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Victor Brant argues that he is entitled to additional salary for his service to the 

UAW Local Union 7777 as its President in 2003. 
 

FACTS 
 

UAW Local Union 7777 is part of the Detroit Casino Council, which represents 
employees of Detroit’s casinos.  In 2002, Victor L. Brant was President of Local 7777.  
The Local Union bylaws in effect at that time provided that the President was a full-time 
employee.  The President received a salary based on a percentage of the International 
Representative’s rate.  Article VIII, §5 of the bylaws provided, in pertinent part, as 
follows: 

 
“COMPENSATION:  The Local 7777 President shall be a 
full-time Local Union Official.  The Financial Secretary, 
Administrative Assistant(s) and Casino Chairpersons shall 
be part-time Local Union Officials with the number of hours 
scheduled to be determined by the President, however, the 
status of part-time may be changed to full-time at the 
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discretion of the President with approval from the Executive 
Board.  Their salaries shall be: 

*** 

(3) The Financial Secretary and President’s beginning 
wage scale shall be based on the salary of the International 
Representatives’ top rate as of October 18, 2001, and 
adjusted whenever membership levels reach the next 
increment as set below.  Subsequent Presidents and 
Financial Secretaries shall begin at the current wage scale of 
his/her office. 

MEMBERSHIP  PRESIDENT FIN. SEC’T 

2000-2999   78%   63% 

3000-3999   83%   68% 

4000-4999   88%   73%”1 

On November 22, 2002, the UAW Auditing Department recommended that 
Local 7777 amend its bylaws to change the President’s compensation from a salary to 
lost time.  The letter from the Auditing Department explains the reasons for these 
recommendations as follows: 

 
“In January 2002, Local 7777 had $91,252.95.  In the five-
month period following, Local 7777 spent $55,202.22.  At the 
current rate of spending, Local 7777 will exhaust all its funds 
within a twelve-month period.”2 

With respect to officers’ compensation, the auditor made the following recommendation: 
 

“Officers’ compensation for performing their elective duties 
should be limited to a lost-time basis.  Bylaws should be 
changed to exemplify this position.”3 

At a membership meeting on February 13, 2003, the Bylaws Committee 
introduced a motion to table the amendment regarding switching the President’s 
position to part time in order to obtain clarification of the recommendation.4  The motion 
                                                 
1 Record, p. 25 
2 Record, p. 8. 
3 Record, p. 8. 
4 Record, p. 12. 
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carried.  At a membership meeting on March 13, President Brant reported that he had 
decided to go back to work in the Casino for three days a week in order to reduce the 
Local Union’s expenses.5  The following month, Bylaws Chairperson Venus Jeters read 
proposed amendments to the Local Union bylaws and reported that the amendments 
would be posted and presented to the membership for a vote at the meeting in April 
2003.6 

 
The minutes of the membership meeting held on April 24, 2003, indicate that 

Bylaws Chairperson Venus Jeters presented a proposed amendment to the bylaws with 
regard to officers’ salaries.7  The proposed amendment defined compensation as 
follows: 

 
“COMPENSATION:  The Local 7777 President shall be a 
full-time Local Union Official.  The President shall be paid 
lost time three (3) days a week with additional time given 
whereas deemed necessary.  The Financial Secretary shall 
receive one (1) day a week.  The Local 7777 Casino 
Chairpersons shall be part-time Local Union Officials with 
the number of hours to be determined by demand to perform 
their elected duty requirements, however, the status of part 
time may be changed to full time through bylaw change 
through Executive Board recommendation and membership 
approval.  Their base salaries shall be: 

1)  The President and Casino Chairpersons’ wage shall be 
equal to that of the highest negotiated rate in the Casino. 

2)  Any non-elected employee of Local 7777 shall be 
compensated at a rate no higher than $20.00.”8 

At a membership meeting on June 26, 2003, a motion to table the amendment 
regarding officers’ compensation for clarification was adopted.9  The amendment was 
presented again on July 24, 2003, and approved by a vote of the members present.10  
                                                 
5 Record, p. 16. 
6 Record, p. 18 
7 Record, p. 21. 
8 Record, p. 25. 
9 Record, p. 36. 
10 The minutes of the July 25 membership meeting report the membership’s action as follows: 

“Brother Brant read the [proposed] change to the bylaws under compensation: 9 a.m. 
meeting, 7 to 6 with one challenged vote, due to Union dues owed, but was counted 
because there were no letters of Union dues arrears, 9 a.m. 7 to 6 stand; 1 p.m. meeting 
a motion to table the bylaws for clarification, motion declined for no support and motion 
out of order.  Vote 1 p.m. meeting, 5 yes and 2 no.”  (Record, p. 42) 
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On November 17, 2003, the International Union responded to Local 7777’s proposed 
amendments to its bylaws and requested a number of revisions.  The International 
Union’s response makes no comment on the amendment to Article VIII, §5, concerning 
the officers’ salaries.  The amended bylaws were approved by International President 
Ron Gettelfinger on March 10, 2004.11  

 
On February 12, 2004, Victor Brant wrote to UAW Financial Secretary-Treasurer 

Elizabeth Bunn concerning his compensation as President of Local 7777 in 2003.  Brant 
stated that when he received his W-2 Forms for 2003, he discovered that he had not 
received all of his salary.  Brant claimed he was entitled to an adjustment.12  Bunn 
referred Brant’s inquiry to President Gettelfinger’s staff.  On March 25, President 
Gettelfinger’s Administrative Assistant Eunice Stokes-Wilson advised Brant that he 
should present his appeal to the membership of Local 7777.13  Brant filed an appeal to 
the membership of Local 7777 with Recording Secretary Harriett Smith on April 9, 2004, 
requesting an adjustment to his salary as Local Union President in 2003.14 

 
Originally, Brant calculated the shortage to be $12,979.70, but he later revised 

that to $7,160.64.  Brant explained that he served as President from January 1, 2003, 
up to September 1, 2003, or 66.57 percent of the year.  Under the bylaws then in effect, 
according to Brant, he was entitled to a yearly salary of $67,475.20, less any earnings 
from his employment at MotorCity Casino.  Brant reported that he earned $11,414.32 
from the Casino in 2003.  Brant stated that 66.57 percent of $67,475.20 resulted in an 
annual salary of $44,918.24.  Subtracting the money he earned from the Casino from 
the salary he should have received resulted in a total salary of $33,503.92.  Brant stated 
that his W-2 showed that he only received $26,343.28 in salary from Local 7777 during 
2003.  Brant argued that he was entitled to be paid the difference between $33,503.92 
and $26,343.28 or $7,160.64.15  

 
The Local apparently did not respond to Brant’s appeal so he filed another 

appeal to the membership with Local 7777 President Lennell Parker on July 8, 2004.16  
Brant filed a third appeal with President Parker on October 18, 2004, and asked that the 
appeal be read to the membership at the next scheduled meeting.17  The minutes of the 
Local 7777 Executive Board meeting on October 30, 2004, report that the Board voted 
to have the Financial Secretary and Trustees investigate Brant’s claim and report their 
findings.18  
                                                 
11 Record, p. 54. 
12 Record, p. 51. 
13 Record, p. 58. 
14 Record, p. 59. 
15 Record, pp. 59-60. 
16 Record, p. 61. 
17 Record, p. 63 
18 Record, p. 67. 
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On November 20, 2005, Darleen P. Sykes, a bookkeeper for Local 7777, 

responded to Brant’s claim that he did not receive all of his salary during 2003.  Sykes 
explained that Brant had received salary for the period from January 1, 2003, through 
March 22, 2003, in accordance with the Local Union bylaws.  After that, according to 
Sykes, Brant began receiving lost time in accordance with the amended bylaws.  Sykes 
asserted that the bylaws were amended in February 2003 to state that the President’s 
wage rate is equal to the highest negotiated rate in the Casino.19  Sykes attached to her 
letter a copy of Article VIII, §5, of the Local 7777 bylaws with the notation “revised 2003” 
on the bottom of the page.  The text of the bylaw section attached to Sykes’ letter is the 
same as that presented to the membership on April 24, 2003, except that the sentence 
declaring that the President shall be a full-time Union Official has been deleted.20  Sykes 
commented that Brant was actually overpaid in 2003 because he received a rate 
greater than the highest negotiated rate in the Casino.21 

 
Brant responded to Sykes on November 23, 2005.  He pointed out that although 

the amended bylaws were presented to the membership in February 2003, the issue of 
the President’s salary was not resolved at that time.  Brant informed Sykes that the 
amendment to the bylaws was not adopted until after he left office so that he should 
have been paid according to the original bylaws.22  Brant argued that his agreement to 
work in the MotorCity Casino as a dealer and to be paid lost time by the Local during 
this period had nothing to do with the revision to the bylaws.  He stated: 

 
“…This was not a concession or agreement to change my 
wages but to reduce costs to the Local by allowing MotorCity 
Casino to pay a part of my salary and the Local therefore 
saving money.  I did agree with Mr. Terry not to oppose the 
revision of the bylaws when it came time to vote on them, 
but I never agreed to reduce the amount of my salary before 
that. …”23  

On December 2, 2005, Local 7777 President Alvin White referred Brant’s claim 
that he was underpaid by the Local in 2003 to Richard Hoffman of the UAW Auditing 
Department.  Hoffman responded to White in a letter dated January 13, 2006.  He 
concluded that the bylaws allowing the Local President a salary equal to 78 percent of 
an International Representative’s top rate was in effect for all of the year 2003.24  
Nevertheless, Hoffman found that an agreement was reached in March 2003 to reduce 

                                                 
19 Record, p. 79. 
20 Record, p. 80. 
21 Record, p. 79. 
22 Record, p. 81. 
23 Record, p. 81. 
24 Record, p. 86. 
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the President’s pay to a part-time rate based on lost time for two days per week.  
Hoffman noted that the President received this rate from March until he left office in 
September.  Hoffman concluded: 

 
“It seems to me that the President was a party to the 
agreement to reduce his pay.  If the President was not a 
party to this reduced pay rate, it seems logical that he would 
have questioned the reduced pay immediately, say, in March 
or shortly thereafter, but instead the issue was not raised 
until February 2004. 

As I understand the information I was provided, the question 
raised by this appeal is to be resolved by the membership.  I 
suggest that this question should be brought to the 
membership for their resolution.”25  

The minutes of the Local 7777 membership meeting conducted on January 26, 2006, 
report that Hoffman’s letter was presented and a vote was taken on Victor Brant’s claim 
for $7,160.64.  According to the minutes, Brant’s request to be paid was approved by a 
margin of 23 to 5.26 
 

On March 4, 2006, President Alvin White wrote to Brant in response to his 
request for an adjustment to his salary for 2003.  White stated: 

 
“In response to your request for additional wages for the 
payroll year of 2003, we find the following: 

1.  Your request was not filed on a timely basis. 

2.  During the entire period in question, you were only paying 
dues based on your earnings from the Casino, and not on a 
Local 7777 salary basis. 

                                                 
25 Record, p. 86. 
26 The minutes state: 

“Letter from Richard Hoffman regarding Victor Brant’s request for additional payment to 
be brought to the membership.  Brother Brant made a motion to receive additional 
amount payment to be adjusted to the proper amount of $7,160.64.  Support by Sister 
Frank.  Discussion.  Vote: 9 a.m. 16 yes, no oppose; vote 1 p.m. meeting 5 yes and 5 no; 
at the 5:30 p.m. 2 yes and 2 sustain (abstain?).” (Record, p. 88) 
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3.  Again, your limited hours were dictated by your employer 
and not Local 7777.”27 

Brant returned to the membership on March 16, 2006, and presented his request for 
payment once again.  The minutes report that the membership voted to pay Brant the 
requested adjustment.28 
 

Brant appealed President White’s ruling to the International Executive Board 
(IEB) in a letter addressed to President Gettelfinger on March 18, 2006.  Brant pointed 
out that he submitted his request for an adjustment to his salary for 2003 in February 
2004, immediately after receiving his 2003 W-2 Form.  Brant stated that he appealed to 
the Local membership in March 2004, after being directed to do so by the President’s 
staff.  Brant stated that when the matter was finally presented to the membership for a 
vote in January 2006, his request for a pay adjustment was approved.  According to 
Brant, President White asked the bookkeeper to issue a check to him as directed by the 
membership, but the bookkeeper refused.  He gave the following account of what took 
place: 

 
“…When Alvin White took the vote to our bookkeeper to 
have a check written, she questioned the approval of the 
membership and would not issue a check.  Alvin then 
inquired to Region 1, which contacted your office for 
guidance.  Ms. Eunice Stokes told Alvin my request was 
untimely, that the reduction of hours I worked in the Local 
was reduced by the Casino, not the Local, and I did not pay 
the correct amount of dues for the salary adjustment I am 
seeking.  Therefore, Ms. Stokes determined the will of our 
membership should not be honored, but ignored.”29 

Brant observed that the Auditing Department had specifically directed the Local to 
present the issue to the membership.  Brant asserted that Administrative Assistant 
Stokes-Wilson had become involved in the matter to retaliate against him for having 
testified during a Public Review Board hearing.  Brant argued that the limitation on leave 
                                                 
27 Record, p. 92.  White’s third point apparently refers to the fact that the collective bargaining agreement 
in effect at the beginning of 2003 did not allow employees of the Casino to be on full-time leave for more 
than two years in order to run for and hold political office. (Political Office Leave, Article 14, §14.01(f), 
Record, p. 2)  
28 The minutes state: 

“Victor Brant motion on the floor to receive additional amount payment to be adjusted to 
the proper amount of $7,160.64 that was voted at the 01/26/06 membership mtg. 1 p.m. 
and 5 p.m. January meeting.  Brother Brant stated he just wants this information in the 
minutes to show the vote anyway.  9 a.m. meeting vote 9 favor to pay Brother Brant the 
adjustment of his income.  There were no opposed.” (Record, p. 93) 
 

29 Record, p. 97. 
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for Union business had no bearing on the salary he was entitled to earn as President.  
Furthermore, he pointed out that his salary was not determined based on the amount of 
Union dues he paid; rather, the dues were to be determined based on the salary paid. 30  
Brant wrote to Gettelfinger again on May 30, 2006, after he received no response to his 
appeal of March 18.  He stated: 
 

“I have spoken with Ms. Eunice Stokes, who until this time 
has taken no action on my request sent to you in March.  I 
have tried to contact Ms. Stokes several times and she 
refuses to return my calls or even write me a letter.  I do not 
believe in threats nor am I an unreasonable person, but two 
years is a long time to wait for a salary I should have been 
paid without all this mess. …”31  

Acting on behalf of President Gettelfinger, Administrative Assistants Eunice 
Stokes-Wilson and Bob Kinkade conducted a hearing on Brant’s appeal as hearing 
officers for the IEB on September 6, 2006.  Stokes-Wilson and Kinkade prepared a 
report to the IEB based on the written record and testimony taken during the hearing.  
The hearing officers asserted that Brant was not a member in good standing when he 
presented his appeal to the membership in January 2006.32  They reported that he was 
terminated by the Casino on July 10, 2005, and did not pay dues in the month of July 
2005.  His “out of work” credits would have expired in December 2006, after which time 
he had an obligation to report to the Local Union within the last ten days of each month 
to certify that he was entitled to “out of work” credits or else pay dues based on his 
current earnings.33  Nevertheless, the hearing officers acknowledged that Brant had 

                                                 
30 Record, p. 98. 
31 Record, p. 99. 
32 Record, p. 159. 
33 Article 16, §19, of the International Constitution provides as follows: 
 

“Any member who is entitled to ‘out-of-work’ credits under §18 of this Article and who 
does not secure an honorable withdrawal transfer card, shall be presumed to continue to 
be entitled to ‘out-of-work’ credits and thus remains in continuous good standing without 
the necessity of paying dues for the first six (6) months of such layoff or leave unless the 
member has had employment during this period which would necessitate her/his paying 
dues under the first paragraph of §18 of this Article or taking an honorable withdrawal 
transfer card under Article 17, §2.  Unless any such member shall, during the last ten (10) 
days of such six (6) month period, certify in writing to the Local Union Financial 
Secretary, in person or by registered or certified letter, that s/he continues to be eligible 
for good standing membership without payment of dues pursuant to §18 of this Article 
and Article 17, §2, the member shall automatically be noted on the Local Union’s records 
as having been issued an honorable withdrawal card at the conclusion of said six (6) 
month period.  If a member does certify as provided herein during the last ten (10) days 
of the six (6) month period, s/he shall continue to be eligible for ‘out-of-work’ credits for 
each additional month if during the last ten (10) days of such month s/he similarly 
certifies.  Such a member shall automatically be noted on the Local Union’s records as 
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filed a timely appeal on April 9, 2004, while he was still a member in good standing 
although the appeal “lay dormant for a number of months.”34  Therefore, the hearing 
officers concluded that Brant was entitled to a response on the merits of his claim.  

 
The hearing officers held that Brant’s salary for 2003 should be determined under 

the original Local Union 7777 bylaws, rather than the bylaws as revised in 2003.  They 
maintained, however, that when Brant returned to the Casino for three days a week and 
began receiving lost time from the Union, he became a part-time employee of the Union 
so that his pay was based on how part-time employees are treated under the bylaws.35  
The hearing officers asserted that the Local Union should not be required to supplement 
Brant’s earnings from the Casino to bring his rate up to the rate due to the Local Union 
President under the bylaws.  Their report states: 

 
“…It is not uncommon for local unions to supplement the pay 
for local union representatives; however, such 
representatives are performing services for the local union.  
Local union bylaws may provide that a bargaining 
representative, shop chairperson, or president is paid the 
highest classification in the shop; however, these 
representatives are performing a service in the 
administration of the collective bargaining agreement.  The 
appellant performed no such service while working for the 
employer.”36 

The hearing officers observed that Brant acknowledged that he voluntarily took a pay 
cut in a letter he wrote to Regional Director Ken Terry on August 26, 2003.37  They 
concluded, therefore, that Brant was properly paid.  They held that as a part-time officer 
he was entitled to a prorated hourly rate based on the salary schedule in the bylaws.  
The hearing officers stated that while it was noble for Brant to become a part-time 
officer in order to save the Local Union money, he understood what he was doing at the 
time.  Their report states: 
 

“The issue in this instant appeal is whether the appellant was 
a full-time or part-time employee of the Local Union.  His 

                                                                                                                                                             
having been issued an honorable withdrawal transfer card on the first day of such a 
month in which the member fails to certify as provided herein.” 
 

34 Record, p. 160. 
35 Record, pp. 160-161. 
36 Record, p. 161. 
37 In the letter, Brant was complaining about the Region’s failure to obtain sufficient leave for him to 
perform his duties as President after he agreed to work three days a week in the Casino to save money 
for the Union.  (Record, pp 44-47) 
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testimony, as well as the case record, indicates that he 
became a part-time employee and was paid accordingly.”38   

Furthermore, the hearing officers remarked that appellant knew he was receiving 
a reduced rate from March 2003 to September 2003, yet he did not raise the issue until 
February 2004.  The hearing officers agreed with Richard Hoffman of the Auditing 
Department that this was evidence that Brant had agreed to accept the reduced rate.39  

 
The hearing officers reversed the decision of the Local 7777 membership and 

denied Brant’s appeal.40  On May 7, 2007, the IEB adopted the hearing officers’ report 
as its decision.  Brant has now appealed the IEB’s decision to the Public Review Board 
(PRB). 

 
ARGUMENT 

 
A. Victor L. Brant: 

According to the Local Union bylaws that were in effect during the relevant 
period, I was to be paid as a full-time President.  The limitation on leave for Union 
business did not change my status as a full-time union officer or my responsibilities as 
President, which I fulfilled to the best of my ability.  This is clear from the letter I 
received from Administrative Assistant Sue Goulding on March 12, 2003, in which she 
explained why I was not entitled to holiday pay.  Goulding stated: 

 
“…I understand that your salary has been based on a 
percentage of the International Representative’s rate.  As 
such, your pay remains constant.  You are neither to receive 
holiday pay over and above your salary, nor was your salary 
reduced by any day(s) you may have not been at work.”41 

The IEB characterized the adjustment that I requested as payment for the 
performance of work for the Employer.  That is not the case.  I only requested the 
difference between my full-time salary as President and the pay that I received from the 
Casino.  The membership of Local 7777 approved the salary adjustment that I 
requested.   

 
I look forward to having this issue fairly resolved after three years. 
 

                                                 
38 Record, p. 164. 
39 Record, p. 164 
40 Record, p. 168. 
41 Record, p. 13. 
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B. International Union, UAW: 

Appellant has written numerous letters and appeals requesting a retroactive pay 
adjustment.  The membership voted to pay the adjustment, but the Local Union’s 
Financial Secretary refused to issue a check.  The IEB found that appellant was 
properly paid and so was not eligible for the adjustment. 

 
It is undisputed that in 2003, appellant went from performing the duties of Local 

Union President on a full-time basis to working two days per week as President and 
three days per week as a dealer in the MotorCity Casino.  During his shift in the Casino, 
he did not perform any of his duties as Local Union President.  In any event, the 
Employer had already informed the Local and the International Union that it would no 
longer allow the Local Union President to function as a full-time officer. 

 
When appellant went from a full-time to a part-time position as Local Union 

President, his rate of pay did not change with respect to the services he performed as 
President.  His rate of pay as a dealer in the Casino was less than that authorized by 
the bylaws for the President.  In this case, appellant argues that the Local Union should 
make up the difference between the rate of pay he earned as President and the rate he 
earned as a dealer.  The bylaws, however, state that any part-time officer’s pay shall be 
pro-rated according to the scheduled hours worked for the Local.  Appellant was treated 
just as any other part-time officer after March 2003.  Appellant was only entitled to the 
President’s rate of pay for the hours that he worked as President.  The bylaws do not 
obligate the Local to supplement appellant’s pay for the time he worked inside the 
Casino as a dealer.  

 
C. Rebuttal by Victor L. Brant: 

The International claims that I agreed with Regional Director Ken Terry to change 
my status as full-time President to a part-time position.  I never agreed to that because it 
would have violated our Local Union’s bylaws.  I did agree to reduce the number of 
hours that I worked at the Local Union office in order to reduce the burden of pay on the 
Local.  I was to receive the difference in pay from my union salary and the money paid 
me by the Casino.  This addressed the Local Union’s need to reduce costs. 

 
The International claims that I performed none of my duties as Local Union 

President while I was working for the Casino.  This is a ludicrous assumption.  It is 
impossible to hold the position of Local Union President and not perform the duties of 
the office with over 900 members surrounding you in the Casino.  I also did Step 3 
meetings and represented members with management whenever necessary.  

 
The International Union falsely claimed that the Local 7777 Financial Secretary 

refused to issue a check to me after being directed to do so by the membership.  It was 
not the elected Financial Secretary who refused to issue the check, but the hired 
bookkeeper. 
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The Local 7777 bylaws that were in effect in 2003 are clear as to the status of the 
President.  I explained the method that I used to calculate the salary due to me based 
on my pay from the Casino and the salary I ought to have received as President.  The 
International Director of Auditing recommended that the issue be resolved by the 
membership, and the membership voted to pay me.  The International has attempted to 
throw up smoke screens and twist words in an effort to disallow my just payment.  I 
served my office to the best of my ability and made many sacrifices in my own personal 
life and I simply expect to be paid the amount I agreed to when I took office.  I have met 
every demand made to me by the International Union, and each time I am successful, 
they come up with another unfounded and unfair reason not to pay me. 

 
DISCUSSION 

 
In his appeal to this Board, Brant maintains that he never agreed to accept less 

compensation in 2003 than that authorized for the Local President as a full-time officer 
of the Local Union.  He maintains that the savings to the Union resulting from deducting 
his earnings at the Casino from his annual salary was the only savings anticipated as a 
result of his return to work as a dealer.  Brant’s failure to question the reduced pay he 
began receiving in March 2003 does not demonstrate that he had agreed to become a 
part-time employee.  Given the complexity of Brant’s pay calculation during the period 
from March until September 2003, it is not at all surprising that he did not discover the 
amount of reduction in his pay until after he received his W-2 Forms in 2004.  He did file 
his appeal immediately after he received his W-2 Forms.  

 
Nevertheless, this record tends to support a conclusion that Brant agreed to 

become a part-time employee in 2003, although he may not have understood how much 
this change in status was going to cost him.  The audit conducted by the UAW Auditing 
Department in 2002 demonstrated that the Local Union would soon be insolvent if it 
continued to compensate its officers in accordance with its bylaws.  The auditor 
recommended that the bylaws be amended, but as this record demonstrates, amending 
Local Union bylaws can be a lengthy process.  The Local had to take steps immediately 
to maintain its solvency.  Regional Director Ken Terry apparently asked Brant to change 
his status to part-time in 2003, and he acknowledged having agreed to accept less then 
full-time compensation.  Brant makes a reference to this agreement in his letter to Terry 
on August 26, 2003.  The letter states: 

 
“…You promised me this position would be full-time in our 
next contract.  Yet, I’m told if our bylaws state the President 
is full-time they will be rejected!  Which promise should I 
believe? 
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I made concessions at your request because I am willing to 
do what is necessary to help make this Local successful. 
…”42 

Furthermore, when Brant explained the cost-saving measures to the membership, he 
informed them that he was going to work in the Casino three days a week as a dealer.  
We understand that he may have been called upon to perform some of the duties of his 
office while in the Casino; nevertheless, he was there as a dealer not as a 
representative of the Local Union. 
 

The designation of the President’s position as full-time in the bylaws would not by 
itself have altered an agreement by Brant to stop performing that function on a full-time 
basis after March 2003.  It would, therefore, have been permissible for the International 
Union to have determined that Brant was properly compensated in 2003 based on the 
bylaw applicable to part-time employees.  Had Brant been given this straightforward 
explanation for the denial of his claim when he first raised the issue with the 
International Financial Secretary-Treasurer in 2004, we would have little difficulty 
affirming the International Union’s position. 

 
The International Union’s handling of this appeal did not follow this path, 

however; indeed it did not follow any fair or acceptable process.  Instead, Brant was 
instructed on two separate occasions, in 2004 and then again in 2006, to appeal to the 
Local Union membership. Yet, when the membership supported his appeal, the 
President’s staff did not want to accept their ruling.  Instead, staff members instructed a 
bookkeeper employed by the Local Union to disregard a request of the Local President 
to issue a check to Brant based on a claim of untimeliness that had never previously 
been raised, as well as two vaguely articulated new theories having to do with union 
dues and the requirements of the collective bargaining agreement. 

 
When the President’s staff finally conducted a hearing on Brant’s claim, they 

raised yet another procedural objection based on the theory that Brant was no longer a 
member in good standing because he had not certified that he was entitled to “out of 
work” credits pursuant to Article 16, §19, of the Constitution.  The hearing officers 
dismissed the membership’s vote to pay Brant’s claim by commenting that it is up to the 
International President rather than the membership to determine what expenses are 
necessary for a Local Union.  In fact, in the absence of any statement of policy on the 
part of the IEB, the membership is the final arbiter of what is necessary within the 
meaning of Article 46, §1, of the International Constitution.43  That was not the question 
presented by Brant’s appeal, however.  An officer’s salary is obviously a necessary 
expense; the question was how much he was entitled to under the Local Union bylaws. 

                                                 
42 Record, p. 45. 
43 Shinn v. Region 1A, 6 PRB 250 (1991); McKenzie et al. v. International Union 8 PRB 108 (1993); Mertz 
v. Local Union 2256, PRB Case 1297 (2001); and Edwards v. UAW Local 148, (2004).  
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The constant shifting of the International Union’s rationale for denying Brant the 

compensation he claimed, and the involvement of the President’s staff in overturning 
the membership’s decision, created the impression that the issue was a personal one 
between members of President Gettelfinger’s staff and the appellant.  Furthermore, the 
amount of time that this appeal was held at the International level created the 
appearance of impropriety, even if there were no improper influences.  After instructing 
the Local bookkeeper to disregard the direction of the membership to pay Brant’s claim, 
it took the President’s staff eight months to schedule a hearing to consider the issues.  
Staff should have acted immediately to resolve this matter once they took the 
extraordinary step of interfering with the operation of a Local Union in this way.  Then 
another eight months passed before a decision was issued by the IEB.  Nothing about 
the issues explains this delay. 

 
In this particular case, if a member of Local 7777 believed that the membership’s 

decision to pay Brant was improper, that member could have appealed to the IEB.  
Such an appeal would have been the appropriate way to resolve the matter, particularly 
after Brant had been specifically instructed to take the matter to the membership.  No 
such appeal was filed, however, so the decision of the membership stands.  The 
membership may well have erred in a technical sense when it concluded that Brant 
should have been compensated as a full-time employee for the six month period from 
March 13 until September 1, 2003, when his term as President ended, but that is not 
such a terrible thing.  The integrity of the process in these circumstances is far more 
important than the correctness of any individual ruling involving a relatively small 
amount of money. 

 
Local Union 7777 is hereby directed to pay Victor Brant the $7,160.64 he claimed 

as compensation due to him for his service to the Local as its President in 2003 in 
accordance with the motion adopted by the Local Union membership on January 26, 
2006.  We also believe that Brant is entitled to interest on the compensation because of 
the undue delay in processing his claim by International Union staff.  Accordingly, the 
International Union is hereby directed to pay Brant interest on $7,160.64 for the period 
from January 26, 2006, to the present date at the rate used to calculate interest on back 
pay and other monetary remedies used by the National Labor Relations Board. 

 
It is so ordered. 
 
 


