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QUESTIONS PRESENTED 

I. WHETHER THE COURT OF APPEALS CORRECTLY HELD THAT A MAJOR 

LEAGUE BASEBALL PLAYER’S CLAIMS UNDER MINNESOTA’S DRUG 

AND ALCOHOL TESTING IN THE WORKPLACE ACT CHALLENGING A 

SUSPENSION UNDER A COLLECTIVELY BARGAINED FOR DRUG POLICY 

ARE NOT PREEMPTED BY SECTION 301 OF THE LABOR MANAGEMENT 

RELATIONS ACT. 

 

II. WHETHER THE COURT OF APPEALS WAS CORRECT IN SETTING ASIDE 

AN ARBITRATOR’S AWARD SANCTIONING MAJOR LEAGUE BASEBALL’S 

REFUSAL TO ISSUE WARNINGS REGARDING THE PRESENCE OF A 

BANNED SUBSTANCE IN SPECIFIC PRODUCTS BECAUSE SUCH AN 

AWARD WAS IN VIOLATION OF PUBLIC POLICY. 
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