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Doug Grima argues that there was no basis for the imposition of an 

administratorship over the affairs of UAW West Side Local Union 174 or the decision to 
remove him from office as President of the Local.  He asserts that the reasons given for 
his removal were a pretext to prevent him from participating in the rerun of the officers’ 
election previously ordered by the International Executive Board (IEB). 

 
FACTS 

 
Doug Grima was the President of UAW West Side Local Union 174.  He was 

reelected to the Presidency during general elections conducted by the Local in May 
2007.  Members Sheila Draper and John Zimmick protested the election and on 
September 21, 2007, the International Executive Board (IEB) upheld the protest and 
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ordered the Local to conduct a new election.1  On September 26, 2007, Zimmick wrote 
to Grima and requested that he call a special membership meeting to inform the 
members about the IEB’s decision and to make arrangements for the new election.2  On 
October 7, 2007, Zimmick sent a second request to Grima asking him to call a special 
membership meeting to make arrangements for the new election.3 

 
On September 26, 2007, Region 1A Director Rory L. Gamble also wrote to Grima 

and described the steps he should take in order to comply with the IEB’s decision.  
Gamble informed Grima that the election would be supervised by the Local Union’s 
elected Election Committee and that International Representatives Don Jividen and 
Mike Thornton would oversee the conduct of the election.  Gamble instructed Grima that 
election dates, times, and polling locations should be determined by the membership or 
the Joint Council acting on behalf of the membership.  He emphasized the following 
point: 

 
“In order to comply with the decision of the International Executive Board, 
the Local Union must determine election dates, times, and polling 
locations at the next Membership Meeting or Joint Council Meeting.”4 

The Local 174 Joint Council met on October 21, 2007, to discuss the upcoming 
election.  At that meeting, the Joint Council adopted a recommendation of the Election 
Committee to conduct the new election on January 14, 2008.5  John Zimmick and Sheila 
Draper wrote to Director Gamble on October 22 and complained about the way the Joint 
Council had set the date for the election.  Their letter states: 

 
“At the Joint Council meeting held October 21, 2007, the Election 
Committee Chair Lenny Maniaci read the letter sent from your office 
approving the waiver of the bylaws to elect an additional 20 members to 
the Election Committee.  The motion presented to the membership was to 
accept the letter and to elect the new 20 members.  He then stepped away 
and President Grima took the microphone to have the motion seconded, 
then all of a sudden Mr. Maniaci said he forgot to mention that the election 
would take place January 14, 2008.  All practices of parliamentary 
procedure were ignored and when members of the Joint Council 
protested, they were ignored.  Needless to say the motion was seconded 
and carried.”6 

                                                 
1 Record, p. 2. 
2 Record, p. 1. 
3 Record, p. 5. 
4 Record, p. 3. 
5 Record, p. 7. 
6 Record, p. 8. 
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Zimmick and Draper argued that the Joint Council’s decision violated the decision of the 
IEB.  They provided a copy of their recommendations to the Election Committee 
suggesting that the election take place during the period from November 5, 2007, 
through November 16, 2007, with any necessary runoff to be conducted during the first 
two weeks in December.7  They asked Director Gamble to step in and enforce the IEB’s 
decision. 
 

On October 31, 2007, International Secretary-Treasurer Elizabeth Bunn sent a 
notice to President Grima, Local 174 Recording Secretary Tiffany Lake, and Local 174 
Financial Secretary James Burton, Jr. that a hearing had been scheduled before the 
IEB on November 8, 2007, pursuant to Article 12, §3, of the International Constitution to 
determine whether an administrator should take over the affairs of the Local.  Bunn 
informed the Local officers that the IEB would consider whether an administratorship 
would be necessary to restore democratic election procedures.  She referred to the 
IEB’s decision ordering a new election and Director Gamble’s letter of September 26, 
2007.  She described the IEB’s concern as follows: 

 
“Despite the IEB Order and Brother Gamble’s letter, Westside Local 174, 
at its Joint Council meeting of October 21, 2007, and thereafter, failed 
and/or refused to schedule the required rerun election for a reasonable 
date, and further failed and/or refused to act with due diligence to send the 
notices, and take other actions needed to accomplish the rerun election in 
a timely fashion. Instead, the Local Union acted to delay the rerun election 
until at least January 14, 2008, in frustration of both the IEB Order and 
democratic procedures.”8 

In addition, Bunn stated that the IEB would consider whether an administrator was 
needed to correct financial malpractice.  Under this topic, Bunn asserted that the Local 
had failed and/or refused to make payments to the National Integrated Group Pension 
Plan (“NIGPP”) on behalf of one of the Local Union’s employees in violation of the 
Union’s contract with the Office and Professional Employees International Union 
(“OPEIU”), Local 42.  In addition, Bunn charged that the Local had failed to make timely 
contributions to the Medical Insurance Fund for Retires as required by the Local Union’s 
agreements with the International Union.  Bunn stated that the delinquency to the 
NIGPP was $22,504.45, and the delinquency to the Medical Insurance Fund for 
Retirees was $4,122.24.  Bunn commented: 
 

“The said delinquencies were accumulated despite express directions 
from the International Secretary-Treasurer’s office and UAW auditors, that 
the payments were required by contract and UAW policy.”9 

                                                 
7 Record, p. 10. 
8 Record, pp. 24-25. 
9 Record, p. 25. 



PRB CASE NO. 1606  Page 4. 
 
 
Bunn advised the Local that a copy of her Notice of Hearing should be posted on all 
Union bulletin boards, both physical and electronic.10 
 

On November 1, 2007, Local 174 Financial Secretary James Burton sent the 
following email to Director Gamble: 

 
“The OPEIU retirement payments and retiree medical are being processed 
today and will be in the mail tomorrow.  Also, the notice has been sent 
electronically to all members that I have in my address book and the 
notice has been faxed to all of the units of West Side Local 174.”11 

Director Gamble appeared before the IEB prior to its hearing on the decision 
whether to place an administratorship over Local Union 174 to explain his concerns 
about the Local.  At one point, he went off the record.  The transcript of the IEB meeting 
recorded the presentation as follows: 

 
“BROTHER GAMBLE:  Local 174 is a pretty large Local, about 5,000 
members, basically made up of a lot of IPS locations.  They are a 
financially strapped Local and they have been subsidized. 

The problem we have been having over and over with them is that they 
consciously stifle democracy.  They don’t mail out meeting notices.   

This is off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

PRESIDENT GETTELFINGER:  Why do we need this off the record, 
Rory? 

BROTHER GAMBLE:  I don’t know if that should have been on the record, 
but just to give you an idea of what we are dealing with, I’m back on the 
record now.”12 

Gamble went on to describe the problems with the election in May that led the IEB to 
order a new election.  He stated: 
 

“There was a litany of election abuses incurred in the last election.  There 
were retirees from an old Local 174, who are not a part of the new Local 
174 charter, who were allowed to vote.  The President had knowledge of 
this prior to the election.  He was told that the retirees were illegal 

                                                 
10 Record, p. 26. 
11 Record, p. 30. 
12 Record, pp. 31-32. 
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participants in the election but he allowed them to vote anyway.  He also 
allowed them to participate on the Election Committee, handling ballots 
and things like that.”13 

Gamble reported that when he contacted President Grima about setting up the new 
election, Grima responded that he could not meet with Gamble until after October 8 
because he was busy servicing his Local.  Gamble stated that when Representatives 
Don Jividen and Mike Thornton met with the Election Committee prior to the Joint 
Council meeting on October 21, they discovered that the Election Committee members 
had not seen a copy of the IEB decision and did not know why they were having 
another election.14  Gamble described what took place at the meeting on October 21 as 
follows: 
 

“Well, at that Joint Council meeting they ran through a motion to have the 
election in January, I think it was January 18th of ’08.  Excuse me, it was 
either January 18th or the 14th.   

I immediately told them that they had plenty of time to have this election 
early in November. 

There was an attempt at that meeting by a member to put a motion on the 
floor to separate the President’s report and hold the election, setting the 
date and time, separate.  He told them no, they couldn’t do that, they 
couldn’t amend the motion.  So it was rammed through and they set a 
date in January of ‘08 

I immediately contacted the President’s office and asked to put them 
under administratorship.”15 

Gamble briefly described the issue with the pension contributions and insurance 
premiums as follows: 

 
“There are also issues in regards to paying pension credits for several of 
the employees.  Sister Bunn’s office has been working with them to try to 
get [these] paid, I believe, over a period of a year or more.  They have 
refused to do that. Only after the order of the administratorship hearing, or 
the notice of the administratorship hearing went to the Local Union, did 
they make an attempt to now process that payment of those credits.”16 

                                                 
13 Record, p. 32. 
14 Record, pp. 32-33. 
15 Record, p. 33. 
16 Record, p. 33. 
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Financial Secretary Elizabeth Bunn confirmed that the Region had been working with 
Local 174 on a number of financial issues, including the ones identified by Director 
Gamble.  Gamble added: 
 

“…I have been talking to them all along about the finances and they have 
been promising to make corrections.  They are subsidized.  They have five 
top officers making a considerable amount of pay.  All of the financial cuts 
they have made so far are to minimize the number of hours the janitor 
works and to cut down on the hours of a clerical person.  That’s it. 

I stopped the subsidy once and met with them again about it.  They 
promised to make corrections and be financially responsible but to date 
they have done basically nothing.”17   

Following this discussion, the representatives from Local 174 entered the room 
and Financial Secretary Bunn read the text of her hearing notice into the record.  
Director Gamble gave the following statement: 

 
“Good morning, Brothers and Sisters.  Pursuant to Article 12, Section 3 of 
the UAW Constitution, I, Rory L. Gamble, Director, UAW Region 1A, 
request an administrator be placed over the affairs of Westside Local 174 
for the following reasons: 

Failure and/or refusal to schedule the required rerun election as directed 
by the IEB; 

Failure and/or refusal to make timely, required payments to NIGPP and to 
contribute timely to the Medical Insurance Fund for Retirees, as required 
by agreements with the International Union and other Locals; 

And also failure to properly post and distribute meeting notices and 
notices regarding the administratorship hearing this morning, and proper 
notification to Local Union members of an order of the IEB to rerun the 
election.”18 

President Grima responded that Local 174 immediately began preparations for 
the rerun election following the IEB’s order on September 21, 2007.  He reported that 
the Election Committee met with Jividen and Thornton on October 5, 2007, to outline 
procedures for the elections.  According to Grima, during this meeting Jividen 
suggested that 20 new members should be added to the Election Committee and that 
the newly elected members should attend a training session on November 16, 2007.19  
                                                 
17 Record, p. 34. 
18 Record, p. 40. 
19 Record, p. 41. 
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He reported that the new Election Committee members were democratically elected at 
the Joint Council meeting on October 21, 2007.  Grima stated that he did not know what 
notices the Local was alleged not to have sent.  He acknowledged that after notice of 
the agenda for the October 21, 2007 Joint Council meeting was sent, Director Gamble 
called him and told him setting the dates for the new election should also be included on 
the agenda.  Grima continued: 

 
“At that very time Brother Burton added that item of the recommendations 
by the Election Committee for dates for the new election.  Brother Burton 
emailed Brother Gamble at that point and asked him if there was anything 
else that we should have on this notice.  Brother Burton faxed and emailed 
a corrected version, per the Director, of the Joint Council bulletin that was 
to be posted.”20 

Grima pointed out that the two International Representatives sent to oversee the 
conduct of the election were present at the Joint Council meeting on October 21 and 
that they never hinted that the dates set by the Election Committee were not 
acceptable.  Grima argued: 
 

“If there was a firm deadline for completion, the International Reps 
assigned to oversee the election should have made it known.  The 
Election Committee and Joint Council did not attempt to obstruct.  They 
attempted to make sure every safeguard and precaution was taken to 
ensure the election went off properly.  They felt that with everything 
involved, to comply with this task in less than 90 days was reasonable.  
No one, to date, has said what is a reasonable time period and we have 
no problem with having an early election.”21 

Grima stated that the officers of Local 174 still believed that the new election should 
take place as soon as possible. 
 

Election Committee member John Simpson testified that the Election Committee 
had a lengthy discussion about the IEB’s decision and the letter from Director Gamble 
during the meeting with Jividen and Thornton on October 5.  He described the Election 
Committee’s subsequent discussion about setting the date for the election as follows: 

 
“After that, they charged us with setting up the date.  We probably 
discussed for an hour or maybe two hours, the dates that we would like.  
We did look a little bit at November and December but we felt, since we 
have to use outside Locals as polling places, that during the holiday time 
they have parties and they have different Christmas event stuff coming up. 

                                                 
20 Record, pp. 41-42. 
21 Record, p. 42. 



PRB CASE NO. 1606  Page 8. 
 
 

So we decided we would go with the week in January there.  One of the 
reasons is that we have many members in Ohio, Indiana, and the out state 
areas of Michigan that do not come into our Local or into the Detroit 
Metropolitan area.  We also have a unit in California that we have to notify 
and send out ballots and stuff.  This is one of the reasons it looks like it’s 
going so slow.  We don’t want to make any mistakes.”22 

Simpson stated that it just seemed too difficult to get all of the required notices out for 
an election in December.  Representative Jividen made the following comment on his 
meeting with the Election Committee and what he told them about setting the dates for 
the election: 
 

“It was very clear, from us, that they needed to run this election ASAP.  
There was a lot of discussion about deer hunting in November, about the 
holidays coming up in December.  It was clear they were trying to 
postpone running the election in a timely manner. 

When we left that meeting we made it clear to them to have the election 
ASAP.  We talked about getting their notices out in a timely manner.  We 
felt that there was time to do it in early November.   

Prior to the Joint Council meeting, the Election Committee Chair or Co-
Chair came up to me and I asked him what was the date.  He said 
January 14th.  I go, ‘That’s not good.’  I said, ‘This needs to be done.’  
Again he said, ‘Well, there are deer hunters in November and all the 
holiday festivities in December,’ and he said that was going to be the 
recommendation. 

At no time at all did I come out and tell him it had to be in November but it 
was highly recommended.  I felt it was our job to recommend and not 
dictate to them when the election was to be held.  But we made it clear 
that this should have been done in November.”23 

President Grima concluded his discussion about the date for the election as follows: 
 

“I have no input on the date that the Election Committee came up with.  
They came up with it.  I don’t have anything to do with them.  This is not 
one of the Committees that I had and according to the bylaws, I’m 
restricted from the Election Committee, which I should be anyway. 

I’m still at a loss.  I have no problem.  If I had a date prior to the Joint 
Council, and the date would have been given to us, or a time frame, that 

                                                 
22 Record, pp. 43-44. 
23 Record, pp. 46-47. 
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would not have been a problem at all.  Like I said, I’m still open to that.  
That’s all I have.”24 

With respect to the charge of financial malpractice, Grima gave the following 
explanation of the situation in his opening statement: 

 
“The officers of Local 174 in no way committed any financial malpractice in 
regard to the agreement with the OPEIU and its Local 42.  Local 174 hired 
Robert Zurawski on November 27, 2001, by former President Bruno 
Duchaine, as a part-time janitor.  There was a specific agreement Robert 
Zurawski had with then Local 174 President Bruno Duchaine.  It was that 
Robert Zurawski was to perform janitorial duties on a part-time basis for 
wages only, no benefits of any kind.  Robert Zurawski is a retired Ford 
employee and did not need the benefits or a pension because he already 
had one.  This was never a problem until recently.”25 

Grima explained that the OPEIU now wanted Local 174 to fund Zurawski’s pension and 
to pay medical insurance premiums all the way back to 2001.  He did not feel that the 
Local should be liable for the entire amount and he met with Director Gamble on the 
issue several times.  He said that Gamble stated he would look into it and get back with 
them.  Grima continued: 
 

“I received another letter, dated September 25, 2007, from Sister Styers, 
AA to Sister Bunn.  Jim Burton took this letter to Director Gamble after 
receiving it and again Brother Gamble said he would look into it and get 
back with us.  That never occurred.  Instead, the letter directing us to be at 
this hearing this morning came first.”26 

Grima concluded his presentation on this issue as follows: 
 

“I never received a response about the letter that – I never got a phone 
call or received any communications about the OPEIU issue.  Like I said, 
we did pay it.  I didn’t think we should go all the way back to ’01, when I 
wasn’t there, but we did it and it is taken care of at this time.   

The financial part:  We have lost membership, as everybody has.  We 
have gone through a terrible, terrible downturn.  We had plans on doing 
some cutbacks but it is very hard to do because you don’t want to put 
anybody out of a job.  We did do that but there was never retaliation for 

                                                 
24 Record, p. 54. 
25 Record, pp. 42-43. 
26 Record, p. 43. 
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anything at that point.  There was a Rep that got cut too, so that was the 
last thing that I wanted to do.”27 

Subsequently, Grima added the following comment about the janitor Zurawski: 
“One other thing about the OPEIU:  Brother Zurawski is the brother of one 
of the International Reps out of Region 1A.  I thought it was a bad plan to 
have this from the very beginning.  I needed a janitor anyway and I had no 
problem with that though.  I did discipline him at one time for falsifying time 
records and I was told through Sister Bunn’s office to bring him back to 
work and pay him, and I did.  I thought stealing time was a bad thing and I 
did go about it the right way, but we did bring him back and we did pay 
him.  This is in no way retaliation for anything.  But the way finances are, 
and with the plant closures, it was just a necessary evil.”28 

Director Gamble responded to Grima’s description of the situation with Zurawski 
as follows: 

 
“On or about September 25, 2007, the Local received a letter from Debra 
A. Styers, Administrative Assistant to Secretary-Treasurer Bunn, 
instructing the Local Union that there were no exceptions to making 
required contributions and directing the Local Union to correct all such 
financial violations. 

Financial Secretary Burton came to my office about that time.  We 
forwarded a letter down to Debi Styers’ office, and I had a conversation 
with Debi Styers, and I also had a follow-up conversation with Brother 
Burton on Debi Styers’ response.  I gave him a name and a phone number 
of somebody to call, which is in direct deference to Brother Grima’s 
remark that I never responded.  Basically we responded in writing and 
Brother Burton and I had a meeting on the subject.”29 

Gamble went on to say that the Local Union had not taken sufficient steps to control its 
expenses despite having been directed to do so by the International Union. 
 

After the representatives of the Local left the meeting, the transcript reports that 
the members of the IEB adopted a motion to place Local 174 under an 
administratorship.30  At this point, President Gettelfinger said to Director Gamble that he 
assumed it would be a friendly administratorship, but Gamble responded that he 
needed a “Louisville Slugger.”31  Gettelfinger asked if Gamble meant that he wanted the 
                                                 
27 Record, p. 49. 
28 Record, p. 50. 
29 Record, p. 48. 
30 Record, p. 54. 
31 Record, p. 55. 
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right to remove officers, and Gamble said that he did.  Gettelfinger then stated that the 
motion should be amended to include the power to remove officers.  An amendment 
was introduced and carried.32 

 
A Resolution dated November 8, 2007, signed by Secretary-Treasurer Elizabeth 

Bunn, named Region 1A Director Rory Gamble administrator of UAW Local 174 
pursuant to Article 12, §3, of the UAW Constitution.  On November 9, 2007, Director 
Gamble notified Doug Grima that he was being removed from his position as President 
of UAW Local 174.  Gamble instructed Grima that he should report to work at General 
Motors effective Monday, November 12, 2007.33  On November 13, 2007, International 
Representative Al Przydzial sent a letter to Grima asking him to turn over all files and 
materials relating to the administration of Local 174, including any keys or other 
equipment in his possession.34 

 
Grima appealed the decision to place an administratorship over Local 174 and 

Director Gamble’s decision to remove him from office to the Public Review Board (PRB) 
on November 13, 2007.35  President Gettelfinger’s Administrative Assistant Dave 
Curson acknowledged Grima’s appeals on November 26, 2007, but he did not 
immediately forward them to the PRB.  On January 18, 2008, Curson wrote to Grima 
that his appeal of the IEB’s decision to place an administratorship over Local Union 174 
was being processed to the PRB.36  The appeal was not processed to the PRB, 
however, but instead referred to the IEB, which issued a decision in response to it on 
May 20, 2008.37 

 
The IEB adopted a report prepared by President Gettelfinger’s staff as its 

decision in response to Grima’s appeal from the imposition of an administratorship over 
Local Union 174 and his removal from office.  In their report to the IEB, staff quoted an 
excerpt from our decision in Steve B. Sims, et al. v. International Union, UAW, 1 PRB 
200 (1961), in which we addressed the purposes of an administratorship.38  We 
concluded that one of those purposes was to “right a situation which could not otherwise 

                                                 
32 Record, p. 55. 
33 Record, p. 58. 
34 Record, p. 71. 
35 Record, p. 72 
36 Record, p. 83. 
37 In the meantime, the UAW Auditing Department conducted a review of the Local’s financial affairs.  The 
record contains a report written by Director Gamble, dated February 12, 2008, about the auditor’s finding.  
(Record, pp. 85-106)  We make no comment on Gamble’s report as it cannot have been the basis for his 
request for the administratorship or his decision to remove Grima from office in November 2007. 
38 This case involved a claim that the imposition of an administratorship and the removal of Local Union 
officers violated the Ethical Practices Codes because the officers were suspended for activities 
unconnected with their obligations as officers and that other executive board members who acted 
similarly were allowed to remain in office.   
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be corrected.”39  The opinion notes that the administrator has broad discretion and 
described his authority as follows: 

 
 “…He is authorized by the IEB to use this power in such a way as to 
correct what needs to be corrected and enable the Union, when the term 
of the administratorship shall have come to an end, to resume its normal 
operations with a minimum of difficulty.  Once a valid basis for removal is 
found to exist, it becomes incumbent upon the removed official seeking to 
challenge the administrator’s action to assume the burden of producing 
evidence that the action taken was a result of personal animus or other 
abuse of discretion, if he is to sustain his complaint under the Ethical 
Practices Codes.”40 

Staff commented that the wisdom of the PRB in this case has been a guiding light to 
appointed administrators in their efforts to right situations which could not otherwise be 
corrected. 
 

In this particular case, staff described the basis for the imposition of the 
administratorship and the removal of Grima as follows: 

 
“In this case the appellant’s actions, both [those] cited in the show cause 
hearing as well as many others, clearly demonstrated failure to apply the 
Constitution and the policies of the International Union in a consistent and 
faithful manner.  In the IEB’s election protest decision (Exhibit B) in which 
they ordered a new election, many of the improprieties discovered in that 
election could be traced to actions and decisions of the appellant.  He 
defied a previous IEB resolution and subsequent International Union 
interpretations concerning retiree voting rights and attempted to portray 
the International Union as racist.  Numerous complaints are on record that 
the appellant suppressed democratic participation in the administration of 
Local Union affairs including Joint Council and other meetings.  At least 
one unit of Local 174 petitioned the IEB to transfer its affiliation to another 
Local Union because of Local 174’s lack of democracy.”41 

Staff concluded that Director Gamble used his power as administrator to enable Local 
174 to run fairly and democratically.  They found that Grima had failed in his burden to 
provide evidence that Gamble’s actions were the result of personal animus or any other 
abuse of discretion.42  Grima appealed the IEB’s decision to the PRB on June 9, 2008.  
We heard the parties in oral argument on October 25, 2008. 

                                                 
39 1 PRB 200, at 206. 
40 Record, p. 119. 
41 Record, p. 119. 
42 Record, p. 120. 
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ARGUMENT 
 

A. Doug Grima: 

The IEB imposed an unjust administratorship over Local Union 174 and removed 
me on trumped up charges so that I would not be able to participate in the rerun of the 
Local’s election of officers.  The IEB asserted that an administratorship was necessary 
to prevent or correct financial malpractice and to restore democratic procedures.  The 
claim that the administratorship was to restore democratic practices is contradicted by 
the manner in which the rerun election was conducted.  

 
One of the main reasons given for rerunning the election was the fact that the 

Local Union’s membership lists did not separate the ineligible retirees from those who 
were eligible to vote.  Yet, these same membership lists were used by the International 
Representatives who supervised the rerun election.  Representative Przydzial admitted 
that during the rerun election retirees had to verify their eligibility verbally because it was 
impossible for the Local or the International Union to prepare separate lists of retirees. 

 
The Region did not provide proper notices of the rerun election to all members, 

but only issued a general notice. The election notice issued by the Region simply said 
the election would take place on December 10, 11, and 12, 2007, with no time or place 
listed.  No meeting of the candidates was ever called, and the candidates had no idea 
where to campaign or which units were voting at any given time.  The Region stated 
that it would be impossible to set a specific time, date and place for each election during 
the time period involved.  The Region admits that some of the plants involved did not 
receive notice of the election until one day prior to the scheduled date. 

 
No voting booths or privacy were provided.  Director Gamble removed the 

democratically elected Chairperson of the Election Committee and appointed John 
Simpson as Chairperson knowing that Simpson was opposed to my candidacy.  I could 
provide many more examples of undemocratic practices in the rerun election, but I do 
not believe that the administratorship was really about restoring democratic practices.  
This administratorship was imposed to ensure the election of a particular group of 
candidates. 

 
The International Union cannot point to any specific incident that required the 

imposition of an administratorship over Local 174.  We followed every directive from the 
IEB to rerun the election in a timely manner.  Prior to the imposition of the 
administratorship, the Regional Director never indicated that the Local Union was not in 
compliance with the IEB’s decision.  The imposition of the administratorship only moved 
the election ahead by two weeks.  In order to gain these two weeks, the Director had to 
violate procedures designed to ensure fair elections.   

 
At the hearing before the IEB on the motion to impose an administratorship, 

Director Gamble stated that he believed the Election Committee’s request for 20 
additional members was a stalling tactic.  This is absurd.  The requirement to elect 
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additional Election Committee members was part of the IEB’s decision on the previous 
election appeal.  The Election Committee requested a waiver of the bylaws regarding 
the composition of the Election Committee for this election in order to expedite the 
process.  The request was made immediately following the Local Election Committee’s 
meeting with Representatives Jividen and Thornton and at their direction.  The 
additional Election Committee members were elected at the very next Joint Council 
meeting on October 21, 2007.   

 
There are more than one hundred separate units in Local 174 and it is a lengthy 

process to work out the times and locations for each individual unit to vote.  The UAW 
Constitution, as well as the IEB’s decision, requires the Joint Council to approve the 
dates, times and locations for the election.  It is impossible to give dates, times and 
locations prior to coordination with management.  In order to meet all notification 
requirements and allow for the holiday shutdown period, the Joint Council concluded 
that January 14 was the earliest possible date for the rerun election.  Neither I nor any 
of the other Local Union officers had any input into this process.  Furthermore, 
Representatives Jividen and Thornton were present at every meeting and involved in 
every discussion regarding the rerun election and they never once voiced a concern 
about these dates.   

 
Director Gamble testified at the IEB hearing that he told “them” that they had 

plenty of time to have the election in early November.  It is not clear who Director 
Gamble said this to, because he was not at the Joint Council meeting on October 21, 
2007.  Jividen and Thornton were in attendance at that meeting, however, and they did 
not object to any of the proceedings.  Director Gamble charged that a motion setting the 
date for the election was “rammed through” at the October meeting.  This is absolutely 
untrue.  The motion made by the Election Committee passed by a 90 percent margin.   

 
In any event, I had no part in making any of these decisions.  The motion setting 

the date for the election was made by the Election Committee after they met with 
Representatives Jividen and Thornton.  During that meeting, Jividen told the Election 
Committee members that he had no experience with an election involving over 100 
units or multiple voting sites.  He said his experience was limited to a trailer in a parking 
lot.  Apparently, this was Director Gamble’s experience as well, because he clearly did 
not appreciate the massive task of setting up an election at this many locations.  In the 
end, Gamble abandoned the entire process and used a CPA to conduct the election 
with no membership input at all.  He used volunteers and appointed Region 1A 
organizers to conduct the election rather than members of Local Union 174. 

 
Representative Jividen and Election Committee member John Simpson testified 

that the meeting of the Election Committee to establish the specifics of the election was 
lengthy and detailed.  I was not part of this meeting.  I accepted the decisions made by 
the Election Committee working in conjunction with the Regional Representatives.  The 
conclusion that I somehow influenced these decisions in an undemocratic manner was 
based on a few minutes of unsupported testimony by the Regional Director.  There was 



PRB CASE NO. 1606  Page 15. 
 
 
no discussion or deliberation on the part of the IEB members.  This was the most 
undemocratic process I have seen in my 30 plus years as a UAW member.   

 
After the administratorship was imposed, Director Gamble personally intervened 

with General Motors to ensure that my leave of absence was cancelled and that I was 
removed from my Local and Region, so that I could not campaign in the rerun election.  
This action was a direct attempt to influence the upcoming election of Local Union 
officers.  At a meeting of the Joint Council on November 18, 2007, Director Gamble 
stated that a vote for Grima was futile, because he would not be allowed to serve if 
elected.  

 
Internal emails and communications between International Representatives and 

the UAW Legal Department in October 2007 demonstrate that the International was 
trying to manufacture a list of charges to justify putting an administratorship over Local 
174.  On October 30, 2007, Director Gamble wrote to Secretary-Treasurer Elizabeth 
Bunn that he wanted to add the Ecology Center’s request to join a different Local as a 
reason for placing an administratorship over Local 174.  No member of the Ecology 
Center had ever presented such a motion to the Local 174 Joint Council.  If the Ecology 
Center made this request directly to the Regional Director, it was never forwarded to me 
and I was not informed about it.  The Ecology Center unit only has approximately nine 
members.  There would be no economic or political reason for me to obstruct the 
Ecology Center from transferring to another Local Union. 

 
The charge of financial malpractice in connection with the pension contributions 

on the janitor was similarly made up to justify the administratorship.  The janitor, Robert 
Zurawski, was a Ford Motor Company retiree with a full pension and medical benefits.  
He was hired in 2000 by the previous President of Local 174, Bruno Duchaine.  Robert 
Zurawski and his brother, Chuck Zurawski, a Region 1A Representative, were personal 
friends of President Duchaine.  Zurawski agreed to work part time with no benefits, 
because he already had benefits.  I felt that no payments were due to the retirement 
fund for Zurawski based on the discussions I had with former President Duchaine.  
There were never any complaints or grievances from Zurawski himself over the issue.  
There were several UAW audits during this period and contributions on Zurawski were 
never listed as an outstanding obligation.  If I had started making contributions on 
Zurawski on my own initiative, I am certain that I would have been charged with making 
an improper expenditure.  I questioned the propriety of the payments, but when 
Secretary-Treasurer Elizabeth Bunn informed me that they were required, I directed the 
Local 174 Financial Secretary Treasurer on November 1, 2007, to make them. 

 
B. Administrative Assistant Dave Curson on behalf of the 
 International Union, UAW: 

There is no evidence that the IEB’s decision to impose an administratorship over 
Local Union 174 was in any way influenced by improper motives.  When Regional 
Director Rory Gamble assumed office in June 2006, he was not acquainted with Doug 
Grima.  He first became involved with Grima when the Local requested the International 
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to resume a monetary subsidy that had been discontinued.  In return, Grima promised 
to cut Local Union expenditures by reducing Local officers’ compensation.  Although 
Director Gamble complied with Grima’s request to resume the subsidy, the audit 
conducted after the administratorship was imposed revealed that Grima did not cut the 
Local’s expenditures.  In fact, he accepted a raise for himself.   

 
During Gamble’s first year in office, a number of Local 174 members complained 

to him that Grima improperly spent Local Union funds without proper membership 
approval, that he stifled free speech and democracy at membership meetings, and that 
his administration failed to pursue the contractual rights of members in certain units.  
Gamble recognized that such complaints are often part of Local Union politics and he 
gave Grima the benefit of the doubt, particularly in light of the fact that the Local’s 
General Election was coming up in 2007.  Grima’s conduct in that election raised 
questions about his leadership, however.  He advised retired workers from old West 
Side Local 174 that they could vote in the upcoming election in open defiance of an IEB 
resolution.  He portrayed the International Union as the enemy during the election, 
including playing the race card by insinuating that the IEB’s resolution was influenced by 
racism.  When the Director reviewed the investigative report concerning an appeal of 
the 2007 election, it became clear that much of the antidemocratic activity that occurred 
in the course of the election led directly to President Grima’s doorstep.  This realization 
gave credence to the many other complaints the Director had received about Grima. 

 
In addition, Grima openly defied an order of the International Financial Secretary-

Treasurer to pay insurance and pension contributions on an employee of the Local 
Union as required by the Local’s collective bargaining agreement with the OPEIU.  

 
Nevertheless, Gamble decided not to take an action against Grima because the 

Local Union members would have the opportunity to express their approval or 
disapproval of Grima’s leadership in the upcoming rerun election.  If the membership 
chose to reelect Grima in a fair and democratic election, so be it.  The IEB ordered the 
rerun of the General Election to take place as soon as possible.  Director Gamble 
attempted to set up a meeting with Grima at Regional headquarters to establish the 
Region’s role in the election.  He made six separate attempts to arrange such a 
meeting.  Grima avoided committing to any date for meeting with the Director until finally 
offering to meet at dinner at a significantly later date.  No meeting ever took place.   

 
Instead, on October 1, 2008, Local 174 Financial Secretary Jim Burton met with 

the Director and the two International Representatives assigned to overseeing the 
election.  During this meeting, Gamble stressed the need to have the election as soon 
as possible.  On October 5, 2008, Representatives Jividen and Thornton met with the 
Election Committee and strongly recommended that the election take place prior to the 
opening of deer season on November 15, 2007.  The supervising Representatives had 
been warned not to be heavy handed with the Local Union Election Committee.  They 
were instructed to work with and make recommendations to the Election Committee 
rather than take control and issue directives.  Nevertheless, they made it clear that the 
January date was not acceptable.  Furthermore, it would have been entirely possible to 



PRB CASE NO. 1606  Page 17. 
 
 
conduct the election prior to November 15, because most of the preparations had 
already taken place in connection with the first election.  There was no need for a 
nomination process.  All they needed to do was set a date, time and place, and hold the 
election.   

 
During this period, Director Gamble received more complaints from Local Union 

members that the Local would not respond to written requests or to telephone calls 
concerning information about the election.  Finally, various Local Union officers and 
members came forward and reported anonymously to Director Gamble that President 
Grima and some of his advisors planned to continue stonewalling and delaying the 
election until conditions to enhance their chances of reelection improved.  It was this 
information that motivated Director Gamble to petition the IEB for an administratorship 
to prevent further corruption and financial malpractice, and to restore democratic 
procedures within the Local.  Gamble believed that placing an administrator over the 
Local and removing Doug Grima as President was the only way to determine the extent 
of Grima’s culpability and the authenticity of the complaints against him and his 
administration. 

 
It would have been extremely difficult to investigate the charges against Grima’s 

administration with him in office.  The obstacles and obstruction a sitting President could 
place in front of an investigator would certainly stifle his ability to come to solid 
conclusions.  A sitting President can intimidate witnesses and participants in the 
investigation.  Gamble sincerely believed that Grima had to be removed in order to bring 
Local 174 into compliance with the International Union’s policies and procedures.  
Grima claims that he had nothing to do with delaying the rerun election, but he was 
following the same pattern established during the first election of refusing to respond to 
his opponents’ legitimate inquiries and not allowing motions to be brought before the 
Joint Council.  Grima’s refusal to allow his opponents’ recommendations to the Election 
Committee to be presented at the Joint Council meeting on October 21, 2007, 
convinced Gamble that an administratorship was the only means for restoring 
democratic practices at this Local. 

 
It was never Gamble’s intent to prevent Grima from participating in the rerun 

election.  Grima’s employment status was determined by the collective bargaining 
agreement.  When he was removed from office, he did not have a plant to return to so 
he was laid off.  Then General Motors placed him at a different location in Region 1.  As 
a result, a question was raised about his eligibility to serve as President during a 
meeting of the Local 174 Joint Council.  Director Gamble advised the Council that the 
question had not yet been resolved, but that for the time being he should be considered 
an eligible candidate.  The fact that Grima was on layoff status at the time of the 
election did not put him at any particular disadvantage.  In fact, Grima did participate in 
the election and he received more votes in the rerun election than he had in the original 
one.   

 
The IEB’s determination that the Local was not in compliance with its Order to 

conduct a new election was quite reasonable.  The Order that was issued on 
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September 21, 2007, directed the Local to run the new election as soon as possible.  
Instead, the Local set a date for the election several months off with little justification for 
the delay.  Article 12, §3, specifically grants the IEB the right to place an 
administratorship over a Local Union to restore democratic procedures.  Grima has not 
provided any evidence that Gamble’s decisions as administrator were motivated by 
personal animus or that he abused his discretion in any way.   

 
C. Rebuttal, by Doug Grima: 

The IEB casts me as a central player in the Local Union’s alleged failure to 
comply with its order to rerun the election.  They do this without identifying one instance 
where I interfered with or did anything to hold up the process.  The same is true of the 
financial misconduct allegations.  Director Gamble charged that pension and insurance 
contributions were not being made for Local Union employees. I never failed to pay 
appropriate contributions on the Local Union’s regular employees.  I merely questioned 
whether payments were in fact due on Zurawski.  I paid these contributions as soon as I 
was directed to do so.  

 
The IEB states that an administratorship was necessary to restore democratic 

election procedures.  In fact, the first election conducted at Local 174 was more 
democratic then the one conducted under the administratorship.  I was removed from 
office in the middle of the process even though the Local had never been advised that 
the arrangements set up by the Election Committee were not in compliance with the 
IEB’s decision.  After placing an administratorship over the Local, the IEB used their 
power to manipulate the outcome of the rerun election.  The Zimmick team had thirty 
challengers at the first officers’ election.  They had none in the rerun.  Is this a 
coincidence?  When the Zimmick team protested the first election, the IEB issued its 
decision to overturn the election within a three month period.  I was removed from office 
for delaying the rerun election ten days into the process.  Yet, my appeal of the rerun 
election has been before the IEB for nine months now without a decision.   

 
The IEB never cited any specific violations, financial misconduct or undemocratic 

practices to justify their decision to remove me from office.  I did not prevent any 
motions from being presented to the Joint Council.  The recommendations of the 
Election Committee passed by a 90 percent margin and then I took over as Chairperson 
of the meeting.  There should be strong evidence to support the drastic step of imposing 
an administratorship over a Local and removing a democratically elected President.  In 
response to my appeal, the International merely asserts that the Constitution gives them 
the power to impose an administratorship and they leave it to their victim to prove 
improper motivation. 

 
DISCUSSION 

 
Our history suggests that the IEB exercises considerable restraint in its use of 

the powers conferred upon it by Article 12, §3, to take over the affairs of a Local Union.  
We receive few appeals in cases arising under Article 12, §3, and such cases would be 
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likely to produce appeals.  Because we are not often confronted with such appeals, we 
have not articulated precise standards of review for appeals in administratorship cases.  
As noted by the IEB in its response to Grima’s appeal, we recognized in Sims, supra, 
that the IEB has broad discretion under Article 12, §3.  However, implicit in the language 
cited from the Sims decision is an assumption that an administratorship will only be 
employed for very serious deviations from the proper operation of the Local Union under 
the UAW Constitution.  As the IEB notes, an administratorship is called for only when 
the problem could not otherwise be addressed.  The Sims case, for example involved a 
racially segregated Union Hall and a refusal by the Local Executive Board to 
discontinue the practice of segregation. 

 
In addition, the administratorship must be for one of the purposes described in 

Article 12, §3(a) through (d).  The purposes for an administratorship are broadly stated, 
but they do impose some limitation on the IEB’s authority.  The fact that International 
Union disagrees with Local Union decisions is not sufficient.  It cannot impose its 
authority over a Local Union simply to save money or achieve some other kind of 
efficiency.  Thus, in Belue and Case v. International Union, UAW, 5 PRB 399 (1987), we 
reversed a decision of the IEB imposing an administratorship for the purpose of 
preventing elections in a plant that was scheduled to close.  Our opinion states: 

 
“We know the IEB is entitled to a large measure of discretion in exercising 
its broad powers under Article 12, §3, of the Constitution.  But with the 
benefit of the fuller record made in our investigatory proceeding, it seems 
clear to us that the risks of an early, costly, additional election in Local 25 
are so speculative as not to warrant the deferral by this administratorship 
of the members’ democratic rights under the Constitution to elect their 
officers.”43 

On the other hand, once one of the legitimate grounds for the imposition of an 
administratorship has been established, the only restrictions on the IEB’s discretion 
whether to employ this tool are the principles of fairness and due process enunciated in 
the UAW Constitution and the Ethical Practices Codes.  Thus, when an 
administratorship is imposed to accomplish one of the purposes set out in Article 12, §3, 
an appellant challenging the IEB’s decision does have the burden of establishing that 
those principles have been violated. 
 

One of the grounds asserted by the International Union as the basis for imposing 
an administratorship over West Side Local Union 174 was to prevent or correct 
corruption or financial malpractice pursuant to Article 12, §3(a) of the Constitution.  We 
find no evidence in this record that an administratorship was necessary for this purpose.  
Allegations made during oral argument about unspecified rumors and reports of 
financial mismanagement had not been investigated or substantiated at the time the 
administratorship was imposed.  With respect to the nonpayment of pension and 

                                                 
43 5 PRB 399, at 407. 
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insurance contributions, it was established that President Grima had received two 
letters regarding these contributions and that he had responded to both of them.  He 
questioned the propriety of these payments on the Local Union’s part-time janitor, and 
was told that the Regional Director would look into it.  Grima testified that at the time he 
received the notice of Director Gamble’s request for an administratorship, he believed 
that the matter was still being investigated.  Raising an issue of this nature is part of the 
responsibility of a Local Union President and does not amount to financial malpractice. 

 
There may have been sufficient reasons for the imposition of an 

administratorship to restore democratic procedures pursuant to Article 12, §3(c), of the 
Constitution but the International Representatives involved did not clearly express them.  
The record does not reveal any outright defiance of a specific directive from the 
International Union by any of the Local Union’s officers or members of the Local Union 
Election Committee.  The two International Representatives who were overseeing the 
election recommended that the Election Committee conduct the rerun election as soon 
as possible.  Administrative Assistant Dave Curson acknowledged during oral argument 
that they did not definitively indicate that the date selected by the Election Committee 
was too late and would be considered noncompliance with an order of the IEB.  Curson 
explained that they did not want to be heavy handed, but the International Union cannot 
have it both ways.  In the absence of a clear directive to the Local, the International 
cannot claim defiance on the part of the Local Union representatives.   

 
The decision to impose an administratorship in this case can only be understood 

in the context of the problems that occurred during the first election of officers.  Director 
Gamble’s presentation to the IEB on November 8, 2007, at least that portion of it that 
was admitted into the record, would not be sufficient to justify an administratorship.  
There was no situation that could not otherwise be corrected; all that was required to 
address the problem raised by Director Gamble was a directive to the Local to conduct 
the rerun election by a specific date.  We find, however, that the Local Election 
Committee’s failure to schedule the rerun election prior to November 15, 2007, was not 
the essential problem that needed to be addressed at Local 174. 

 
While Local Executive officers necessarily exercise a great deal of control over 

the operation of the Local, their authority is not absolute.  The UAW Constitution 
provides mechanisms, such as the appellate process described in Article 33 and the 
procedures for protesting elections described in Article 38, §12, that allow members to 
question the propriety of decisions made by Local Union executive officers.  This is part 
of the democratic structure of the Union which this Board was created to strengthen and 
defend.  In Grima and Hayosh v. International Executive Board, UAW, PRB Case No. 
1589, issued on August 25, 2008, we sustained the IEB’s conclusion that the Local 
Union’s election of officers should be rerun.  In that case, we were particularly troubled 
by the dismissive treatment of the legitimate concerns about the election procedures 
raised by members prior to the election and the Election Committee’s failure to present 
a protest to the election to the Local Joint Council as required by UAW’s Guide for Local 
Election Committees when it presented its report on the election.  These acts deprived 
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the membership of the Local of an important safeguard on their right to participate in 
democratic elections.   

 
We agree with the International Union that the executive officers of West Side 

Local 174 appeared to be continuing this undemocratic pattern in connection with 
preparations for the rerun election.  The record contains detailed recommendations to 
the Election Committee prepared by the Zimmick team regarding the schedule and rules 
for the rerun election.  It was established that these members were not allowed to 
present their recommendations to the Joint Council at the meeting on October 21, 2007.  
The Joint Council might have rejected the recommendations, but the Local 
administration seemed intent on bypassing the entire decision making process built into 
the Constitution.  President Grima argued during oral argument that the two supervisory 
representatives were present at this meeting and made no objection to the proceedings, 
but these Representatives could not have taken control of the meeting from the 
Chairperson and forced the Council to entertain the motion to amend the Election 
Committee’s recommendation.  President Grima, as Chairperson of the meeting, 
apparently did not allow the motion to be put to a vote.  This refusal by the Local Union 
administration to allow alternative views to be considered was a serious breach of 
democratic procedures and provided a sufficient basis for the IEB to conclude that an 
administratorship was necessary.  The situation at West Side Local 174 was similar to 
that which caused the imposition of an administratorship in Jenkins v. International 
Union, UAW, 4 PRB 302 (1984), where the Local Union President took a stand at odds 
with motions duly adopted by the Local Union membership and refused to submit to the 
membership’s authority.  We held that the administratorship was necessary to restore 
democratic procedures in that case and commented: 

 
“…It is apparent to us that President Jenkins’ refusals to comply with 
specific directives of the membership of Local 626 was contrary to the 
principles of the UAW Constitution, and created an undemocratic situation 
in the Local Union.  Under the UAW’s Constitution, a President of a Local 
Union is the servant of the membership, not its master.”44 

We note, however, that the administrator in Jenkins did not remove the President from 
office.  The opinion reports: 
 

“Jenkins and all the other Local Union officers remain in place and the 
administrator has no intention of interfering with the day-to-day workings 
of the Local Union.  It is the position of the International, however, that an 
administratorship was the only way to resolve the situation in the Local 
Union.”45 

                                                 
44 4 PRB 302, at 305. 
45 4 PRB 302, at 305. 
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In the appeal before us now, the administrator’s decision to remove President 
Grima from office in this case is troublesome.  The decision was clearly within the 
powers of the administrator that is spelled out in Article 12, §3.46  The administrator 
might have removed the entire executive board to expedite the restoration of democratic 
decision making procedures prior to the election, but the explanation for singling out 
Grima is not convincing.  The claim that Grima portrayed the International Union as the 
enemy and criticized its treatment of the retirees of the original Local 174 during his run 
for President merely points to some rather typical campaign rhetoric that does not rise 
to the level of seriousness required to justify removing a democratically elected officer.  
During oral argument, it was suggested that Grima’s presence in office presented an 
obstacle to the International’s investigation of financial misconduct, but as we have 
observed, there was no creditable claim of financial misconduct at the time Grima was 
removed.  The record also does not support the International Union’s assertion that 
Grima was primarily responsible for the defects in the first election.  Furthermore, it 
does not appear that he played any substantial part in establishing arrangements for the 
rerun election. 

 
Theoretically, the issue of Grima’s removal has been rendered moot by the rerun 

of the officers’ election at West Side Local 174.  Grima was a candidate in this election 
and he lost, so even if his removal was improper, there is no remedy we could provide.  
Clearly it would not be appropriate now to remove a democratically elected President.  
Grima argues, however, that Director Gamble removed him to determine the outcome of 
the rerun election.  He charges that the rerun election was undemocratic for this and a 
number of other reasons.  Grima stated in his appeal and during oral argument that 
Director Gamble addressed the membership of Local 174 and informed them that if 
Grima were elected, he would not be allowed to serve.  Director Gamble denied having 
made this statement.   

 
We do not need to resolve this factual dispute or address the other allegations 

regarding the procedures followed during the rerun election at this time.  The only 
question before us is whether there were sufficient grounds for the imposition of the 
administratorship over West Side Local 174.  We find that the administratorship was 
necessary to restore the democratic decision making process.  The question whether 
Grima’s removal from office affected the outcome of the rerun election and what remedy 
would be appropriate if that were found to be the case cannot be resolved on the basis 
of this record.  We understand that Grima filed an appeal to the IEB in December 2007 
protesting the rerun election.  Grima’s argument that the rerun election was 
undemocratic will best be addressed in the context of that appeal.   

                                                 
46 The administrator’s powers are stated as follows: 

“…In such event, the Board shall designate one of its members who shall have full 
authority over and supervision of all functions of the Local Union and may suspend any or 
all officers and officials of the Local Union and take over their functions either as directed 
by the Board or in her/his own discretion where s/he believes it necessary to accomplish 
the purposes of the administratorship. …” 
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It appears that Grima’s appeals to this Board have been unduly delayed.  It was 
improper for the President’s staff to refer Grima’s appeal from the imposition of the 
administratorship to the IEB.  Article 33, §3(f), specifically grants the Public Review 
Board jurisdiction to review appeals in cases arising under Article 12, §§2 and 3.   This 
only makes sense procedurally because a decision to impose an administratorship is 
necessarily a decision of the IEB, so the next step in the appellate process would be to 
the PRB or the Convention Appeals Committee.  We trust the IEB will expedite its 
resolution of Grima’s appeal of the rerun election so that the issues we have identified in 
that regard can be addressed. 

 
The appeal on the imposition of the administratorship over West Side Local 174 

is denied. 
 

 


