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Jane Ford argues that Local Union 600’s allocation of delegates to its General 

Council violates Article 35, §3(a), of the International Constitution. 
 

FACTS 
 

Jane Ford is Chairperson of the Henry Ford Health System Registered Nurse 
Unit (HFHS-RN) at the Henry Ford Medical Center Union Facilities.  The Unit is part of 
Amalgamated UAW Local Union 600.  The health care members of Local Union 600 
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participate in a Health Care Council, which is defined in Article XXVIII §8, of the Local 
Union Bylaws.1 

 
Local 600 conducted an election of General Council Delegates on May 5, 2004.2  

Prior to the election, Ford advised the Local 600 Election Committee that the postings 
for the delegate election were incorrect.  Ford explained that her Unit was posted as 
having less than two delegates to the General Council.3  Ford argued that Article 35, 
§3(a), of the International Constitution requires that each unit of an amalgamated local 
union must have two representatives on the Local Union’s governing Council.4  The 
Election Committee advised Ford that all questions concerning the allocation of 
delegates to the General Council of Local 600 should be directed to the General 
Council.5 

 
On May 10, 2004, Ford presented a protest of the delegate election to the Local 

600 General Council based in part on her claim that certain health care units, including 
her own, had not been allowed the number of delegates to which they were entitled 
under Article 35, §3(a), of the Constitution.  Ford reported that she brought this issue to 
the attention of the Election Committee prior to the election, but that the Election 
Committee failed to correct the problem.  Ford asked that the General Council delegate 
election be rerun.6 

                                                 
1
 Article XXVIII, §8, of the Local 600 UAW Amended Bylaws, (Revised and Updated, February 2005), 

gives the following description of the Health Care Council: 

“A Health Care Council will be formed from the Health Care members of Local 600. 
a. Each autonomous Health Care Unit will be allocated one delegate to the Health Care 
Council for the first 50 members or less, and one additional delegate for each 50 
members or major portion thereof. 
b. The Health Care Council will have an Executive Board comprised of a President, Vice-
President, Recording Secretary, Financial Secretary, Guide, Sergeant-at-Arms, and three 
Trustees elected from the Council (except those presently elected will serve the 
remainder of their terms) and each individual H.C. Unit’s Chairperson. 
c. The elected Chairperson of the Health Care Council will serve as an automatic 
member of the Local 600 Executive Board. 
d. The elected Chairperson of the Health Care Council will serve as an automatic 
delegate to the Local 600 General Council.” 

2
 The Local 600 General Council is a Joint Council established pursuant to Article 35, §2, of the 

International Constitution. 

3
 Record, p. 5. 

4
 Article 35, §3(a), of the UAW Constitution provides as follows: 

“The membership of the Local Union shall be guaranteed: 
 
(a) Proportional representation from each unit, based on the dues dollar each unit pays to 
the Local Union.  In no case shall any unit be entitled to less than two (2) representatives 
to the Joint Council.” 

5
 Record, p. 7. 

6
 Record, pp. 11-12. 
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The Local 600 General Council did not act on Ford’s protest at its May 10, 2004, 

meeting and Ford appealed its failure to act to the International Executive Board (IEB) 
on May 19, 2004.  Presidential Administrative Assistant James Patton acknowledged 
Ford’s appeal on June 3.  In the meantime, the Local 600 General Council read Ford’s 
protest at a meeting on June 7, and denied it.  Local 600 notified Ford of the General 
Council’s decision on June 10. 

 
On October 1, 2004, Administrative Assistant Patton responded to Ford’s protest.  

Patton advised Ford that information provided by the Local Union indicated that the 
Health Care Council is represented by thirty delegates to the General Council in 
accordance with Article XII, §1(a) and (b), of the Local Union Bylaws.7  Ford attempted 
to appeal Patton’s ruling to the Public Review Board (PRB) on October 18, 2004.8  
Presidential Administrative Assistant Eunice Stokes-Wilson responded to Ford’s appeal 
on November 3, 2004.  Stokes-Wilson observed that Patton’s investigation had revealed 
that the Health Care Units had more than two delegates to the Joint Council.  Stokes-
Wilson wrote: 

 
“Administrative Assistant Patton’s investigation revealed that 
the Health Care Units have at least two (2) delegates on the 
Joint Council.  The Chairperson is an automatic delegate 

                                                 
7
 Article XII, §§1(a) and (b) provide as follows: 

“Section 1.  The highest governing body of Local 600 shall be the General Council, 
composed of delegates from the separate autonomous Units as follows: 
 
(a)  The officers of the General Council shall be the regular officers of Local 600.  The 
Unit President (Chairperson) of each autonomous Unit shall automatically be a delegate 
to the General Council.  Past Local 600 presidents will automatically be delegates to the 
General Council.  They will have a voice and no vote.  The elected retired member of the 
Local 600 Executive Board shall automatically be a delegate to the General Council. 
 
(b)  The remaining General Council delegates shall be elected for a three-year term, 
based on the following formula, which will be determined by the man count for each 
respective Unit based on the quarter in which the General Council elections are held: 
 

One (1) Delegate for the first 100 members 
One (1) Delegate for the next 100 members 
One (1) Delegate for the third 100 members 
One (1) Delegate for each additional 400 members or major fraction thereof 
within an autonomous Unit. 

 
Once this formula has been satisfied and the number of delegates determined for each of 
the respective Units, that number of delegates will not be increased or decreased for the 
remainder of the three-year term.” 
 

8
 Record, pp. 24-25. 
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and, based on unit population, your unit is entitled to one 
additional delegate.”9 
 

Stokes-Wilson advised Ford that if she wished to appeal Patton’s ruling to the IEB, she 
should explain why she disagreed with his findings and what she wanted the IEB to do.  
Ford responded to Stokes-Wilson’s letter on November 14, 2004.  She stated: 
 

“…My unit and other autonomous units do not get at least 
two delegates as is our right under the UAW International 
Constitution.  I, as Chairperson, am an automatic delegate to 
the General Council of UAW Local 600; however my unit and 
others are deprived of the one additional delegate that you 
refer to in your letter as my right.”10 
  

The IEB took no further action on Ford’s appeal. On April 17, 2005, Ford wrote to 
the PRB and asked that it assume jurisdiction over the matter as a result of the IEB’s 
failure to act.11  Ford renewed this request on October 8, 2005.12  Ford stated that she 
was appealing the IEB’s refusal to act on her appeal pursuant to Article 33, §1(d), of the 
International Constitution.13  We docketed Ford’s appeal on October 17, 2005, in order 
to seek a resolution of the issues raised by her appeal. 

 
On November 17, 2005, President Gettelfinger sent a letter to Local 600 

President Jerome Sullivan regarding Ford’s appeal.  Gettelfinger characterized the 
issue presented as an appeal of the Local Union General Council’s interpretation of 
Article XXVIII, §7(a), of the Local Union Bylaws.14  Gettelfinger further stated: 

 
“…In this specific case, the record indicates that the 
interpretation of the General Council is consistent with the 

                                                 
9
 Record, p. 29. 

10
 Record, p. 31. 

11
 Record, p. 37 

12
 Record, p. 39 

13
 Article 33, §1 of the Constitution describes what may be appealed.  Subsection (d) of Article 33, §1, 

provides, in pertinent part,  as follows: 

“…A failure or refusal to act by any of the foregoing, where it allegedly results in an injury 
may also be appealed.” 

14
 Article XXVIII, §7,  provides as follows: 

“Unless decided otherwise by General Council action, each Health Care location, or Units 
of that location, covered by a separate collective bargaining agreement, will be 
considered an autonomous Unit for purposes of collective bargaining, grievance handling 
and seniority and will elect their own Bargaining Committee and Chairperson accordingly. 

(a)  Each autonomous Health Care Unit will be entitled to representation on the 
Local 600 General Council, as provided for in Article XII, §1(a) and (b) of these 
Bylaws.”  
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historical application of the bylaw, but that application is not 
clearly reflected in the language of the bylaw. 
 
Accordingly, this is to instruct you to change the wording of 
the bylaw so that it clearly reflects its actual intended 
application.  Such change, when properly authorized by the 
membership, should be forwarded to the International 
Executive Board in the usual manner for approval.”15 
 

On November 20, 2005, Ford wrote to the PRB that an amendment to the Local 
Union Bylaws to reflect the Local’s practice would not address its failure to adhere to the 
requirements of Article 35, §3(a), of the Constitution.16  We heard the parties in oral 
argument on April 8, 2006.   
 

ARGUMENT 
 

A. Jane Ford: 

The HFHS-RN Unit joined Local 600 in 1984.  As Chairperson of the Unit, I am 
automatically a delegate to the General Council in accordance with Article XII, §1(a), of 
the Local Union Bylaws.  I have been a delegate to the General Council ever since our 
Unit joined the Local.  Annie Sanders has served on the Council with me throughout 
most of this period.  When our Unit first merged with the Local, it had five operating 
centers and approximately 185 members, but now the membership is greatly reduced.  
At this time, there are only 28 members.  When the numbers dropped, the Local 
eliminated one of our delegates, so now I serve on the Council alone.  This is a violation 
of Article 35, §3(a), of the Constitution, which states unequivocally that each 
autonomous unit shall have no fewer than two representatives on the local union’s 
governing council. 

 
In its initial response to my appeal the International Union confused the 

autonomous health care units with the Health Care Council.  I helped organize the 
Health Care Council.  It was not intended to merge the autonomous health care units 
into one for representation purposes.  Our Unit has its own collective bargaining 
agreement.  We are faced with unique issues particular to nurses and health care 
workers.  After refusing to act on my appeal for nearly two years, the International 
President finally directed the Local to amend its Bylaws.  My appeal is not about the 
Bylaws of Local 600; it is about Article 35, §3(a), of the Constitution.  My protest is over 
the posted rules for the election and the running of that election back in May 2004.  The 
International Union’s solution does not address my appeal to the PRB whatsoever.  The 
remedy that I am seeking is an additional General Council delegate for my Unit.  The 
only Bylaw relevant to my appeal is Article XXXII, §3, which states: 

                                                 
15

 Record, p. 49. 

16
 Record, p. 50. 
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“The Constitution of the Local Union shall be the Constitution 
of the International Union, UAW, and these Bylaws shall be 
in all respects subordinate to said Constitution and all 
applications and interpretations thereof.”  

 
 

B.  James Patton on behalf of the International Union, UAW: 

Amalgamated Local Union 600 has 17 individual health care units.  The units 
range in size from 8 members to 235 members.  There are 1,092 members in all of the 
health care units combined.  The health care units participate in a Health Care Council.  
The Health Care Council has 27 delegates out of a total of 70 delegates on the Local 
Union 600 General Council. 

 
The number of delegates to the General Council allocated to each individual 

health care unit is based on population in accordance with Article XII, §1(b), of the Local 
Union Bylaws.  That section states that each unit will be allocated one delegate for the 
first 100 members.  In units with less then 100 members, the Chairperson is the only 
delegate from the unit in accordance with this formula. The unit is allocated an 
additional delegate when its membership is greater than 100, so a unit with 103 
members has two delegates to the General Council, and a unit with 235 members has 
three delegates.  A unit with a major fraction of the next 100 members is allocated an 
additional delegate, so that a unit with 167 members has three delegates to the General 
Council.  

 
This method of allocation has worked at Local Union 600 for the past 30 years.  

The posting of positions for delegates to the Local 600 Joint Council prior to the May 5, 
2004, election followed the historic practice at this Local.  Appellant has identified a 
technical breach of the language of the UAW Constitution, which states that every unit 
of an amalgamated local union must have at least two delegates to the joint council.  
The purpose and intent of Article 35, §3, of the Constitution is to ensure that units of an 
amalgamated local union have proportional representation on the local union’s joint 
council.  When the language of Article 35, §3, of the Constitution was drafted, no one 
envisioned the development of small non-industrial units such as the HFHS-RN Unit.  In 
most local unions today, nurses are included in a separate unit.  If the language of 
Article 35, §3, were applied literally, every local union with a nurse’s unit would be 
entitled to establish a joint council.  A unit of one or two nurses would have to be 
allocated two delegates to the council.  Such an interpretation of the language would 
give small units highly disproportionate representation on the local union’s governing 
council, which the big units would not tolerate.   If each small unit were allocated two 
delegates to the joint council, the total number of delegates would have to be increased 
to an unmanageable number in order to maintain proportional representation of the 
larger units.  
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Local Union 600 cannot simply allocate an additional General Council delegate to 
the HFHS-RN Unit in order to satisfy the appellant, because to do so would violate its 
established structure of allocation.  That would be unfair to the other units.  The 
investigation conducted on behalf of President Gettelfinger in response to Ford’s appeal 
revealed that Local 600 treats the Health Care Council as a single entity for purposes of 
allocating delegates to the General Council.  The Health Care Council does have 
proportional representation on the Local Union’s General Council.  President 
Gettelfinger recognized that the Local Union’s Bylaws do not reflect its practice with 
respect to the allocation of delegates, and he instructed the Local to amend the Bylaws.  
It is not feasible for the Local simply to merge the members of the Health Care Council 
into one unit, however, because each unit has its own collective bargaining agreement 
with its own requirements regarding the number of stewards assigned to represent the 
members.  In order to address the problem identified by Ford’s appeal, therefore, the 
IEB is proposing to add an official interpretation to the Constitution explaining the proper 
application of Article 35, §3, to small units.  

 
C. Rebuttal, by Jane Ford: 

The Local Union’s method of allocating delegates to the General Council has not 
been applied to my Unit for thirty years, because my Unit has not been a part of the 
Local Union for that long.  In any event, an amendment to the Bylaws that reflected 
Local 600’s practice would not resolve anything, because the practice violates the 
Constitution.  All I am asking is for the Local Union to follow the Constitution.  

 
The International Union claims that the larger units would not tolerate an increase 

in the number of representatives from smaller units.  This is not a real issue.  We are no 
threat to the larger units.  Elected delegates from the health care units often cannot 
attend Council meetings because the work schedules of health care providers conflict 
with the Council meetings which are scheduled to accommodate the larger units.  The 
delegates from the health care units are not going to take over the Local 600 General 
Council.  We are a small part of the Local and will never have an influential voice over 
the decisions of the General Council.  The genius behind the Constitutional requirement 
that each unit have at least two delegates is its recognition of the fact that the concerns 
of small units in a large amalgamated local union often go unheard.  The requirement of 
two delegates for each unit, regardless of its size, gives the representative from a 
smaller unit someone to second his or her motions so that concerns of the unit 
membership can be addressed by the governing body.  

 
DISCUSSION 

 
The Local Union has adopted a reasonable method, which is clearly expressed in 

its Bylaws, to provide proportional representation to the Union’s autonomous health 
care units on the Local 600 General Council.  The Local made a good faith application 
of its formula to these non-traditional units.  The problem is that the Local Union’s 
practice is inconsistent with the unambiguous language of the Constitution.  The 
language of Article 35, §3(a), requires that every autonomous unit of an amalgamated 
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local union have at least two delegates to the joint council.  The language, as it stands, 
does not permit any variance from this requirement.  

 
Although this particular situation may not have been anticipated when this 

section of the Constitution was drafted, the language does not simply guarantee 
proportional representation on the joint council to units of an amalgamated local union.  
The first sentence of Article 35, §3(a), states the general requirement that units of an 
amalgamated local shall have proportional representation.  If that were the sole intent 
and purpose of the section, there would have been no need for the second sentence.  
The second sentence of §3(a) specifically mandates as an additional requirement that 
each unit have at least two delegates.  Appellant has suggested that the idea behind 
this requirement may have been to ensure that a delegate to an amalgamated union’s 
joint council would have someone to second motions of particular interest to the unit.  
We find this suggestion at least plausible if not conclusive, and therefore see no reason 
to determine that the Constitution does not mean what it plainly says in this instance. 

 
Local union bylaws, no matter how reasonable, cannot supersede the UAW 

Constitution.  Ford’s appeal has identified a divergence between the policy adopted by 
Local 600 and a clearly formulated requirement of the Constitution that deserves 
consideration and ought to be addressed.  The task of adopting specific rules for 
allocating proportional representation to units of amalgamated local unions is best left to 
the body which must operate under those rules.  Nevertheless, until some kind of 
adjustment can be formulated to address the Constitutional requirement, the 
Constitution must prevail.  Therefore, we hereby direct Local Union 600 to allocate an 
additional General Council delegate to the HFHS-RN Unit and to conduct an election for 
that position.   

 
It is so ordered. 
 
Board members Theodore J. St. Antoine and Janice R. Bellace concurring: 
 

 We agree fully with the decision and reasoning of the majority. But we add a brief 
word to acknowledge the practical concerns expressed so forcefully in the dissenting 
opinion by Member Jones.  There is, of course, nothing inherently unethical or 
otherwise improper in the system of proportional representation that the Local 600 
Bylaws would provide for the autonomous health care units in the Local's General 
Council.  But if that system is to continue, then, as the majority phrases it, "some kind of 
adjustment [must] be formulated to address the Constitutional requirement."  Most 
probably, as Member Jones suggests, that means an amendment to Article 35 of the 
Constitution to "harmonize its requirements." 

 
Board member James E. Jones, Jr. dissenting: 
 
Unlike my colleagues on the PRB, I would exercise our discretion to decline 

jurisdiction over this dispute for two principal reasons: 
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(1) Article 35, §3(a), of the UAW’s Constitution is inherently in conflict.  It cannot 
guarantee proportional representation based on dues dollars per unit and at the same 
time mandate that no unit have less than two representatives to the Joint Council.  In an 
amalgamated local union that permits single member units and also includes some units 
which have more than 400 members and perhaps five representatives, a requirement 
that the single member units be allocated at least two members to the council would 
violate any concept of proportional representation that I can imagine. 

 
(2) Furthermore, it would be impossible for the International Union to require that 

units with only one employee have two representatives to the Joint Council. The law 
frowns upon a requirement that its subject must do the impossible. 

 
Were this merely a local union bylaw, akin to a state statute, we would declare 

Article 35, §3(a), to be unconstitutional. But this is the UAW Constitution.  The Local 
Union has, as it must, attempted to implement Article 35 through its Bylaws, which 
Bylaws must be approved by the International Union and must not be in conflict with the 
Constitution.  The majority has recognized that the Union’s effort to harmonize the 
conflicts in Article 35 through its Bylaws has been reasonable in its outcome.  The 
health care units have 27 delegates out of a total of 70 on the Joint Council of the Local 
600.  If anything, they would seem to have more than their dues paying membership 
share in this legislative body in an amalgamated union of over 10,000 employees. 

 
Article 35 has been in the Constitution of the UAW at least since I received my 

first copy of that document when I joined the Public Review Board as a member in 
1970.  To my personal knowledge, the UAW has had amalgamated local unions since 
1951.  I do not know when the Union started to organize health care units or when Ford 
Motor Company started to employ them.  They became UAW members with separate 
collective bargaining agreements, and as such, units subject to participation in the Joint 
Council of UAW Local 600. 

 
In my opinion, wisdom would dictate that the Public Review Board decline to 

exercise jurisdiction because the conflicts inherent in Article 35, §3(a), can only be 
resolved by the UAW Convention.  We should have remanded the case to the 
International Union with instructions to take it to the upcoming Convention so that 
Article 35 of the UAW Constitution could be amended to harmonize its requirements.  
Failure to do so might subject the UAW to litigation in state or federal courts, neither of 
which would be bound to defer to the UAW’s Constitution as the Public Review Board 
must. 

 
I would venture a prediction that if the issue is not resolved in the upcoming 

Convention, we will see a large number of appeals from small units coming before the 
PRB on claims similar to those raised by Ford. 
 
 


