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Dale Abronowitz and Gary Bodiford argue that their charges against Local 2256 
President Scott Dedic and Chief Steward Edgar Loring satisfied the requirements of 
Article 31, §3, of the International Constitution. 

 
FACTS 

 
Appellants Dale Abronowitz and Gary Bodiford were employees of the City of 

Lansing, Michigan, in a bargaining unit represented by Amalgamated Local Union 2256, 
UAW.  On August 26, 2007, Abronowitz and Bodiford filed charges against Local 2256 
President Scott Dedic and Chief Steward Edgar Loring pursuant to Article 31 of the 
International Constitution. 

 
The first charge is against both Dedic and Loring and states that they negotiated 

new job descriptions at the City of Lansing’s wastewater treatment plant without 
authorization from the membership in violation of Article 6, §16, and Article 19, §§1, 3, 
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5, and 7, and Article 37, §7, of the International Constitution.1  In addition, appellants 
charged that President Dedic failed to represent them in grievances against the City of 
Lansing, that he failed to have the current collective bargaining agreement printed and 
distributed, and that he unilaterally cancelled summer membership meetings despite a 
vote by the membership to hold such meetings.  Appellants complained that Dedic 
allowed the City of Lansing to take away the parking enforcement workers’ three-wheel 
carts without filing a grievance.  They reported that they became aware of emails 
between Dedic and Labor Relations Director Sue Graham regarding the carts for 
parking enforcement workers during the period from July 25 to August 2, 2007.  They 
asserted that Dedic’s failure to represent them in grievances is continuing.2 

 
On September 9, 2007, Abronowitz and Bodiford submitted supplemental 

charges against Dedic and Loring.  In the supplemental charges, appellants repeated 
                                                 
1 Record, p. 3. 
2 The text of appellants charges reads as follows: 

“1.  SCOTT and EDGAR negotiated with the employer, the City of Lansing (hereinafter 
“CITY”) to implement and have implemented changed job classifications at the CITY’s 
water treatment plant without a vote of the LOCAL, in violation of CON, art. 6, sec. 16, 
art. 19, secs. 1,3,5 and 7, and art. 37, sec 7. 
2.  SCOTT failed to represent DALE and GARY in grievances with the CITY, in violation 
of CON. art. 6, sec. 16, and art. 19, sec. 15. 
3.  SCOTT has failed to have the current collective bargaining agreement printed by the 
CITY and signed by members of the bargaining team and approved by the International 
Union, in violation of CON. art. 19, sec. 3. 
4.  SCOTT has unilaterally cancelled summer meetings despite a vote of the Local’s 
membership to hold such meetings, and he has failed to show up at the meetings on the 
dates when the meetings were to be held, in violation of CON. art. 37, sec. 4, sub-part (c) 
[appropriate action being taken by the LOCAL’s membership to vote in the summer 
meetings.] 
5.  SCOTT allowed the CITY to take away the parking enforcement workers 3-wheel 
carts without a vote of the parking enforcement workers or of the LOCAL’s membership 
and without filing a grievance about changing past practice, in violation of CON. art. 6, 
sec. 16, art. 19, secs. 1, 3, and 7 (by taking away the workers’ carts the LOCAL was 
allowing the CITY to alter job classifications and was putting the workers in harm’s way 
from any motorists who resent the workers’ giving of parking violations and no grievances 
were filed.) 
6.  On or about July 9th, 2007, the waste water treatment plant workers’ classifications 
were changed. 
7.  The LOCAL Union meetings unilaterally cancelled by SCOTT were scheduled for 
July 19th and August 16th, 2007. 
8.  The current collective bargaining agreement between CITY and LOCAL has not been 
printed and provided to the LOCAL’s membership even as of today, although 
negotiations concluded over 1-1/2 years ago. 
9.  On or about July 25th to August 2nd, 2007, DALE became aware of certain emails 
between SCOTT and Sue Graham, CITY’s labor relations director, pertaining to the 
safety issues and the carts for parking enforcement workers, thereby falling within the 60-
day rule of CON. art. 31, sec. 2, and SCOTT failed to file relevant grievances on behalf of 
the affected Union member-employees. 
10.  SCOTT has failed in his duty to represent DALE and GARY in their grievances with 
the CITY as of the present time and on a continuing basis.”  (Record, pp. 3-4) 
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their complaint about the failure of the Union to provide the membership with printed 
copies of the collective bargaining agreement.  Furthermore, they charged that 
President Dedic sent letters threatening them with the loss of their Union membership in 
retaliation for the charges they filed on August 26, 2007.  The charge refers to attached 
letters dated September 4, 2007, demanding payment of Union dues by September 19, 
2007.  Appellants argued that this deadline showed the animosity of President Dedic 
toward them because their charges were scheduled to be considered at a Union 
meeting on September 20, 2007.3   

 
The Executive Board of the City of Lansing Unit of UAW Local 2256 reviewed 

appellants’ charges following the membership meeting on September 20, 2007.  The 
Unit Executive Board ruled that the charge concerning the alteration of the job 
classifications at the City’s wastewater treatment plant should be disqualified pursuant 
to Article 31, §3(c), of the Constitution because it did not describe conduct unbecoming 
a Union member or a violation of the Constitution.  With respect to the agreement that 
gave rise to this charge, Unit Recording Secretary Mark D. Parker reported: 

 

                                                 
3 The text of appellants’ supplemental charges reads as follows: 

“1.  Despite repeated requests for a copy of the current collective bargaining agreement 
which has been purportedly agreed to by the CITY and UNION, SCOTT and EDGAR has 
still not provided to DALE and GARY a copy of said current collective bargaining 
agreement, as negotiated with the CITY and signed by members of the bargaining team 
and ratified by the International Union-UAW, in violation of CON. art. 19, sec. 3. 
2.  SCOTT has now authorized the sending of the enclosed letters to DALE and GARY 
threatening them with loss of their Union membership (which could result in the loss of 
their City employment) in retaliation for their filing of the previous charges against 
SCOTT and EDGAR under the UAW Constitution, in violation of CON, art. 6, sec.13 
(failure of SCOTT as Local President to furnish to DALE an appropriate card for 
gratuitous membership due to DALE’s continuing disability which has led DALE to be off 
from work due to doctor’s orders) and CON, art. 31, sec. 1 (conduct unbecoming SCOTT 
as a UAW member and Local President who has failed to notify the CITY of non-
transmittal of GARY’s monthly union dues, although GARY has been suspended with pay 
and the Union Security and Union Check-off provisions of the prior collective bargaining 
agreement between CITY and UNION provide for the deduction and transmittal of 
GARY’s Union dues from GARY’s ‘pay’. [Article 3 of the previous collective bargaining 
agreement, secs 3A, 3B1 and 4]). 
3.  The SUPPLEMENTAL CHARGES arise out of the attached letters, dated September 
4th, 2007.  These letters further show animosity of SCOTT towards GARY and DALE 
because the demand in the enclosed letters for the payment of Union dues sets the 
deadline date of September 19, 2007, which is the day before the scheduled September 
Union meeting on September 20th, 2007 (the July and August 2007 meetings having 
been unilaterally cancelled by SCOTT contrary to the vote of the Local Union’s 
membership – an action which, among others, led to the filing of the original CHARGES 
by GARY and DALE against SCOTT).  Therefore, if the demanded dues were not paid by 
GARY and DALE, their membership privileges could be cancelled, denying them the 
opportunity to attend and speak at the September 20th Local Union meeting and denying 
them the opportunity to proceed with the CHARGES and these SUPPLEMENTAL 
CHARGES against SCOTT and EDGAR.” (Record, pp. 9-10) 
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“…In fact, this agreement was a rather routine affair and happened with 
the unanimous approval of the employees in the affected department at 
the wastewater plant.  Classification reviews and improvements in working 
conditions happen all the time at the City of Lansing and are the result of 
one or more employees’ request and do not require the re-opening of 
bargaining or a vote of the entire Unit.”4 

The Unit Executive Board found that the charge that Scott Dedic failed to 
represent Abronowitz and Bodiford in grievances against the City was too vague to 
satisfy Article 31, §3(a), of the Constitution.  Recording Secretary Parker commented: 

 
“This charge was deemed improper by reason (a) in Section 3 due to the 
fact that Scott has represented Dale and Gary in past grievances with the 
City (both Dale and Gary have won grievance settlements through the 
grievance process), and that Scott has continued to represent them to the 
present day on their current grievances. …”5 

The Unit disqualified the charge that Dedic failed to provide a copy of the collective 
bargaining agreement to the Local Union membership pursuant to Article 31, §3(c), of 
the Constitution.  Recording Secretary Parker explained the situation as follows: 
 

“…Negotiations weren’t wrapped up with the City for a year and a half 
after the contract deadline.  When the contract was voted on, certain 
provisions weren’t yet signed off on by the Union and the City, which took 
more time.  Although printing of the contract books was delayed, the 
updated sections of the contract had been distributed to members at the 
time of the contract vote.”6 

In response to the charge concerning the cancellation of the summer 
membership meetings, Recording Secretary Parker reported the following response: 

 
“This charge was deemed improper for reason (c).  The membership had 
voted the previous month on a motion to adjourn the July and August 
meetings as allowed in the bylaws of the City Unit.  The motion to 
reconsider at the next month’s meeting was an illegal motion, since the 
motion to reconsider was not made or seconded by either of the members 
who had made or seconded the motion to adjourn at the previous 
meeting.”7 

                                                 
4 Record, p. 11. 
5 Record, p. 11. 
6 Record, p. 11. 
7 Record, p. 12. 
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The Unit Executive Board also disqualified the charge concerning the parking 
enforcement workers’ three-wheel carts pursuant to Article 31, §3(c).  Recording 
Secretary Parker pointed out that this was a management decision and that the Unit 
Chairperson had no control over it.  He reported: 
 

“…However, the Union and the parking checkers have been meeting with 
the City to address the workers’ concerns.  This process has been 
ongoing.  There are no grievances that have been filed on this issue yet.”8 

The Unit addressed appellants’ supplemental charge as follows: 
 

“These charges are improper for reason (c).  It is not a violation of the 
UAW Constitution to collect Union dues from members.  In fact, the first 
line of Article 31 states that ‘members in good standing’ may file charges.”9 

Recording Secretary Parker advised Abronowitz and Bodiford of the Unit 
Executive Board’s disqualification of their charges on October 14, 2007.  Abronowitz 
and Bodiford appealed the Unit Executive Board’s decision to the International 
Executive Board (IEB) on October 22.  In support of their appeal, appellants wrote: 

 
“These charges and supplementary charges are quite detailed and meet 
the requirements of Constitution, Article 31, §§1 and 2.  The charges and 
supplementary charges were denied by the Local Union’s Executive 
Board, purportedly under Article 31, §3.  It is clear that the denial of these 
charges and supplementary charges was erroneous and based upon a 
conflict of interest (to wit:  the Local Executive Board voting to deny 
charges of cancellation of monthly meetings when it purportedly was the 
Local Executive Board itself which cancelled the meetings).  Additionally, 
the denial of the trial charges and supplementary trial charges failed to 
address all of the charges stated in the 2 submissions we made to the 
Local’s Recording Secretary.”10 

On November 13, 2007, Local 2256 refunded the Union dues that Bodiford and 
Abronowitz had paid in September.11  The Union explained that it had learned that both 
Bodiford and Abronowitz were entitled to “out of work” credits pursuant to Article 16, 
§18, of the International Constitution for the period in question.  In letters addressed to 
both Bodiford and Abronowitz, President Dedic explained the procedure as follows: 

 
“…As you were on a sick leave of absence for that stated period, you were 
entitled to ‘out of work’ credits under Art. 16, §18 of the UAW Constitution.  

                                                 
8 Record, p. 12. 
9 Record, p. 12. 
10 Record, p. 24. 
11 Record, pp. 34-38. 
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You should be aware, however, that there is a procedure for obtaining an 
exemption from payment of dues in these circumstances.  If a member 
works less than 40 hours in a calendar month because the member is on 
a leave of absence, the member must inform the Financial Secretary of 
the situation within one month of the date the leave became effective.  
This procedure can be found in detail in Art. 16, §18.  We have no record 
that you informed the Financial Secretary of your leave.  Additionally, in a 
situation such as this, where a member wishes to dispute the action of a 
Local Union, the Union has an internal appeal process, found in Art. 33 of 
the Constitution.”12 

President Gettelfinger’s staff concluded that a hearing was unnecessary on 
appellants’ appeal from the Unit Executive Board’s disqualification of their charges.  
Acting on behalf of President Gettelfinger, staff prepared a report to the IEB on the 
appeal based on information provided by appellants and Local Union 2256.  Staff 
observed that the charge concerning the changed job classifications at the City’s 
wastewater treatment plant did not indicate when the action took place so that a 
determination of timeliness could not be made.  Staff held, therefore, that this charge 
failed under Article 31, §3(b), of the Constitution.13 

 
Staff agreed with the conclusion of the Unit Executive Board that the charge that 

Dedic had refused to represent appellants in grievances against the City was too vague 
to satisfy Article 31, §3(a), of the Constitution.  Staff also affirmed the Unit Executive 
Board’s conclusion that the Local Union’s failure to print and distribute the most current 
collective bargaining agreement would not, by itself, constitute conduct unbecoming a 
Union member or a violation of the Constitution.  Staff observed that the cancellation of 
summer membership meetings is specifically authorized by Article 37, §4(c), of the 
Constitution and so would not be a proper subject for charges under Article 31.14  Staff 
observed that appellants had not identified any members who had requested a 
grievance with respect to the City’s decision to take away the three-wheel carts of the 
parking enforcement workers.  In any event, staff observed that this would not be a 
proper subject for a trial conducted in accordance with Article 31.  Staff explained: 

 
“If a member believed that the Union inappropriately amended an existing 
agreement or refused to process a grievance, the member’s route of 
appeal is to the membership, not to the trial procedure.  Accordingly, even 
though this charge is vague and absent detail required in §3(a), the 
charge clearly fails to meet the requirements set forth in §3(d), therefore 
the charge fails.” 15 

                                                 
12 Record, pp. 34 and 36.  
13 Record, p. 85. 
14 Record, p. 86. 
15 Record, p. 87. 
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Staff held that President Dedic’s letters to appellants requesting them to pay their 
Union dues were written as part of the normal duties of a Local Union President and 
therefore not a proper subject for charges under Article 31, §3(c), of the Constitution.16  
Staff affirmed the Unit Executive Board’s conclusion that the charges filed by 
Abronowitz and Bodiford failed to satisfy the requirements of Article 31, §3, of the 
International Constitution.  

 
The IEB adopted staff’s report as its decision on February 8, 2008.  Abronowitz 

and Bodiford have now appealed the IEB’s decision to the Public Review Board (PRB). 
 

ARGUMENT 
 

A. Dale Abronowitz and Gary Bodiford: 

Local 2256 President Scott Dedic and Chief Steward Edgar Loring denied us the 
basic elements of collective bargaining and Union representation in coping with the 
many difficulties we experienced as employees of the City of Lansing.  Repeated 
appeals to the Region to address this problem went unheard. 

 
When the Local tried to throw us out of the Union on a bogus matter of unpaid 

Union dues, we had to obtain counsel and sue the Union for breach of contract.  The 
dues were refunded prior to our appearance in court.  The judge also denied our 
request for attorney’s fees and costs based on the Union’s claim that we could go to the 
IEB or the PRB if the Local Union was hostile to us.  So, we are looking to the PRB to 
address our concerns.17 

 
The Local Union’s hostility towards us was demonstrated plainly by its ordering of 

a composite tape of our appearances before the Lansing City Council and then showing 
this tape throughout the Lansing area on cable television.  Not only did the Union refuse 
to assist us, it sought to destroy our reputations and damage any credibility we might 
have before the elected Lansing City Council. 

 
The two parties we charged were in attendance at the Unit Executive Board 

meeting when our charges were discussed.  Although the Recording Secretary’s report 
indicates that the two excused themselves from voting on the charges, their presence 
could still sway the vote on the charges.  We were not allowed to be present when the 
Unit Executive Board discussed the charges. 

 

                                                 
16 Record, p. 90. 
17 Abronowitz and Bodiford commenced a lawsuit against Local 2256 seeking a return of their dues. 
(Record pp. 51-73)  They continued their lawsuit even after the dues were returned seeking court costs 
and attorney’s fees.  The District Court for the City of Lansing dismissed the suit on a motion for summary 
judgment because the plaintiffs had failed to exhaust their administrative remedies.  (Record, p. 72) 
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The Local Union and the Region failed to provide the membership with copies of 
the collective bargaining agreement for over a year and a half.  Access to a copy of the 
collective bargaining agreement is the key to enforcement of Union members’ rights.  
The copy that was presented was not ratified by the Lansing City Council and was not 
approved by the International Union.  The International intentionally allowed a 
sweetheart settlement of job classifications for workers at the wastewater treatment 
plant which was not submitted for ratification to the membership. 

 
We do not anticipate that a favorable ruling by the PRB will rectify all of the harm 

inflicted on us at the Local Union—loss of a job for Gary Bodiford, loss of a home by 
Dale Abronowitz.  Nevertheless, an affirmative decision by the PRB may go some way 
down the road to clear up the mess caused by a lack of Union leadership and 
representation at the Local level and lack of supervision at the Regional level.  We ask 
the PRB for a decision affirming our collective bargaining rights, reversing the 
whitewash by the IEB, and awarding appropriate damages to make us whole. 

 
B. International Union, UAW: 

Charges submitted pursuant to Article 31, §3, of the International Constitution 
must satisfy the requirements of §3(a) through (d).  Each of appellants’ charges fails to 
meet these requirements.  A decision by Local officials to negotiate new job 
classifications with the City is the type of decision to be addressed by the appellate 
procedures described in Article 33, not a trial conducted pursuant to Article 31.  
Complaints about the processing of grievances are also matters which should be 
addressed by an appeal submitted in accordance with Article 33. 

 
Neither of the charged parties is responsible for providing written copies of the 

collective bargaining agreement to the membership.  That is the role of the Recording 
Secretary, so this charge is misdirected.  In any event, there is no allegation that the 
Local President acted maliciously in failing to provide written copies of the collective 
bargaining agreement, so this charge would also fail under Article 31, §3(c), of the 
Constitution. 

 
The question whether to conduct summer meetings is clearly one for the 

membership to decide, so the charge concerning the cancellation of those meetings 
fails under Article 31, §3(d), of the Constitution. 

 
The supplemental charge asserts that President Dedic improperly requested 

payment of Union dues.  If the request was improper, the remedy would be to appeal to 
the membership pursuant to Article 33, so this charge also fails under Article 31, §3(d), 
of the Constitution.  In any event, the conduct described in this charge seems to 
represent the normal duties of a Local Union President. 

 
The IEB properly found that appellants’ charges failed to satisfy the requirements 

of Article 31, §3, of the International Constitution.  
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C. Rebuttal by Dale Abronowitz and Gary Bodiford: 

President Dedic claimed that any mistakes he made in regard to requesting 
Union dues resulted from his lack of familiarity with the rules.  Yet, Dedic used to be the 
Financial Secretary of the Local.  How could he not understand the Union rules in 
connection with the dues controversy?  His demand forced us to pay the dues under 
protest or else be kicked out of the Union.  Why was it Scott Dedic who sent the letter 
refunding the Union dues instead of the Financial Secretary?  This shows that Dedic 
was behind the original effort to kick us out of the Union and deny us a forum to 
complain about our shabby treatment by Union officials. 

 
Our collective bargaining agreement covering the years 2004 through 2008 was 

ratified by the Lansing City Council on January 9, 2006.  Yet, the collective bargaining 
agreement had not even been printed at that date and could not have been approved by 
the International Union as required by the Constitution.  The collective bargaining 
agreement that was eventually distributed was dated September 17, 2007.  The printed 
agreement differs from the version originally presented to the Union membership for 
ratification in that it provides for revised classifications and bonuses to be paid at the 
wastewater treatment plant.  The Union and the City were continuing to negotiate after 
the contract was ratified.  The changes that they negotiated were not ratified by the 
membership. 

 
The persons who signed the agreement altering the job classifications at the 

wastewater treatment plant were not members of the Union Bargaining Committee.  The 
document was signed by President Dedic and his supervisor Sue Graham.  It was never 
ratified by the membership or approved by the Lansing City Council or the International 
Union.  It should be noted that named individuals at the wastewater treatment plant are 
assigned to specific classifications so that if they leave their positions they do not have 
to be replaced.  This agreement could further erode the Local Union membership.  

 
Finally, President Dedic has turned over Gary Bodiford’s discharge grievance to 

Art Luna from Region 1-C.  Dedic refused to allow Bodiford to attend the last Local 
Union membership meeting because Bodiford is not a Union member, even though 
Bodiford has an active grievance.  This shows further hostility by the Union against the 
charging parties.  

 
DISCUSSION 

 
This record reveals that both of the appellants have suffered serious hardships 

during the past year.  Appellant Abronowitz has lost his home while on an unpaid 
medical leave.  Appellant Bodiford had lost his job at the time this appeal was filed.  
None of these losses, however, would be redressed by means of a trial conducted 
pursuant to Article 31 of the UAW Constitution.  In fact, it is not clear from this record 
how the acts described in the charges under consideration are connected to the specific 
losses suffered by the appellants.  
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Appellants’ charges have mainly to do with the method by which the terms of the 
current collective bargaining agreement were communicated to the membership.  In 
addition, appellants complain that the City made certain unilateral changes to the 
working conditions of City employees.  All of these complaints ought to have been 
addressed in grievances or presented to the membership as appeals pursuant to Article 
33 of the Constitution, and they were therefore properly disqualified by the Executive 
Board of the City of Lansing Unit of UAW Local 2256.  Charges are not the appropriate 
means to address claims of contractual violations.18  Article 31 does not offer an 
alternate route of appeal for members dissatisfied with action or inaction by the Local 
Union officials.  Appellants complain that the Local Union suspended meetings during 
the summer months, but this is very common and clearly authorized by Article 37, §4(c), 
of the Constitution.  

 
Appellants complain in a general way about the representation they received 

from the Local President in connection with unspecified grievances.  We agree with the 
Local Executive Board that this charge is too vague to satisfy Article 33, §3(a), of the 
Constitution.  Even if the charge had been adequately specific, however, the 
appropriate means to challenge decisions made with respect to the handling of 
grievances is to file an appeal at the appropriate level pursuant to Article 33 of the 
Constitution. 

 
Finally, we do not regard President Dedic’s notice to appellants regarding 

arrearages in their Union dues as evidence of malice.  Although it was subsequently 
determined that the appellants were entitled to “out of work” credits under Article 16, 
§18, of the Constitution, the President was merely letting them know that steps should 
be taken to maintain their good standing as members of the Local Union.  

 
The decision of the IEB is affirmed. 
 

 

                                                 
18 Torres V. UAW 594 Executive Board, PRB Case 1486, (2004), and Pearsall v. UAW Local 12 
Executive Board, PRB Case No. 1475 (2004). 


