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Whether International Representative Shrock’s decision to withdraw Cedrick 

Williams’s grievance lacked a rational basis. 
 

FACTS 
 

Cedrick J. Williams worked for Fiat Chrysler Automotive (FCA) at the Sterling 
Stamping Plant in Sterling Heights, Michigan.  He had a seniority date of July 6, 2010.1  
On August 29, 2013, FCA suspended Williams pending investigation of allegations that 
he violated the company’s policies numbered 3-6 and 3-7.2  Policy Number 3–6 is titled: 
“Discrimination and Harassment Prevention.”3  Policy 3-7 is titled: “Workplace Violence 
Prevention.”4   

                                      
1
 Record, p. 63. 

2
 Record, p. 51. 

3
 Record, pp. 52-53. 

4
 Record, pp. 116-118. 
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Investigator Daniel Grady submitted a report regarding Cedrick Williams to the 

Corporate Diversity Office during a meeting on October 16, 2013.  Grady’s report 
indicates that Cedrick Williams informed Labor Relations on April 29, 2013 that Cordelle 
Andrews had physically grabbed him and pushed him into a parts rack in September 
2010.  Williams was asked to provide a written statement describing the incident.  
According to Grady, Williams claimed he had been compiling a statement about 
harassment he experienced in the plant from Cordelle Andrews and John McCloskey.  
Grady wrote that Labor Relations requested a copy of Williams’s statement on 
4/29/2013, 5/13/2013, and 7/30/2013.  On August 28, 2013, Williams brought his 
statement to Labor Relations.5  

 
Grady’s investigative report also lists John McCloskey as a complainant 

regarding a charge that Williams violated the company’s policy against discrimination 
and harassment.  Grady describes the following allegation against Cedrick Williams: 

 
“Cedrick Williams used the term ‘fag’ to refer to several individuals in a 
written statement that he provided to HR on August 28, 2013.  Williams is 
also accused of referring to Brian Ford and David Green as ‘nigga.’”6    

Investigator Grady interviewed Cedrick Williams, Cordelle Andrews, John McCloskey, 
Brian Ford, and David Green about the various allegations of harassment.  
 

Grady reported that Williams asserted during his interview that McCloskey comes 
and sits by his line and stares and points at him.  Grady noted that Williams referred to 
McCloskey as a “Fag Ass Bitch” in his written statement.  Grady reported the following 
response from McCloskey to Williams’s complaints: 

 
“McCloskey stated that Cedrick’s line is right by the union office where he 
is located most of the day. 

McCloskey stated that the last time he talked to Williams was 
approximately 6 months ago when Williams called Brian Ford and David 
Green “nigga.” 

Both Ford and Green stated they got into a verbal argument with Williams 
and Green tried to call their union steward. 

Ford and Green stated that Williams then said, ‘I don’t care who you call, 
nigga.’”7  

                                      
5
 Record, p. 58. 

6
 Record, p. 56. 

7
 Record, p. 58. 
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Grady reported that his investigation of Williams’s complaint about being 
assaulted by Cordelle Andrews in 2010 was inconclusive because Andrews denied the 
claim and there were no witnesses who observed the alleged incident.  Grady reported 
that Andrews told him he intended his initial contact with Williams to be friendly.  The 
report states: 

 
“Andrews stated he touched Williams on the arm when they were joking 
around and that Williams took the action as being ‘raped.’ 

Andrews stated he never touched Williams in a sexual manner. 

When Andrews found that Williams was upset, he apologized and thought 
everything was resolved. 

Andrews stated he had not talked to Williams since that incident.”8   

On the other hand, Grady found that Williams’s letter documenting his interactions with 
employees at the Sterling plant violated the company’s policy against discrimination and 
harassment.  The Investigative Findings state: 
 

“The investigation found that Williams used the term ‘fag’ throughout a 
written statement that he provided to HR on August 28, 2013.  Williams 
acknowledged that he authored the statement.  During interviews Williams 
stated that any man that touches him is a ‘fag.’  When Williams was told 
‘fag’ is an inappropriate term, he stated that they were then ‘bitches.’  
When told that the word ‘bitch’ was inappropriate, Williams then said they 
were ‘women’ if they were touching men.”9  

Williams’s suspension was converted to a discharge.10  The company informed 
Williams of his discharge in a letter dated October 22, 2013.  The letter states: 

 
“As you know, a complaint was filed against you.  The complaint has been 
fully investigated by local Human Resources and reviewed by the Global 
Diversity Office. The results of the investigation determined you engaged 
in behavior in violation of Corporate Policy 3-6: Harassment and 
Discrimination Prevention. 

                                      
8
 Record, p. 58. 

9
 Record, p. 59. 

10
 Record, p. 62. 
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Chrysler policy prohibits harassment and inappropriate discriminatory 
comments towards and/or around any individual in the work 
environment.”11 

UAW Local Union 1264 filed Grievance 2013-0393 protesting Williams’s termination.12  
The company responded to Williams’s grievance at a 4th step meeting on July 16, 2014.  
The company’s answer states: 
 

“2013-0393:  An investigation by Human Resources and the Global 
Diversity Office revealed the grievant, Mr. Williams, violated Chrysler 
Policy 3-6.  Based on the violation, the discharge is just.  The grievance is 
denied.”13 

On August 6, 2014, Local 1264 President LaShawn English advised Williams that the 
local had met with the company on numerous occasions in an effort to resolve 
Grievance 2013-0393, but that these efforts had been unsuccessful.  English advised 
Williams that his grievance was being referred to the International Union.14  
 

On January 13, 2015, International Representative Jeff Schrock withdrew 
Williams’s grievance at the Appeal Board step of the grievance procedure.15  On 
February 28, 2015, Williams sent Representative Shrock two witness statements about 
his altercation with Cordelle Andrews.  Dana Hale wrote that she saw Andrews 
physically assault Williams.  Her statement, dated February 11, 2015, gives the 
following description of the assault: 

 
“To whom it may concern, I Dana Hale testify that I worked at Sterling 
Stamping on the door line with Mr. Williams and am a witness to Mr. 
Cordale harassing Cedrick Williams not only verbally and saw him 
physically assault Mr. Williams also I reported this accident to our 
committeeman Chuck Williams.”16 

Edmond Roderick wrote that he spoke with Williams immediately after the attack and 
advised him to report it.  Roderick’s statement, dated February 5, 2015, provides: 
 

“To whom it may concern, I Edmond Roderick am a former Chrysler 
employer (sic).  I testify that I saw Mr. Williams shortly after the attack took 

                                      
11

 Record, p. 61. 

12
 Record, p. 64. 

13
 Record, p. 69. 

14
 Record, p. 70. 

15
 Record, p. 74. 

16
 Record, p. 76. 
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place at work.  I instructed him to go to work the next day [and] report the 
attack to his supervisor Jeff Kuscha.”17 

Shrock made a notation on these statements that the two witnesses were no longer 
employees of the company and the statements were submitted after the grievance was 
withdrawn. 
 

On May 12, 2015, Representative Shrock returned a call from Williams about the 
status of his grievance.  Shrock reported that he gave Williams the following explanation 
for his decision to withdraw Grievance 2013-0393: 

 
“Again informed Williams the company would not reinstate and that I have 
chosen not to arbitrate this case based on Williams’s admissions and he 
had knowledge the words were offensive to other members.”18 

Williams asked Shrock about an agreement to reinstate him on probation.  Shrock 
reported that he responded as follows: 
 

“Spoke to Ray Pecoraro and LaShawn English from the local union.  Both 
stated they thought there may have been a discussion on a conditional 
reinstatement.  However, neither rep had notes or documents stating this 
took place.  The company denies ever having an agreement as such.  No 
evidence exists to prove this took place.”19 

Shrock advised Williams that he could appeal the withdrawal of his grievance pursuant 
to Article 33 of the UAW Constitution.  
 

On May 27, 2015, Williams appealed the decision to withdraw his grievance to 
the International Executive Board (IEB).  In support of his appeal, Williams pointed out 
that he was instructed by Labor Relations to submit the letter that became the basis for 
his discharge.  Williams complained that the union never filed any grievance about the 
way he was bullied and harassed in the plant.  Williams wrote: 

 
“I wrote the letter out of anger.  I didn’t know how much to say, but I wasn’t 
trying to lose my job. I’m the victim.  I was being harassed and bullied by 
this man and later assaulted.  I reported this to my supervisor and steward 
and was told by skilled trades steward John McCloskey if I went to human 
resources I would be fired.”20  

                                      
17

 Record, p. 77. 

18
 Record, p. 83. 

19
 Record, p. 84. 

20
 Record, p. 86. 
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Williams reported that his doctor wrote a letter stating he should not be in the building 
with Cordelle Andrews, but that the company refused to accommodate him.  Williams 
stated that he reported to the company that he had been recording Andrews’s 
harassment, but the company did nothing.  He charged that management was 
protecting Andrews.  His appeal states: 
 

“I reported my assault before I wrote the letter telling them I had been 
recording Cordale harassing me.  They did nothing.   

Management is protecting Cordale.  He is a 16 yr. skilled trades.  He 
knows about the zero tolerance rule, but I’m fired for reporting his 
actions.”21 

International Representative Jeff Shrock responded to an inquiry regarding 
Williams’s appeal in a memorandum addressed to UAW Vice President Norwood Jewell 
on August 6, 2015.  Shrock reported that the company’s investigation of Williams’s 
complaint about Cordelle Andrews did not produce any evidence to substantiate the 
claim that Andrews had assaulted Williams.  He observed that the witness statements 
Williams supplied were not presented until after the grievance was settled and the 
witnesses were no longer employees of FCA.  On the other hand, Shrock reported that 
several witnesses in the plant reported that Williams repeatedly used discriminatory 
terms in a disrespectful, intimidating, and threatening manner.22  Shrock gave the 
following description of his investigation of the grievance prior to withdrawing it: 

 
“My investigation found that all claims against Williams were proven from 
witness statements and verification.  After talking with local union leaders 
and members it was determined that I could not produce any witnesses to 
the assault or character witnesses to bring forward on Williams’ behalf.  
Due to the manner in which the terms were used towards the co-worker, I 
decided I could no longer pursue this grievance.  The company would not 
budge on this grievance and had no interest in bringing Williams back to 
work based on the claims.”23 

Acting on behalf of President Dennis Williams, Administrative Assistant Mark 
Strolle conducted an investigative hearing on Williams’s appeal on November 5, 2015.  
Strolle prepared a report to the IEB on the appeal based on information supplied by the 
Region and the local union as well as testimony given at the hearing.  Administrative 
Assistant Strolle reported Williams’s testimony that he was attacked by Cordelle 

                                      
21

 Record, p. 86. 

22
 Record, p. 94. 

23
 Record, p. 94. 
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Andrews on September 18, 2010, and suffered serious injuries and emotional trauma as 
a result.  His report states: 

 
“The appellant testified that he suffered a neck sprain, back sprain, and 
headaches as a result of the attack.  He also testified that he used FMLA 
leave as a result of the incident.  As a result of the encounter with the 
welder repairperson, he suffers from Post-Traumatic Stress Disorder 
(PTSD).  The appellant saw two psychologists and one psychiatrist 
between May 17, 2013 and October 9, 2013. …”24 

Strolle reported that all three health care professionals who consulted with Williams 
reported that he suffered from PTSD to an extent that rendered him unable to work.25  
 

Representatives of the local union told Strolle that they investigated Williams’s 
claim that he was assaulted in the plant, but they found no evidence to support the 
complaint.26  Strolle reproduced Williams’s description of the alleged assault on him by 
Cordelle Andrews in 2010.  Williams wrote: 

 
“…On September 18th Cordale as I’m coming back from lunch, ----- I’m 
walking going to the door line at the back.  I’m approaching the stage.  
Tony iz looking at me as I approach.  He turns around.  At that moment 
Cordale grabs my left arm twisting & shoving me into the racks. I’m 
looking at him surprised, wondering Y he has his hands on me!  I say to 
him, what da fuck R U doing.  He’s looking at me all crazy!  Tony turns 
back around.  I tell Cordale to let my arm go when he lets me go I tell him I 
can’t feel my arm now.  Him & Tony walk off both going in different 
directions. I’m standing there in shock, feeling violated.  Now I’m getting 
upset cause they have crossed the line.  I grab my phone & start 
recording.  Tony was walking back pass so I call him over he doesn’t no 
I’m recording his stupid ass!  I say ta Tony, U R man must don’t care 
about his wife & kids.  Tony say Y U say that cause after that, he has to 
kno I’m going to do something tell him I didn’t appreciate what he did!  
Tony reply, I’ll tell him, but he might want to come back & talk ta U.  Wow 
iz that right I had been thinking what ta do.  In orientation they said if we 
get in an altercation we R fired!  And they know that Y did this man put his 
mother fuckin hands on Ced!!?”27   

Even though Williams eventually provided statements from two witnesses corroborating 
his accusation against Andrews, Strolle found that it would have been difficult to 

                                      
24

 Record, pp. 106-107. 

25
 Record, p. 107. 

26
 Record, p. 109. 

27
 Record, pp. 48-50. 
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convince an arbitrator that the attack occurred as Williams described.  Strolle reported 
that witness Dana Hale testified on his behalf during the hearing and stated that 
Cordelle Andrews came up behind Williams and put him in a headlock.28  Strolle 
observed that this account differed from Williams’s description of the incident.  
Furthermore, Strolle pointed out that Williams’s account of the alleged attack on 
September 18, 2010, contradicted his claim to have suffered any physical injury as a 
result.  Strolle wrote: 
 

“The severity of the injury is also called into question.  The appellant’s first 
reaction was not to seek medical help, but instead to begin recording a 
video of his co-workers.  There is no record of the appellant seeking 
medical attention or missing time as a result of the alleged assault.  The 
Family and Medical Leave Act (FMLA) that the appellant took was on two 
occasions.  The first FMLA leave occurred on April 9, 2012, nearly 19 
months after the alleged assault. The second occurred on September 8, 
2012, almost two years after the alleged incident occurred.”29 

Williams did not report the attack at the time it allegedly occurred.  His witness 
statements were not submitted until after the grievance protesting his termination had 
been withdrawn.  Strolle observed that Williams did not bring his complaint to Labor 
Relations until 2 years and 7 months after the alleged attack.  He found Williams’s claim 
in his appeal to the IEB that he was the victim of harassment over this entire period 
lacked credibility.  Strolle’s report states: 
 

“The appellant informed Labor Relations on April 29, 2013, that Cordelle 
Andrews had physically assaulted him 2 years and 7 months after the fact.  
If the appellant was being harassed for over two and half years and had 
video evidence, why did he wait so long to report the assault and 
subsequent harassment?  The belief that the Company would act on an 
unsubstantiated claim of an assault and harassment is also without 
merit.”30  

On the other hand, the testimony witnesses provided to the investigator for 
Corporate Diversity confirmed that Williams repeatedly used inappropriate language 
when addressing other employees and members of management.  Strolle’s report 
includes copies of the company’s policy’s 3-6 and 3-7.  Policy 3-6 states that it is the 
policy of FCA to provide a workplace that is free of discrimination and harassment.  The 
policy describes behavior that might be held to constitute discrimination and harassment 
and explains how employees may file a complaint if they feel they have been the victim 
of such behavior.31  Policy 3-7 describes its purpose as follows: 

                                      
28

 Record, p. 111. 

29
 Record, p. 111. 

30
 Record, p. 112. 

31
 Record, pp. 114-115. 
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“Threats and acts of violence have become a significant part of the society 
in which we live.  The impact of such acts can be far reaching, affecting 
not only personal lives, but working relationships as well.  Reasonable 
efforts to prevent acts of violence from occurring within the workplace are 
necessary in order to provide a safe and secure work environment for 
employees, vendors, visitors, and customers of Chrysler, LLC.  To this 
end, the following policy is issued regarding workplace violence.”32 

The policy goes on to describe steps the company will take to investigate reports of 
workplace violence.  
 

In the conclusion to his report, Strolle stated that Williams acknowledged the 
language in his letter violated the company’s policy against discrimination and 
harassment.  Strolle pointed out that the statement Williams provided to Labor 
Relations, which demonstrated his habit of using offensive terms to refer to co-workers 
and supervisors, would be problematic if the case were taken to arbitration.  He wrote: 

 
“Additionally, the written statement by the appellant would be problematic 
if the grievance was taken to arbitration.  The range and depth of the 
comments made by the appellant about his co-workers would be difficult 
to explain.  The fact that the witnesses to the alleged assault presented a 
different story from the appellant could be used to further impugn his 
credibility.  Furthermore, the appellant’s years of service are not long 
enough to get vested sympathy from an arbitrator.”33   

Based on the record and the testimony given at the hearing, Strolle found that 
Representative Shrock’s decision to withdraw Williams’s grievance rather than pursuing 
arbitration had a rational basis.  He reported that there was no evidence that fraud, 
discrimination, or collusion with management influenced the decision.34 
 

Strolle denied Williams’s appeal.  The IEB adopted Strolle’s report as its 
decision.  President Dennis Williams provided Cedrick Williams with a copy of the IEB’s 
decision on December 18, 2015.35  Cedrick Williams has now appealed the IEB’s 
decision to the Public Review Board (PRB). 

 

                                      
32

 Record, p. 116. 

33
 Record, p. 113. 

34
 Record, p. 113. 

35
 Record, pp. 102-103. 
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ARGUMENT 
 

A. Attorney Mary Anne Helveston on behalf of Cedrick Williams: 

There was no just cause for Cedrick Williams’s termination.  The reason given for 
his termination was a violation of Policy 3-6, which prohibits discrimination and 
harassment.  Williams had no previous offenses on his record when he was suspended 
indefinitely for the alleged violation of the company’s anti-discrimination and harassment 
policy.  This was a violation of the company’s steps of progressive discipline which call 
for an oral and written warning before the issuance of an indefinite suspension.  

 
Furthermore, Williams had not engaged in any conduct that could be 

characterized as discrimination or harassment.  Instead, he was disciplined for using the 
term “fag” in a private journal and referring to two white co-workers as “nigga.”  Williams 
is himself a black man.  The terms he used are commonly used around the plant 
between black employees.  They hardly constitute discrimination when used by a black 
person addressing a white person.  It is clear that the company knew that the facts 
would not support Williams’s termination for discrimination because they changed the 
reason for his termination when responding to his request for Unemployment 
Compensation.  In its response to the UIA, the company asserted that Williams was 
terminated for profanity in violation of company policy.  This alleged “profanity” was 
contained in a private journal that Williams voluntarily submitted to Human Resources 
the day before he was terminated.  That journal contained his private thoughts – yes, 
they were profane and full of anger at managers, the company, co-workers, and the 
union – however, none of appellant’s private, profane thoughts were ever directed 
toward co-workers or uttered on the workroom floor nor acted upon.  It would be a real 
stretch to demonstrate that keeping a private journal, voluntarily turned over to HR – no 
matter what its contents – violates company policy.  

 
From the beginning of his employment, Williams, who is a small man, testified 

that he was harassed and bullied by the much larger Cordelle Andrews, a welder 
repairman, who called him “our bitch” and asked him for personal items such as his 
watch and money.  Williams tried to ignore Andrews’s aggressive conduct until he was 
physically assaulted by him on September 18, 2010.  Williams testified that Andrews 
grabbed him and shoved him into a rack that holds doors.  A witness, Dana Hale, 
testified that she saw Andrews put Williams into a headlock.  Williams’s neck and back 
were injured and he still suffers headaches from this assault.  His injuries were severe 
enough that he eventually had to take FMLA leave to recover.  Williams reported this 
event to his team leader, his union steward, and the alternate.  He explained that he did 
not report the incident to Human Resources, because the union steward told him he 
would be fired if he did that.  

 
Cordelle Andrews’s actions clearly violated the company’s policy against 

workplace violence, Policy 3-7.  The policy is included in the IEB’s report as Exhibit 2.  
Yet, management never disciplined Andrews, but merely moved him to a different part 
of the plant.  This did not resolve the bullying problem because Andrews began stalking 
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Williams.  Although he had no business in Williams’s part of the plant, he would often 
come into his work area and just stare at him.  When the plant worked overtime, 
Williams was frequently assigned to Andrews’s work area, so he eventually quit taking 
overtime.  Andrews’s fellow welder repairmen picked up Andrews’s attitude and began 
staring at Williams and making derogatory cracks to him.  Williams regularly reported 
this behavior to his committeeman and steward, but nothing was done to stop it.  

 
Williams felt very threated by this harassment and sought assistance from the 

EAP representative who advised him to seek professional counseling.  Following this 
advice, Williams consulted a licensed psychologist who diagnosed him with significant 
anxiety related to his work situation and Post Traumatic Stress Disorder.  

 
Williams finally went to Human Resources and reported the assault that occurred 

on September 18, 2010.  Human Resources asked Williams to put his complaint in 
writing, but he was intimidated by the idea of having to re-create a history of his 
interactions with Andrews.  When Human Resources continued to press Williams for a 
written account to back up his accusations, he naively – and foolishly – decided instead 
to submit his personal journal since it contained the details of the harassment Williams 
had encountered.  Unfortunately, the journal also contained his very vivid, private, and 
often profane musings describing his frustration and deep anger – which he never acted 
upon in the workplace – over the hostility he had encountered.  

 
Despite ample evidence that Williams was the victim of an assault, the IEB 

attempted to discredit his testimony.  The IEB observed that Williams’s description of 
the attack differed from the testimony of Dana Hale, who said Andrews had put Williams 
in a headlock.  But these accounts are not inconsistent.  Grabbing an arm and throwing 
someone into a rack does not preclude also putting that person into a headlock.  
Edmond Roderick signed a statement saying that he advised Williams to report the 
incident immediately, but Williams admitted that he was intimidated by the warning that 
he would be terminated if he reported the attack to Human Resources.  

 
There is evidence that an actual assault took place in 2010.  However, it is not 

necessary to establish that to find that the company had no just cause to terminate 
Williams.  The company failed to establish any cause for Williams’s termination.  There 
is no evidence to show that he ever discriminated against or harassed any other 
employees.  There is no evidence that he ever used profanity or inappropriate language 
in front of or towards other employees in violation of company policy.  The investigative 
report indicates that Williams used the term “fag” during the interview conducted by the 
Corporate Diversity Office, but his comment was not directed toward any individual, nor 
did it take place on the plant floor.  The only other place the word “fag” shows up is in 
appellant’s journal, incorrectly described as a written statement.  There is no evidence 
that Williams ever called anyone “fag” in the workplace.  

 
It is obvious from the timing of Williams’s suspension and discharge, that he was 

suspended after Human Resources representatives read the sometimes shocking 
language in his personal journal.  The company based its decision to terminate Williams 
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on the content of his journal rather than any misconduct in the plant.  Unfortunately, 
Williams’s union representatives were similarly swayed by the contents of the journal.  
Because the journal describes strictly private feelings, written at home, it does not 
constitute the kind of misconduct that would justify discharge.  

 
There was no basis for Williams’s termination.  He is asking the PRB to overturn 

the IEB’s decision and direct the union to submit his grievance to arbitration.  
 
B. International Union, UAW: 

Appellant Cedrick Williams was discharged as a direct result of having submitted 
a 48-page statement to FCA Human Resources.  The company had requested that 
Williams provide support for his complaint that he had been assaulted by a co-worker 
three years earlier.  After reviewing the document submitted by Williams, the company 
determined that his written submission violated its policy against discrimination and 
harassment.  The local union grieved the discharge, but further investigation revealed 
that Williams admitted to using the words and phrases described in the statement.  The 
National Chrysler Department concluded that it would be unlikely to obtain Williams’s 
reinstatement through arbitration in light of his verbal and written statements and his low 
seniority.  

 
The union’s decision whether to refer a grievance to arbitration does not depend 

solely on a determination that the company’s action lacked just cause.  The union 
considers whether the grievant’s contractual rights have been violated, but also whether 
it is rational to expend precious resources in vindicating those rights.  In this case, the 
union determined that such an endeavor would likely be futile.  The IEB reported that 
there were not any credible witnesses to Williams’s alleged assault in 2010.  The one 
witness who testified before the IEB resigned from FCA in 2011.  She did not submit her 
statement until after the decision had been made to withdraw the grievance.  
Furthermore, both of Williams’s witnesses gave somewhat contradictory accounts about 
the nature of the actual assault.  The union’s conclusion that this late witness offering 
might further undermine Williams’s case was not irrational.  

 
Williams acknowledged during the union’s investigation of his case that he used 

profane words toward co-workers both in person and in writing.  In addition, given the 
incendiary nature of Williams’s statement, FCA may also have been able to persuade 
an arbitrator that his discharge was justified by its policy directed to preventing 
workplace violence.  Given these factors, the union made a rational decision to 
withdraw Williams’s grievance because it had little chance of success at arbitration. 

 
C. Rebuttal by attorney Mary Anne Helveston on behalf of Cedrick 

Williams: 

The International Union’s response to Williams’s appeal asserts that an 
investigation was initiated after he made derogatory references to co-workers in writing.  
That is not accurate.  The writing referred to by the union was a private journal that 
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Williams created at home while he was not on the job.  Williams never expressed any of 
these thoughts to his co-workers.  The company policy that Williams was alleged to 
have violated specifically refers to conduct that occurs in the workplace.  Therefore, 
Williams’s journal was not a violation of that policy.  

 
The International Union reports that Williams used the term “nigga” to address 

two supervisors.  That is not true.  Instead, the term was used when he was venting 
against a white co-worker, a welder repairman, who had disrespected his request for 
help on a malfunctioning machine.  This single event was the only violation of the 
company’s anti-discrimination policy – the use of “nigga” to refer to a white co-worker. 

 
The Union attempted to discredit Williams’s argument that he was denied equal 

application of the company’s rules.  Williams testified that he was assaulted by Cordelle 
Andrews.  The assault was a violation of the company’s policy against violence in the 
workplace, but Andrews received no discipline.  The Union did not dispute Williams’s 
testimony that Andrews was moved to a different work area and that supervision and 
the union knew why the move had been made.  Was the Union in collusion with 
management when it did not acknowledge that it knew about the assault?  

 
The Union attempted to discredit Williams’s witness, Dana Hale, by reporting the 

fact that she no longer works at the Sterling Stamping plant.  That fact is irrelevant to 
the credibility of her testimony.  The Union characterized her as a “late” witness 
because her statement was not provided until after Williams’s grievance had been 
withdrawn.  However, Williams had originally submitted her name as a witness to the 
assault, but no one in the Union ever contacted her.  Also, the Union called her 
testimony “somewhat contradictory” although what she reported was not inconsistent 
with Williams’s description of the assault.  

 
The Union acknowledges its responsibility for protecting its members’ rights 

under the collective bargaining agreement.  In this case, that agreement provides for 
progressive discipline and guarantees that employees will not be terminated except for 
just cause.  The company terminated Williams, who had no record of any prior 
misconduct, without any warning or counseling, for the single incident of referring to a 
co-worker as “nigga.”  That violated Williams’s right to due process under the collective 
bargaining agreement.  Certainly the Union had an obligation to protect Williams’s rights 
under the agreement.  It should not have withdrawn his grievance.  

 
DISCUSSION 

 
Williams’s counsel has raised substantial issues regarding the disciplinary 

process that resulted in William’s termination for violation of Chrysler’s policy against 
discrimination and harassment.  The investigation used as the basis for the decision to 
terminate Williams described a single incident where Williams addressed two co-
workers as “nigga” and the fact that he frequently referred to people in the plant as 
“fags” in a statement he provided to Labor Relations.  While the company certainly has 
an interest in discouraging language that demeans employees based on their race or 
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sexual orientation, the Chrysler collective bargaining agreement provides for the 
application of progressive disciplinary steps.  As Williams’s counsel points out, a 
persuasive argument could be made that Williams was entitled to a warning before 
being terminated for pure speech unaccompanied by any violent act.  There was no 
other evidence of misconduct, except for the alarming content of the statement Williams 
presented to Labor Relations on August 28, 2013. 

 
Williams presented this statement to support his complaint that Cordelle Andrews 

assaulted him three years previously.  Aside from his written statement, the only other 
direct evidence of any such assault is the testimony of Dana Hale.  Dana Hale’s written 
statement is too vague and remote from the event to carry much weight.  She asserts 
that she saw Andrews assault Williams but she does not give any particulars, such as 
the date and location of the alleged attack or a description of what happened before and 
after the incident.  Her testimony during the IEB’s hearing about having witnessed 
Andrews put Williams into a headlock is inconsistent with Williams’s own account of the 
incident.  The embellishment lacks credibility and calls Hale’s credibility into question.  
The two other written statements in the record about the incident only report what 
Williams told the writer about the event.  There apparently was an incident between 
Williams and Andrews in September 2010.  Linda M. Hackett wrote a letter on August 8, 
2013, stating that Williams had described this incident during a personal conversation 
with her.  Hackett reported that Williams perceived his encounter with Andrews as an 
attack and reported it to his supervisor.  Eventually, according to Hackett’s letter, the 
supervisor told Williams that Andrews was just joking.36  Williams’s statement to Labor 
Relations supports a conclusion that Williams sincerely believed Andrews’s contact with 
him on September 18, 2010, was an aggressive and possibly sexual act.  But the letter 
also reveals irrational and violent feelings and beliefs held by Williams.   

 
Williams’s journal is presented in the form of a letter addressed to FCA Chief 

Executive Officer Sergio Marchionne.  The IEB’s decision contains a typed transcript of 
the entire letter.37  Williams’s letter presents the narrative of an extremely angry and 
disturbed individual.  In the course of the letter Williams expresses ongoing rage about 
the incident with Andrews three years earlier.  Williams’s letter commences with a 
request for advice about how to deal with all of the homosexuals in the Sterling 
Stamping plant. It states: 

 
“Dear Mr. Marchionne! 
 
Please tell me what to do!  These Chrysler bitches fucken up!  Please tell 
me whatta do!  All the promises U made!  Dez two 2 FAGZ!  Gotta shit all 
fucked up!  They want mother fuckers!  To Respect their rights!  And now 
U got a secret society of fruit cakes haten on motherfucken (Players) cuss 
they are done with the beating up!  Or the suckin Dick!  Or the slight in the 
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 Record, p. 2. 
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 Record, pp. 129-147. 
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dignity!  LOL! U said this shit was gone get better.  Please tell me what to 
do .  Dez FagZ acting up!  So I gotta shut em up!”38 

Williams uses vulgar language and racial slurs throughout the narrative to express his 
fears and suspicions about the activities of his co-workers.  His anger is not directed 
solely at Cordelle Andrews, but spreads to other employees and supervisors, even 
some with whom he had no immediate contact.  He lists a number of employees and 
describes reasons for believing they are gay or out to injure him in some way. One entry 
states: 
 

“Ed Daniels Hoe Ass 

Ed Daniels on Saturday ________ I was working in reinforcement.  I look 
up I saw a man walking pass with a mean mug look upon his face!  I was 
puzzled the Monday _______ I was on the door line unloading.  I C the 
man again.  I ask Tony Welch who he was?  I say a Tony, my man over 
there was looking at me kind of file.  Who is he?  He said, don’t do that, 
Ced!  I said, do what?  Tony said that’s the area manager, Ed Daniels. I 
said, I don’t give a fuck!  He’s a hoe!  Cause he doesn’t even know me & I 
hating mean muggin!  Wit his bitch ass.”39 

Williams’s journal describes his attempts to make a video of his co-worker’s activities 
with his cell phone to expose their harassment of him.  He is obsessed with the notion 
that the people around him are all homosexual.  Throughout the letter, Williams makes 
numerous references to his objection to being touched by other people and his belief 
that any man who touches another man is homosexual.  Williams may sincerely have 
believed Andrews’s contact with him on September 18, 2010, was some kind of 
violation, but he also maintained that Chrysler was being run by a Masonic Society of 
Gays.  On April 9, Williams wrote: 
 

“Tuesday I’m working on the C&J Tony team loading itz about 2:00.  I go 
to the back room in the gym.  When I come back I C Cordale talking to 
Gary & Bubba, not working.  This b not even his area.  I said Tony hoe ass 
called him I got my bag! & I’m walking to the door.  Gary & Cordale R 
behind me.  I’m scared!  Gary ask what U got in that bag?  I hear Cordale 
tell him to ask me.  I’m so scared I just keep walking cause hez not spoze 
to b around unless hez working. By this time, I had started writing the 
movie script on how Chrysler is being ran by a Masonic Society of Gayz!  
I’m making recordings of Cordale, McCloskey, Dave Bandy, Jeff Cuska, 
Jason, welder repairman for harassing me!”40  
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Williams’s description of the alleged encounter with Cordelle Andrews on September 
18, 2010 concludes with his threat to make Cordelle Andrews answer for his actions.  
Williams wrote: 
 

“He will answer wit his bitch ass ta you or to me.  He can’t stay in Chrysler 
forever.”41 

As troubling as Williams’s narrative is, his counsel points out that it is not 
workplace conduct.  She argues that the letter was composed by Williams at home on 
his own time and so should not have provided a basis for workplace discipline.  We 
agree that an employee should not be subject to discipline for purely private speech 
based on a claim that it violates some company policy designed to protect certain 
groups of employees from discrimination and harassment.  The employer has a right to 
monitor conduct in the workplace; employees are entitled to use whatever language 
they choose to express their views at home.  Nevertheless, Williams brought his private 
thoughts into the workplace through his continued insistence that management address 
the alleged assault on him by Cordelle Andrews in 2010.  

 
Labor Relations cited the wrong policy to support the decision to dismiss 

Williams.  It ought to have referred to Chrysler’s Policy Number 3-7 addressing 
Workplace Violence Prevention.  Employers must be alert to warning signs of violence 
in order to ensure the safety of their employees in the workplace.  Once management 
became aware of Williams’s mental state, it had a responsibility to consider the 
likelihood that he would eventually succumb to his irrational fears and engage in some 
kind of violent act.  Williams’s letter to Marchionne was a warning management 
representatives felt they could not ignore.  At the same time, the record supports a 
conclusion that Williams’s local union representatives vigorously pursued a grievance 
on his behalf following his dismissal.  The local representatives met with management 
on several occasions and raised the possibility of a conditional reinstatement 
agreement, but management was adamant in its refusal to allow Williams back into the 
plant.   

 
After the grievance was referred to the Appeal Board step of the procedure, 

International Representative Shrock had to determine the likelihood that he could obtain 
Williams’s reinstatement through arbitration.  The company’s evidence against Williams 
on the charge of harassment and discrimination was fairly weak.  The only specific 
incident cited in support of the charge was Williams’s reference to his co-workers as 
nigga.  As Williams’s counsel observes, the use of this form of address is actually fairly 
common.  Williams was not employing the term in a disparaging way toward African 
Americans.  The term in this context had nothing to do with race as the target of the 
epithet was white; Williams, however, did let some highly offensive slang slip into his 
argument with his co-workers.  Nevertheless, Shrock’s investigation of the situation at 
the Sterling Stamping plant revealed that Williams often used language similar to the 
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epithets in his journal in a disrespectful and intimidating manner in the workplace.  
Testimony of these employees could be offered to support the Company’s dismissal of 
Williams for violation of the policy against discrimination.  Williams was a low seniority 
employee.  He had only worked at Chrysler for a few months when he started 
encountering problems with other employees in the plant such as his encounter with 
Cordelle Andrews on September 18, 2010. There was little credible evidence that 
Andrews’s encounter with Williams in 2010 amounted to any kind of assault. 

  
Our role in reviewing appeals concerning the handling of grievances is limited to 

claims that the matter was improperly handled because of fraud, discrimination, or 
collusion with management, or that the disposition or handling of the matter was devoid 
of any rational basis.42  There is no element of bad faith or discrimination presented by 
this appeal.  The local union represented Williams diligently following his discharge.  
Representative Shrock’s conclusion that he could not secure Williams’s reinstatement 
through arbitration was rational based on this record.  Despite some weaknesses in the 
employer’s case against Williams, an arbitrator would have access to the letter Williams 
submitted to Labor Relations on August 28, 2013.  An arbitrator would have been 
unlikely to order Chrysler to reinstate Williams at the Sterling Stamping Plant given the 
irrational distress and violent impulses revealed by that letter. 

 
The decision of the IEB is affirmed. 
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 UAW Constitution, Article 33, §4(i). 


