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Appellants argue that the vote to ratify the collective bargaining agreement 

between MGM Grand Casino and the Detroit Casino Council was not conducted in 
accordance with the requirements of Article 19, §3, of the UAW Constitution and the 
Ethical Practices Codes so that UAW members should have the right to reject the 
results of that vote. 

 
FACTS 

 
Appellants are members of UAW Local 7777 who are employed by MGM Grand 

Casino in Detroit, Michigan.  The three Detroit casinos, MGM Grand, Greektown, and 
MotorCity, were organized in 2001.  Employees of the three casinos are represented by 
several different International Unions including the UAW, HERE, Operating Engineers, 
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and the Teamsters.  These Unions formed a coalition known as the Detroit Casino 
Council (DCC) for the purpose of negotiating contracts with the casinos.1  The casinos’ 
contracts were set to expire in October and November 2007, so the representatives of 
the DCC met with representatives of the three casinos to negotiate new contracts for 
each of them.  On October 29, 2007, MGM Grand Casino presented what it 
characterized as its final offer to the DCC Bargaining Committee.2  On that day, the 
Unions representing the MGM Grand Casino’s employees conducted an informational 
meeting to explain the terms of the contract.  The meeting was followed by a ratification 
vote.  This process took place between the hours of 7:30 a.m. and 7:00 p.m.  The MGM 
Grand Casino contract was ratified by a vote of 976 to 878.3 

 
In early November, employees of MGM Grand Casino submitted a petition to the 

DCC with 16 pages of signatures asking for a rerun of the ratification vote on the MGM 
Grand Casino.4  The petition states that MGM management was present during the vote 
on the contract which made the employees uncomfortable.  In addition, the petition 
states that some Union representatives threatened voters and cursed them for voting 
against ratification.  The petitioners charged that no one asked for identification before 
distributing the ballots.  They reported that those responsible for conducting the 
ratification vote shut down the voting room after a number of ballots were found to be 
missing so no one could enter to see what was going on.  The petitioners also 
complained that the ballot was misleading in that it stated that a no vote would result in 
a strike rather than continued negotiations.5  

 
On November 9, 2007, MGM Grand Casino employee Donna Booth submitted 

an appeal to the UAW International Union protesting the procedures followed during the 
ratification vote on October 29, 2007.6  On November 15, 2007, Local 7777 President 
Joyce Lartigue submitted an additional 18 appeals to UAW International President Ron 
Gettelfinger pursuant to Article 33 of the International Constitution protesting the 
ratification vote.7  All of the appeals submitted by Lartigue cite the following reasons: 

 
 “1. Members were harassed and intimidated at the ratification site. 
 2. Ineligible voters were allowed to vote. 
 3. It was announced that 2200 ballots were missing. 
 4. Doors were closed between 11:00 to 11:30. 
 5. Totals did not add up. 

                                                 
1 Record, p. 75. 
2 Record, pp. 127-128. 
3 Record, p. 128. 
4 Record, pp. 2-17. 
5 Record, p. 2. 
6 Record, p. 21. 
7 Record, pp. 27-45. 
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 6. Members were refused a recount of ratification votes. 
 7. Ballots not numbered. 
 8. Ballot color changed from yellow to blue without accountability. 
 9. Some voters who voted no had their ballots snatched from their hand, torn up, 

and told to revote because they didn’t know what they were doing.”8 
 
President Gettelfinger’s Administrative Assistant Eunice Stokes-Wilson 

acknowledged receipt of the appeals in a letter addressed to President Lartigue on 
November 26, 2007.  Stokes-Wilson advised Lartigue, however, that the appeals should 
first be presented to the Local Union membership.9  The membership of Local 
Union 7777 considered the appeals at a meeting on November 28, 2007.  The minutes 
of that meeting report a detailed discussion about the MGM Grand Casino employees’ 
dissatisfaction with the contract and the procedures used by the DCC for ratifying the 
contract.10  At the conclusion of this discussion, the minutes report that the membership 
voted to adopt the following motions: 

 
“M2 set aside the current contract ratification vote held at MGM Grand to 
hold a new election at a different, secure location, subject to our election 
committee standards at UAW 7777.   

 @9:30am - 27 yes 0 no 
 @1:00pm - 17 yes 0 no 
 @5:30pm -  6 yes 0 no 

 
M2 separate from the DCC: 

 @9:30am - 25 yes 0 no 
 @1:00pm - 11 yes 0 no 
 @5:30pm - 6 yes 0 no”11 

 
President Lartigue sent two letters to Administrative Assistant Stokes-Wilson on 

December 4, 2007, informing her of the membership’s action on the ratification appeals.  
Stokes-Wilson responded to Lartigue on December 10 that the membership’s request to 
separate from the DCC would be referred to International Vice President Jimmy Settles 
for follow through.12  On December 17, 2007, Stokes-Wilson acknowledged 
Local 7777’s appeal from the ratification vote conducted on October 29, 2007.13 

                                                 
8 Record, p. 28. 
9 Record, p. 46. 
10 Record, pp. 49-50. 
11 Record, p. 50. 
12 Record, p. 66. 
13 Record, p. 67. 
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Acting on behalf of President Gettelfinger, Stokes-Wilson conducted a hearing on 
the appeal of the Local 7777 members on February 7, 2008.  Stokes-Wilson prepared a 
report to the International Executive Board (IEB) on the appeal based on information 
provided at the hearing.  She reported that the acts of intimidation complained of such 
as snatching ballots from employees were committed by people from the other Unions 
involved in the ratification and not by members of the UAW.14  She observed that it is 
not uncommon to conduct ratification votes on company property.15  Furthermore, 
according to Stokes-Wilson’s report, UAW TOP Department Assistant Director Dave 
Burtch testified that management representatives may have entered the room to 
accommodate requests by the Union for equipment, but they did not loiter in the room or 
attempt to intimidate voters.16 

 
Stokes-Wilson acknowledged that there was a problem with the security of the 

ballots.  She reported that around 11:00 a.m., it became apparent that between 1,600 
and 2,200 of the 3,000 ballots prepared for the ratification vote were missing.  No one 
could discover who was responsible for the loss, but according to Stokes-Wilson, 
representatives from the Unions involved took immediate action to protect the integrity 
of the polling.17  She reported that they closed the polling place and printed new 
numbered ballots on blue paper to differentiate them from the original yellow ballots.  
She stated that this procedure ensured that if any of the missing ballots surfaced, they 
would be readily identified.  She commented: 

 
“It is not in dispute that a substantial number of ballots were lifted from one 
of the voting stations.  Had the Union representatives done nothing, the 
UAW voting stations would have run out of ballots.  It is unfortunate that 
those conducting the ratification vote, members of the bargaining 
committee, did not exercise care to prevent this from happening.  The 
UAW has Article 49 of the International Constitution to subject any UAW 
member believed to have acted improperly or misrepresented votes to the 
trial procedure outlined in Article 31.”18 

Stokes-Wilson noted that in order for the Union representatives to protect the 
integrity of the votes, it was necessary to close the polling place for a period of time.  
She reported that testimony given at the hearing established that approximately 86 
members may have been disenfranchised as a result of the room being closed; 
however, she noted that some of these may have returned to vote later.  In any event, 
she pointed out that this number of people turned away would not have affected the 
outcome of the vote, because the contract was accepted by a margin of 98 votes.19 
                                                 
14 Record, p. 77. 
15 Record, p. 82. 
16 Record, p. 78. 
17 Record, p. 78. 
18 Record, p. 79. 
19 Record, p. 79. 
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Stokes-Wilson found no evidence that ineligible people voted in the ratification 
process.  With respect to the claim that members were refused a recount of the 
ratification votes, Stokes-Wilson asserted that the ballots were recounted.20  She agreed 
with the appellants that the wording of the ballots was confusing.  She reported, 
however, that Assistant Director Burtch explained that HERE was responsible for 
printing the ballots and representatives of that Union determined the wording on the 
ballot.  Burtch went on to say, however, that the actual consequence of a rejection of 
the contract was explained in great detail during the ratification meetings.21  Stokes-
Wilson reported that this issue would be addressed in a separate letter to the DCC.  

 
Stokes-Wilson explained that the DCC has neither bylaws to govern its 

operations nor any appellate body to address complaints about its procedures.  
Furthermore, she stated that there is no separate ratification procedure for UAW 
members in place at the casinos, so that even if another ratification vote were ordered 
for UAW members, it would serve no useful purpose.  She agreed that there were some 
problems with the ratification procedure used by the DCC, but she observed that the 
UAW has no way of imposing its standards on the DCC.22  She concluded her 
discussion of the process as follows: 

 
“As stated earlier, the Detroit Casino Council is not a subordinate body of 
the UAW and we do not have the authority to legislate its activities.  The 
International Executive Board can appreciate the concerns raised by Local 
7777 members and does not seek to minimize or make light of the 
charges made.  Therefore, under separate cover, a letter will be sent to 
the Detroit Casino Council addressing some of the issues raised and 
offering suggestions for conducting future ratification votes.”23 

The IEB adopted Stokes-Wilson’s report as its decision in a letter dated March 
11, 2008.24  On April 15, 2008, Local 7777 member Joyce Lartigue submitted an appeal 
to the Public Review Board (PRB) from the IEB’s decision.  The appeal was signed by 
approximately 130 members of the Local.  We heard the parties in oral argument on 
December 13, 2008. 

 

                                                 
20 Record, p. 81. 
21 Record, p. 81. 
22 Record, p. 77. 
23 Record, p. 83. 
24 Record, p. 84.   
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ARGUMENT 
 

A. Joyce Lartigue on behalf of the Local 7777 members: 

We are not satisfied with the disposition of our appeal protesting the way the 
ratification vote was conducted at MGM Grand Casino in Detroit.  The decision of the 
IEB states that the DCC is not a subordinate body of the UAW International Union.  The 
UAW is our exclusive bargaining representative as defined in the National Labor 
Relations Act.  We pay our dues faithfully every month to be represented by the UAW 
and to have our interests protected.  The UAW cannot cede its authority to act as our 
exclusive bargaining representative to the DCC.  Our livelihood is in the hands of the 
UAW.  If the UAW has no legislative power over the DCC, how can it represent our 
interests? 

 
For eight years, we have suffered under a contract where things that were 

promised were not delivered.  The contract presented by MGM Grand was not 
acceptable to the UAW members employed by MGM Grand.  There were a number of 
issues specific to employees represented by the UAW that were not even addressed 
during the negotiation of the new contract.  For example, we wanted the Union to 
address the Casino’s unilateral imposition of an attendance policy and its harsh rule that 
one mistake by a cashier can result in termination.  We had approximately 150 
unresolved grievances.  We have a problem because the unique concerns of the UAW 
members are buried during negotiations.  The members of UAW Local 7777 
overwhelmingly rejected the contract that was presented by the DCC on October 29, 
2007.  Of the 550 votes cast by UAW members, 475 were no votes.  We do not want to 
wait four more years to have our issues addressed.  

 
The ratification vote on the contract was not conducted in accordance with UAW 

standards.  Our International Representatives were present when many of the abuses 
occurred and did not take adequate steps to prevent them.  In the first place, the 
decision to hold the ratification on Company property created an intimidating 
atmosphere.  Members of management were allowed in the room.  This has never 
happened before.  The person responsible for hiring a large block of Hispanic 
employees was also acting as interpreter for them in explaining the terms of the 
contract.  We witnessed this person telling these employees to vote yes on the 
ratification.  Carla McDonald testified that she was aggressively confronted by a HERE 
member for criticizing the way the ballot was worded.  Older workers had ballots 
snatched out of their hands and torn up. 

 
In addition, the loss of a large number of ballots required the polls to be closed.  

There was a two hour span when no one voted.  The polls opened at 7:30 a.m.  The 
polls were closed for the first time around 8:30 a.m.  At that time, members of the DCC 
called the negotiating team in to discuss flyers that were circulating encouraging voters 
to reject the contract.  The polls closed again around 11:00 a.m. when it was announced 
that 2,200 ballots were missing.  At this point, we believe that the DCC Bargaining 
Committee had become aware that the contract was going down because of opposition 
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by UAW members.  Suddenly, out of the blue, the Bargaining Committee discovered 
that 2,200 ballots were missing so the polls had to be closed.  The polls remained 
closed until around 12:30 p.m.  This was shift change for the dealers, a large voting 
block for UAW members.  Dealers on the sunrise shift could not come back to vote 
because they have other jobs or family obligations to attend to.  Many of these people 
are from Canada.  When the polls closed, they telephoned the International Union and 
the Local Union hall and said that they were not being allowed to vote.  There was 
nothing we could do for them.  We do not know if only 86 members were 
disenfranchised as a result of this situation. 

 
The members who have signed this appeal have expressed outrage and disbelief 

at the outcome of the ratification process that occurred on October 29, 2007.  They are 
now exercising their right in demanding that the UAW be accountable to them for 
providing a fair and democratic ratification process.  The UAW blames the DCC for what 
happened.  The concept of pooled ratification left the UAW representatives in a 
quandary about what to do.  If dues-paying members’ rights were being violated, if 
being the exclusive bargaining representative means anything, if protection of the 
democratic process was important, it should have been an easy call.  Instead, the IEB’s 
answer to the UAW members is that they should wait another four years.  The IEB 
states that they will address the problems in a letter to the DCC.  That is not good 
enough.  The UAW farmed out its duties and responsibilities to an organization that 
functions with no bylaws or constitution and thus no oversight.  That is unacceptable to 
UAW members.   

 
B. Eunice Stokes-Wilson on behalf of the International Union,  UAW: 

The appellants have raised issues about the negotiation of the MGM Grand 
collective bargaining agreement that were not part of their original appeal.  The IEB did 
not investigate claims about specific contract provisions such as the casino’s 
absenteeism policy.  The only issues considered by the IEB were the problems that 
occurred during the ratification process.  We acknowledge that there were problems.  
There were aspects of the ratification process that were not done in accordance with 
UAW practices.  A UAW ratification process would not be conducted by the same 
Bargaining Committee that negotiated the contract.  The UAW would not have prepared 
a ballot suggesting that a no vote would necessarily result in a strike.  The International 
Union did not take appellants’ concerns lightly; nevertheless, the investigation 
conducted on behalf of the IEB in response to this appeal did not identify any 
impropriety that would justify rejecting the results of the ratification. 

 
In their appeal to the IEB, appellants argued that members of management were 

present in the room during the ratification process creating an intimidating atmosphere.  
The decision to hold the ratification process at the MGM Grand Casino was designed to 
produce greater participation in the voting process.  While certain members of 
management may have entered the room during the voting process, no one has 
credibly demonstrated that management officials were lingering in the ratification area 
for reasons other than implementing requests for accommodation from the Unions.  
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TOP Department Assistant Director David Burtch and International Representative 
Nancy Johnson were present during the ratification process and they could have 
addressed any specific problems that were brought to their attention.  Assistant Director 
Burtch testified during the IEB’s investigation of this appeal that he did not witness any 
improper behavior on the part of management representatives. 

 
It is undisputed that a large block of ballots went unaccounted for during the 

voting process.  When this was discovered, however, the International Unions acted 
promptly to protect the integrity of the ballots and the ratification process.  The polling 
place was closed, the sign-in sheets were copied and the originals were placed in the 
ballot boxes with the previously cast ballots and the boxes were sealed.  The balance of 
the original ballots, which were yellow, were numbered.  New ballots were printed on 
blue paper and also numbered.  All such actions were undertaken to ensure that any of 
the missing ballots could be identified and segregated from the valid ballots if they 
turned up.  This whole process took anywhere from half and hour to one and a half 
hours depending on the witnesses.  Unfortunately, the polls had to be closed while 
these measures were taken.  Members unable to cast ballots during the temporary 
closure had ample time to return and cast their ballots.  Testimony at the hearing 
conducted for the IEB suggested that approximately 86 members may have been 
inconvenienced by the temporary closure of the polls.   

 
In preparation for this hearing, the PRB posed a series of questions regarding the 

structure of the DCC and its role as collective bargaining agent for employees of the 
casino.  Your questions proceeded from a presumption that the DCC is an entity 
performing the function of a labor organization.  That is not the case.  The DCC is not a 
“thing” with a structure or role; it is merely an agreement to operate and cooperate in a 
particular way.  In order to understand the nature of the DCC, it is necessary to review 
the history of the bargaining relationship between the casinos and the UAW.  The three 
casinos commenced operations in Detroit in July 1999.  At that time, the late UAW 
President, Stephen P. Yokich, set himself the task of ensuring that all of the casinos’ 
employees had Union representation.  Traditionally, in the casino industry, the 
Teamsters, the Operating Engineers and HERE represent the trucking, operating 
engineers, and hotel and restaurant employees.  Dealers and associated jobs are 
usually unrepresented.  Yokich reached an understanding with the Teamsters, the 
Operating Engineers International Union and HERE that the UAW would organize and 
represent classifications not typically represented.  This understanding, which was 
memorialized in writing on September 9, 2003, is the DCC.   

 
The name “Detroit Casino Council” is just a convenient way of referring to the 

four International Unions that represent employees of the casinos.  The International 
Unions participating in the DCC conduct negotiations with the employer through a 
Bargaining Committee pooled from the four Unions.  Each Union picks its own 
Bargaining Committee members and there are no DCC elections.  The association is 
entirely permissive, operating by mutual sufferance.  The decision by the UAW to form a 
coalition with the other three Unions at the casinos for purposes of negotiating a 
collective bargaining agreement was a bargaining policy decision, and thus purely within 
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the discretion of the UAW.  At the same time, the UAW has no authority over the other 
International Unions that participate in the DCC.  In preparations for the ratification vote 
on the MGM Grand collective bargaining agreement, HERE was assigned responsibility 
for preparing the ballots.  The UAW could not dictate to HERE how the ballot should be 
worded and there was nothing to be gained by taking an aggressive stance on the 
matter.  Whenever such concerns are raised, the UAW’s best course is to talk informally 
to the other Unions. 

 
The procedures used for ratifying the agreement negotiated by the Unions 

participating in the DCC took place in accordance with a model that was mutually 
agreed to by all the parties involved.  This model has been followed for ten years and 
this is the first time that ratification has been a problem.  A challenge to the pooled 
ratification model would have to be submitted prior to the next round of negotiations.  
We acknowledge the possibility that some particularly egregious violation of the 
ratification process, such as direct manipulation by the employer, could put the UAW in 
a position where it would be required to reject the results of this process.  However, the 
investigation conducted by the President’s staff convinced the members of the IEB that 
we have not reached that point. 

 
Appellants complain that the UAW has transferred obligations inherent in its role 

as exclusive bargaining representative of UAW members to a body which has no rules 
or standards and cannot be held accountable.  They assert that the ratification vote was 
not conducted in accordance with Article 19, §3, of the UAW International Constitution 
and the Democratic Practices section of the UAW Ethical Practices Codes.  It is an 
interesting theoretical question whether or not the UAW’s ability to enter into this sort of 
consortium is foreclosed when the other Unions fall short of meeting the standards 
embraced by the UAW Constitution.  Nothing in federal or state law requires ratification 
of any sort.  Certainly, Article 2, §6(b) and (c), of the UAW Constitution teach the need 
for flexibility.  Even if appellants had established the existence of serious Constitutional 
violations, however, it is doubtful that the remedy they now seek would be appropriate.  
Notice of ratification of the collective bargaining agreement between the DCC and MGM 
Grand Casino has been given.  It is difficult to imagine a situation that would justify 
reversing ratification of a negotiated contract retroactively, and potentially sending the 
casino’s employees out on strike.   

 
C. Rebuttal by Joyce Lartigue, on behalf of the appellants: 

Violations of the UAW Constitution and the democratic practices guaranteed by 
the UAW Constitution should take precedence over the Union’s policy decision to 
participate in the pooled ratification process.  The International Union argues that the 
DCC is a permissive association.  Thus, it took only a “handshake” to relinquish the 
rights of dues-paying members to a group with no standing as a labor organization 
under federal labor statutes.  The members of UAW Local 7777 did not agree to give up 
their rights under the UAW Constitution, despite the “handshake.”  The UAW Ethical 
Practices Codes in the Democratic Practices section states how proud the Union is of 
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its democratic heritage.  We, the members of UAW Local 7777, believe that the security 
and integrity of the democratic process should have been paramount.  

 
We raised all of our concerns on the day of the ratification.  Members of Local 

7777 called the International Union and complained that they were locked out of the 
polls and would not be able to return to vote.  This is a matter of record.  The UAW 
International Union did not address our concerns.  When we asked how to raise our 
protests, we were referred to the DCC.  We called and asked for the address of the 
DCC, but the International Union had no address.  We filed our appeals with all four 
Unions, therefore.  We are UAW members and we want our ratification votes conducted 
in accordance with UAW standards.  When that does not happen, we want a process in 
place to voice our protests and have them addressed in a meaningful way.  The 
members of Local 7777 were shocked that the International Union did not step in to stop 
the abuses that occurred during the ratification of the MGM Grand contract. 

 
We pay our dues to the UAW and we do not see any benefit from this 

arrangement with the DCC.  We want the UAW to negotiate with the casino exclusively 
for us.  Our Local made a motion to disassociate with the DCC and we want some 
response to that request.  We want a greater say in preparations for negotiations to 
ensure that UAW members’ issues are on the table.  There should be some kind of 
accountability from the UAW to its members that is separate from the DCC. 

 
DISCUSSION 

 
The presentations given during oral argument on this appeal were particularly 

illuminating.  The International Union’s original response to appellants’ arguments 
suggested that the UAW is a subordinate body in an organization called the Detroit 
Casino Council, so that the concerns raised by appellants would have to be addressed 
by that organization.  It is now clear that the DCC has no independent existence as an 
organization.  The problem presented by this appeal is not that the UAW is a 
subordinate body within the DCC, but rather that it is an equal member of a cooperative 
arrangement for negotiating and representing the casinos’ employees.  The decision of 
the UAW to participate in this coalition is a bargaining policy decision that is beyond the 
scope of our jurisdiction.  Furthermore, this kind of cooperation can produce entirely 
positive and beneficial consequences for the UAW members involved.  Without the 
UAW’s active involvement in creating this coalition, it is likely that the dealers and 
cashiers would have no representation at all. 

 
A number of the issues raised by appellants during oral argument regarding the 

negotiation of the MGM Grand Casino contract are a direct result of the UAW’s decision 
to form a coalition with the other Unions for the purpose of bargaining with the casinos.  
Appellants point out that some issues important to UAW members were not addressed 
in the new contract.  Other members of the coalition, in particular the employees 
represented by HERE, were pleased with the outcome of negotiations and not willing to 
risk their gains by pursuing the interests of UAW members.  These kinds of conflicts and 
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frustrations are typical of coalition bargaining.  This is simply a part of the political 
process. 

 
On the other hand, it appears that some of those favoring ratification of the MGM 

Grand contract engaged in aggressive tactics during the ratification process that would 
not be tolerated in a process under the sole control of the UAW.  The question 
presented by this appeal is how the serious problems identified by appellants should be 
addressed.  We agree with the International Union that the evidence in the record is not 
sufficient to meet the very high burden of establishing that the vote to ratify the MGM 
Grand contract should be rejected.  Appellants’ claims that members may have been 
intimidated by the presence of management or the behavior of some of the Bargaining 
Committee members during the vote are mostly theoretical.  There is no conclusive 
evidence that anyone actually was intimidated.  The most serious charge is the closing 
of the polls during the shift change.  Here it is significant that the reason for the closure 
was to protect the integrity of the election process.  There was no deliberate intent to 
disenfranchise any voter.  The voters could have returned to vote, even if it was unlikely 
that they would. 

 
At the same time, we agree with appellants that the UAW’s arrangement with the 

other Unions representing casino employees does not in any way diminish their rights 
as UAW members under Article 19, §3, of the UAW Constitution and under the Ethical 
Practices Codes.  The UAW cannot set aside its responsibilities to its members by 
deferring to an organization that has no actual existence.  Local 7777 members have a 
right to insist that the UAW deal with them directly in accordance with the procedures 
outlined in the UAW Constitution.  There was enough evidence of irregular practices 
and/or misconduct during the ratification vote on the MGM Grand contract to establish 
the need for a process going forward to address similar concerns. 

 
The appellants who spoke during oral argument were clearly proud of their 

association with the UAW with its high democratic standards.  These members should 
have a process to ensure their enjoyment of those standards.  We understand that the 
UAW International Union cannot dictate terms to the other International Unions 
representing the casinos’ employees, but that does not absolve it from the responsibility 
to take some action where circumstances demand.  The UAW needs to develop 
strategies to respond to serious deviations from its practices when they occur.  While it 
would not be appropriate now to reject the MGM Grand contract retroactively, the 
disenfranchisement of a large group of voters that resulted from the closing of the polls 
should have been addressed immediately on the day of ratification after it was brought 
to the attention of the International Union.  As soon as the staff in Detroit were notified 
of this problem, some attempt should have been made to ensure that all UAW members 
were given the opportunity to vote in the ratification process, even if it meant continuing 
the ratification process over until the next day. 

 
The DCC Bargaining Committee acted reasonably in responding to the discovery 

of the missing ballots, but the closing of the polls at shift change was an emergency that 
required immediate action on the part of the UAW.  The UAW must work with Local 
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Union 7777 to develop strategies for responding to the kinds of complaints appellants 
have raised in this case.  It may be that the strategies developed by the UAW through 
this process will meet with some resistance from the other Unions involved in bargaining 
at the casinos.  Nevertheless, the members of UAW Local 7777 have a right to expect 
their exclusive bargaining representative to make every effort to protect their rights as 
Union members.  We encourage the International Union to establish a process for 
members of UAW Local 7777 through which they can raise concerns about bargaining 
and ratification procedures at a time and in a context where those concerns can be 
effectively addressed.  


