, PRB Case 1702 (2014). 



PRB CASE NO. 1720  Page 15. 

 
 
on March 6, 2014 and cashing the check she received.41  Goodson’s acceptance of the 
negotiated settlement does not preclude this appeal.  It was appropriate for Goodson to 
protect her seniority by accepting the negotiated settlement before filing this appeal 
objecting to the union’s failure to obtain full back pay.42  Upon review of the entire 
record, however, we find that Representative Stalnaker had a rational basis for his 
decision to accept a settlement with less the full back pay.  This record supports 
Stalnaker’s conclusion that an unfavorable ruling by an arbitrator was a distinct 
possibility.  The substantial benefits obtained through the settlement would have been 
put at risk if the case had been submitted to arbitration.  

 
The decision of the IEB is affirmed.  

                                      
41

 Goodson’s employment history shows that she was reinstated on March 6, 2014.  (Record, p. 71) 

42
 See Grant v. General Motors Department, PRB Case No. 1102, 9 PRB 5 (1995), where we found that 

the grievance handler’s failure to obtain back pay lacked a rational basis after the grievant had been 
returned to work pursuant to a settlement agreement.  The appellant in that case ultimately decided he 
would not risk his reinstatement by pursuing arbitration.  See also Medley v. Region 4, UAW, PRB Case 
No. 1704 (2014), where the grievant failed to report to work in accordance with a negotiated 
reinstatement agreement because he disagreed with its terms.  That grievant forfeited the benefits of his 
settlement agreement and his seniority was terminated. 


