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Santanna Richardson argues that International Representative Mark Taylor’s 

decision to withdraw a grievance protesting her discharge lacked a rational basis.   
 

FACTS 
 
Santanna Richardson worked for Fiat Chrysler Automobiles (FCA) at its 

Jefferson North Assembly Plant in a bargaining unit represented by UAW Local 7.  She 
had a seniority date of July 30, 2012.1  

 
In February 2013, Richardson got into an argument with her supervisor and team 

leader.  Local Union 7 filed Grievance 3-0116 for Richardson on March 2, 2013, 
accusing the supervisor Jesse Jones of threatening and trying to intimidate Richardson.  
Management denied the grievance on March 13, 2013, based on the following answer: 

                                      
1
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“Counseling and advising techs on plant procedure, code of conduct, and 
safety regulations is not harassment nor intimidation.”2 

On June 5, 2013, Richardson was issued a one-day disciplinary layoff for failure to 
follow management’s instruction to return to work.3  The local union filed Grievance No. 
13-0576 protesting the discipline.  Management denied the grievance on June 28, 2013, 
based on the following answer: 
 

“Richardson was told to return to workstation and wait on her steward to 
come talk to her.  Richardson failed to do so; therefore, grievance 
denied.”4 

On August 19, 2013, Richardson filed a charge of discrimination with the U. S. 
Equal Employment Opportunity Commission (EEOC) alleging that she was subjected to 
unequal terms and conditions of employment and harassment resulting in a hostile work 
environment because of her gender.  Federal Investigator Kimberly Nicholson 
responded to the complaint on December 4, 2013.  Nicholson’s letter describes the 
results of her investigation as follows:  

 
“The respondent states, you complained about statement made by your 
supervisor to your union which resulted in an investigation into your 
allegations.  The respondent states the investigation disclosed conflicting 
testimony, however it was determined that your supervisor engaged in 
conduct toward both male and female employees which could be 
construed as a violation of Chrysler policy 3-6 and its standard of conduct.  
The respondent and you confirm that he was placed on a 10-day 
disciplinary layoff due to the violations. Further the respondent states 
there have been no new allegations.”5 

On January 15, 2014, Investigator Nicholson dismissed Richardson’s charge and 
notified her of her fight to proceed with her allegations in federal court.6 
 

On March 13, 2014, Richardson was issued an indefinite suspension for violating 
the following of the company’s Standards of Conduct: 

 
“#14:  Threatening, intimidating, coercing, harassing, retaliating, or using 
abusive language to others. 

                                      
2
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5
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6
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#15:  Fighting, ‘horseplay,’ or other disorderly, disruptive or unruly 
conduct.”7 

On March 26, 2014, the parties agreed to convert the indefinite suspension to a ten-day 
disciplinary layoff.  The settlement agreement includes the following advice to 
Richardson: 
 

“You are encouraged to take measures to improve your behavior.  You are 
also being warned that continued infractions of a similar nature will result 
in severe discipline up to and including discharge.”8 

On October 1, 2014, Richardson received another indefinite suspension for 
violation of Standards of Conduct #14 and #15 following an altercation with a driver in 
the plant.9  Richardson provided the following statement describing the incident: 

 
“On 10-1-14 at approximately 7:30 am I was training a woman in Final 
(line 2).  This particular vehicle was to leave line 2, go left and down an 
aisle to reach its final destination, which was line 1.  As she drove the 
vehicle nearly approaching line 1, Yvonne snatched open the driver’s door 
demanding the woman out by yelling ‘Get out, get out, now.’  The woman 
was shocked and proceeded to exit the vehicle. I too exited the passenger 
side and walked in front of the car to meet back up with the lady I was 
training and to assure that she was ok.  Before I got to the other side, 
Yvonne hit the gas, swerved the car in my direction and yelled, ‘Get the 
fuck out of my way!’  I replied, ‘What is wrong with you?’ That’s when she 
began swearing and yelling, ‘Fuck you,’ ‘Get the fuck on.”  We exchanged 
a few words and I walked off.  I informed her supervisor who admitted to 
witnessing the entire incident unfold.  He said this is normal behavior for 
her and she does things like this before.  I would like some action taken 
being that she could’ve struck and possibly killed me.  She definitely 
creates a hostile environment and is a well known threat to myself and 
many others.  I had numerous people tell me about their vicious 
encounters with Yvonne.”10 

Local 7 filed Grievance 14-0839 protesting Richardson’s suspension on October 7, 
2014. Management denied the grievance on October 15 saying that Richardson was 

                                      
7
 Record, p. 27. 

8
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9
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 Record, pp. 31-32. 
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properly and justly disciplined.11 Richardson’s indefinite suspension was converted to a 
30-day disciplinary leave.12 
 

Richardson received another indefinite suspension on November 21, 2014 
following a verbal altercation with another team member.13  On January 14, 2015, the 
parties agreed to reinstate Richardson pursuant to the terms of a conditional 
reinstatement agreement.  The agreement imposed the following conditions: 

 
“4. You agree to submit proof of participation and attendance to the 

plant Human Resources Department in any recommended 
treatment being prescribed per your treating physician.  Failure to 
provide this information shall be deemed a violation of this 
conditional reinstatement and may result in discharge from the 
company. 

 
5. You are required to complete UAW EAP/Workplace Violence 

training with EAP Representative Tielece Perry within 14 days 
following reinstatement.”14  

 
The reinstatement agreement further provided that any violation of the company’s 
Standards of Conduct would be grounds for discipline up to and including discharge.15 
 

On February 2, 2015, Richardson submitted a statement regarding the terms of 
her conditional reinstatement.  She reported that she was shocked to learn that the 
company intended to discharge her because she believed she was the victim in the 
altercation that led to her suspension.  She speculated that the employee involved was 
retaliating against her because of the EEOC charge she had filed against her supervisor 
Jesse Jones.16  Richardson reported that she met with her EAP Representative 
because the company recommended that she be evaluated for anger issues.  According 
to Richardson, the company required an evaluation of her anger issues, even though 
she did not have any problems with anger management.  She wrote: 

 
“…I saw therapist Alicia at Apex Behavioral Health in Westland, MI on 
December 8, 2014.  Following the evaluation, she was unable to detect 
any anger issues.  Tielece informed me that in order to return to work the 
company would need in writing something stating that I had an anger 
issue.  Neither my therapist nor psychiatrist wanted to diagnose me with 
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 Record, p. 33.  
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 Record, p. 34. 
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 Record, p. 37. 

14
 Record, p. 46. 
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 Record, p. 46. 
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 Record, p. 47. 
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any anger issues because they could not detect any and were not willing 
to provide a false diagnosis.  This to me was their way to hold me 
accountable for all the bully/tormenting incidents that I was involved in by 
making me look confrontational or belligerent.  Therefore, they said that 
once I attended a few more sessions with the therapists and she felt like I 
was able to return to work, they’d allow me to return.”17 

On March 9, 2015, Richardson was suspended for violation of the following 
Standards of Conduct: 

 
“#1 – Providing false and/or misleading information to the Company. 

#27 – Improper use of Company property and/or documents.  This 
includes, but is not limited to, Company identification or access cards, 
passes or equipment. 

Violation of one-year Conditional Reinstatement.”18 

Richardson’s suspension was converted to a discharge on March 11, 2015.19  Local 7 
filed Grievance 15-0163 on March 14, 2015 protesting the discharge.  Management 
denied the grievance on March 21, 2015, based on the following answer: 
 

“An investigation was conducted and found that EE Richardson snuck in 
the turnstile with two different employees, without authorization, which was 
seen in security footage on 3/9/15.  Grievance denied.” 20 

Richardson submitted a statement in connection with her grievance on March 12, 
2015.  She explained that when she attempted to leave the plant for lunch on March 9, 
2015, her badge did not work, so she called security.  When security did not respond 
right away, she followed another employee through the turnstile.  When she returned 
from lunch, her badge still did not work, so she once again followed an employee 
through the turnstile.  She gave the following explanation for her actions: 

 
“… I ate my lunch and then about 11:25 I went to go back towards the 
building.  Once again, I swiped my badge and it didn’t work.  I then called 
security who notified me that my badge had been disabled and that I 
would need to contact my supervisor and report to security.  I don’t have 
the supervisor’s contact information.  Therefore, I called my steward, 
Omar.  When he didn’t answer, I instantly panicked.  All I was thinking 
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 Record, p. 50. 
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about was being back on the line and on my job at 11:30. I saw a guy 
walking up to the turnstiles and decided to go in behind him.  I arrived 
back on my line about a minute late where my supervisor was standing 
wondering why no one was on the job.  I explained to him what happened 
and asked to be sent to security.  I was relieved by my Team Leader 
Jasmine and allowed to leave the line.  I then received a text from Omar 
asking if they fixed everything for me.  He also asked me if I had 
reinstated from the medical I was on the week prior.  I said, ‘No.’  That’s 
when I realized that the reason my badge didn’t work was because I forgot 
to reinstate. …”21 

Richardson reported that when she arrived at security she was informed that she was 
being discharged for “Piggy Backing.”22 
 

Richardson’s grievance was referred to the Appeal Board step of the grievance 
procedure on April 9, 2015.  On September 2, 2015, International Representative Mark 
Taylor withdrew the grievance.  Representative Taylor advised Richardson of his 
disposition of her grievance on September 16, 2015.23  Richardson appealed the 
withdrawal of her grievance to the International Executive Board (IEB) on October 1, 
2015.  

 
In support of her appeal, Richardson stated that her Regional Representative 

had succeeded in negotiating her reinstatement, but that her supervisors had opposed 
her return to work.  She stated she felt the decision was influenced by bias against her 
because of the charge she filed with the EEOC.  She argued that the union could have 
negotiated her reinstatement in a department with a different supervisor.24 

 
In response to an inquiry from the International President’s staff regarding 

Richardson’s grievance, Representative Taylor provided the following explanation for 
his decision to withdraw the grievance: 

 
“During my meetings with the company, I shared Sister Richardson’s 
thoughts that the Regional Representative James Harris had secured her 
an opportunity to return to work at his level.  The company stated that they 
never had an understanding to bring her back to work.  The company was 
going to speak with her immediate supervisor as they have done in past 
cases looking for additional guidance and input.  At this time, I could not 
justify her innocence.  Through my investigation, I did verify that she 
violated the Standard of Conduct.  After viewing her shop rule record and 
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 Record, pp. 53-54. 
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history, I could not convince the company to return her to work.  Sister 
Richardson had 2 years and 8 months of seniority with violations of:  
disruptive or unruly conduct, disorderly conduct, misconduct using abusive 
language to others, absent from work station, violation of conditional letter, 
and permitting improper use of I.D. badge.  I discussed the possibility of 
arbitration with my colleagues and the consensus was not to place her 
case before an arbitrator due to the facts of the case.  At this time, I had 
no other option but to withdraw the case.”25 

President Williams’s staff determined that a hearing was unnecessary on 
Richardson’s appeal.  Acting on the president’s behalf, staff issued a report to the IEB 
on the appeal based on information provided by Richardson and the UAW-Chrysler 
Department.  Staff observed that leaving and entering the plant without a badge by 
following co-workers through the turnstile is a dischargeable offense in itself.  They 
concluded that Richardson’s case would be virtually impossible to win in arbitration 
given her low seniority and past disciplinary record.  Staff observed that Richardson 
exercised very poor judgment in response to the problem with her badge in a situation 
where there was no room for error because of the conditional reinstatement 
agreement.26 

 
Staff held that Representative Taylor’s decision to withdraw Richardson’s 

grievance did not lack a rational basis because there was no violation of the collective 
bargaining agreement.  They found no evidence of improper motivation.  Staff denied 
the appeal and the IEB adopted its report as their decision.  President Williams provided 
Richardson with a copy of the IEB’s decision on January 12, 2016.  Richardson has now 
appealed the IEB’s decision to the Public Review Board (PRB). 

 
ARGUMENT 

 
A. Santanna Richardson: 

I am appealing the decision by the President’s office not to conduct a further 
investigation of my grievance.  There are multiple issues that were not considered.  

 
When I was assigned to the paint shop, the supervisor, Jesse Jones, began to 

display a personal attraction to me.  He became upset when I did not respond to his 
attention.  He tried to frighten me by magnifying his power.  He even compared his 
power to God.  He turned other supervisors against me and my co-workers followed 
suit.  I reported every situation to my union representatives but Supervisor Jones had a 
personal relationship with them so I did not get the appropriate representation.  Jones 
disrespected and harassed me on numerous occasions calling me a “Section 8 Bitch.”  
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He threatened other co-workers that if they communicated with me they would lose their 
jobs.  

 
The stress of working under these conditions forced me to seek psychiatric care 

at the Apex Behavioral Health Clinic in Westland.  My physician, Dr. Tae Park, 
diagnosed me with severe depression and I was given medicine for anxiety and 
depression.  

 
As more people turned against me, I did what I thought was the right thing and 

reported this harassment.  I later decided to file a charge with the EEOC and they 
investigated the matter.  They looked into having Jones disciplined for the things he had 
said and done to me, but by this time it was too late.  I had acquired a workplace full of 
enemies and became known as a troublemaker.  Nearly every other day, a co-worker or 
a supervisor did something to get a reaction out of me and in some instances they 
succeeded.  This is why my record looks the way it does.  I understand there were 
some things I could have done differently to avoid repeated altercations, but I was the 
target of harassment for standing up for myself as a woman and doing the right thing.  
As a human, I reacted the only way I knew how once I reached my breaking point.  I 
was afraid to take my prescribed medication while at work because it would make me 
drowsy.  I therefore had to deal with the stress, anxiety, and harassment daily. 

 
My first discharge was the result of a woman trying to run me over with a vehicle 

inside the plant.  I could have lost my life, but instead I lost my job.  In order to get 
reinstated after that incident, I was forced to have a medical evaluation for anger.  The 
evaluation concluded that I had no signs of anger but did show signs of depression.  
Upon accepting my job back, I was forced to sign a conditional reinstatement 
agreement.  I heard my committeeman say, “She won’t be here long.”  They too 
appeared to have it out for me.  

 
I was finally moved to another shift where I did not face the constant harassment.  

Then I forgot to reinstate my badge after returning from sick leave.  So, I will admit to 
leaving and re-entering the plant by going through the turnstile with another employee.  I 
notified my steward of the situation so that we could get the issue with my badge 
resolved.  Shortly after that, I was called to Labor and suspended indefinitely for piggy 
backing.  

 
Once my grievance reached the Regional level, my Representative was able to 

arrange a meeting with Labor Relations to discuss bringing me back.  The Labor 
Relations representative stated that she did not see a problem with me returning for 
work.  She also mentioned that she would run this by a supervisor to see what they 
thought.  Well, she apparently ran it by one of the supervisors who did not much care for 
me.  I was later informed that I could not return to work and my grievance was referred 
to the International Union.  When Representative Mark Taylor received my grievance, I 
do not believe he had time to review it thoroughly because it was contract time and he 
was busy doing other things.  Therefore, my grievance was settled.  Representative 
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Taylor stated that Chrysler never agreed to allow me to return to work, which is 
inaccurate.  

 
I lost my job for simply standing up for myself.  I would like to see a resolution 

that would restore my job in another department with back pay for lost time and a clean 
record.  After everything I have been through, I do not believe this is too much to ask.   

 
B. International Union, UAW: 

In her appeal to the PRB, Richardson argues that the International 
Representative did not thoroughly review her grievance.  The International 
Representative withdrew Richardson’s grievance based on the record, because there 
was no chance of successfully arbitrating it.  Richardson’s action of exiting and entering 
the plant without a proper identification badge was a dischargeable offence on its own.  
This action occurred in the context of a short tenure with the company and a prior 
disciplinary record that included a conditional reinstatement agreement.  Upon review, 
the IEB concluded that Representative Taylor’s decision to withdraw Richardson’s 
grievance was reasonable and not influenced by fraud, discrimination, or collusion with 
management.   

 
DISCUSSION 

 
There was apparently an incident in 2013 involving inappropriate conduct on the 

part of Richardson’s supervisor.  In response to a charge Richardson filed with the 
EEOC, this incident was investigated and addressed.  There is no claim that the 
supervisor was directly involved in any of Richardson’s subsequent altercations with her 
co-workers.  The record shows that the company repeatedly counseled Richardson 
about her aggressive and angry behavior in the plant during the relatively short period of 
her employment.  The record also demonstrates that Richardson’s local union 
representatives diligently pursued grievances on her behalf in connection with 
disciplinary actions prompted by her behavior.  The local union succeeded in 
negotiating Richardson’s reinstatement after she was placed on indefinite suspension 
as a result of an angry confrontation with a co-worker.  The reinstatement was 
conditioned on Richardson’s participation in a program with a UAW Employee 
Assistance Program (EAP) representative to learn to manage her anger more 
appropriately in the workplace.  The reinstatement agreement also provided that any 
violation of the company’s Standards of Conduct could be grounds for discipline.  

 
There is no dispute that Richardson violated the Company’s Standards of 

Conduct by entering and leaving the plant without a badge.  Therefore, her discharge 
was justified under the terms of her reinstatement agreement.  It appears that the 
Regional Representative attempted to negotiate a second reinstatement agreement for 
Richardson following this discharge, but her supervisors opposed the arrangement.  It is 
likely that Richardson undermined her chances for reinstatement by her insistence that 
she had no problems controlling her anger.  The history of her encounters with other 
employees in the plants contradicts that claim. The insistence itself reveals that 
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Richardson did not gain sufficient insight from her counseling with the UAW-EAP 
Representative about appropriate methods to speak up for herself in the workplace.  

 
Our jurisdiction over appeals related to 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.27  When management was unwilling to give Richardson yet 
another opportunity to correct her behavior, there was no contractual basis for the union 
to insist on any remedy for her.  Accordingly, Representative Taylor’s decision to 
withdraw Richardson’s grievance was rational: there had been no violation of the 
collective bargaining agreement, and the chances of prevailing in an arbitration were 
effectively nonexistent. 

 
The decision of the IEB is affirmed.  
 
 

 

                                      
27

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


