Case Study 3-1 
Question 1-3
1.Because Drake and Keller’s employer meets the standard for coverage under the LMRA by engaging in interstate commerce, which specific employee right protected under Section 7 of the Labor Management Relations Act Could Drake and Keeler argue they were engaged in that at least partially motivated the employer’s decision to discharge them?
Drake and Keeler could argue that section 7 of LMRA gives employees the right to engage in other concerted activities for collective bargaining or other mutual aid or protection. Drake and Keeler took their action because there was an issue in regards to their cold working conditions, and their grievance wasn’t being heard by management for the unfair labor practice. The employees taking this action led to management terminating them thus discriminating against their right to engage in a concerted and protected activity.
2. On what grounds might the employer try to argue the discharge of Drake and Keeler was an appropriate (legal) exercise of management rights?
The employer might try to argue that the company had created and consistently enforced a reasonable policy concerning working temperatures in the shop. The majority of employees had approved of the policy when it was created and reaffirmed their support on the day of the incident involving Drake and Keeler. Management must maintain respect for supervisory authority and cannot allow employees to decide when or if they will work. Drake and Keeler did not receive permission to leave the work area on the day they walked off the job. Both Drake and Keeler are at-will employees, which under state common law gives the employer the right to fire them for any or no stated reason.
3. Was the employer's discharge of Drake and Keeler an unfair labor practice under the LMRA, as amended? If so, what should be the appropriate remedy?
Yes, the discharge of Drake and Keeler was an unfair labor practice. Drake and Keeler were engaged in a concerted and protected activity for which the employer discharged them. Even though Drake and Keeler are unrepresented, they are employees covered by the LMRA and federal law preempts state common law (employee-at-will doctrine) whenever the two conflict as in this case. The appropriate remedy would be to order the employer to cease from violating employees' rights under the LMRA; reinstate Drake and Keeler to their previous job or a substantially equivalent one and pay them back pay for the hours of work lost due to the unlawful discharge; restore any lost seniority or other privileges to which Drake and Keeler would behave entitled had they not been unlawfully discharged; remove any reference to the discharge incident from Drake and Keeler's personnel files; and post notices in places in the shop where employees can see them explaining the basic rights of employees under the LMRA, acknowledging that the employer has been found guilty of violating one of those rights and pledging the employer not to commit any future violations.
Case Study 3-2
Question 1-2
1. Go to www.NLRB.gov/ and search for the precedent cases (Roadway, Dial- a -mattress and St. Joseph News- press, how does this case parallel and differ from those cases?
The case goes to hearing before an NLRB administrative law judge and it would have been found out that the arbitration award herein met the Spielberg standards.
2. Which of the company's arguments for 'independent contractor' status is most compelling?
The "Provision of tools, supplies, and a place to work" is the most compelling argument for "independent contractor" status. The carriers have their vehicles for delivery of the papers. They buy their supplies and they can choose to do the paper assembly wherever they want as long as they meet the requirements for delivery times.
Case Study 4-1 
Question 1-2 
1. Did the Union violate Title 1, Section 101 (a) of the Landrum-Griffin Act in this case? If so, what should be the appropriate remedy?
Yes, the Union violated Title 1, Section 101 (a) of the Landrum-Griffin Act. The appropriate remedy should include the union providing a qualified translator at all monthly meetings. This will allow Spanish-speaking members to understand meeting proceedings and participate fully in all discussions and “shop talk.” This will also benefit English-speaking members. A translator will allow them to exchange ideas and participate in discussions with Spanish-speaking union members.
2. Would it be legal under the Landrum-Griffin Act for the union in this case to adopt a rule that required all candidates for a union office to be proficient in both Spanish and English? Why or why not?
According to the case, 48% of the members could only understand Spanish. Although not clearly stated in the case, we can reasonably assume that there is also a proportion of members who could only understand English. If the above rule was enforced, a majority of the members would not qualify to be union officers. Thus, the right to hold office would be restricted to a small minority who are bilingual, which is unreasonable and illegal under Title IV. Also, it would not resolve Title 1 problems identified in the case, such as members not being able to participate fully in all discussions and "shop talk."
Case Study 4-2
Question 1-3
1. What are the Union's legal obligations?
All the parties involved in collective bargaining should make sure that they use good faith while negotiation. Unions have the obligation of representing their members in an equal and fair manner. The Labor-Management Reporting and Disclosure Act (LMRDA) take care and have the officers and union members relationship regulated. As per the collective barging agreement, an employee of the company shall lose his good standing in the Union if he fails to tender regular dues & initiation payments uniformly required of each.
2. Does Budnik have a burden of proof? Or, does the union have the burden to prove that it has complied with the law? 
On the one hand, it is common knowledge that employees have the right to join the union. The burdens of membership upon which employment may be conditioned are: an employee may be required to comply with a union's constitution and by-laws, that violate union rules, hence the burden of proof shifts to the union to show that it has complied with the law.
3. Did the union commit an Unfair Labor practice in this case? If so, what should be the appropriate remedy?
Yes, Separate Counsel of the NLRB, the respondent (employer or union), and the charging party by unfair-labor-practice.
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