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Frederick Peoples argues that International Representative Mark Taylor’s 

decision to withdraw a grievance protesting his discharge by FCA lacked a rational 
basis. 

 
FACTS 

 
Frederick Peoples worked at the Sterling Heights Assembly Plant (SHAP) in a 

bargaining unit represented by UAW Local Union 1700.  He had a seniority date of 
January 10, 2011.1 

 
On August 16, 2011, Peoples wrote a letter addressed to the SHAP Human 

Resources Department complaining about the rotation of jobs within his department.  
Peoples reported that after he argued with his team members over the rotation of jobs, 
management determined that he was correct and the rotation rules were being 
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violated.2  In October 2011, Peoples went on a medical leave as a result of back pain.3  
He returned to work on January 4, 2012 with restrictions.  In a letter addressed to the 
SHAP Human Resources Department on February 6, 2012, Peoples reported that he 
had complained to his supervisor that the job assigned to him on his return to work was 
not within his restrictions.  The supervisor sent Peoples to medical to clarify the extent 
of his restrictions and Peoples was eventually placed on a job within his restrictions.4 

 
Peoples’s back problems recurred and he was once again placed on a medical 

leave of absence until April 14, 2012.  When he returned to work from disability leave, 
Peoples reported that he faced hostility and harassment from his supervisor and his 
team leader.  In a letter to the Human Resources Department dated May 16, 2012, 
Peoples argued that his team leader and supervisor were creating a hostile work 
environment for him based on his race and disability.  Peoples wrote: 

 
“The bottom line is that the continuous harassment and discrimination 
caused me to experience many sleepless nights, loss of appetite & 
extreme discomfort and anxiety about coming to work and never knowing 
what to expect.  This is especially true because although I have submitted 
two prior letters, there has never been any response by anyone at 
Chrysler, other than the meeting I described above. As a consequence, it 
was evident that my able-bodied and white colleagues, Team Leader & 
Supervisor could do or say virtually anything assaultive, abusive, 
offensive, & discriminatory to me with no repercussions whatsoever.  This 
left me working in an extremely hostile environment.”5 

Peoples described an angry encounter he experienced with a team member, that he 
perceived as an assault.  Peoples explained that the incident affected him so much he 
began to vent his frustrations out loud.  Peoples provided the following description of his 
reaction to the alleged assault: 
 

“After the break I began working again, but after no one came to address 
the fact that I had, once again, been assaulted, it became evident that my 
being the victim of an assault was going to be ignored and swept under 
the proverbial rug again!  Frankly, I was distraught, frustrated, and 
shocked.  I started replaying the past nine months of horrific treatment I 
have endured and became extremely upset.  I felt my heart racing and my 
head pounding.  I broke out in a sweat and started shaking all over.  I was 
so upset and shocked I started venting to myself, out loud.  I did not look 
at anybody.  I kept performing my work responsibilities.  However, in a 
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state of extreme shock and frustration and tired of being abused, violated, 
harassed & disrespected, I began to vent my irritation, out loud.  I was 
thinking that I could be attacked again in this incredibly hostile work 
environment and I was simply not going to accept someone running up 
into my personal space and threatening me again.  Thus, I stated that ‘if 
anyone violates my personal space, trying to hurt me again, I’m going to 
fuck them up.’”6 

Peoples reported that the team leader responded to his statement by telling him to 
report to Human Resources escorted by security.  This development so upset Peoples 
that he thought he was going to have a heart attack.  Peoples asked to go to the 
medical department.  He was eventually permitted to leave and seek medical attention 
at an Urgent Care facility.7 
 

On September 9, 2012, Dr. Elliot Wolf, an independent medical examiner (IME), 
issued an opinion that Peoples had developed such severe paranoia as a result of his 
experiences at the SHAP, that he could no longer work there effectively.  Dr. Wolf 
recommended that Peoples be transferred to a different Chrysler plant.  Wolf’s report 
states: 

 
“On the other hand, he seems to have a tendency to clearly be paranoid in 
some aspects of his thinking and this paranoia seems focused on a 
number of co-workers and his team leader and to have been generalized 
by the claimant with respect to the Sterling Heights Assembly Plant.  
There are other issues complicating the picture.  I am skeptical that Mr. 
Peoples wants to return to work and there appears to be a clear indication 
of exaggeration of severity of symptomatology.  In my judgment, he should 
be regarded as capable of returning to work with the restriction that 
because of his beliefs he cannot effectively work at the Sterling Heights 
Assembly Plant.  As such, I recommend he be provided with an 
accommodation – permanent transfer to a different Chrysler plant.  If 
called back to work at a different location, I think it is possible that Mr. 
Peoples might refuse to report to work, but I think he should be regarded 
as psychologically capable of doing so.”8 

On October 12, 2012, Chrysler sent Peoples a letter directing him to report to the 
SHAP so that the parties could determine the availability of work within his restrictions.9  
On October 17, 2012, Peoples wrote to Representative James Harris of Region 1A 
asking for a grievance holding Chrysler to account for the harassment he had 
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experienced at the SHAP and demanding his transfer out of the SHAP as 
recommended by the IME.  Peoples wrote: 

 
“Mr. Harris, after all that I have been through since August 15, 2011, of 
which you are well aware, I have only one question?  WHEN is the UAW 
going to file a grievance on my behalf?  Chrysler MUST be held 
accountable for their failure to address the concerns I have raised since 
August 2011 and the fact that they are ignoring their own doctor’s 
recommendation that I be accommodated with a ‘permanent transfer out 
of SHAP’!  Chrysler is hiring everyday all across the United States.  This is 
not complicated.  In all of this time, the UAW has NEVER filed a grievance 
regarding the harassment, discrimination, and retaliation I have 
experienced at the hands of Chrysler.  ENOUGH IS ENOUGH!!!  I am, 
therefore, hereby requesting that the UAW file a grievance on my behalf 
regarding ALL of the issues I have raised since August 2011.”10 

Some accommodation was apparently found for Peoples at the SHAP, because 
his employment there continued.  On September 11, 2014, Chrysler sent Peoples a 
notice to report to work before September 19, 2014, to substantiate his need to remain 
on leave.11  The notice indicates that Peoples’s last day worked was July 2, 2014.12  
Peoples’s plant history indicates that he was found able to work and reinstated with 
restrictions on October 15, 2014.13  On October 22, 2014, Peoples presented a doctor’s 
note excusing him from work from October 22 to October 23, 2014.14  

 
On October 24, 2014, Chrysler sent Peoples a notice to report to the plant prior 

to October 31, 2014, to substantiate the reason for his continued absence.15  Peoples 
responded to this letter on October 29, 2014 by reporting to Human Resources (HR) 
with a form from Clear Choices Counseling Services, P. C., signed by Dr. Spencer 
Ballard.  Dr. Ballard completed the form to indicate that Peoples would be unable to 
work from October 23, 2014 to February 2, 2015 based on a diagnosis of post-traumatic 
stress disorder (PTSD).16 

 
Peoples described his encounter with HR and the medical department on 

October 29, 2024 in an email to his local committeeperson Tavares Oliver.17  Peoples 
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reported that his last day worked was October 22, 2014.  He received the notice 
Chrysler sent on October 24, 2014, directing him to substantiate the reason for his 
absence.  Peoples reported that he did not ignore the notice, but reported as instructed.  
Peoples wrote: 

 
“…I reported to the plant as directed and followed the same protocol that I 
have followed for the past three years when I have been directed to report 
based on a ‘Five-Day Letter.’  That protocol, every time, has been as 
follows:  a)  I reported to HR and signed in on their form, indicating why I 
was there each time; b)  HR put in a Medical Pass for me in the computer 
system and told me to report to Medical; c)  I went directly to Medical each 
time; d) upon my arrival in Medical, I signed in on the Medical sign-in 
sheet; e)  I waited for the staff to call my name and then went to the 
counter and explained why I was there each time; f)  the staff member 
asked for my documentation and I produced my doctor’s note each time; 
g)  the staff member put the information into the computer system, made a 
copy of my medical documentation, and gave me a copy for my files; and 
h) after that I was allowed to leave because I completed the process.”18  

Peoples reported that he followed the usual procedure when he reported to the 
plant on October 29, 2014, but when he arrived in the medical department, the staff 
behaved toward him in an aggressive and offensive manner.  Peoples stated that the 
staff member entering his information into the computer received a telephone call during 
the process.  Peoples described the telephone call as follows: 

 
“…Second, one of the medical staff members, who was a white male and 
whom I did not know on a personal or professional level whatsoever, had 
accepted my information and was putting it into the computer when a 
phone call came in.  He began to speak in coded and short 
words/phrases, including: ‘Yes, he is.’ He then wrapped up the call with, ‘I 
know what to do from this point’ and hung up.  I asked him whether the 
call was about me and he replied:  ‘Yes, it was.  You appear to be quite 
famous around here.’  I was shocked and at a loss for words.”19 

Peoples went on to complain that this staff member asked about confidential 
discussions he had with the doctor who had prepared the letter excusing him from work.  
Peoples stated that the situation caused his anxiety level to go up and his heart to 
pound. 
 

Peoples wrote that he felt there was nothing further for him to do in the medical 
department, but the staff nevertheless insisted that he remain there and be seen by the 
plant doctor.  Peoples described this development as follows: 
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“…At that point, the other medical staff member and the Sedgwick 
personnel member, both white females, began to verbally harass me and 
try to make me wait for the plant doctor, which had never occurred before 
and I had already stated I no longer needed to talk to him.  I explained that 
I was not attempting to be reinstated; rather, I was reporting based on my 
receipt of the ‘Five-Day Letter,’ so their efforts to press me to stay in 
medical and see the doctor made no sense.  Further, they were not in 
conformity with the past practice I had experienced over the prior three 
years when I had reported in response to a ‘Five-Day Letter.’ …”20 

Peoples reported that the situation was making him nervous and then the medical staff 
demanded that he return to HR.  Peoples wrote that the staff became increasingly 
hostile in their demands that he return to HR.  Peoples stated that he was unwilling to 
return to HR without union representation, but at this point, he just wanted to leave.  
Peoples described what happened next as follows: 
 

“…Given everything that had occurred, I felt it was essential that, if I 
returned to HR, I would be accompanied by my Union Rep, Rick.  But 
frankly, by this point, my head was pounding, my heart was racing, my 
anxiety level was through the roof, and I felt fearful.  Those feelings 
became even more heightened when I tried to leave and the security 
officer would not buzz the gate for me to leave.  At that point, I felt 
completely trapped and helpless and I felt like I was going to have an 
anxiety attack on the spot.  Even the security officer was asking me where 
I was going and asked me was I going back to HR.  I told him I was 
leaving medical.  He said he received a phone call and was told to ask me 
whether I was going to HR.  I asked him was he holding me hostage and 
he said no, but he had received a phone call.  I told him again I was 
leaving medical and to let me out.  He then finally buzzed the gate and I 
left.”21 

Peoples called his chief steward Ricky Odum after leaving the plant.  Peoples 
reported that Odum asked him to return to HR the next day, but Peoples wrote that did 
not want to do that and did not feel it was necessary.  In his email to Oliver, Peoples 
described his conversation with Odum as follows: 

 
“…On the call where I connected with him, I explained what had occurred 
and he asked me to come back to HR the next day.  I explained to him 
that I had completed the required report process in response to the ‘Five-
Day Letter’ that day.  I asked him whether I would be in violation of the 
contract if I did not return to the plant the next day for a second time about 

                                      
20

 Record, p. 65. 

21
 Record, pp. 65-66. 



PRB CASE NO. 1782  Page 7. 

 
 

the same ‘Five-Day Letter’ and he said, ‘No, I’m not saying that.’ I said, 
okay fine.  He then said, ‘All they want to do is talk to you about the day 
you left on the EMS truck.’  I explained that they could call me about that. I 
also explained that all of my medical information was in black and white 
and in writing from my doctors.  He just kept saying, ‘They just wanna talk 
to you.’  It made no sense that they wanted to talk to me about my medical 
information when they had everything in writing, and under HIPAA, they 
would have no right to ask me about my health, treatment plans, or 
discussions with my doctor.  He could not say why they wanted to talk to 
me, he just kept repeating that ‘They just want to talk to you.’  I then asked 
him to have them send me a letter stating why they wanted me to report 
for a second time.  And again, he just said, ‘They just wanna talk.’  I held 
my position that it should be in writing. …”22  

On October 30, 2014, Peoples filed a charge against Local Union 1700 with the 
National Labor Relations Board (NLRB).23  Peoples claimed that the local had refused 
to file grievances for him protesting harassment and discipline because of his protected 
concerted activities.  Peoples also charged that the local refused to allow him to rotate 
jobs with his team members because of his concerted activity.  Chief Steward Ricky 
Odum wrote an email in response to the charge on November 20, 2014.  Odum 
reported that he had investigated Peoples’s complaints, but that he did not file a 
grievance because the complaints had no merit.  Odum said he communicated this 
decision to Peoples.  His email states: 

 
“…The next day I spoke to Mr. Peoples about the issues that he brought 
to my attention and told him that his grievance that he wanted me to file 
has no merit and the discipline that he received was justified.  Mr. Peoples 
at this point was made aware of the doctor’s findings—that none of the 
jobs violate his restrictions.  Mr. Peoples was not satisfied with the 
results—requested to go to medical in which he then called 911 and had 
an EMS truck come and get him to go to the hospital.  Upon his return, he 
gave medical his documentation, refused their direction to go to human 
resources—went home and he has not been back to work since. …”24 

The NLRB dismissed Peoples’s charge on February 27, 2015.25 
 

On November 7, 2014, Peoples was issued a Notice of Discharge.  The reason 
given for the discharge was not following the reinstatement procedure for substantiating 
absences.26  On November 13, 2014, Fiat Chrysler Automobiles (FCA) sent Peoples a 
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letter informing him that his employment had been terminated effective November 7, 
2014.27 

 
Local Union 1700 filed Grievance 14-562 protesting Peoples’s termination on 

November 20, 2014.28  In support of the grievance, Committeeperson Tavares Oliver 
argued that Peoples had provided the documentation requested by the company so that 
he should be reinstated immediately.  Oliver asserted that Human Resources could not 
provide a written description of the procedure for responding to a five-day letter or 
identify any portion of the procedure that had been violated.29 

 
Grievance 14-562 was appealed to the 4th step on May 29, 2015.   Further 

processing of People’s grievance was apparently delayed pending the resolution of a 
Workers’ Compensation suit he filed against FCA.  On March 4, 2016, FCA informed 
UAW International Representative Mark Taylor that the company was in negotiations 
with Peoples’s attorney regarding settlement of his case.30  On October 31, 2016, 
attorney Carla D. Aikens sent the following inquiry to Representative Mark Taylor: 

 
“I wanted to reach out to you because Mr. Peoples said that there would 
be no action on his grievance while his legal matter was pending with 
FCA.  Please give me a call at your earliest convenience so that I can 
explain to Mr. Peoples what’s going on.  Thank you.”31 

On February 2, 2017, Peoples sent letters to Representative Taylor and to 
International President Dennis Williams asking for assistance in having his grievance 
processed.  Peoples wrote: 

 
“It has taken over two years for me to be formally notified/given pertinent 
information surrounding my unjust termination/grievance.  Great effort was 
taken by Local 1700/Oliver to deprive me of information/documents 
(grievance 10/14, copy of discharge 11/14, copy of termination letter, etc.) 
leaving me in a holding pattern/unemployed for over two years. 

Thanks to Mark Taylor, as of 1/31/17, I finally have a copy of my grievance 
and my termination letter/notice.  This information speaks volumes and 
clearly points out the corruption within Local 1700.  They did everything in 
their power to keep this situation in house (SHAP), even sacrificing my 
livelihood.  Local 1700/Oliver conspired against me and refused to 
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represent me in my battle with FCA surrounding my rotation violation, 
which caused me injuries.”32 

Peoples followed up with emails to International Representative Mark Taylor, including 
his original report to Committeeperson Oliver about what took place at the plant on 
October 29, 2014.  On February 14, 2017, Peoples wrote to Taylor explaining that he 
wanted Taylor to turn this information over to the Appeal Board.  He wrote to Taylor: 
 

“Please attach ‘all’ emails to my file to support the truth in this case.  It’s 
clear UAW is standing behind Local 1700/Oliver criminal conduct leaving 
me with no choice.  Pray you turn all evidence over to the Appeal Board 
for resolution.  Thanks again for all your efforts but we are not engaged in 
the same fight.  I will educate myself on how to deal with criminal conduct 
within Local 1700/Oliver since you/UAW International can’t act.”33 

On December 13, 2017, Peoples faxed a letter to Taylor asking him to push his 
grievance to the next step.  Peoples referred to a meeting between Taylor and 
management on December 12, 2017.  Peoples summarized his understanding that 
management had acknowledged Peoples responded to the five-day letter and that a 
supervisor had no authority to give him any instructions while he was on medical leave 
and not an active employee.  Peoples stated he understood management was 
considering bringing him back without back pay.  Peoples concluded: 

 
“Finally, I humbly request that you push my grievance to the next step.  
Please close it out due to the fact management/UAW failed to amend my 
grievance/address all issues surrounding my termination.  As I stated 
before, this situation is bigger than my employment.  This situation has 
destroyed my livelihood and forced me to relocate to another state.  Even 
coworkers got in on the action by assaulting/threatening me, causing me 
to fear for my life.  Don’t forget my injuries!  You are aware of all this, yet 
no action/discussion about it!  The conspiracy in this matter is real and 
must be addressed.  I’m highly offended that UAW/management isn’t 
concerned about the truth surrounding my termination.”34 

The Appeal Board disposed of Peoples’s grievance on February 2, 2018.  The 
Disposition states: 

 
“The Union withdrew this grievance without precedent and the Company 
consented to the withdrawal.”35 
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On February 5, 2018, Representative Taylor sent an email to President Dennis 
Williams’s staff stating that he had notified Peoples the UAW intended to withdraw his 
grievance because there was no violation of the collective bargaining agreement.36  
Representative Taylor provided a statement explaining the Union’s decision to withdraw 
the grievance.  Taylor explained that management acknowledged Peoples had 
responded to the five-day letter, but they insisted he was properly terminated for not 
completing the reinstatement procedure on October 29, 2014.  Taylor wrote: 
 

“…The procedure of reinstating and or providing medical update is all part 
of the five (5) day letter process.  An employee must be cleared through 
medical before returning to work or receive approval of medical coverage 
for the medical department to continue medical leave.  The medical 
department doctor is the only one who have authorized; therefore, when 
Mr. Peoples left the plant without seeing the doctor, the company 
terminated him for not completing the process. …”37 

In addition, Taylor reported that management believed Peoples would just return to 
some form of medical leave if he were reinstated.  Taylor reported that this concern was 
based on Peoples’s work record which showed that he had only worked a total of one 
year during his three years of employment and the fact that his supervisors had trouble 
placing him on a job when he was at work.38 
 

Taylor reported that the Union bargained to an impasse in its efforts to have 
Peoples reinstated, but when a settlement could not be negotiated, the UAW-FCA staff 
discussed the possibility of arbitration and concluded that it had little likelihood of 
success.  Taylor wrote: 

 
“After bargaining to an impasse, I discussed the possibility of arbitration 
with my colleagues.  The decision was not to arbitrate for the consensus 
was we could not win the case due to low seniority, amount of time not 
worked, and the work history depicted a pattern we could not debate. …”39 

Taylor stated that he stood behind his decision to withdraw Peoples’s grievance. 
 

In a separate statement addressed to Frederick Peoples, Taylor explained that 
Peoples’s complaints about harassment, unjust discipline, and violation of his 
restrictions were investigated and found to be without merit.  Taylor maintained that 
these issues had no bearing on Peoples’s termination.  The termination was based 
solely on Peoples’s refusal to complete the process for having his disability evaluated 
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by the medical department’s doctor.40  Taylor sent Peoples a formal notice of the 
disposition of his grievance on February 16, 2018.41 

 
Peoples appealed the decision to withdraw his grievance to the International 

Executive Board (IEB) on February 12, 2018.  In his appeal to the IEB, Peoples 
complained that his local union representatives had never addressed his complaints 
about the rotation of jobs or the hostile work environment he experienced at the SHAP.  
Peoples reported that he was terminated while he was out on a medical leave.  He 
stated that he never received formal notice of his termination or a copy of his grievance 
until January 31, 2017.  Peoples stated that no one had ever spoken with him or 
collected information about the grievances he had requested in October 2014.42 

 
Acting on behalf of International President Dennis Williams, Administrative 

Assistant Allen Wilson conducted a hearing on Peoples’s appeal on March 29, 2018.  
Wilson prepared a report to the IEB about the appeal based on testimony given at the 
hearing and documents supplied by Peoples, Local Union 1700, and the UAW-FCA 
Department.  

 
Wilson found that the evidence in the record supported management’s charge 

that Peoples had violated the policy on returning to work and substantiating absences.  
Wilson pointed to Peoples’s correspondence with his union representatives in which he 
acknowledged that he refused to comply with the medical staff’s directive to report to 
the Human Resources Department, and instead left the plant without completing the 
procedure for substantiating his absence.  According to Wilson’s report, Peoples 
justified his refusal by stating that he followed the same procedure he had been taught 
to follow.43  Wilson pointed out that an employee who disagrees with his supervisor’s 
instructions is nevertheless required to comply and grieve any perceived deviation from 
established procedures later.44 

 
Wilson described Mark Taylor’s conclusion that Peoples’s poor work history, his 

relatively short seniority, and his disciplinary record would have precluded a successful 
arbitration of his grievance.  Wilson found no evidence of improper motivation on the 
part of Representative Taylor.  Wilson further concluded that Taylor’s decision did not 
lack a rational basis.  Based on these conclusions Wilson denied Peoples’s appeal.45  
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The IEB adopted Wilson’s report as its decision  President Dennis Williams 
provided Peoples with a copy of the decision on April 20, 2018.  Peoples appealed the 
IEB’s decision to the Public Review Board (PRB) on May 15, 2018. 

 
ARGUMENT 

 
A. Fred Peoples: 

On October 29, 2014, I reported to HR and the medical department.  Following 
an altercation with the medical staff, I left the plant after substantiating the reason for my 
absence from work.  I explained this in the hearing conducted by Administrative 
Assistant Allen Wilson, but he left these facts out of his report.  I asked for an evaluation 
of the job assigned to me on October 16, 2014, to determine whether it accommodated 
my restrictions.  The evaluation of this job took place when I was not present.  
Chairperson Odum lied during the hearing by saying I was present during this 
evaluation.  I presented Administrative Assistant Wilson with hospital records 
establishing that I was not present when this evaluation took place.  Wilson left this out 
of his report as well.  

 
I was forced back to work based on an Independent Medical Evaluation on 

October 16, 2014, totally against the recommendation of my personal physician.  I 
begged for an evaluation of my assignment to establish that it was not within my 
restrictions, but I never received an evaluation.  No one adequately trained me on the 
job I was assigned in October 2014.  On October 22, 2014, I was forced on line by 
management for the first time.  Management knew I had never been trained for a job on 
the line.  I was still unjustly written up for not being able to perform this job.  I could not 
perform the job and there was no doctor available in the plant to see me.  Shortly after 
learning that, I summoned an EMS vehicle to take me to the hospital.  That was my last 
day worked.  The IEB has all of this information. 

 
I reported to the plant on October 29, 2014 in response to a five-day letter.  I 

followed the same routine as always.  I went to HR and then to the medical department 
and turned in my documentation.  During that time, I was verbally attacked by the 
medical staff which triggered my anxiety and PTSD.  Afterword, I left the plant.  I 
explained what had occurred to Chairperson Rick Odum.  I explained about my medical 
condition and the attack.  The IEB was given the same information, yet none of this is 
mentioned in the IEB’s decision.  

 
No one from management ever contacted me between the time I left the plant on 

October 29, 2014 and my discharge on November 7, 2017.  
 
Please understand that I am the victim in this entire situation.  I have written 

detailed letters about everything that has taken place.  My problems stem from my 
insistence on compliance with the collective bargaining agreement.  I have never had a 
problem performing my job.  All of a sudden, when folks want to throw me under the 
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bus, the truth no longer matters.  I am asking the PRB to do a full investigation so the 
truth can come out.  

 
No union or management officer should be allowed to operate above the law.  

Fraudulent documents were submitted, but Administrative Assistant Wilson felt the need 
to ignore the indisputable evidence.  My family and I did not deserve this violent attack 
on our livelihood.  I have strong faith that evil will not prevail in this situation.  

 
B. International Union, UAW: 

The evidence in the record shows that after reporting to the plant in response to 
the company’s five-day letter, Peoples refused directions from FCA staff to wait for the 
plant doctor to review his situation.  Peoples became agitated about this instruction and 
he subsequently refused to return to Human Resources for further discussion of the 
reason for his absence.  In addition, Peoples refused to return to the plant after October 
29, 2014 to meet with representatives of Human Resources after being requested to do 
so by his union representatives and management.  

 
Peoples justified these refusals by saying he felt intimidated by the medical staff.  

He argues that he was never required to follow similar procedures in the past, so that he 
was justified in ignoring these instructions on October 29, 2014.  Even if Peoples felt 
harassed by the medical staff, the rule to obey now and grieve later still applies.  
Peoples should have complied with the instructions given to him and later complained 
about the medical staff’s behavior.  Because of Peoples’s actions during his visit to the 
medical department and in light of his previous medical history, it was not irrational for 
Representative Mark Taylor to conclude that the union would not be likely to prevail if 
Peoples’s grievance were taken to arbitration.  Accordingly, the withdrawal of his 
grievance was warranted.  

 
C. Rebuttal by Attorney Carla D. Aikens on behalf of Frederick Peoples: 

Fred Peoples was hired at the SHAP as a temporary employee on June 30, 
2010.  He was promoted to a full-time position on January 10, 2011.  After several 
successful years of employment at the SHAP, Peoples suffered a painful injury to his 
back.  The injury was directly attributable to a violation of the rules of job rotation set 
forth in the collective bargaining agreement.  Peoples was a very vocal advocate for his 
right to rotate jobs, particularly because the failure to do so bothered his back. 

 
As a result of Peoples’s insistence on his right to rotate jobs, he was assaulted 

several times, followed home, and received harassing phone calls from co-workers.  
Members of management also harassed Peoples by assigning him work outside of his 
medical restrictions and threatening him with termination.  Years of enduring this ill 
treatment resulted in Peoples experiencing a stress disorder known as post-traumatic 
stress disorder (PTSD).  
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On October 21, 2014, FCA management issued Peoples a warning for failing to 
perform his assignment properly.  Peoples had never been properly trained for the 
assignment that led to this warning.  Peoples complained about management’s failure to 
train him and charged that it was done in an effort to have him fired.  As a result of the 
stress caused by this situation, Peoples had to be hospitalized.  After Peoples left the 
plant to go to the hospital, FCA and its physician conducted a site inspection on 
Peoples’s assignment.  FCA and its physician determined that Peoples could physically 
perform his assignment.  This determination was based on management’s inspection 
with no input whatsoever from Peoples.  October 21, 2014 was Peoples’s last day 
worked.  

 
On October 24, 2014, FCA sent Peoples a “five-day” letter directing him to report 

to the medical department at the SHAP and submit satisfactory documentation to 
explain the reason for his absence.  Peoples reported to Human Resources on October 
29, 2014 with his medical documentation.  Human Resources referred Peoples to the 
medical department.  Upon his arrival at the medical department, Peoples discovered 
that he was going to be required to submit to the equivalent of a defense medical exam.  
Peoples was told to wait until the company physician could see him.  The wait for the 
doctor turned out to be excessively long.  

 
Peoples had been diagnosed with PTSD due to his ordeals at the SHAP, so 

having to sit and wait for the physician was causing him to experience symptoms.  
Moreover, Peoples was familiar with the five-day letter process and he knew that all it 
required was that he present documentation explaining the reason for his absence.  
Never had he or anyone he had ever heard of been required to submit to a physical 
examination in response to such a letter.  Therefore, Peoples left the medical office after 
submitting his documentation in accordance with the five-day letter procedures.  

 
Peoples did not know that he had been terminated until he received notice on 

November 19, 2014 that his health care coverage had been cancelled.  When he 
received this notice, Peoples immediately called his local committeeperson Tavares 
Oliver.  Oliver had no knowledge of the termination, but he said he would look into the 
matter.  Oliver subsequently emailed Peoples a notice of termination dated November 
7, 2014.  Oliver responded to the termination by filing a grievance for Peoples on 
November 20, 2014.  The Local Union ultimately withdrew Peoples’s grievance based 
on their determination that there was a low likelihood of success at arbitration.  

 
Peoples also spoke with his union steward Rick Odum about his termination.  

Odum stated that he was also unaware of the termination.  Yet, a copy of the notice of 
termination dated November 7, 2014 apparently has Mr. Odum’s signature on it.  
Peoples had a handwriting expert examine the signature on the termination notice and it 
does not appear to be an original signature of the union representative.  Peoples does 
not believe that Steward Rick Odum actually signed the termination notice.  This was a 
violation of the collective bargaining agreement.  
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The decision to withdraw People’s grievance was based in part on a fraudulent 
document, because there is an open question about the authenticity of Steward Odum’s 
signature on the notice of termination.  The signature appears to be a stamp, which 
would not be proper under the collective bargaining agreement.  At least one of the 
required signatures on this document, perhaps all of them, are fraudulent.  Peoples 
contends that the union failed to protect him against the company’s fraudulent actions.  

 
The record contains notices of prior disciplinary actions issued to Peoples.  The 

union likely relied on these documents when evaluating the merits of Peoples’s case.  
However, Peoples has contended that his file was being “papered” with disciplinary 
issues in order to justify his termination.  He maintains that the real reason for his 
termination was that he was requesting an accommodation for his disability.  Peoples 
has consistently alleged that the company intentionally did not train him and kept putting 
him on assignments he could not do because of his disability.  Thus, it would be circular 
reasoning to use Peoples’s disciplinary write-ups as a basis to support a conclusion that 
his grievance would have been unsuccessful at arbitration.  The technique of using 
write-ups to justify an improper termination should be well-known to the union.  

 
The decision to withdraw Peoples’s grievance was also discriminatory.  The 

International Union’s response to Peoples’s appeal to the Public Review Board makes 
clear that neither FCA nor the Union gave any consideration to Peoples’s disabilities.  
This is patent discrimination.  The union cannot fairly have expected Peoples to be able 
to perform tasks – whether it be a job assignment or remaining in a high stress 
environment – which his disabilities would preclude.  Just because his back injury and 
his PTSD are not visible disabilities does not mean that these conditions and their effect 
on his actions should be disregarded.  

 
Peoples responded to the five-day letter with the documentation requested as he 

had done previously.  The company was not permitted to require anything beyond that.  
FCA and the union should not be allowed to use Peoples’s PTSD against him to argue 
that he should have remained to be examined by the plant doctor.  He is not required to 
do so under the collective bargaining agreement.  There is no medical evidence to 
establish that it was not Peoples’s PTSD that prevented him from waiting until the 
doctor arrived.  

 
The union has failed to produce any evidence to support its conclusion that 

arbitration of Peoples’s grievance was likely to produce an adverse ruling.  Furthermore, 
arbitration proceedings are notoriously unpredictable.  Therefore, in the absence of 
evidence of prior, similar cases receiving a negative outcome, there was no rational 
basis for the decision to withdraw Peoples’s grievance. 

 
DISCUSSION 

 
Peoples did not have the right to be present when the job assigned to him 

following his reinstatement on October 15, 2014, was evaluated to determine whether it 
was within his restrictions.  The company did not need Peoples’s input in order to 
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conduct this evaluation.  The employee’s personal physician can only describe his 
patient’s physical condition.  The plant physician has to evaluate the physical 
requirements of any particular job within the plant to determine whether the employee’s 
physical condition is compatible with the job assigned to him.46  Peoples did not have a 
right to insist that he be placed on any particular job or to declare that some aspect of 
an assignment violated his medical restrictions.  This is a determination for the plant 
physician to make.  After the plant physician determined that the job assigned to 
Peoples on October 16, 2014 was within the restrictions, the assignment was 
independently evaluated by Chief Steward Ricky Odum.  Odum advised Peoples that 
his request for a grievance protesting his assignment had no merit because none of the 
jobs assigned to him in his team violated his restrictions.47  Odum’s decision resolved 
the issue of Peoples’s restrictions based on his back injury. 

 
The restrictions issued to Peoples on October 14, 2014 as a result of his back 

injury were not the basis for his request for an extended disability leave on October 29, 
2014.  The basis for Peoples’s request for leave from October 23, 2014 to February 2, 
2015, was post-traumatic stress disorder, or PTSD.48  The company sent Peoples a 
five-day letter on October 24, 2014, for the purpose of providing him an opportunity to 
substantiate the condition that prevented him from reporting to work.  Peoples and his 
counsel appear to misunderstand the significance of this notice.  An employee is sent 
this notice to inform him that he is about to lose his seniority pursuant to Section (49) of 
the Production, Maintenance and Parts (PMP) Agreement between FCA and the UAW 
as a result of being absent from work.49  The notice gives the employee one last 
opportunity to provide satisfactory evidence that his absence was justified.  In this case, 
Peoples was claiming that his absence was justified by his disability.  Peoples claimed 
he could not report to work because he was suffering from PTSD.  The notice sent to 
him on October 24, 2014 provided him with the opportunity to substantiate that claim.  

 
A form indicating that an employee is being treated for stress or depression is not 

sufficient evidence of a disabling condition to justify a failure to report to work.50  
Furthermore, a diagnosis of PTSD for the purpose of obtaining counseling from an 

                                      
46

 Barnett v. Local Union 735, PRB Case No. 1632, 14 PRB 300 (2009), at 306. 

47
 Record, p. 59. 

48
 Record, p. 46. 

49
 Section (49) of the PMP Agreement between the UAW and FCA describes “Loss of Seniority.”  It 

states, in pertinent part, as follows: 

“An employee shall lose his seniority for the following reasons only: 
… 
 
(c)—He is absent for five (5) scheduled work days or forty (40) scheduled work hours 
without notifying the plant in accordance with its procedure established pursuant to Sec. 
(94) of the Agreement unless, for a reason beyond his control, he is unable to comply 
with such notice requirements. …” 

50
 Radtke v. UAW-Chrysler Department, PRB Case No. 1769, (2018). 
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organization such as Clear Choices Counseling Services is not the equivalent of a 
determination that the employee is disabled as a result of the condition.  In Goodson v. 
UAW-Chrysler Department, PRB Case No. 1720 (2015), for example, we observed that 
the Workers’ Compensation Board’s decision that included the appellant’s PTSD as a 
basis for an award of compensation was not, by itself, proof that the appellant was 
entitled to disability leave as a result of the condition.51  In order to qualify for leave on 
this basis, the employee must establish that he or she is under a doctor’s care for the 
specific condition.  An employee requesting disability leave for a condition such as 
PTSD would be required to produce medical records of a diagnosable psychiatric illness 
describing symptoms and treatment and explaining how manifestation of the condition is 
triggered and why that would prevent the employee from performing his duties in the 
workplace. 

 
Management’s request that Peoples consult with the company physician in 

connection with his request for disability leave was entirely consistent with the purpose 
of a five-day letter issued in accordance with Section (49) of the collective bargaining 
agreement.  The fact that Peoples had not been asked to do this in the past is 
irrelevant.  The characterization of this opportunity to substantiate his claim for disability 
as a “defense exam” completely reverses the contractual responsibilities of the 
employer and the employee in this situation.  FCA is not required to defend itself against 
Peoples’s disability claim.  Peoples is required to substantiate the reasons for his 
absence from work.  

 
Peoples’s behavior while employed at the SHAP and his arguments in support of 

his various appeals reveal a fanciful understanding of an employer’s responsibility to 
accommodate his demands.  Peoples submitted an application for a ninety-day 
disability leave of absence and then responded to the employer’s inquiries about this 
application by asserting his right to privacy under the Health Insurance Portability and 
Accountability Act, or HIPAA.  Peoples refused to cooperate with the reasonable 
instructions of medical department staff when responding to the five-day letter issued in 
accordance with the collective bargaining agreement.  Even if Peoples disagreed with 
management’s interpretation of the agreement, he was required to comply with the 
instructions of the Human Resources Department when responding to the letter.  His 
failure to do so on October 29, 2014, resulted in the termination of his seniority.  

 
The record shows that Peoples was a troublesome employee from the very 

beginning of his relationship with the SHAP.  Peoples quarreled with his team members 
about job rotation.  Team leaders complained about his unwillingness to learn the 
requirements of new job assignments and his insistence that his assignments violated 
his restrictions, even when they did not.52  When Peoples defied the directions of the 
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 PRB Case No. 1720 (2015), at 13-14. 

 

52
 Record, p. 59. 



PRB CASE NO. 1782  Page 18. 

 
 
Human Resources staff on October 29, 2014, he triggered the contractual provision 
terminating his seniority.  

 
Our jurisdiction over claims arising from the disposition of collective bargaining 

grievances is limited to the question whether the matter was improperly handled 
because of fraud, discrimination, or collusion with management or whether the 
disposition was devoid of a rational basis.53  Peoples has not asserted any arguments in 
support of his appeal over which we have jurisdiction.  Peoples has not identified any 
lapse in the union’s pursuit of the grievance protesting the termination of his seniority.  
The local union immediately filed a grievance for Peoples when they were informed that 
his seniority had been broken.  The local referred People’s case to the International 
Union for processing pending the outcome of his other legal actions.  International 
Representative Mark Taylor reported to the IEB that he attempted to negotiate an 
agreement to have Peoples reinstated, but management refused to consider any 
remedy for Peoples short of arbitration.  Taylor concluded that Peoples’s grievance 
could not be successfully arbitrated based on his low seniority and poor work history.  
The record in this case supports Taylor’s conclusion. 

 
The decision of the IEB is affirmed.    

                                      
53

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


