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We consider here the application of Article 48, §5, to bar Joyce Lartigue from 

holding or seeking any local union office.  The International Union invoked this provision 
of the Constitution after an audit of Local Union 7777’s books revealed that she had 
entered into an unauthorized lease agreement in violation of the local union bylaws and 
had improperly obtained local union funds from the local union’s bank account to secure 
the lease.   
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FACTS 
 

Joyce Lartigue was elected president of Local Union 7777 during its triennial 
election of executive officers on June 21, 2007.  She served as the local union’s 
president until April 30, 2008, when she was defeated in a rerun of the election ordered 
by the International Executive Board (IEB).1  At the time that Lartigue took office, Local 
Union 7777 had a lease for office space at 300 River Place.  This lease was due to 
expire in March 2008, so the local union formed a building committee in late 2007 to 
locate a suitable place for the local to buy or lease.2 

 
The building committee met on February 7, 2008, to discuss the options 

available.  The minutes of the building committee’s meeting indicate that President 
Lartigue was unable to attend the meeting because she was attending the MGM 
ratification meeting at Region 1.3  The minutes of the building committee meeting 
indicate that the members present discussed the advantages and disadvantages of 
various locations and narrowed the choices down to three locations.  A vote was taken 
and the committee approved a motion to move to the Adgravers Building located at 269 
Walker Street in Detroit.4  The building committee’s recommendation was approved by 
the Local 7777 Executive Board at a meeting on March 14, 2008.  At that meeting, the 
chairperson of the building committee described his negotiation of the lease terms for 
the Adgravers Building.  He explained that the initial price for the lease was based on 
the assumption that the local would be buying the building.  The lease eventually 
negotiated included an option to buy the building.5  The executive board meeting 
minutes report the following action: 

 
“The membership agreed that Adgravers was the best place for us.  Joyce 
says that if this building at 269 Walker falls through, she found another 
place; she rode down Michigan Avenue and found another building.”6 

On March 18, 2008, Local 7777 Financial Secretary Shimeca Jackson and the 
building committee Chairperson Terrance Polk sent a copy of the lease on the property 
at 269 Walker Street to the UAW Legal Department for review.7  On the same day, 
President Lartigue apparently faxed three other proposed leases to Region 1 
Representative Nancy Adams-Johnson.  Adams-Johnson replied to Lartigue on 
March 20, 2008, that the local needed to decide which location it was going to lease 

                                                 
1 These events are described in Franks, et al. v. IEB, PRB Case No. 1604 (2008) 
2 Record, p. 51. 
3 Record, p. 25. 
4 Record, p. 27. 
5 Record, p. 30. 
6 Record, p. 30. 
7 Record, pp. 32-48. 
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before submitting the proposed lease to the UAW Legal Department for approval.8  On 
March 25, 2008, Greektown Casino Chairperson Johnnie Dorsey wrote to Region 1 
Director Joseph Peters and complained that President Lartigue and Motor City Casino 
Chairperson Terri Sykes had entered into an unauthorized lease agreement for property 
located at 3633 Michigan Avenue without the approval of the Local 7777 Executive 
Board.9 

 
President Lartigue called a special membership meeting on March 27, 2008, to 

discuss the local union’s relocation.  The minutes of that meeting report that Lartigue 
explained the purpose of the meeting as follows: 

 
“The meeting opened with Joyce and Terri stating the reasons why we 
don’t want to go to the Adgravers Building at 269 Walker and the 
highlights of the Brinker Building at 3633 Michigan Avenue and why it 
would be best for us to stay here (see attached leases).”10 

The minutes reveal that by this time, the local union’s furniture had already been moved 
to the Brinker Building on Michigan Avenue.  The minutes report: 
 

“Joyce Lartigue spoke up to say that the move date had been changed 
from March 17 to March 25, 2008, because we had no answer from 
Adgravers and the movers would have no place in which to take our 
things.  So she got in her car and drove up Michigan Avenue on her way 
to Local 22 and saw that 3633 Michigan Avenue was available for lease.  
She called the number, looked around inside, and decided this building 
had become an option if 269 Walker fell through.  She stated that the guy 
let us move our stuff in here with money down on a ‘good faith’ basis, 
because we needed a place to operate out of.”11 

At this point, Chairperson Dorsey introduced a motion that the membership should not 
entertain or vote on any motion that is inconsistent with the UAW Constitution or the 
local union’s bylaws such as an unauthorized lease.  The minutes report that the 
membership voted to approve Dorsey’s motion as follows: 
 
 “@9:30 am YES 18 NO 0 
 @1:30 am YES 10 NO 5 
  @5:30 pm YES 13 NO 0”12 

 

                                                 
8 Record, p. 49. 
9 Record, pp. 51-52. 
10 Record, p. 60. 
11 Record, p. 60. 
12 Record, p. 60. 
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President Lartigue ruled Dorsey’s motion out of order.   
 

The minutes reflect a general discussion of the circumstances that led to the 
local union’s move to the Brinker Building at 3633 Michigan Avenue.  After the building 
committee approved the move to the Adgraver’s Building, some issues arose regarding 
the terms of the lease.  The building committee’s Chairperson Terrance Polk negotiated 
terms acceptable to the local union and the lease was sent to the UAW Legal 
Department for approval.  Subsequently, President Lartigue arranged to have the local 
union’s furniture moved to 3633 Michigan Avenue without consulting with the 
membership or the local union executive board.13  The local union’s bylaws state that no 
local union officer is authorized to execute a real estate lease or long-term agreement 
unless the proposed agreement has been reviewed by an outside expert or attorney 
and approved by the local union executive board.14  The membership meeting minutes 
indicate that Lartigue was asked whether she had signed a lease for the space at 3633 
Michigan Avenue, and she stated that no lease had been signed.  The minutes report: 

 
“It was stated that we do not have a union hall in which to conduct our 
business and we need to stand united together.  It was also stated again 
that we moved here on ‘good faith,’ no lease was signed, and no one has 
voted on anything, just that we should consider this building.  If no, we 
pack up, put our things in storage, and try to conduct our business by 
trying to contact the president or the chairs by cell phone.”15 

Further discussion suggested, however, that some kind of lease agreement had been 
executed.  The minutes report: 
 

“It was stated that even the lease at 300 River Place had to be sent in for 
approval, but this lease has not been approved by Legal, but Joyce had 
already signed off on it saying we were going to be here.  But Joyce still 
states that she did not sign a lease here.  But it was told to Tina when she 
called the number on the outside of the bldg. by a woman named Tanya, 
that indeed there was a lease signed, or our things would not be in the 
building.  Once again Joyce was asked if a lease had been signed.  She 
said no and would not produce a lease.  We went up to Mr. Brinker’s office 
to inquire about the lease and were told by the receptionist that Terri had 
just come up there and told her to tell us that she had picked up the lease 
already and not to give a copy to us.”16  

Lartigue responded that she had spoken with Richard Hoffman of the UAW 
Auditing Department and that he was awaiting the outcome of the membership’s vote 
                                                 
13 Record, p. 61. 
14 Record, p. 16. 
15 Record, p. 61. 
16 Record, p. 62. 
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on the lease.  She said that if the membership did not vote to approve the lease, the 
local union’s belongings would be put in storage.  The minutes report that a motion to 
accept the lease was rejected as follows: 

 
 “@9:30 am YES 8 (12) NO 15 
 @1:30 pm YES 6 NO 11 
  @5:30 pm YES 2 NO 12”17 
 
Chairperson Dorsey stated that the motion was out of order and improper. 
 

Joyce Lartigue circulated a poll on March 27, 2008, in which she asked the 
membership to vote yes or no on the following proposal: 

 
“I, UAW Local 7777 member, after reviewing the new changes and option 
to buy at 269 Walker was not in agreement with those changes, such as 
$15,000 deposit, 3 year lease, increasing of $25,000 a year if not 
purchased within the first year. 

I agree to the signing of a one year lease at 3633 Michigan Ave., Suite 
250, at a rate of $4,323.50 a month, which includes water, heat, air 
conditioning, electricity, sewage, and janitorial service.”18 

On March 28 Lartigue forwarded her poll to Richard Hoffman with the following 
comment: 
 

“Richard, here’s the results from the vote to lease 3633 Michigan Ave.  
Votes by show of hands 48 no 20 yes.  Votes by signature 36 yes 4 no.  I 
have provided the signature sheets.  Yet, the 9:30 am meeting sign in 
sheets were stolen.  We are in the process of getting affidavits from 10 
other members that signed and voted yes. 

Therefore, as of now, the vote stands at 52 no 56 yes, and the yes’s win 
and once we get affidavits from the other members it will be 66 yes.  I 
have also provided a copy of the signed lease that takes effect as of April 
1st, 2008.  So, if you could please inform the Financial Secretary Shemica 
Jackson to cut a check in the amount of $12,976.50.”19 

Lartigue attached a copy of a lease agreement to her letter.  Hoffman responded to 
Lartigue that any issues she had regarding the lease should be referred to the local 
union’s International Servicing Representative.  He added the following comment: 

                                                 
17 Record, p. 63. 
18 Record, pp. 53-59. 
19 Record, p. 67. 
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“For my part, I can only remind you that your bylaws require a lease, prior 
to execution, be reviewed by a professional and approved by your 
executive board.   Additionally our Constitution requires approval by the 
local union membership.”20 

Meanwhile, Local Recording Secretary Alicia Royster wrote to Regional Director 
Peters regarding her own investigation into the status of the lease agreement on the 
Michigan Avenue property.  She reported that she and Financial Secretary Jackson met 
with property owner L. S. Brinker and obtained a copy of the lease which had been 
signed by Joyce Lartigue and Terri Sykes on March 25, 2008.  Royster reported that 
Brinker had changed the date on the lease to March 28 at Lartigue’s request.  Royster’s 
letter states: 

 
“Mr. Brinker stated that he was asked to change the date from March 25, 
2008, to Friday, March 28, 2008, so he did, because he said he just 
wanted to be paid as promised.  He also stated that he and Joyce Lartigue 
had been discussing and meeting about the property at 3633 Michigan 
Avenue for over a month now, so he assumed everything was going 
okay.”21 

Royster reported that Mr. Brinker was very upset when he was told that he would not be 
receiving a check on March 28, because the UAW Legal Department had not yet 
approved the lease.   
 

The record reveals, however, that on March 28, Joyce Lartigue withdrew 
$12,976.50 from the local union’s bank account and used that money to purchase an 
official check payable to Paragon Investments, Inc.22  The disbursement voucher signed 
by Lartigue reports that this amount was to cover the rent on the Michigan Avenue 
property for April 2008, the security deposit, and the last month’s rent.23  According to 
the branch manager of the local union’s bank, the check to Paragon Investments 
cleared on April 1, 2008.24 

 
On April 1, Assistant Region 1 Director Mike Letkowski wrote to Tom Carey and 

Rick Hoffman of the UAW Secretary-Treasurer’s office and asked for advice regarding 
the local union’s obligation under the lease agreement with Brinker.  Letkowski 
explained: 

 

                                                 
20 Record, p. 84. 
21 Record, p. 68. 
22 Record, pp. 65 and 89. 
23 Record, p. 64. 
24 Record, p. 88. 
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“What we need to know is:  1) Are we legally bound to fulfill the terms of 
this lease agreement; 2) If this agreement can be revoked since it was not 
acquired properly; 3) If any action should be administered against the local 
union president for going against the expressed wishes of the 
membership, the bylaws and the UAW Constitution?”25 

Tom Carey responded to Letkowski’s inquiry in a memorandum addressed to Director 
Peters on May 14, 2008.  Carey stated that although the execution of the lease by 
Lartigue was clearly unauthorized, the lessor could make a strong argument that she 
had apparent authority to enter into the lease.  Carey wrote: 
 

“For these reasons, the safest course of action for Local 7777 may, 
unfortunately, be to remain at 3633 Michigan Avenue for the remaining 
months of the one year lease and to use the time to properly locate, 
secure, and review the feasibility of leasing another building elsewhere, in 
strict compliance with the provisions of the local’s bylaws on property 
leasing and with close cooperation with the Region and International 
Union.”26 

The UAW Auditing Department conducted an audit of Local Union 7777’s 
financial books and records for the period from January 1, 2007, through March 31, 
2008, and issued a report on August 27, 2008.  The auditor’s report indicates that Joyce 
Lartigue entered into an unauthorized lease with Paragon Investments, Inc. for the 
office space located at 3633 Michigan Avenue.  The auditor also reported that Lartigue 
improperly obtained the money to secure the lease from the local union’s bank account.  
The report states: 

 
“Former President Lartigue acquired a down payment for the lease by 
withdrawing funds from the Local Union’s bank account upon her sole 
signature.  UAW policy, as reiterated in Administrative Letter, Volume 54, 
Letter No. 3, as well as standard accepted financial practices, requires all 
disbursements be authorized by two signatures.”27 

The auditor explained that these irregularities were possible because the local was not 
strictly adhering to the voucher system.  The auditor’s report states: 
 

“The voucher system stipulated in Article 40, Sections 1 and 3 of the 
International Constitution must be adhered to.  These sections require that 
expenditures must be supported by vouchers signed by the president and 
recording secretary.  The financial secretary has no authority to proceed 
with the issuing of a check until the required signed voucher has been 

                                                 
25 Record, p. 85. 
26 Record, p. 98. 
27 Record, p. 101. 
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received and neither the president nor the treasurer should sign a check 
which is not accompanied by a properly executed, signed voucher.  All 
receipts/invoices must be attached to the back of a properly approved 
voucher.  Vouchers must be filed in numerical order and kept in monthly 
folders.  Vouchers must be secured and safeguarded with all other 
financial records including minutes of meetings.”28  

As a result of the auditor’s report, International Secretary-Treasurer Elizabeth 
Bunn recommended to President Gettelfinger that an investigation be conducted in 
accordance with Article 48, §5, of the International Constitution to determine whether 
former Local 7777 President Joyce Lartigue had spent union funds improperly or 
otherwise engaged in financial misconduct.29  In addition to executing the unauthorized 
lease on the property located at 3633 Michigan Avenue and obtaining the money for the 
check to Paragon Investment, Inc. without proper authorization, Bunn reported that 
Lartigue had entered into a contract with Corrigan Moving Systems without 
authorization from the membership and incurred an expense of $2,005.36.30  

 
In response to Bunn’s recommendation, on October 2, 2008, President 

Gettelfinger advised Lartigue of her right to a hearing conducted in accordance with 
Article 48, §5(b) to answer the allegations against her.31  A hearing was scheduled for 
October 31, 2008.32  Lartigue requested two postponements and the hearing was 
                                                 
28 Record, p. 101. 
29 Bunn’s recommendation was made in accordance with the following procedure set forth in Article 48, 
§5(a), of the UAW Constitution: 

“If upon investigation by the International Union or as the result of an audit it should 
appear that any member, alone or in concert with others, has received union funds 
improperly, has spent union funds improperly or otherwise has engaged in financial 
misconduct, the International Secretary-Treasurer shall set forth the specifics in writing to 
the International President.  These shall include the exact nature of the alleged offense, 
the amount involved and the time during which such offenses occurred.” 

30 Record, pp. 115-116. 
31 Record, p. 117.  Gettelfinger’s notice to Lartigue was sent in accordance with Article 48, §5(b), of the 
International Constitution, which provides, in pertinent part, as follows: 

“The International President shall within fifteen (15) days of receipt of such specifics, 
forward a copy of them to the involved member by receipted, registered or certified mail. 
…” 

32 Record, p. 118.  The hearing was scheduled pursuant to the following language in Article 48, §5(b): 

“…If the member then makes restitution or otherwise corrects the financial misconduct 
and in the judgment of the International President no purpose would be served by further 
proceedings, the International President may terminate the investigation.  However, if the 
member fails or refuses to make restitution or otherwise correct the financial misconduct, 
or if in the judgment of the International President further proceedings are warranted due 
to the nature of the alleged financial misconduct, the International President shall within 
twenty (20) days after notification to the member, appoint a member or members of the 
International Executive Board or a staff member to conduct a hearing into the alleged 
misconduct.  Within ten (10) days after the selection of a hearing officer/s, the member 
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eventually scheduled for December 1, 2008.33  At the beginning of the hearing on 
December 1, Lartigue’s counsel complained that she had not been adequately advised 
of the specific charges against her.  The hearing was adjourned, therefore, until 
January 6, 2009, to give Lartigue time to prepare her response to the charges against 
her.34  President Gettelfinger advised Lartigue of the findings of his staff based on the 
hearing in a letter dated February 20, 2009.35  

 
Gettelfinger’s report to Lartigue indicates his investigation revealed that she had 

contracted with Corrigan Moving Systems to move the local union’s belongings to 3633 
Michigan Avenue on March 25, 2008, even though the local executive board had 
approved the move to 269 Walker during a meeting on March 14.  Terri Sykes testified 
that she had instructed Lartigue how to obtain money from the local union’s bank 
account without first obtaining the approval of the local financial secretary.36  The report 
indicates that Lartigue defended her actions by stating that there were unresolved 
issues regarding the lease for the space at 269 Walker which created an emergency 
because the local had to move by March 25.  In his report, President Gettelfinger 
responded to this argument as follows: 

 
“The record shows there is some disagreement as to whether the terms of 
the Walker St. lease were ever ironed out.  However, the hearing officer 
reported that at the hearing Brother Polk spoke very credibly that the 
Walker St. issues were taken care of by him.  His testimony was 
supported by others on the record.”37 

President Gettelfinger reported that there was conflicting testimony on the 
question of when the lease for the Michigan Avenue property had been signed.  
Lartigue apparently claimed that the lease was signed on March 28 after she obtained 
the membership’s approval.  Gettelfinger pointed out that the alleged approval did not 
occur until after the special membership meeting on March 27, but that the local union 
had already moved to the new location on March 25.  Gettelfinger concluded: 

 
“Even though there is some conflicting evidence as to these issues, the 
outcome does not change.  The record evidence and testimony show 
there was approval from the LEB for only the move to the Walker location.  
The record evidence and testimony show that the local did not have the 
Michigan Ave. lease ‘reviewed by an outside expert or attorney.’  Finally, 

                                                                                                                                                             
shall be notified in writing by the hearing officer/s, of the time and place of the hearing 
and her/his right to appear and to present evidence, witnesses and her/his position.  …” 

33 Record, pp. 120 and 155. 
34 Record, pp. 124-125. 
35 Record, pp. 124-129. 
36 Record, p. 126. 
37 Record, p. 127. 
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the record evidence and testimony show that parliamentary procedure 
was not followed at the March 27 meeting as there is no record of a 
motion to rescind or motion to reconsider the Walker St. property.  You 
were well aware that this was a problem, because a recent prior local 
president signed a lease without following proper procedures when the 
local moved into River Place.  For these reasons, I find that you violated 
Article XXVII of the local’s bylaws.”38 

Gettelfinger reported that the evidence supported Bunn’s allegation that Lartigue 
had signed a contract with Corrigan Movers and withdrawn money from the local 
union’s bank account without obtaining the proper authorization.  Gettelfinger wrote: 

 
“…These actions are violative of commonly accepted fiduciary standards.  
These standards are articulated in the International Constitution, local 
union bylaws, the accounting practices outlined in the Financial 
Secretary’s Manual, and UAW Administrative Letter, Vol. No. 54, Letter 3, 
August 31, 2006, requiring a properly executed voucher signed by the 
local’s president and recording secretary and then a properly executed 
check, drawn on the local’s account, signed by the local’s president and 
the financial-secretary/treasurer.”39 

Gettelfinger acknowledged Lartigue’s defense to this charge that Financial Secretary 
Jackson was refusing to cooperate with her.  He responded: 
 

“Whether there was a lack of cooperation or not, you are required to follow 
the standard accounting practices set in place.  While the option of 
properly obtaining the requisite approvals and reviews and of properly 
acquiring the funds for the lease was not palatable wherein you claim that 
it would require placing the local’s belongings in storage [footnote 
omitted], that is no excuse for not doing so.  Your actions led to abuses of 
commonly accepted fiduciary standards.  During the course of the hearing, 
you demonstrated a callous and cavalier attitude, showing no remorse for 
your actions.  I am left with no alternative but to proceed with the request 
of the UAW Secretary-Treasurer Elizabeth Bunn.  Accordingly, we hereby 
invoke the provisions of Article 48, Section 5(c) of the Constitution of the 
International Union, UAW.”40 

                                                 
38 Record, p. 127. 
39 Record, p. 128. 
40 Record, p. 128.  Article 48, §5(c), of the International Constitution provides as follows: 

“The International President shall decide the case based on the files and record, briefs 
which may have been submitted and the recommendation of the hearing officer/s.  If the 
International President decides that there is convincing evidence of improper receipt or 
expenditure or other financial misconduct, s/he may order reimbursement and, in her/his 
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Gettelfinger informed Lartigue that she was no longer eligible to hold or seek any union 
position, whether elected or appointed, until affirmative action has been taken by the 
IEB to lift her suspended status.  In addition, Gettelfinger advised Lartigue that if she 
had realized any personal gain from entering into the lease agreement for the space at 
3633 Michigan Avenue, further action would be considered.41 
 

Lartigue filed an appeal from President Gettelfinger’s ruling on February 26, 
2009.42  Her appeal was referred to the IEB.  On March 30, 2009, President Gettelfinger 
advised Lartigue that the IEB had adopted his report as its decision.43  Lartigue 
appealed the IEB’s decision to the Public Review Board (PRB) on April 2, 2009.44  We 
scheduled a hearing to investigate the issues raised by this appeal for December 14, 
2009.  In a letter dated December 11, 2009, Joyce Lartigue informed this Board that she 
had decided not to participate in the hearing because she did not believe that she would 
receive justice.45  We proceeded with the hearing despite Lartigue’s absence in order to 
clarify issues concerning the application of Article 48, §5.  The hearing was attended by 
members of the International President’s staff and members of UAW Local 7777. 

 
ARGUMENT 

 
A. Joyce Lartigue: 

The International has charged me with violating financial rules.  I am writing this 
letter to explain that I acted in the best interest of the membership of Local Union 7777.  
The UAW Regional Office and Administrative Assistant Eunice Stokes-Wilson knew that 
there were extenuating circumstances regarding the lease I signed for the property on 
Michigan Avenue, but they did not take these circumstances into consideration when 
they issued their ruling pursuant to Article 48, §5, of the Constitution.  

 
During the hearing conducted by Eunice Stokes-Wilson on behalf of the 

International Union, I explained that we had to be out of the space at 300 River Place by 
April 1 or the rent would go up to $15,000, instead of the $5,000 per month that we were 
paying.  We had originally scheduled the movers to arrive on March 18, but then we had 
to reschedule the move because the Adgravers Building had not been inspected or 
appraised.  Stokes-Wilson also heard testimony that if we did not buy the Adgravers 
                                                                                                                                                             

discretion, may summarily suspend the member from any office s/he may hold or the 
right to seek any union office.  Said member shall be promptly notified.” 

41 Record, pp. 128-129. 
42 Record, p. 131. 
43 Record, p. 135. 
44 Record, p. 136. The processing of Lartigue’s appeal to the PRB was delayed because her letter was 
referred to the wrong office.  After Lartigue made several inquiries regarding the status of her appeal, 
Administrative Assistant Eunice Stokes-Wilson informed her that the appeal had been located and would 
be processed in accordance with Article 33 of the Constitution.  (Record, p. 144) 
45 Record, p. 183. 
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Building for $500,000 at the end of one year, we would be locked into a three year 
lease.  Our situation was also complicated by our lease agreement on the copier 
machine.  The machine had to be moved by the owners rather than our private moving 
company.  They required at least five days notice before moving the machine.  The 
owners of the copier informed the local that it would be a violation of our lease 
agreement to put the machine in storage, so we had to have a place to take the 
machine.  We also had to give the River Place owner seven days notice before we 
moved so they could have a manager on the site.  All of these problems were explained 
during the Article 48, §5, hearing conducted by Stokes-Wilson, but none of them are in 
President Gettelfinger’s report.   

 
I am appealing the decision to suspend my right to run for office or hold any 

appointed position in Local Union 7777.  The decision was based on the audit report 
prepared by Tyrone Frazier in April 2008.  The results of the audit were turned over to 
Lonny Dunning of the UAW Audit Department in May 2008.  Local Union 7777 received 
a copy of the audit report in August 2008.  Article 48, §5(b), requires the International 
President to notify a member of any alleged misconduct within 15 days.  Yet, I did not 
receive notice of the hearing on the charge against me until October 2008.  I move that 
all charges and restrictions levied against me be removed due to the untimely 
processing of my appeals, and the failure of the IEB to ensure a speedy, timely, and fair 
resolution of this matter as guaranteed by the UAW Constitution.  I am also requesting, 
for the second time, a copy of the audit report that was presented to the Region before it 
was altered, and all notes and drafts of the audit report that were turned over to Lonny 
Dunning. 

 
The International Union is not applying its rules fairly and uniformly as required 

by the Ethical Practices Codes.  The former president of Local 7777, Lennell Parker, 
signed a three year lease and purchased $15,000 worth of furniture without 
membership approval.  He was not sanctioned in any way or issued any extreme form 
of discipline.  The International claims that its failure to process my appeal to the PRB in 
a timely manner was harmless.  How is a violation of my right to due process harmless?  
Are the rules in the Constitution for others and not for members of the President’s staff? 

 
B. Administrative Assistant Eunice Stokes-Wilson  
 on behalf of the International Union, UAW: 
 
Appellant has not stated any specific objections to the IEB’s decision to adopt 

President Gettelfinger’s report based on the investigation he conducted pursuant to the 
provisions of Article 48, §5.  An examination of the charges and the procedures followed 
by the President’s staff reveals no basis for any appeal.  The local union’s bylaws 
clearly state that leases must be reviewed by an outside expert and approved by the 
local executive board.  The record demonstrates that appellant did not obtain the proper 
approvals for the Michigan Avenue lease, but acted on her own in violation of the local 
union’s bylaws.   

The record shows that appellant contracted with a moving company to take the 
local union’s belongings to the Michigan Avenue property without the approval of the 
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membership or the local executive board.  Appellant withdrew $12,976.50 from the local 
union’s bank account to purchase a check to pay for the Michigan Avenue lease based 
on a voucher signed by appellant alone.  The actions are in clear violation of all UAW 
financial practices. 

 
At the hearing conducted by the International President’s staff, appellant’s 

counsel raised some due process arguments.  Article 48, §5(b), (c), and (d) provide 
various time limits for the process of investigating and addressing charges of financial 
misconduct or spending union funds improperly.  There has been no significant 
deviation from these time limits.  The time limits set forth in Article 48, §5(b), come into 
play where the member challenges the finding of the auditor or refuses to correct an 
alleged error.  In that case, the International President appoints someone to investigate 
the claim.  That is what happened in this case.  On September 23, 2008, Elizabeth 
Bunn notified President Gettelfinger of the problem with the lease and the other issues 
uncovered by the audit report dated August 27, 2008.  Lartigue was informed of the 
specific charges against her by President Gettelfinger’s letter to her dated October 2, 
2008.  She was given an opportunity to respond to those charges as required by Article 
48, §5(b).  The original hearing to review the charges was scheduled for October 31.  
Appellant requested two postponements, so she cannot claim that the hearing on the 
charges was unduly delayed. 

 
President Gettelfinger issued his decision based on the hearing officer’s report 

on February 20, 2009.  Lartigue received notification of this decision by certified mail.  
When she appealed President Gettelfinger’s decision to the IEB, copies of President 
Gettelfinger’s decision were circulated among all members of the IEB.  When no 
objection to the report was received from any member of the IEB within ten days, 
President Gettelfinger’s report became the decision of the IEB in accordance with the 
usual procedure described in Article 33, §3(d).  The IEB’s decision was issued on March 
30, 2009.  All of these steps took place within the time frame established by Article 48.  
Appellant has not established that she was prejudiced in any way by the delay in 
processing her appeal of the IEB’s decision to the PRB. 

 
The process described in Article 48, §5(b), is designed to give a member the 

opportunity to challenge an allegation of financial misconduct either by refuting the facts 
upon which the allegation is based or the auditor’s interpretation of those facts.  This is 
really a different process than an appeal to the President to lift a suspension imposed 
for misconduct.  There is no time limit on making such a request for clemency but the 
decision whether to grant such an appeal would be entirely within the President’s 
discretion.  A refusal by the President to grant such clemency would not be subject to 
review by the PRB. 

 
Where it is discovered that a local executive officer has received local union 

funds improperly, the International Union will generally notify the bonding company of a 
potential claim.  At this point, the bonding company will revoke the officer’s bond.  As a 
practical matter, the individual is no longer eligible to hold a local executive office from 
this point on because the law requires such officers to be bonded.  When a member 
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challenges an allegation of financial misconduct using the process described in 
Article 48, §5(b), an appeal from an adverse ruling is processed in the same manner as 
an Article 33 appeal.  Such appeals are reviewable by the PRB, but the issue presented 
by such an appeal is a factual question.  For instance, in Pearson v. International Union, 
UAW, 10 PRB 390 (1999), the PRB held that the auditor’s interpretation of the local 
union’s bylaws was incorrect so that, as a matter of fact, the appellant had not received 
funds improperly.  Based on that determination, the PRB directed the International 
Union to inform the bonding company that no misconduct had occurred so that the 
appellant’s fidelity bond could be restored. 

 
In this case, however, the bonding company did not become involved because 

the loss to the local union that resulted from Lartigue’s misconduct was not something 
that could be claimed against the bond.  Nevertheless, the record shows convincingly 
that appellant’s actions in reference to the Michigan Avenue lease amounted to financial 
misconduct within the meaning of Article 48, §5.  Lartigue presented no evidence at the 
hearing to explain or justify her behavior, other than her assertion that she was a better 
judge than the membership as to what was best for the local.  She deceived the 
membership with respect to her negotiations regarding the Michigan Avenue property 
and violated established and well publicized financial practices in obtaining money to 
pay for the lease.  At the hearing to investigate the claim against her, she continued to 
display a defiant and unrepentant attitude as she had throughout the proceedings.  

 
Lartigue’s actions can be distinguished from the situation involving Lennell 

Parker and Martha Daniels because in the prior circumstance, Parker and Daniels 
believed that an informal poll of the executive board members constituted sufficient 
authorization for them to lease a building on behalf of the local union.  In addition, 
Parker and Daniels did have the lease on the River Place property reviewed by the 
UAW Legal Department before they executed it.  Parker and Daniels made an honest 
mistake when they entered into a lease for the River Place property without a motion 
formally adopted by the local executive board and approved by the membership.  In this 
instance, however, Lartigue knew that she needed formal executive board action and 
membership approval before she could enter into a lease on behalf of the local union 
because of the charges that were filed against Parker and Daniels.  In addition, Lartigue 
was informed by the International Servicing Representative Nancy Adams-Johnson that 
formal local executive board and membership approval was required for a lease.  
Finally, and this is a major distinction from the prior case, there was a clear directive 
from the local executive board to secure a lease on the Walker Street property, which 
Lartigue defied.  As a result of Lartigue’s misconduct, the membership lost the 
opportunity to move to the space selected by the building committee after careful 
consideration of the options available and the union was locked into a lease it did not 
want.  In light of Lartigue’s unrepentant position with regard to her actions, President 
Gettelfinger determined that a suspension was necessary to protect the local union from 
future misconduct.   
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DISCUSSION 
 

 The International Union demonstrated during the hearing we conducted on this 
appeal that the President’s staff adhered to the procedures and time frames described 
in Article 48, §5(b), for reviewing the auditor’s finding that Lartigue had engaged in 
financial misconduct.  Once that process was complete and President Gettelfinger 
issued his report, Lartigue’s appeal from the suspension was processed in the usual 
manner described in Article 33, §3(d), of the Constitution.46  Article 48, §5(d), specifically 
provides that appeals from the imposition of a suspension will be processed in 
accordance with Article 33.  That Article does not impose any rigid time limits on the 
International Union for responding to appeals, and there was nothing unusual about the 
time it took for the International to process Lartigue’s appeal in this case.  

 
Although this record amply justified the IEB’s conclusion that Lartigue acted 

improperly when she entered into the lease on the Michigan Avenue property, Lartigue 
had asserted in her appeal to this Board that she believed she was acting in the best 
interest of the local union.  Such belief does not justify deviation from the financial 
practices put in place to protect local union funds.  However, we felt a hearing would be 
useful to consider the application of the International President’s power to disqualify a 
member from seeking political office in cases where there is no restitution due and the 
officer charged with financial misconduct did not act for his or her own personal gain.  

 
In Thompson v. International Union, UAW, 1 PRB 322 (1964), we held that a 

determination made pursuant to Article 48, §5(a), that union funds have been received 
improperly does not require the establishment of any wrongful intent on the part of the 
misappropriating party.47  The appellant in Thompson had argued that an order barring 
him from seeking union office based on such a determination violated his right to due 
process guaranteed by the Labor Management Reporting and Disclosure Act 

                                                 
46 That section provides, in pertinent part, as follows: 

“Review by the Full International Executive Board. 
Both where the appeal has been decided by the Nine (9) Member Committee of the 
International Executive Board and where it has been decided by the International 
President, copies of the decision shall be sent to all members of the International 
Executive Board.  The decision shall become the decision of the full International 
Executive Board unless, within ten (10) days, one or more members of the International 
Executive Board raises an objection to the decision, in which case the appeal shall be 
referred for decision to the International Executive Board at its next regular meeting. …” 

47 The opinion states: 

“…A ‘misappropriation of funds’ denotes an appropriation of money for a wrongful or 
unauthorized purpose.  It is not, however, a technical or legal designation for a criminal 
act, nor does it include as an element the presence of any improper intent on the part of 
the misappropriating party; while misappropriation may, of course, result from a wrongful 
purpose, it may also occur as a consequence of an honest mistake or negligent 
behavior.”  (1 PRB 322, at 326) 
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(LMRDA).48  In response to this argument, our decision stressed the remedial and non-
punitive nature of proceedings taken pursuant to Article 48.  Our opinion states: 

 
“In our view, the provision is designed to do but one thing, that is, provide 
the International Union with an administrative means whereby it can exact 
a measure of financial responsibility from local union officers in positions 
of financial trust.  It allows the International President or the International 
Executive Board to summarily suspend a member from any position or 
office he might hold in his local or his right to seek such office or position 
should an investigation or audit show that the officer has apparently 
misappropriated union funds.  Suspension under these circumstances is 
not to be equated with the imposition of a penalty following a formal 
finding of a violation of union law.  The suspension is, on the contrary, the 
act of initiation of a procedure rather than the culmination of one.  …”49 

Lartigue’s argument that she acted in good faith and received no personal benefit from 
entering into the lease agreement raised an issue concerning the remedial purpose of 
the suspension imposed on her.  One goal of our hearing on this appeal was to get a 
better understanding of the elements present in this particular case which called for the 
imposition of a suspension on Joyce Lartigue barring her from seeking local union office 
in the future.  
 

The issue was particularly highlighted in this case because this is the second 
time officers of Local Union 7777 have moved from one location to another without first 
obtaining the approval of the local executive board or membership.  In Franks and 
Smith v. UAW Local 7777 Executive Board, PRB Case No. 1518, (2004), we considered 
whether charges against Local President Lennell Parker and Financial Secretary Martha 
Daniels for entering into a lease agreement without executive board or membership 
approval satisfied the requirements of Article 31, §3, of the International Constitution.  
We sustained the IEB’s ruling that the charges should have been disqualified because 
there was no allegation that the officers acted with malice.  No proceedings under 
Article 48, §5, were commenced against the local officers in connection with the 
unauthorized lease that was the subject of PRB Case No. 1518.   

                                                 
48 Section 101(a)(5) of LMRDA provides as follows: 

(5) SAFEGUARDS AGAINST IMPROPER DISCIPLINARY ACTION.-- No member of any 
labor organization may be fined, suspended, expelled, or otherwise disciplined except for 
nonpayment of dues by such organization or by any officer thereof unless such member 
has been (A) served with written specific charges; (B) given a reasonable time to prepare 
his defense; (C) afforded a full and fair hearing. 
(b) INVALIDITY OF CONSTITUTION AND BYLAWS 
Any provision of the constitution and bylaws of any labor organization which is 
inconsistent with the provisions of this section shall be of no force or effect. 
 

49 1 PRB 322, at 327. 
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During the hearing on Lartigue’s appeal, representatives of the International 
Union adequately distinguished the circumstances surrounding the lease signed by 
Parker and Daniels to explain why no action was commenced under Article 48, §5, in 
that case.  We agree that Lartigue’s defiance of an express direction from the local 
executive board to secure a lease for the Walker Street property is sufficient to 
distinguish this situation from the previous one.  We also find it particularly significant 
that Lartigue deliberately misrepresented her actions during the membership meeting 
on March 27, 2008, to conceal her improprieties.  The record supports a conclusion that 
Lartigue had been negotiating with the owner of the Michigan Avenue property for at 
least a month prior to that meeting and had actually signed a lease for the property 
exercising her apparent authority as president of Local Union 7777.  When the financial 
secretary refused to authorize a check for the leased property because the lease had 
not been approved by the UAW Legal Department, Lartigue deliberately violated the 
voucher system put in place to control the disbursement of local union funds in order to 
pursue her goal of leasing the Michigan Avenue property.  

 
We have no reason to doubt that Lartigue believed that her actions were in the 

best interest of the membership.  She does not seem to have benefited monetarily from 
her conduct, nor were the local union’s resources depleted in any tangible sense.  The 
local union did obtain the rights and services contracted for; the Corrigan Moving 
Company moved the local’s furniture and the local secured possession of the space on 
Michigan Avenue.  Nevertheless, as we noted in Thompson, supra, culpable intent is 
not the issue in an Article 48, §5, appeal.  The question is whether a suspension is 
necessary to secure the remedial purposes of the Article.  We believe that the 
International Union has demonstrated that it was necessary in this case.  

 
Most of us have experienced the difficulty and frustration of making complex 

decisions within the various organizations to which we belong.  As citizens, we might 
even occasionally indulge in a belief that we could solve our nation’s problems if only 
we could exercise unfettered control over the decision making process.  History informs 
us, however, that dictatorships seldom operate in the best interest of the governed, 
whatever the intentions of the dictators.  The problem with Lartigue’s behavior was not 
the result of any larcenous motive, but her complete incomprehension of how 
organizations reach consensus and her refusal to be instructed on these points.  The 
problems cited by Lartigue during the hearing conducted on behalf of President 
Gettelfinger such as storing the copier machine and providing notice to the River Place 
owner were not emergencies but ordinary details involved in coordinating a relocation.  
The aspects of Lartigue’s behavior that required the extraordinary remedy of a 
disqualification to run for office include her defiance of parliamentary procedures for 
addressing these details as well as her misrepresentation of her own actions at a local 
membership meeting.  Her actions were not errors or even negligence but deliberate 
strategies to evade the local union’s established decision making process.  

 
As we recently observed in Carthon v.  UAW Local Union 2297, PRB Case No. 

1603 (2008), the membership of a local union acts and makes decisions through 
motions adopted at membership meetings.  The process of recording such motions and 
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the actions taken on them ensures that the local union’s business is conducted in 
accordance with its own bylaws and the law established by the UAW Constitution rather 
than according to the whim of any particular elected official.50  Lartigue’s insistence that 
her judgment should be permitted to overrule decisions made in accordance with the 
procedures established for operation of the local union runs contrary to the democratic 
principles embodied in the UAW Constitution and the Ethical Practices Code.  It justified 
the International President’s conclusion that a suspension was necessary as a remedial 
measure to protect the local from further financial misconduct such as that identified by 
the auditor in connection with the Michigan Avenue lease.  

 
The decision of the IEB is affirmed. 

 

                                                 
50 PRB Case No. 1603, at 11. 


