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Joyce Lartigue argues that International Representative Nancy Adams-Johnson’s 

handling of her disciplinary grievance was influenced by collusion with management or 
devoid of a rational basis. 

FACTS 
 

Joyce Lartigue works at MGM Grand Casino in a bargaining unit represented by 
UAW Local Union 7777.  In 2007, Lartigue held the position of Local Union President.  
She was also a member of the UAW MGM Grand Casino Bargaining Team.1  The Local 
Union has no full time officers, so the Casinos and the Union have established a policy 
that employees who are Union officials may request a leave of absence for Union 
business with seven days advance notice.  Leave may be granted with a shorter period 
of notice where the request comes from the International Union and does not interfere 
with the Casino’s business needs.2 

 

                                                 
1 Record, p. 14. 
2 Record, p. 13. 
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On Monday, August 27, 2007, Lartigue requested to be taken off the schedule on 
August 29 so that she could attend a meeting of the Greektown Casino Negotiating 
Team.3  The Casino responded that Lartigue was only giving them two days notice and 
that was not enough time to adjust the schedule.  According to the Casino’s Director of 
Human Resources and Employee Relations, Roy L. Forbes, Lartigue was notified that 
her request was denied and that she must report to work as scheduled on August 29, 
2007.4  Lartigue did not report to work on August 29.  The Casino treated Lartigue’s 
absence as a “No Call/No Show” under its Attendance and Punctuality Policy.  In 
accordance with that policy, Lartigue was assessed five points and issued a one day 
suspension.5  The applicable paragraph of the Casino’s Attendance Policy states as 
follows: 

 
“Absence from work without notification (NoCall/NoShow) Occurs 
when the employee fails to report to work and provides no notice, or 
provides notice that is more than 2 hours after his/her shift start time.  This 
type of absence is very serious and will be treated as ‘Willful Misconduct.’ 

 a. 1st infraction within a rolling 12-month period – Five (5) points will 
be assessed against an employee’s record if, after investigation, there 
appears to be no justifiable reason for the employee’s failure to notify the 
company, in addition, the employee will receive a one day suspension 
without pay.”6 

According to International Representative Nancy Adams-Johnson, Lartigue filed 
a complaint with the National Labor Relations Board (NLRB) in response to the 
discipline.  On October 20, 2007, the NLRB ruled that the issue should be handled 
within the grievance procedure.  The Casino agreed to waive the time limits and 
Grievance MGM 260-07 was filed on October 31, 2007, protesting the discipline.7  The 
grievance asserts that management treated Lartigue unfairly because of her Union 
activity.8 

 
The record shows that the MGM Casino Chairperson Tina Phillips met with 

representatives of the Casino on December 8, 2007, in attempt to have the penalty 
reduced.  When that effort failed, Lartigue’s grievance was referred to the Region for 
further processing.9  Chairperson Tina Phillips invited Lartigue to contact her if she had 
any questions about the processing of her grievance at that time.  Representative 
                                                 
3 Record, p. 16. 
4 Record, p. 9. 
5 Record, p. 12. 
6 Record, p. 3. 
7 Record, p. 13. 
8 Record, p. 7. 
9 Record, p. 79. 
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Adams-Johnson met with Casino representatives again on April 30, 2008, but the 
Casino stood by its original answer and refused to negotiate any reduction in Lartigue’s 
penalty.  Director Forbes insisted that Lartigue’s claim that she was treated unfairly 
because of her Union activities was without merit and he denied the grievance.10  On 
May 29, 2008, Adams-Johnson informed Lartigue that she had withdrawn Grievance 
MGM 260-07 and that no further action would be taken on it.11  Lartigue appealed the 
decision to withdraw her grievance to the International Executive Board (IEB) on June 9, 
2008. 

 
In support of her appeal to the IEB, Lartigue argued that Adams-Johnson’s 

decision to withdraw her grievance was arbitrary and capricious.  She complained that 
Adams-Johnson had never spoken to her about the grievance.  In addition, Lartigue 
claimed that Adams-Johnson had removed discipline for “No Call/No Show” from the 
records of other employees involved in negotiations.12  In her response to Lartigue’s 
appeal, Adams-Johnson stated that she did not recall any particular case where she 
had removed discipline for “No Call/No Show” from an employee’s record.  She stated 
that she would have had such discipline removed if a member of the MGM Bargaining 
Team were not properly cleared from work to participate in negotiations.  In this case, 
however, Adams-Johnson pointed out that Lartigue was not part of the Greektown 
Casino’s negotiating team.13  On October 9, 2008, Lartigue responded to Adams-
Johnson that Alicia Royster was excused for Union business on August 28, 2007, in 
response to an email sent on August 27, 2007.14 

 
Adams-Johnson reported that the MGM Grand Casino has had its Attendance 

Policy in place for a number of years.  She observed that Lartigue not only held the 
position of Local Union President and MGM Bargaining Team member, she had also 
served as Unit Chairperson.  According to Adams-Johnson, Lartigue ought to have 
been aware based on her experience as a Union representative that she could not 
simply defy the employer’s instruction to report to work on August 29, 2007.  Adams-
Johnson stated that Lartigue should have followed the employer’s instructions and then 
filed a grievance raising her objections to them.15 

 
President Gettelfinger’s staff determined that a hearing was unnecessary on 

Lartigue’s appeal and they prepared a report to the IEB based on information provided 
by Lartigue and the Local Union.  Staff found no evidence that Lartigue was treated 
unfairly by the employer or that Adams-Johnson’s decision to withdraw her grievance 

                                                 
10 Record, pp. 8-9. 
11 Record, p. 10. 
12 Record, p. 11. 
13 Record, p. 14. 
14 Record, p. 18. 
15 Record, p. 14. 
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was improperly motivated.16  Staff denied Lartigue’s appeal and their report was 
adopted by the IEB as its decision in a letter dated January 15, 2009.  Lartigue 
appealed the IEB’s decision to the Public Review Board (PRB) on January 22, 2009.  

 
ARGUMENT 

 
A. Joyce Lartigue: 

Representative Adams-Johnson based her conclusion on the merits of my 
grievance solely on information provided by management.  Adams-Johnson knows that 
members have been released from work for Union business without giving seven days 
notice.  She removed discipline from the record of Alicia Royster and others who had to 
be excused for Union business without giving the customary seven days notice.  
Adams-Johnson never talked to me about my grievance.  She was hostile towards me 
because I asked that she be removed as the Servicing Representative for Local Union 
7777.  I also accused her of interfering in the election that I lost by two votes.  

 
B. International Union, UAW: 

Lartigue acknowledges that she was aware of the Casino’s policy requiring seven 
days advance notice for Union leaves of absence.  Lartigue admits that she did not 
comply with the seven-day notice policy, but she claims that other Union officials were 
treated differently.  There is no evidence in this record that other employees were 
treated differently.  An exception to the seven-day notice requirement may be granted 
when the request is made by an International Representative, but there was no request 
from the International Union to excuse Lartigue from work.  Lartigue was not a member 
of the Greektown Bargaining Team, so there was no valid reason for her to be excused 
from work to attend a meeting of the Greektown Bargaining Team.  Furthermore, 
appellant was aware of the Casino’s rejection of her request for leave and she chose to 
miss work anyway.  The decision to withdraw her grievance was entirely reasonable 
based on these facts. 

 
C. Rebuttal by Joyce Lartigue: 

On Monday, August 27, 2007, Recording Secretary Alicia Royster informed me 
that she had not been excused for Union business on August 28.  I then emailed Brian 
Watson from Tablegames administration and asked him to release Royster for Union 
business on August 28 and September 1.  I also sent Watson an email asking that I be 
released for Union business on August 29, 2007.  Watson released Royster for Union 
business on August 28 and September 1, but he ignored my request to be released.  
On August 28, I sent another email to management asking to be released.  I did not ask 
to be released for 30 to 90 days as indicated in Director Forbes letter to Representative 
Adams-Johnson.  I asked to be released until further notice, because previous Local 

                                                 
16 Record, p. 34. 



PRB CASE NO. 1622  Page 5. 
 
 
7777 Presidents were allowed to be released until further notice.  When Director Forbes 
indicated that he thought my request was abusive, I apologized. 

 
In the afternoon on August 28, I sent the following email to Director Forbes: 
“I am sorry my request appeared to be abusive.  However, my first request 
went ignored by Mr. Watson, so I thought I was helping the Department 
out.  I still need tomorrow for to be at the negotiation for Greektown 
Casino.”17 

Roy Forbes responded as follows: 
 

“Joyce can’t release herself permanently for all working days.  She is in 
violation.  She has to specify what days she is going to have Union 
business 7 days in advance.  The request below is abusive and 
unacceptable.  Reject her request based on the 7 day rule.  However, if 
she wishes to take a 30 day or 90 Union leave, we can grant that time with 
the proper documentation from the International.”18 

So it was Director Forbes who introduced the idea of a 30 or 90 day leave.  My request 
was based on what former Local Union Presidents have done, and was not intended to 
be abusive. 
 

The International Union now wants this Board to believe that this seven day rule 
is written in stone and it is not.  At the same time that I requested Union leave, Alicia 
Royster was granted leave for Union business without having given seven days 
advance notice.  Representative Adams-Johnson stated that she was unaware of any 
cases where discipline was removed from the records of Union officials for “No Call/No 
Show.”  Shimeca Jackson, Alicia Royster,  S. Braziel, Sue Carol Johnson, Bruce Oree, 
Sean Williams, and Gene Simon all had discipline for “No Call/No Show” removed from 
their records while Adams-Johnson was the Local Union’s Servicing Representative.  
Representative Adams-Johnson personally had a “No Call/No Show” removed from 
Alicia Royster’s record.  Shimeca Johnson was terminated by MGM for two “No Call/No 
Shows” in the same twelve month period and the matter was taken care of by the 
Region.  So, I hope the PRB will see that MGM Grand’s “No Call/No Show” policy is 
very subjective. 

 
Representative Adams-Johnson argues that I was not elected to the Greektown 

Casino Bargaining Team.  It was not necessary to be elected to the Bargaining Team to 
participate in negotiations.  The Detroit Casino Council allowed Presidents from all of 
the other Unions to be present.  Presidents from the Teamsters, HERE, Operating 
Engineers, and the Carpenters Union were allowed to participate in negotiations.  Terry 
Sykes, the Chairperson of the MotorCity Casino, was present during negotiations and 

                                                 
17 Record, p. 45. 
18 Record, p. 45. 
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voted on all of the issues.  As this Board heard in connection with a previous appeal, the 
DCC is a group that operated without rules or bylaws.  The DCC ran the negotiations.  
They made things up as they went along.  They decided to exclude the President of 
Local 7777, while admitting the Presidents of the other four Unions because I spoke out 
on behalf of the members.  I was the voice they wanted to silence. 

 
Representative Adams-Johnson never spoke to me about my grievance.  I 

should not have received a “No Call/No Show” because the Casino was notified two 
days in advance that I would not be in on August 29.  Representative Adams-Johnson 
used the misleading statements in Director Forbes’ letter to justify withdrawing my 
grievance.  Her failure to verify Forbes’ information was negligent.  The International 
now argues that as a member with Union experience, I should have known to follow 
instructions and file a grievance.  But this should go both ways.  Nancy Adams-
Johnson, as a seasoned grievance handler, should have known to interview the 
grievant before withdrawing a grievance.  Representative Adams-Johnson had an 
agenda against me and it was authorized and carried out with the International Union’s 
cooperation.  It is not a golden rule that only an International Representative can 
remove “No Call/No Shows.”  President Alvin White removed them all of the time.  He 
also made requests for Union leave with less than seven days advance notice.  The IEB 
has selectively omitted information from this record that is common knowledge in order 
to make their case.  This proves their collusion with management in its acts against me.   

 
The IEB should be overturned and I should be made whole. 
 

DISCUSSION 
 

Lartigue does not deny that the Company had a policy requiring seven days 
notice for Union leave; she maintains that the policy was not strictly enforced.  She 
points to instances where the Casino accepted less than seven days notice for Union 
leave without the intervention of the International Union.  She also insists that the Union 
has succeeded in having discipline for “No Call/No Show” removed from the records of 
other employees engaged in Union business.  Such cases may have occurred.  We 
have no way of evaluating particular requests for leave without knowing the 
circumstances that led the Casino to grant or deny them.  Because Lartigue was not a 
member of the Greektown bargaining team, her request to be excused was more than 
“routine” and particular circumstances therefore become relevant.   

 
In the case before us, the Casino unequivocally invoked the seven-day notice 

policy and denied Lartigue’s request for leave based on it.  At that point, the proper 
procedure would have been for her to ask a member of the International Union staff to 
have her excused.  If that failed, Lartigue’s only option was to report to work and file a 
grievance over what she perceived as selective enforcement of the seven-day notice 
rule. Lartigue did not request the assistance of the International Union in obtaining leave 
for August 29, 2007, after the Casino denied her request.  Instead, she simply defied 
the employer’s instruction to report to work on that day.  Her defiance subjected her to 
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discipline in accordance with the Casino’s Attendance and Punctuality Policy, and there 
was little that the Union could argue in defense of her actions.  

 
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.19  The grievance at issue here sought the 
removal of a suspension and points issued to Lartigue as a result of her failure to report 
to work on August 29, 2007.  Lartigue complains now that Representative Adams-
Johnson withdrew her grievance without interviewing her, but she does not indicate 
what such an interview would have accomplished.  The grievance had already been 
investigated at the Local level.  Whatever may have been Lartigue’s intentions, Director 
Forbes clearly thought she was abusing the Union leave privilege.  There was little 
likelihood that the Union could have obtained removal of the suspension through 
arbitration, because the Casino was within its rights in assessing the protested penalty.  
Therefore, Representative Adams-Johnson’s decision to withdraw Lartigue’s grievance 
after the Casino refused to reduce the penalty cannot be said to have lacked a rationale 
basis.  

 
In her appeal to this Board, Lartigue argues that Representative Adams-Johnson 

treated her unfairly in obtaining leaves for Union business because of past 
disagreements.  She has provided a copy of a letter she wrote to Region 1 Director Joe 
Peters asking that Adams-Johnson be removed as the Servicing Representative for 
Local Union 7777 as a result of these disagreements.20  Adams-Johnson may have 
scrutinized Lartigue’s requests for her assistance more closely than those of other 
Union officers as a result of past conflicts, but that does not diminish the Casino’s right 
to insist on compliance with its policies.  The Casino’s requirement that requests for 
Union leave should not interfere with its operations is entirely reasonable.  The evidence 
does not support a conclusion that the Casino was applying this rule unfairly to Lartigue.  
Lartigue put herself in the position of having to seek Adams-Johnson’s assistance by 
waiting until the last minute to request leave for the purpose of attending the Greektown 
Bargaining Team meeting.  The Casino was not responsible for whatever ill will may 
have existed between Lartigue and Adams-Johnson.  Lartigue’s disputes with Adams-
Johnson cannot be addressed in the context of a grievance against the employer.  

 
The decision of the IEB is affirmed.  

                                                 
19 International Constitution, Article 33, §4(i). 
20 Record, p. 60. 


