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Appellants argue that serious violations of election rules occurred during general 

elections conducted by UAW Local Union 276 so that the entire election should be 
rerun. 

FACTS 
 

UAW Local Union 276 in Grand Prairie, Texas, conducted its general election of 
officers and committeepersons on May 3 and 4, 2011.  Steve Kerl was a candidate for 
Unit 1 Shop Chairperson in that election.  The election for Shop Chairperson produced 
the following results: 

 
Unit 1 (GM) Shop Chairperson 
 
Steve Kerl 656 
Hosea Z. Simmons 116 
Belinda J. Langley 845 (Elected)1 
 

Ed Amie, Jr. was a candidate for Committeeperson-at-Large with the following results: 

                                                 
1
 Record, p. 12. 
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Unit 1 (GM) Committeeperson-at-Large 
 
William “Will” Langston 867  (Elected) 
Latan’ya Pittman 70 
James “Jim” Benash 418 
Ed Amie, Jr. 2242  
 

Johnny Michael Pruitte was a candidate for District 1A Committeeperson on the second 
shift.  That race produced the following results: 
 

Unit 1 (GM) District 1A Committeeperson 
 
Clint Bryan 45 
Vincent “School Teacher” Harris 28 
Abel Diaz 17 
Johnny Michael Pruitte 97 (Elected)3  
 
The record contains the following statement, dated May 4, 2011, signed by 

Rhonda S. Pruitte and witnessed by Johnny Pruitte: 
 
“On the morning of May 4, 2011, I was a challenger/observer of the UAW 
Local 276 election process from 1 a.m. to 4 a.m. and then for the vote 
count thereafter.  When the ballot boxes were opened and poured out, 
little pieces of white paper were found in the contents of the ballot boxes 
along with the ballot papers.  At the time, I did not know what they were, 
but later learned that they had the names of some of the candidates 
running for office of Local 276.  Also, I found one beside the marking 
stations on the floor which I have in my possession.  Karen Spencer, 
election chairperson, was the one who discovered the little white pieces in 
the ballot boxes.  This is my statement of fact and is true.”4 
 

Rhonda Pruitte attached a copy of the paper she found to her statement.  It lists local 
union offices and a candidate’s name next to the office.5 
 

On May 5, 2011, Steve Kerl submitted a request for a recount of the votes cast in 
the chairperson’s race.  He also requested that he be permitted to have a challenger 
present during the recount.  On May 6, 2011, Election Committee Chairperson Karen 
Spencer and Alternate Chairperson Marquette Hawkins conducted a recount of the 
ballots cast in the chairperson’s election.  Johnny Pruitte was present at the recount as 

                                                 
2
 Record, p. 12. 

3
 Record, p. 14. 

4
 Record, p. 31. 

5
 Record, p. 32. 
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a challenger for Kerl.  Steve Kerl was also present during the recount.  Karen Rohrssen, 
a member of the Local Union’s clerical staff, prepared minutes of the recount.6 

 
The minutes of the recount indicate that the meeting to recount the ballots 

commenced at 7:00 a.m.  Steve Kerl and Johnny Pruitte participated in the meeting until 
7:00 p.m.7   After the Election Committee members reported the total number of ballots 
printed for each district and the total number of ballots counted, Steve Kerl asked to see 
the voter list for District 2A.  The minutes report that Kerl counted the signatures on the 
voter list and the challenged ballot voter list.  The parties then discussed the process for 
dealing with challenged ballots.8  The minutes reflect questions about specific 
challenged ballots and how they were handled.  There was a discussion of ballots 
having the same ballot number.9  The minutes report that a candidate for 2nd vice 
president arrived at 2:06 p.m. and at that point the parties also began to examine the 
ballots cast in the race for 2nd vice president.10  At one point, challenger Pruitte asked if 
there was anything in the ballot box besides ballots.  The minutes report the ballot 
boxes contained the lists of names described in Rhonda Pruitte’s statement.  The 
minutes report the following comments by Johnny Pruitte: 

 
“Challenger Pruitte stated that he was aware that one of the candidates 
was handing them out in the plant – one member signed a statement that 
he received one; challenger Pruitte stated that his wife found one in the 
area of the voting booths – Challenger Pruitte stated that he thinks it’s 
suspicious and malicious. 
 
Challenger Pruitte stated that he wanted to provide the Election 
Committee with the signed statements and that the statements be made a 
part of the recount record.”11  
 
On May 9, 2011, Johnny Pruitte submitted a protest to the Local 276 Recording 

Secretary challenging the entire election conducted on May 3 and 4, 2011.12  Pruitte 
stated that his protest was based on discoveries he made during the recount of the 
ballots that he participated in as a challenger on behalf of candidate Steve Kerl.  He 
asserted that fifty ballots were unaccounted for in District 3.  He stated that four 
members voted but did not sign the voter registry.  He maintained the number of votes 
reported in the race for Unit 1 (GM) District 5 Committeeperson was greater than the 
ballots printed for that position.  His protest states: 

                                                 
6
 Record, p. 33. 

7
 Record, p. 46. 

8
 Record, pp. 35-36. 

9
 Record, pp. 37-40. 

10
 Record, p. 42. 

11
 Record, p. 46. 

12
 Record, p. 56. 
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“Final official results released to the membership did not match up with 
total amount of ballots printed for District 5.  According to the record, 153 
ballots were cast in District 5 between Richard P. Martinez and Gary 
House.  The official minutes of the Election Committee as kept by the 
secretary of UAW Local 276 indicated that only 140 ballots were printed 
for that District.  Her testimony was that she printed them up herself.  No 
answer from Election Committee.”13  
 

Finally, Pruitte argued that the lists of recommendations for various offices that were 
found in and around the ballot boxes violated the Local Union’s rule against 
campaigning within a 100-foot radius of the Local Union Hall during an election.14  
 

Steve Kerl also filed a protest to the entire election based on the recount 
conducted on May 6, 2011.  He described the reason for his protest as follows: 

 
“During the course of the recount and in subsequent questions Mr. Pruitte 
and I asked of the Election Chairperson, the following disturbing election 
voting process violations came to light: 

 1. The number of ballots printed for the election did not match 
the number of votes cast plus the number of left over ballots.  
There are a large number of blank ballots whose origin cannot 
be verified or explained. 

 2. The official voter list has an excessive number of voter names 
highlighted, but not signed by the person listed on the voter 
list. 

 3. In one bargaining unit district, the number of votes cast is 
larger than the official number of ballots printed by UAW Local 
276.”15 

On June 2, 2011, Ed Amie, Jr. submitted a protest to the May election.16  Amie 
charged that ballots were manufactured on behalf of people who claimed not to have 
voted.  This is apparently a reference to the following written statement: 

 
“I, Nanetta Jones, a member of the Election Committee for UAW Local 
276, wish to inform the membership of a violation in the general election 
that took place on May 4, 2011.  During the presentation of the challenge 
votes a ballot for Darrell Shepard was presented.  It was declined by the 
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 Record, p. 56. 

14
 Record, pp. 56-57. 

15
 Record, p. 63. 

16
 Record, pp. 66-67. 
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Committee due to it being the wrong color of ballot.  Mr. Shepard is 
currently an International benefit rep assigned to our plant.  It concerned 
me that he, along with at least one other International rep, had their votes 
declined.  I feel every Union member eligible to vote in the election 
deserved to have their vote count.  I contacted Mr. Shepard on May 19, 
2011, and he stated that he had never voted in this or any other election 
for Local 276.  This leads me to believe someone used Mr. Shepard’s 
name to place a vote.  In light of this information, I feel that this matter 
needs to be addressed in order to give the members of Local 276 the fair 
and honest election they’re entitled to.”17 
 

Jones’s statement is not signed.  Amie stated that he was not so concerned with 
winners and losers but that he wanted the members of Local 276 to have a fair election. 

18   
Local 276 Recording Secretary Desiree Short presented the results of the 2011 

general election to the Local 276 executive board at a meeting on June 8, 2011.19  The 
executive board members unanimously adopted a motion to accept the May 2011 
general election results.20  Johnny Pruitte’s protest was presented under New Business.  
A motion to accept the election protest filed by Johnny Pruitte was defeated.  Four 
members of the executive board voted in favor of the motion and five members voted 
against it.21 

 
A regular membership meeting took place on June 12, 2011.  The minutes of that 

meeting report that the newly elected officers were sworn in.  There was a reading of 
the previous meeting minutes by Local 276 Recording Secretary Katrina Smith.  A 
motion was made to accept the minutes as read.  Johnny Pruitte then asked to amend 
the motion to accept the minutes of the June 8, 2011 executive board meeting with the 
exception of the items dealing with protests filed by Ed Amie, Steve Kerl, Gwen Baker, 
and Johnny Pruitte.22  

 
The minutes report that Election Committee Chairperson Karen Spencer read the 

results of the 2011 general election to the membership.  A motion to accept the 2011 
general election results passed by a vote of 90 to 13.23 Johnny Pruitte then addressed 
the membership under New Business.  He introduced the statement by Nanetta Jones 
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 Record, p. 65. 

18
 Record, p. 67. 

19
 Record, p. 72-80. 

20
 Record, p. 81. 

21
 Record, p. 101. 

22
 Record, p. 103. 

23
 Record, pp. 104-114 
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regarding the ballot cast by Darrell Shepard.24  Chairperson Karen Spencer responded 
to this statement as follows: 

 
“Karen Spencer, #13374 – Election Committee Chairperson – When we 
do elections and show a badge, if their name’s on the sheets, they are 
allowed to vote.  I am offended that the Election Committee is being 
blamed.  People would rather believe a lie than the truth.  Everything was 
done right.  Out of district will not be counted.  If a card was presented 
then a member could vote.”25 
 

The minutes indicate that a member stood up and stated that Daryl Shepard is her 
husband and he did vote.26  William Hollifield argued that the Local Union should rerun 
the election.  He stated: 
 

“William Hollifield, #14790 – I stand for fairness.  Never seen stuff like I’ve 
seen here.  What is the price of democracy?  If you’re sure you’ve won, 
why not have another election?  The numbers will show again.  What is 
wrong with doing another election, again?”27 
 

Tina Abate-Milko spoke about having seen someone making Xerox copies of the ballot.  
Eve Burdick is reported to have responded that the ballot she was copying had a cross 
on it showing that it was not an actual ballot.28  After Abate-Milko spoke, the minutes 
report that Tiny Payne made the following statement: 
 

“Tiny Payne, #11980 – EAP Representative – A lot of confusion.  Seems 
like we are fighting amongst each other.  Wisconsin is fighting against 
Texas.  We have to come together and work together.  With division, we 
will fail.  If we don’t work together, we will fail.  The International is looking 
at this and we are looking for a new product.  Stick together; move ahead; 
and keep moving forward.  We have to stay together.  I love you all.”29  
 
Following this discussion, there was a call for the question whether to accept 

items in the minutes of the June 8, 2011 Executive Board meeting dealing with the 
protests.  The minutes of the June 12, 2011 membership meeting report the following 
events: 
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 Record, p. 114. 

25
 Record, p. 115. 

26
 Record, p. 115. 

27
 Record, p. 115. 

28
 Record, p. 115. 

29
 Record, p. 115. 
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“10. New business (continued): 

 A. Johnny Michael Pruitte, badge number 20911 – I address the 
assembly  … (continued) 

 VOTE ON THE EXCEPTION (continued): 

 54/To accept the exception of item numbers 12D, 12E, 12F, 
and 12G of the June 8, 2011, executive board meeting 
(protests filed on elections by Ed Amie, Steve Kerl, Gwen 
Baker, and Johnny Michael Pruitte). 

 84/Not to accept the exception of item numbers 12D, 12E, 
12F, and 12G of the June 8, 2011, executive board meeting 
(protests filed on elections by Ed Amie, Steve Kerl, Gwen 
Baker, and Johnny Michael Pruitte). 

Motion to accept the exception of item numbers 12D, 12E, 12F, and 
12G of the June 8, 2011, executive board meeting (protests filed on 
elections by Ed Amie, Steve Kerl, Gwen Baker, and Johnny Michael 
Pruitte) failed. 

 B. James Benash, #20965 – Called for a division of the house. 

1. Michael Cartwright – UAW Local 276 President – ‘You are out 
of order, Brother Benash.’ 

2. James Benash, #20965 – ‘I appeal your decision.’ 

11. The membership became unruly. 

A. UAW Local 276 President Michael Cartwright asked for order. 

B. Order could not be restored. 

12. UAW Local 276 President Michael Cartwright adjourned meeting due 
to membership being disorderly – members left.”30   

The record contains a report filed by Officer Jeffrey Payne of the Grand Prairie Police 
Department after he responded to a call regarding a disturbance at the Local 267 Hall.  
The report describes statements given by members who witnessed or participated in a 
fight outside the Local Union hall.31   

                                                 
30

 Record, p. 117. 

31
 Record, pp. 122-127. 
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Johnny Pruitte appealed to the International Executive Board (IEB) on June 15, 
2011, asking the Board to order a new election at Local Union 276.  Pruitte reported that 
the minutes did not accurately reflect the vote taken at the membership meeting on 
June 12, 2011.  His letter to the IEB states: 

 
“…As the votes were counted, it was clear that there were enough to carry 
the motion in favor of a new election.  Then, President Cartwright just 
tapped the gavel and said the motion failed without declaring the final vote 
count to the membership.  The membership became unsettled and a 
division of the house was called for from the floor by brother Jim Benash.  
Brother Benash was then ruled out of order from President Cartwright and 
then I appealed the decision of the chair and declared brother Benash to 
be in line with Robert’s Rules of Order.  Another vote was then ordered on 
my same motion and a show of hands was taken again.  Two other 
members standing beside me also counted the votes for the motion at 54 
in favor.  Then the count was taken for those against and the show of 
hands was 42 against.  The Guide and Sgt.-at-Arms approached and gave 
their count to President Cartwright and after a pause and talking with the 
Recording Secretary, declared the motion had failed by a vote of 54 to 84!  
The entire meeting hall erupted with people standing and shouting 
obscenities at each other with cussing and insults.  President Cartwright 
could not gain control of the meeting and a fight ensued out in our parking 
lot right outside the side door of the meeting hall and the Grand Prairie 
Police were called.  President Cartwright yelled out and declared the 
meeting over.”32 
 

Pruitte concluded his letter to the IEB by stating that he was serving in his new position 
as District 1A Committeeman on the second shift, but that he was seeking fairness for 
all the members of the Local Union.33  
 

Steven Kerl filed a similar appeal to the IEB on July 7, 2011.  He wrote: 
“I have been a proud UAW member for 25 years and I have held multiple 
UAW positions.  I am appalled with what happened in the local election at 
276 on May 3, 2011, and leading up to the elections, the gross violations 
have really opened my eyes to the corruption within Local 276 and I am 
truly embarrassed to be associated with Local 276.”34 
 

Kerl cited the following violations of campaign rules: 
 

                                                 
32

 Record, p. 129. 

33
 Record, p. 130. 

34
 Record, pp. 139-140. 
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“Chairperson Langley campaigning on clock 

Chairperson Langley calling members into her office handing out 
literature.  Signing a book while on the clock. 
 
Using GM mobile equipment to campaign.  

Threatening and intimidating members. 

Calling members at home telling them they can’t wear a certain 
candidate’s pin. 
 
O. K. Jackson, an appointed member, handing out campaign literature. 
 
Mr. Payne appointed member handing out campaign literature. 
International rep J. B. Brown threatening to overturn the election if certain 
people can’t work during the election.  Refer to the official election minutes 
taken by the UAW Local 276 secretary Karen Rohrrsen. 
 
Management openly campaigning for a candidate. 
 
Management openly and admitted[ly] taking down a certain candidate’s 
literature.”35 
 
Ed Amie also filed an appeal to the International Union asking that a new election 

be conducted at Local 276.  Amie explained that only one of the four election protests 
had been considered by the membership before the meeting was shut down.  Amie also 
reported that the actual vote count was 58 in favor of the protest to 42 against it.36  On 
July 5, 2011, the Local advised Amie that the membership had not actually taken any 
action on his protest and that the protest would be presented at the general 
membership meeting scheduled for July 10, 2011.37 

 
The minutes of the July 10, 2011 membership meeting report that the protests 

filed by Amie, Kerl and Pruitte were presented again.38  The minutes report that motions 
to accept the election protests failed.39  Ed Amie appealed the membership’s action on 
his protest to the IEB on July 11, 2011.40  Local Union 276 Recording Secretary Katrina 
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 Record, p. 140. 

36
 Record, p. 131. 

37
 Record, p. 138. 

38
 Record, pp. 148-156. 

39
 Record, pp. 154 and 156. 

40
 Record, pp. 157-158. 
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Smith responded to the election protests of Ed Amie, Steve Kerl, and Johnny Pruitte on 
August 5, 2011, in three separate letters.41   

 
In response to Johnny Pruitte’s protest, Smith reported that the Election 

Committee did not know what he meant by the claim that fifty ballots were unaccounted 
for in District 3.  Smith wrote: 

 
“All three hundred seventy (370) ballots that were prepared for the 2011 
general election District 3 were accounted for as noted in the minutes that 
were taken during the counting of the ballots for District 3, Exhibit No. 13-
H.”42 
 

Smith pointed out that Pruitte did not raise the issue about the fifty missing ballots in 
District 3 during the recount conducted on May 6, 2011.43  In response to Pruitte’s 
charge that some voters did not sign the registry, Smith reported that the Election 
Committee became aware of four members’ names that were highlighted as having 
voted, but there was no signature for these members in the registry.  Smith wrote: 
 

“The Election Committee took steps during the vote counting process to 
note those discrepancies in the official minutes of the vote counting – the 
Election Committee made no attempt to hide this issue, Exhibit Nos. 13-
BG and 13-BH.”44 
 

Recording Secretary Smith refuted Pruitte’s charge that there were more votes recorded 
than ballots printed for District 5.  She reported: 
 

“The total votes and total signatures for the District 5A election did not 
exceed the total ballots made for the District 5A Committeeperson and 
District 5A Alternate Committeeperson: 
 

                                                 
41

 Record, Book 2, pp. 1-55, 56-79, and 80-221. 

42
 Record, Book 2, p. 19. 

43
 Record, Book 2, p. 21. 

44
 Record, Book 2, p. 22. 
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1.  Production ballots made: 130 

2.  Skilled Trades ballots made: 135 

3.  Total ballots made:  265 

4.  Total signatures:   244”45 

With respect to the “cheat sheets” recommending candidates for various offices, 
Smith stated that all voters and candidates were given instructions about the use of 
campaign material.  She reported that an Election Committee member did observe a 
voter placing something other than a ballot in the ballot box and she contacted the 
Election Committee Chairperson about it.  The decision was made not to open the ballot 
box until after the polls closed.  Smith asserted that the Election Committee was diligent 
in its actions to ensure that codes and regulations were followed.46  Smith noted that it is 
not possible for the Election Committee to monitor all candidates twenty-four hours a 
day during the campaign and election periods, but that it publishes the rules in the Local 
Union newspaper and posts them in the plant. 

 
In response to Ed Amie’s appeal, Recording Secretary Smith reported that the 

Election Committee had not found any documentation to support Amie’s charge that 
ballots were submitted on behalf of members without their consent.47 

 
In response to Steve Kerl’s claim that the number of ballots printed for the 

election did not match the number of ballots cast plus the number of unused ballots, 
Smith explained that the Local prepares one ballot for each member in a District plus an 
additional ten to fifteen extra ballots in case of spoiled or voided ballots.  She 
commented: 

 
“The number of ballots printed will always exceed the number of ballots 
cast due to the fact that there is never a one hundred percent (100%) 
turnout of voters in any district.”48  
 

Recording Secretary Smith repeated the explanation for the four highlighted names with 
no corresponding signature in the registry that she had given in response to Pruitte’s 
appeal.49  
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 Record, Book 2, p. 36. 

46
 Record, Book 2, p. 38. 

47
 Record, Book 2, p. 73.   

48
 Record, Book 2, p. 121. 

49
 Record, Book 2, pp. 122-123. 
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Smith also responded to the list of violations Kerl included in his appeal to the 
IEB.  She pointed out that the kind of violations described by Kerl should have been 
brought to the attention of the Election Committee when they occurred.50  She also 
noted that Kerl failed to indicate who committed some of the alleged violations, such as 
the charge of threatening and intimidating members.51  Smith concluded that the 
Election Committee has repeatedly requested that it be made aware of election 
violations as soon as the member becomes aware of them.  She pointed out that the 
Election Committee cannot address violations if it has not been made aware of them.52 

 
President King’s Administrative Assistant Eunice Stokes-Wilson conducted 

hearings on the appeals filed by Amie, Kerl, and Pruitte on November 29, 2011.  Acting 
on President King’s behalf, Stokes-Wilson prepared two reports to the IEB on the 
appeals based on information provided by Local Union 276 and testimony given at the 
hearing.  

 
In her report on Ed Amie’s appeal, Stokes-Wilson wrote that she questioned 

Amie about the allegations in his protest.  She reported that he responded that his poll 
watcher Elbert Mitchell would testify to what he observed.  According to Stokes-Wilson, 
Mitchell testified that he witnessed Election Committee member Ronnie Mayberry 
erasing and marking ballots during the tabulation process.  Mayberry was asked to 
attend the hearing to respond to this allegation.  He denied the allegation.  Stokes-
Wilson wrote: 

 
“The hearing reconvened and Mitchell once again made his claim, a claim 
Mayberry emphatically denied as true.  Karen Spencer, the Election 
Committee Chairperson, and Mayberry both testified that ballots were 
marked with ink pens and no member of the Election Committee would 
engage in such conduct under any circumstance.  To that Mitchell had no 
reply.”53 
 

Stokes-Wilson reported that she asked Amie if he had any other issues to raise and he 
said no.54  Stokes-Wilson denied Amie’s appeal and her report was adopted by the IEB 
as its decision.  Amie was notified of the IEB’s decision on January 5, 2012.  He 
appealed to the Public Review Board (PRB) on January 20, 2012.55 
 

In her report on the appeals filed by Pruitte and Kerl, Stokes-Wilson questioned 
the decision of the Election Committee to grant Steve Kerl a recount of the ballots 
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 Record, Book 2, p. 210. 

51
 Record, Book 2, p. 211. 
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 Record, Book 2, p. 215. 
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 Record, p. 173. 
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 Record, p. 174. 
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 Record, p. 175. 
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based on the results of the contest in which he was a candidate.  Stokes-Wilson 
observed that the IEB and the PRB have consistently ruled that members do not have 
the right to examine Local Union election materials absent a prima facie showing that 
some impropriety occurred of sufficient magnitude to have affected the outcome of the 
election.56   Stokes-Wilson asserted in her report that Kerl and Pruitte had not provided 
any evidence of improper practices during the conduct of the election.  She stated that it 
was inappropriate for two candidates to examine election records as described in the 
minutes of the recount meeting on May 6, 2011.  Nevertheless, Stokes-Wilson observed 
that appellants had not discovered a single discrepancy that could not be explained.57  

 
Stokes-Wilson denied Kerl’s and Pruitte’s appeal and the IEB adopted her report 

as its decision.  The IEB issued its decision in response to Pruitte’s and Kerl’s appeal on 
March 21, 2012.58  Johnny Pruitte appealed the IEB’s decision to the PRB on March 28, 
2012, and Steve Kerl appealed to the PRB on April 11, 2012.  On April 25, 2012, we 
combined the appeals of appellants Amie, Kerl, and Pruitte for the purpose of preparing 
a record.59 

 
ARGUMENT 

 
A. Ed Amie, Jr.: 

I am disappointed at the IEB’s failure to uphold my appeal.  I will not just go 
away.  I have been a dues paying member for over 30 years and will not sit by and let a 
few corrupted members of this Local take ownership of something that ought to belong 
to the entire membership.  Those few corrupt members are acting for their own personal 
gain.  It now appears that they are also acting with the backing and support of the 
International Union.  I appeal to the PRB to investigate the situation at Local Union 276. 

 
B. Steve Kerl and Johnny Pruitte: 

We do not feel that our protests were adequately investigated at the International 
level.  The UAW Constitution guarantees each member the right to appeal and such 
right encompasses a thorough investigation.  We did not receive that at the meeting on 
November 29, 2011.  I do not know how the International Union can ignore rules and 
regulations designed to ensure fair and honest local union elections. 

 
C. International Union, UAW: 

Amie lost the election in which he was a candidate by an overwhelming margin.  
He has not cited any credible reason for overturning the results of that contest.  Belinda 
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Langley defeated Kerl in the shop chairperson election by a margin of almost 200 votes.  
Pruitte won his election.  As the IEB decision explains, Kerl and Pruitte should not have 
been granted a recount in light of these election results.  In any event, the Local Union 
Election Committee explained and accounted for all of the alleged discrepancies. 

 
In their appeals to the IEB, both Pruitte and Kerl raised events at the June 12, 

2011 membership meeting as the basis for some kind of relief.  They argue that the 
membership’s actions prior to the adjournment of that meeting are not properly 
recorded.  Pruitte claims that the membership actually voted in favor of his protest.  
Ultimately, the membership voted to reject the protests filed by Kerl and Pruitte.  But 
even if the membership had supported Pruitte’s protest in its initial vote as he claims, 
that would not entitle appellants to have the entire Local 276 general election 
overturned.  Article 38 §12, of the UAW Constitution states that when the membership 
orders a new election, no such election shall be held until the matter has been 
submitted to and an order thereon received from the International President.  It is up to 
the International President to decide whether to conduct a new election.   

 
The facts in this case do not establish grounds for rerunning any of the contests 

in the 2011 general elections conducted by Local Union 276.  Even if Kerl’s and 
Pruitte’s allegations could be substantiated, the number of votes involved could not 
have affected the outcome of the race in which Kerl was a candidate.  That is to say, 
even if one were to count all the votes that Pruitte claims are problematic in Kerl’s favor, 
Kerl would still lose by approximately 100 votes.  The difference is still so large that it 
would not cause a runoff and Kerl would still have lost.  

 
D.  Rebuttal by Johnny M. Pruitte: 

I presented my appeal to the membership at a meeting on June 12, 2011.  
During that meeting, I reported the violations that I had discovered during a month of 
investigating the conduct of the 2011 general election.  Employees at the GM plant were 
coerced and intimidated against voting for Steve Kerl because he is white.  Those 
opposed to his candidacy claimed that he would not help black people.  After I 
presented all of my evidence, the question on the appeal was called for and a vote was 
taken.  There were clearly enough votes to uphold the appeal, but the new president, 
Michael Cartwright, announced that the motion had failed.  Someone called for a 
division of the house, but Cartwright ruled him out of order.  People began to yell 
obscenities and after much debate another vote was taken, but Cartwright once again 
declared that the motion failed.  When this meeting was adjourned, I began my 
preparations to take this appeal to the next step.   

 
Administrative Assistant Eunice Stokes-Wilson conducted a hearing on my 

appeal in November 2011.  I do not believe I have ever witnessed an evidentiary 
hearing where the hearing officer was so biased.  It was clear from the beginning that 
Stokes-Wilson had her mind made up before she even got to Texas.  She refused to 
examine the ballot box or to consider violations of the DOL regulations regarding local 



PRB CASE NO. 1672  Page 15. 

 
 
union elections.  She did not care that I had two witnesses to testify about what took 
place at the membership meeting on June 12, 2011.   

 
During our investigation of the 2011 election, we discovered sufficient 

irregularities to have forced a runoff between Steve Kerl and Belinda Langley, with the 
third candidate, Hosea Simmons dropping off the ballot.  I was the successful candidate 
in my election so I have nothing to gain in pursuing this appeal but fairness for all 
candidates who were disadvantaged by the violations we have described.  I am asking 
this Board to overturn the entire Local 276 general election. 

 
DISCUSSION 

 
Local Union elections are presumed to be valid.  The rule is well-established that 

the results of a Local Union election will not be disturbed unless it has been established 
by clear and convincing evidence that some improper practice occurred to such a 
degree that it could have affected the outcome of the election.60  Appellants have not 
met this burden.  The one confirmed error discovered by appellants was the fact that 
four members failed to sign the registry before voting.  This was a trivial mistake.  There 
is no credible evidence to support appellants’ claim that ballots were missing or that 
there were more ballots submitted than prepared.  This record demonstrates that the 
Election Committee performed a thorough reconciliation of the ballots.  

 
A number of appellants’ allegations do not involve improper conduct at all.  We 

see nothing wrong with voters having a list of candidates’ names with them in the polling 
area.  The kinds of complaints listed in Steve Kerl’s appeal to the IEB, such as the use 
of Company equipment by candidates, generally do not warrant the cost and disruption 
of rerunning an election, even where the violation has been firmly established.61  Such 
complaints should be brought to the attention of the Local Election Committee so that 
they can be dealt with immediately.  

 
In their appeals to this Board, appellants have characterized fairly typical 

campaign rhetoric as intimidation and coercion.  As we have frequently observed, 
members possess sufficient skepticism to evaluate the merits of political arguments and 
to form their own judgments regarding the soundness of any candidate’s claims.62  
Arguments made in the context of political campaigns are protected by the guarantee of 
free speech set forth in the Ethical Practices Codes and will not serve as the basis for 
overturning an election.63 

                                                 
60

 Salisbury, et al. v. Local Union 892, UAW, 3 PRB 73 (1980); Trick v. Local Union 212, UAW, 6 PRB 
103 (1990); Martin and Pierce v. Local Union 624, UAW, 8 PRB 411 (1994); Haddad and Burcicki v. Local 
Union 157, UAW, 9 PRB 307, (1997), and Williams and Brown v. International President, UAW, 13 PRB 
341, (2006). 

61
 Alejandro v. Local Union 2244, 13 PRB 429 (2007), at 439. 

62
 Moye v. Local Union 110, 10 PRB 32 (1997), at 35-36. 

63
 Appeal of Ben Petrove, 1 PRB 126 (1960); Turner, et al. v Local Union 57 UAW, 2 PRB 707 (1978); 

Scott v. Local Union 239, UAW, 5 PRB 37 (1985) Dombeck v. Local Union 1645, UAW, (1988)  5 PRB 
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Appellant Pruitte has submitted statements from members supporting his claim 

that the membership voted to uphold his protest during the membership meeting on 
June 12, 2011.  As the International Union has observed, however, the unfortunate 
dissolution of the membership meeting on June 12, 2011, has no bearing on the merits 
of this appeal.  Even if the membership had voted to uphold the election protests, the 
matter would have been referred to the International President for an investigation 
whether a new election was warranted.64  The International President’s staff has now 
concluded that no new election was warranted based on this record.  
 

Evidently, UAW Local 276 faces serious challenges as a result of the influx of 
employees from other GM plants.  In her responses to these appeals, Recording 
Secretary Smith noted that both Johnny Pruitte and Steve Kerl were former GM 
employees at Janesville, Wisconsin, who transferred to the GM Assembly Plant in 
Arlington pursuant to the area hire provisions in the UAW-GM National Agreement.65  In 
the 2008 general elections, conflicts between the original Arlington employees and 
transferees from other GM Locals contributed to a situation that required several of the 
contests to be rerun.66  Perhaps the Election Committee members’ sensitivity to the 
divisions within the Local as a result of its recent history motivated their decision to 
accommodate appellants’ extraordinary scrutiny of the ballots at the meeting conducted 
on May 6, 2011.  In any event, the recount meeting confirmed that there were no 
serious errors or violations of election rules during the 2011 general elections.  Despite 
the heated political atmosphere, the Local 276 Election Committee conducted general 
elections that reflected the democratic choices of the Local Union membership. 

 
The decision of the IEB is affirmed. 

                                                                                                                                                             
493; Armstrong v. Local Union 952, UAW, 5 PRB 537 (1988); Pollard v. UAW Local 7777 Executive 
Board, PRB Case No. 1619 (2009) 

64
 Article 38, §12, of the UAW Constitution provides, in pertinent part, as follows: 

“In the event the membership, either in acting upon a protest or in ratification of an Election 
Committee’s recommendation, should order a new election, no such election shall be held until the 
matter has been submitted to and an order thereon received from the International President. …” 

65
 Book 2, pp. 1 and 80. 
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 See Local Union 276, et al. v. International Executive Board, PRB Case No. 1631 (2009). 


