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Quinnetta Lacey has challenged Representative Ken Kapa’s decision to withdraw 

a grievance protesting her termination for cashing a stale check. 
 

FACTS 
 

Quinnetta Lacey was hired as a cashier at MGM Grand Casino in Detroit, 
Michigan on April 29, 2005.  She worked in a bargaining unit represented by UAW Local 
Union 7777.  On November 2, 2006, Lacey was suspended for cashing a Ford Motor 
Company payroll check dated August 18, 2006.  The check was returned as stale-
dated.  The Suspension Notice issued to Lacey described the reason for her 
suspension as follows: 

 
“On Sunday, October 22, 2006, Quinnetta Lacey processed 
a payroll check in the amount of $1,151.49 that was dated 
August 18, 2006, which stated void after 60 days.  This 
check was returned unpaid, reason being: stale dated.  This 
occurrence results in a variance held against Quinnetta.  
According to MGM Grand Detroit variance policy, a variance 
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in the amount of $1,000 or greater results in suspension 
pending investigation.”1  
 

Local 7777 filed a grievance protesting Lacey’s suspension on November 4, 
2006.  The Casino denied Lacey’s grievance on November 5 and issued a Separation 
Notice on November 10.  The Separation Notice indicates that Lacey’s actions violated 
the following sections of Casino Policy #417:  B27 failure to maintain proper 
accountability and control of cash; B8 failure to follow departmental rules; and B24 job 
performance not meeting standards.2  The notice further states: 

 
“…According to MGM Grand Detroit’s variance policy, a 
variance in the amount of $1,000 or greater is assessed 20 
points which results in separation.”3 
 

Lacey’s grievance was referred to Region 1 Representative Ken Kapa.  Kapa 
withdrew the grievance on January 12, 2007.4  Lacey appealed the decision to withdraw 
her grievance to the International Executive Board (IEB) on February 8.  In support of 
her appeal, Lacey asserted that the Casino had an agreement to cash all payroll checks 
from Ford, Chrysler and General Motors no matter what.  Lacey reported that the 
Casino had been unable to produce the returned check at any of the grievance 
meetings.  Lacey maintained that the Casino had received funds from Ford Motor 
Company to cover the check.5  She concluded:  “Why should I be separated when I 
know for a fact that MGM received their funds from Ford Payroll?”6 

 
Representative Kapa responded to Lacey’s appeal in a memorandum addressed 

to International President Ron Gettelfinger on February 28, 2007.  Kapa stated that he 
met with representatives of MGM Casino on January 12 in an attempt to resolve 
Lacey’s grievance, but the meeting was unsuccessful.  He explained that he withdrew 
the grievance based on his conclusion that the Union would not prevail at the next step, 
which would have been arbitration.  Kapa stated that the Casino did provide a copy of 
the returned Ford payroll check during the meeting on January 12.  He stated that he 
was unaware of any policy regarding the cashing of payroll checks from the automobile 
companies.  He reported that there was no evidence that Ford Motor Company actually 
did cover the check in question.  In any event, he explained that Lacey was terminated 
for violating several Casino rules besides the claim that her actions had caused a 
monetary loss.7 
                                                 
1 Record, p. 1. 
2 Record, p. 5. 
3 Record, p. 5 
4 Record, p. 10. 
5 Record, p. 8. 
6 Record, p. 9. 
7 Record, pp. 10-11. 
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Acting on behalf of President Gettelfinger, hearing officers Toffie Abbasse and 

Jack Campbell conducted a hearing on Lacey’s appeal on April 26, 2007.  The hearing 
officers prepared a report to the IEB based on testimony given at the hearing.  The 
report indicates that Union Steward Beulah Walker testified that cashiers had been told 
that they should cash all GM, Ford and Chrysler payroll checks.8  Representative Kapa 
responded, however, that he was not aware of any arrangement between MGM Casino 
and the automobile companies that all payroll checks would be covered.  Kapa stated 
that cashiers are assessed 20 points for any variance greater than $1,000, which results 
in termination.9 

 
Kapa explained that he based his determination that the Union could not prevail 

at arbitration on the Union’s past experience arbitrating the termination of employees for 
violating the variance policy.  The hearing officers reported that Arbitrator John A. Lyons 
previously upheld the discharge of a cashier following arbitration of a grievance 
between MGM Grand Casino and the Detroit Casino Counsel.  Arbitrator Lyons stated 
that there was a clear statement of the work rules and the disciplinary penalties which 
can be imposed for these particular violations.10  The hearing officers also quoted from a 
decision of arbitrator Nora Lyndi commenting on the variance policy.  According to the 
hearing officers’ report, Lyndi stated, “The cage variance policy is a reasonable one, 
particularly considering the nature of the employer’s business and the large sums of 
money involved.”11 

 
The hearing officers concluded that Kapa’s decision to withdraw Lacey’s 

grievance did have a rational basis and that there was no evidence that discrimination, 
fraud, or collusion with management influenced the decision.12  They denied Lacey’s 
appeal and the IEB adopted their report as its decision.  The decision was issued on 
August 10, 2007. Lacey has now appealed the IEB’s decision to the Public Review 
Board (PRB). 

 
ARGUMENT 

 
A. Quinnetta Lacey: 

MGM Grand Casino does not really have a clear check-cashing policy.  
Everything the cashiers learn is by word of mouth.  There is nothing in writing.  Cashiers 
are treated very unfairly.  Any mistakes are grounds for MGM to put the cage cashiers 
out the door.  Cage cashiers Lisa Fields, Danielle Terrell, and Imelda Uy were all 

                                                 
8 Record, p. 17 
9 Record, pp. 17-18. 
10 Record, p. 19. 
11 Record, p. 20. 
12 Record, p.20. 
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terminated even though the Casino recovered the money.  This is unreasonable 
discipline that is not progressive as provided for in Article 22 of the collective bargaining 
agreement.  The Union was able to have two intermediate bankers reinstated after a 
year because the discipline was not progressive. 

 
During the hearing on my appeal, the hearing officers stated that they would 

contact MGM Grand to determine if any money was collected on the check that I 
cashed.  MGM Grand always gets its money.  It is a company that never takes a loss.  
Nevertheless, the hearing officers never did submit any information about whether the 
Casino received any money from Ford Motor Company.  In fact, the guest information 
on the check has been blocked out to prevent the Union from investigating whether the 
money was paid.  MGM stated that they did this to protect the guest information, but it is 
tampering with evidence.  MGM is hiding this information because they received the 
funds for this payroll check. 

 
I am requesting that my grievance be put back in the system.  I want a complete 

investigation. 
 
B. International Union, UAW: 

It should come as no great surprise that the rules which govern the performance 
of a cashier in a major casino are more rigorous than those that govern the working life 
of, say, an assembler in a manufacturing plant.  When large sums of money, gambling, 
and strict government regulation are involved, strict policies and intolerance of 
variances are both prudent and commonplace. 

 
At MGM Grand Casino, the UAW and its membership had already been taught 

these lessons by adverse arbitration decisions.  For a cashier, avoiding variances is the 
essence of the job.  An accounting imbalance constitutes a failure to be a reliable 
steward of the Casino’s assets.  It matters very little to the Casino whether the 
imbalance is caused by overpayment to the customer, bad counting, dropping money 
on the floor, embezzlement, or, as here, by inattention to a common, and commonly 
understood, “void after 60 days” warning. 

 
DISCUSSION 

 
Our jurisdiction over appeals 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 handling 
of the matter was devoid of a rational basis.13  We agree with appellant Lacey that the 
application of the variance policy to her under these circumstances was harsh.  The 
check was only 3 days stale.  Furthermore, there seems to have been some kind of 
understanding about cashing checks from the big three automakers.  Lacey has 

                                                 
13 International Constitution, Article 33, §4(i). 
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explained that she believed it was Casino policy to cash all payroll checks issued by the 
Ford Motor Company.  As she points out, the Casino probably did recover the money 
from Ford Motor Company.  The termination of an employee with a clean disciplinary 
record for an understandable error such as Lacey’s disregards commonly shared 
understandings of justice and fair play.  Nevertheless, the discipline assessed in this 
case apparently did not violate the collective bargaining agreement between the UAW 
and MGM Grand Detroit Casino. 

 
Although Section 22.01(a) of the collective bargaining agreement promises a 

system of progressive discipline, it specifically exempts violations of MGM Grand Detroit 
Casino Policy #417 from that promise.  The section states: 

 
“No regular Employee, after having completed the 
probationary period, shall be disciplined and/or discharged 
except for just cause.  Disciplinary actions will be 
progressive and may include but are not limited to: written 
counseling, suspension and discharge.  The parties agree 
that progressive discipline normally requires, prior to 
suspension or discharge, that an Employee be given an 
opportunity to correct the deficiency through a written 
counseling notice, but that within the principle of progressive 
discipline, certain conduct may warrant immediate 
suspension or discharge when appropriate.  This type of 
conduct includes, but is not limited to, that which is set forth 
in MGM Grand Detroit Casino Policy #417.  A regular 
Employee may contest disciplinary action imposed upon him 
or her through the Grievance and Arbitration procedure set 
forth in Article 23.”14 
 

Section 22.01(a) gives the Union the right to challenge an unfair application of the 
variance policy, but the Union did challenge a rigid application of the policy on two prior 
occasions and lost.  We are therefore confronted with the question whether the Union’s 
decision not to take yet a third grievance to arbitration on this issue lacked a rational 
basis.  We cannot reach that conclusion.  The arbitrators who previously addressed this 
issue apparently felt that the Casino’s application of the variance policy was reasonable.  
There was little likelihood that the Union could have successfully arbitrated Lacey’s 
grievance in light of the prior arbitration decisions.  Representative Kapa’s decision to 
withdraw the grievance under these circumstances was, therefore, rational. 
 

The decision of the IEB is affirmed. 
 
 

                                                 
14 Agreement between UAW, HERE, Teamsters, Operating Engineers and MGM Grand Detroit Casino, 
October 17, 2003 through October 16, 2007, Article 22, §22.01(a). 


