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Michael Osborne argues that serious errors occurred during a recount of the 

ballots in the race for Chairperson of the Ford Medical Services Unit and that a run-off 
election should have been conducted to determine the winner after none of the 
candidates received a majority of the votes cast. 

 
FACTS 

 
Michael Osborne was chairperson of the Ford Medical Services Unit and a 

candidate for that office in elections conducted by UAW Local Union 600 on April 28 
and 29, 2011.  The following results of that contest were reported on April 30, 2011: 
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CHAIRPERSON 
 
1. Pamela Czopek 16 
2. Mike Osborne 16 
3. Carol Watson 14 
 Voids and blanks 9 
 
Total 551 
 

On May 4, 2011, Local 600 posted the official results of the chairperson election in the 
Medical Services Unit and declared Pamela Czopek the winner.  The official results 
were reported as follows: 
 

1. Pamela Czopek 17 
2. Mike Osborne 16 
3. Carol Watson 14 
 Voids and blanks 8 
 
Total 552 
 
The Election Committee presented the results of the election to the Local 600 

General Council on May 16, 2011, and the Council passed a motion to adopt the report 
of the Election Committee.3  Michael Osborne filed an appeal to the International 
Executive Board (IEB) on May 17, 2011, asking the International President to conduct 
an investigation and order a run-off election in the Ford Medical Services Unit 
chairperson race.  Osborne argued that the results reported by the accounting firm 
appeared to be inaccurate so that a clear winner of the contest could not be 
determined.4 

 
Osborne reported that he had petitioned the Election Committee to allow 

members of the Unit to vote by mail because the Unit covers such an extensive area in 
southeastern Michigan.  Osborne wrote that he had given a list of the eligible voters in 
the race for chairperson of the Ford Medical Services Unit to the Election Committee.  
He determined that there were 53 members who were eligible to vote for unit 
chairperson.  The accountant confirmed that he mailed out 53 ballots, but the election 
results showed that 55 ballots were counted.  The Election Committee explained the 
difference by stating that two members came to the Local Union during the balloting 
period and requested ballots because they had not received theirs.  These two 

                                                 
1
 Record, p. 14. 

2
 Record, p. 15. 

3
 Record, p. 17. 

4
 Record, pp. 18-21. 
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members were issued ballots and permitted to vote.  Osborne argued that using this 
reasoning there should actually have been 56 ballots counted.  He explained: 

 
“Following the accountant’s reasoning there should have been actually 9 
blanks and voids, and here’s why—one of my members said that they lost 
their ballot between the time it arrived to their home and the time they 
went to send the ballot in for (only) the chairperson spot.  So, the member 
called Mr. Johnson, Jr. directly on the phone and he amicably agreed to 
mail her another chairperson ballot (only) and allowed the member to vote 
via a facsimile.  Therefore, now we are up to 3 members saying they 
never received their entire/partial packet of ballots and thus one would 
have to conclude, using the accountant’s methods and reasoning, that the 
voids and blanks should have totaled 9 and not 8 as he reported to the 
Election Committee after the recount of (only) some of the ballots for the 
election for the office of chairperson on Wednesday, May 4, 2011.”5 

Osborne further charged that the Election Committee failed to recount all of the ballots 
cast in the chairperson’s race.  He reported that the ballots cast for Carol Watson were 
not recounted. 
 

In addition, Osborne argued that the Election Committee applied the wrong rule 
to determine the winner of the chairperson’s race in the Ford Medical Services Unit.  He 
explained that the Local Union incorrectly listed his unit under the Technical, Office, and 
Professional (TOP) Workers arm of the UAW, rather than as Ford Motor Company 
employees.  According to Osborne, the significance of placing the Ford Medical 
Services Unit under the TOP arm of the Local is that the chairperson of a TOP unit does 
not also hold the office of unit president and a place on the Local Union executive 
board.  The margin of victory required in an election for unit president and executive 
board member is fifty percent plus one, whereas a candidate for chairperson alone is 
only required to receive a plurality of votes.  Osborne explained: 

 
“I have challenged Mr. Jerry Sullivan in the past and Mr. Bernie Ricke in 
the recent past to reconsider the alignment of where my unit actually 
belongs, but to no avail.  Local 600 is using this fact to tell me that I am 
not really a president/chairman, but just a chairman, and the office of 
chairman does not constitute having to win by 50% plus 1 in a primary 
election and therefore denying me the right to a run-off election under 
those unfair terms.”6 

Kenny Grigsby and Al Holmes of the Local 600 Election Committee responded to 
an inquiry from the International President’s office regarding Osborne’s appeal on June 
14, 2011.  In response to Osborne’s complaint that the Election Committee failed to 

                                                 
5
 Record, p. 19. 

6
 Record, p. 20. 
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recount all of the ballots cast in the chairperson’s election, Grigsby and Holmes 
explained the procedure as follows: 

 
“All the ballots were looked at and counted but only the individual vote 
counts for the top two candidates that were tied at 16 votes each were 
actually recorded.  This is the accepted procedure in a recount.”7 

Grigsby and Holmes reported that the CPA firm Clarence Johnson, PC, 
conducted the election.  Johnson’s firm handled all of the ballots at his office in Royal 
Oak up until the actual day of counting the ballots.  Grigsby and Holmes explained that 
Johnson’s firm mailed 53 ballots to the 53 eligible voters in the Ford Medical Services 
Unit.  Two of those members went to the office in Royal Oak and stated that they had 
not received their ballots.  After checking to ensure that no ballots had been returned for 
these two members, Johnson issued replacement ballots to these individuals.  The 
Election Committee gave the following explanation for the election results showing that 
55 ballots were returned: 

 
“…When the final vote count was tallied at the General Council meeting 
on May 16, 2011, the CPA firm listed the total vote count for the Ford 
Medical Services Unit as 55 ballots issued because that was the number 
of issued ballots even though only 53 of those ballots could have been 
counted and the other two were blank votes not returned.  I have 
explained this to Brother Osborne at least twice and he seems unable or 
unwilling to understand.”8 

Grigsby and Holmes stated that the initial vote count, which showed a tie 
between Osborne and Pamela Czopek, must have been done incorrectly.  He pointed 
out that such errors are not uncommon.  Grigsby and Holmes stated that during the 
recount, the one challenger present, the Election Committee, and the Local 600 
Financial Secretary watched the vote count very carefully and had the CPA employee 
count the ballots very slowly to insure accuracy.  Grigsby and Holmes gave the 
following response to Osborne’s argument that a mere plurality of votes should not have 
been sufficient to prevent a run-off election in the contest for Chairperson of the Ford 
Medical Services Unit: 

 
“It has always been the understanding of this Election Committee that 
majority vote wins were only required for the unit officers:  President, Vice 
President, Recording Secretary, Financial Secretary, Guide, Sergeant-at 
Arms, and Trustee.  Unit Chairperson is not considered an executive 

                                                 
7
 Record, p. 31. 

8
 Record, p. 31. 
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position and does not require a majority vote.  This was confirmed by the 
Local 600 leadership and by an inquiry to the President’s office in 2005.”9 

Acting on behalf of International President Bob King, Administrative Assistant 
Greg Drudi conducted a hearing on Osborne’s appeal on November 23, 2011.  
Appellant Osborne submitted a written presentation in support of his appeal at the 
hearing.  Osborne stated that the ballots cast in the chairperson’s election were initially 
counted on April 30, 2011, in the presence of challengers for candidates Mike Osborne 
and Carol Watson.  Pam Czopek did not have a challenger present on April 11.  When 
the tie between Czopek and Osborne was reported, Osborne stated that he immediately 
asked for a recount.  According to Osborne, the Election Committee informed him that a 
recount could not be done until the Local Union contacted Pam Czopek and informed 
her of the tie and the need for a recount.10  Osborne stated that the recount was 
conducted at the Local Union hall on Wednesday, May 4, 2011, at 8:30 a.m., even 
though Osborne’s challenger could not be present on that day.  Pam Czopek did have a 
challenger present during the recount, but Carol Watson did not, because she had been 
informed that the ballots cast for her would not be recounted. 

 
Osborne gave the following account of what he was told by the Election 

Committee about the results of the recount: 
 
“When the final vote totals came out they indicated that Pam had 17, Mike 
16, and Carol’s vote totals remained unchanged at 14 total votes.  The 
voids and blanks now totaled 8 instead of 9? 

When Mike asked for explanation of the new vote totals, here is what the 
Local 600 Election Committee (Al Holmes) said: ‘Two of your members 
showed up at the Local on either the 28th or 29th of April and asked to cast 
their votes on site.  Because that happened, the accountant had to verify 
that neither member cast 2 ballots for the same candidate, thus their 2 
original votes had to be held out from the count until it was verified they 
indeed did not vote twice.’ 

Therefore, the Local 600 Election Board indicated that one of the votes 
cast at the door of Local 600 must have went for Pamela Czopek, thus 
changing her vote total to 17 and the election results were now final and 
that Pam Czopek was indeed the winner.”11 

Osborne went on to state that he had a signed letter from Unit member Phyllis Johnson 
in which she reported having received a replacement ballot from the Election Committee 

                                                 
9
 Record, p. 32. 

10
 Record, p. 37. 

11
 Record, pp. 37-38. 
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that she then returned by fax.  He stated he had another letter from one of the members 
who voted at the Local Union hall.  He commented: 
 

“I have a signed letter from a member who indicated that they did vote at 
the Local on Friday, April 29th of 2011 (which would indicate that they were 
one of the 2 ballots that had to be verified by the accountant and held out 
for verification purposes.) The member absolutely swears that she voted 
for me, Mike Osborne.  Therefore, it stands to reason that if Pam’s vote 
totals went up by one based on the explanation the Local originally gave 
to Mike Osborne, then this member’s letter does provide evidence that 
Mike’s vote totals should have increased by one also?  For a total of 17 
votes? (See the letter from Ms. Kyiana Churchill.)”12 

Osborne’s written submission indicates that he had his challenger present at the 
hearing on November 23, 2001, to testify about these matters.  He attached to his 
submission letters written by other members of the unit questioning the validity of the 
original election results.13  Several members of the unit argued that a new election 
ought to have been conducted because of the closeness of the race.  Diana Baker 
wrote: 

 
“I find the voting/tallying/last minute vote appearance to be highly irregular 
and suspicious.  I also find it very disconcerting that given this, and the 
closeness of the final count, that another election was not held.  While I 
understand that there is not a provision for so close a count to be put out 
again for another vote by the membership, I, as a dues paying member, 
would feel that the membership’s voice would be more clearly defined with 
another vote/election.”14 

Rita Marhefka wrote: 
 

“…The outcome indicating that the chairperson seat was won by one vote 
breaking an initial tie between the two highest votes and very close 
number of votes for all three parties.  A recount demonstrating a difference 
of “one” seems to be suspect enough that would prompt the vote too close 
to call and would be enough to prompt a re-election, at least between the 
candidates with the closest votes.  As a UAW member, I would like to see 
another election take place with the known knowledge that other UAW 
units have run re-elections with a much wider vote count spread.  I hope 
you will take this under consideration.”15 

                                                 
12

 Record, p. 38. 

13
 Record, p. 38. 

14
 Record, p. 78. 

15
 Record, p. 79. 
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Kathleen Lovely wrote: 
 

“It was my understanding that the ballots were counted and a ‘run-off 
election’ was to be held between Mike Osborne and Pam Czopek, due to 
each of them receiving the same amount of votes.  We were informed a 
special election would take place and we would be informed of the date.  
In the following days it was announced that the votes had been recounted 
and that Pam Czopek had won by one vote.  At the time, this did not make 
sense and still does not till this day.  How can they each receive the same 
number of votes on one day and then after days have passed an extra 
vote appears?”16  

Candidate Carol Watson stated that she believed that a run-off election should be 
conducted between Osborn and Czopek.  She explained: 
 

“From my perspective, there definitely needs to be a run-off election 
between Mike and Pam, because not only were our vote totals so close, 
but neither of us came close to carrying the majority of the membership’s 
total votes.  If you consider the ‘voids and blanks’ issue alone, you have to 
admit something just seems fishy.”17 

At the hearing on November 23, 2011, Hearing Officer Drudi concluded that a 
meeting should be conducted with the certified public accountant to reconcile the 
ballots.18  The meeting took place at the Local Union Hall on Wednesday, December 13, 
2011, at 9:00 a.m.  At that meeting, it was determined that ballots were mailed to 52 
eligible members.19  Hearing Officer Drudi reported that the Local Union financial 
secretary affirmed that the list of 52 members used by the accounting firm was the 
roster of eligible voters.   Drudi’s report states: 

 
“At the meeting to reconcile ballots, Local Union Financial Secretary-
Treasurer Mark DePaoli re-affirmed the roster of eligible voters.  In his 
appeal, appellant asserts that all eligible voters did not receive a ballot.  
Investigation revealed that two members were not employed and/or 
working in or around any work site at the time of the election.  It was 
determined that two members were determined to be hired after the 
election concluded.  We can find no fault in the roster used at the time of 
the election.”20 

                                                 
16

 Record, p. 80. 

17
 Record, p. 82. 

18
 Record, p. 45. 

19
 Record, p. 50. 

20
 Record, pp. 50-51. 
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Drudi described the reconciliation of the ballots conducted on December 13, 2011, as 
follows: 
 

“At the meeting to reconcile ballots, it was determined that ballots were 
mailed to 52 eligible members.  Two ballots were distributed to members 
at the Local Union hall the day of the election.  One member called the 
CPA claiming that she did not receive a ballot in the mail, and a substitute 
ballot was mailed to her.  This member returned that ballot by FAX.  Of the 
55 total ballots distributed, 44 ballots were cast by mail, two voted in 
person and one by FAX.  Eight ballots were not mailed back.  This 
reconciliation equates to the same total of 55 ballots distributed.”21 

Hearing Officer Drudi prepared a report to the IEB on Osborne’s appeal based on 
testimony given at the two hearings he conducted.  According to Drudi’s report, 
members of the Election Committee testified at the hearing that they did recount all of 
the ballots cast in the race for chairperson of the Medical Services Unit, including those 
for Carol Watson.22  In any event, Drudi reported that he examined all of the ballots cast 
in the chairperson’s race at the meeting on December 14, 2011.  His recount of the 
ballots confirmed the following results: 

 
1 Pamela Czopek 17 
2 Mike Osborne 16 
3 Carol Watson 14 
 Voids and Blanks 8 
 TOTAL    5523 
 

Drudi explained that the Election Committee had treated ballots that were not returned 
as blank ballots.  He reported that he instructed the Election Committee members that 
in the future they should only report the ballots that were returned.  Drudi also declared 
that it was improper for the Election Committee to accept a ballot by FAX.  He wrote: 
 

“However, a glaring and obvious problem is the acknowledgement of a 
ballot received via a FAX machine.  No ballot should ever be accepted via 
a FAX.  Regardless of who the vote is cast for, secrecy is eviscerated.  
There is no legitimate debate on this issue.”24 

Nevertheless, Drudi noted that it was undisputed that the ballot submitted via FAX was 
cast for Osborne so he was not prejudiced by the error. 
 

                                                 
21

 Record, p. 50. 

22
 Record, p. 51. 

23
 Record, p. 51. 

24
 Record, p. 53. 
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Drudi addressed Osborne’s claim that the unit chairperson race should have 
been decided by majority vote as follows: 

 
“It is undisputed that the election at issue was decided by plurality vote.  
The remaining question is whether that determination can be supported by 
the Local Union bylaws.  There are no autonomous unit bylaws to 
reference.  Thus, in this regard, the Local Union bylaws must be 
considered.  Administrative Assistant to the Local Union president, Dave 
Russell, testified that the Amalgamated Local Union is comprised of 
numerous bargaining units.  As such and in accordance with the bylaws, 
some units are established with executive boards and others are not.  
Russell also testified that elections for in-plant representative positions 
require the winner to receive the most votes cast (plurality) as opposed to 
majority (fifty percent of votes cast plus one vote.)  We accept the 
Administrative Assistant’s explanation and hold that the election required a 
plurality vote.”25  

In conclusion, Drudi cited the long-standing policy of the International Union that 
Local Union elections are presumed to be valid so that the IEB will not upset the results 
of an election in the absence of clear and convincing evidence that misconduct occurred 
that could have affected the outcome of the election, or in the alternative, that egregious 
practices occurred to such an extent that the election was unfair.  Drudi found that the 
issues raised by Osborne had been adequately addressed during the hearings 
conducted in response to his appeal.  He held that there were no errors of such serious 
magnitude as to require that the election for chairperson of the Ford Medical Services 
Unit be rerun.26 

 
Drudi denied Osborne’s appeal and his report was adopted by the IEB as its 

decision.  President King notified Osborne of the IEB’s decision by letter dated February 
21, 2012.  Osborne appealed the IEB’s decision to the Pubic Review Board (PRB) on 
March 2, 2012.  We heard the parties in oral argument on July 14, 2012. 

 
ARGUMENT 

 
A. Michael Osborne: 

The election for chairperson of the Ford Medical Services Unit resulted in a tie 
between Pamela Czopek and me.  We both received 16 votes.  The third candidate, 
Carol Watson, received 14 votes, which was nearly a third of the votes cast, so it was a 
very close contest.  As soon as the results were announced, I requested a recount.  The 
Election Committee informed me that they needed to notify Czopek of the time and 
place for the recount so she could have a challenger present.  The recount went forward 

                                                 
25

 Record, pp. 52-53. 

26
 Record, p. 54. 
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on May 4, 2011 at 8 a.m., even though I had asked for a delay because my challenger 
could not be present at that time.  Czopek’s challenger was the only one present during 
the recount.  The Election Committee had informed Watson that she did not need to 
have a challenger present because her votes would not be counted.  

 
I protested the Election Committee’s decision not to count all of the ballots cast in 

the chairperson’s race.  Election Committee member Al Holmes justified this decision as 
customary and a past practice at the Local, but it makes no sense.  I explained this to 
Hearing Officer Drudi at the hearing on November 23 and he said he would table the 
issue pending the outcome of the reconciliation.  There were serious problems with the 
recount that was conducted by the Election Committee.  In its response to the IEB’s 
inquiry, the Election Committee originally claimed that 53 ballots were mailed out to the 
53 members of the unit, and two replacement ballots were issued on the day of the 
election.  A third replacement ballot was mailed to one of the members and then 
accepted by fax.  If 53 ballots were mailed out the week before the election and three 
additional ballots were issued to members by the CPA firm, then a total of 56 ballots 
needed to be reconciled back on May 4 and again on December 14, 2011, but they 
were not.  The IEB report states that 52 ballots were mailed out, but that is directly 
contrary to the Election Committee’s report.  The Election Committee never even 
addressed the fact that the CPA firm improperly accepted a faxed ballot.  These errors 
are significant because one ballot would have affected the outcome of the race for 
chairperson of the Medical Services Unit. 

 
Administrative Assistant David Russell asserted during the hearing on November 

23 that the office of chairperson of the Ford Medical Services Unit is elected by plurality 
vote, but he had no documentation to support that claim.  Russell supported his position 
by reference to a weak past practice, but the bylaws are ambiguous on this point.  
Article VIII of the Local 600 bylaws governs elections.  Article VIII, §10(g) states that all 
candidates for local and unit executive offices must be elected by majority vote.  The 
unit chairperson is the chief officer in the Ford Medical Services Unit.  Not only do the 
bylaws support a conclusion that the chairperson should be elected by majority vote, but 
reason does as well.  The election should reflect the choice of the majority of members 
in the unit. Everyone thought that there should have been a run-off.  

 
After all of the recounting and conflicting numbers, no one can tell us that a clear 

winner was determined in the race for chairperson of the Medical Services Unit.  The 
declared winner only received thirty percent of the votes.  That tells us that seventy 
percent of the electorate did not want that candidate to be chairperson.  A new election 
is called for when you consider the closeness of the race and the acknowledged errors.  
I feel I have sustained the burden of proof that the final election results should be set 
aside and a new election ordered.  
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B. Administrative Assistant Greg Drudi on behalf of the International 
Union, UAW: 

Osborne raised questions about the number of ballots cast in the Medical 
Services Unit election and the number of eligible voters.  He also challenged the 
accuracy of the recount conducted on May 4, 2011.  In order to address these issues, 
and in light of the closeness of the race, I physically examined all of the ballots in the 
presence of the candidates’ challengers, Election Committee members Al Holmes and 
Kenneth Grigsby, the CPA Jim Johnson, Financial Secretary Mark DePaoli, Recording 
Secretary David Freeman, and the Local President’s assistant, Dave Russell.  My 
examination confirmed that the results of the election certified by the Election 
Committee were accurate.  Pamela Czopek was the winner by one vote. 

 
It is hard to say what happened during the initial counting of the ballots to show 

that Czopek and Osborne each received 16 votes. Perhaps two ballots stuck together. 
The recount went forward on May 4, 2011, because that was the day established by the 
Local Union for conducting recounts.  Local 600’s elections are always big, messy 
affairs.  Local 600 is a large Local with diverse job demographics.  There are 42 
different bargaining units with membership ranging from 2 to 2,700.  The units are 
grouped into five separate divisions. The Local established a schedule for dealing with 
recounts and there were too many units involved to deviate from that schedule in order 
to accommodate individual scheduling problems.  If Osborne’s challenger could not be 
present on the date set by the Union for conducting the recount, he could have selected 
someone else to act as challenger.  Nevertheless, I reviewed  all of the ballots and there 
were clearly 17 marked for Czopek, 16 for Osborne, and 14 for Watson.  

 
The Local Union bylaws determine which offices require majority vote.  Article 

VIII, §10(g) states that all candidates for local executive and unit office, as previously 
defined, must be elected by majority vote.  The phrase “as previously defined” refers 
back to Article VIII, §2(a), which provides as follows: 

 
“All Local and Unit officers, that is, the President, First Vice-President, 
Second Vice-President, Financial and Recording Secretaries, Guide, 
Sergeant-at-Arms, and the three Trustees, shall be elected every three (3) 
years and shall remain in office until their successors are duly elected and 
properly installed in office.  This term of office is to begin immediately 
upon installation at the first General Council or membership meeting, as 
the case may be, after the election has been completed, approved and/or 
certified.”   

The phrase “that is” operates to include the subsequent list of offices in the definition of 
“all local and unit officers.”  In accordance with Article VIII, §10(g), candidates for all 
other elective positions are elected by the highest number of votes cast. 
 

Election Committee member Al Holmes confirmed this interpretation of the Local 
600 bylaws in a telephone conversation with Presidential Administrative Assistant 
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Eunice Stokes-Wilson in 2005.  He called to find out if the Local Union needed to 
conduct a run-off election for unit chairperson where no candidate had received a 
majority of the votes.  Stokes-Wilson said no run-off election was necessary unless the 
unit had established an executive board.  If the unit membership wants to elect its 
chairperson by majority vote, they have to set it up.  Article XXVIII, §2, of the Local 
bylaws authorizes each autonomous unit in the Local to adopt independent bylaws.  A 
unit may adopt bylaws establishing a unit executive board and naming the chairperson 
as president, but in the absence of such independent unit bylaws, the unit chairperson 
is simply a representative as defined in Article VI of the UAW-Ford National Agreement.  
Nine units have established executive boards and elect their chairperson (president) by 
majority vote.  

 
C. Rebuttal by Michael Osborne: 

The International Union is splitting hairs on the meaning of the Local 600 bylaws.  
The decision whether a position requires a majority vote should be based on structure 
rather than a strained reading of the Local bylaws.  The chief executive officer of the 
unit is its chairperson.  It makes no sense to suggest that the Medical Services Unit 
chose to elect its chairperson by a plurality.  Why would 54 members deprive 
themselves of the right to elect their chairperson by majority vote?  Just because a unit 
is small does not mean that the selection of its chief executive officer should not reflect 
the will of the majority of its members.  The interpretation of the bylaws proposed by the 
International Union makes elections in Local 600’s units less than democratic.  

 
Errors clearly occurred in the conduct of the chairperson’s election and any 

errors were sufficient to affect the outcome of a race so close.  The election results 
reported by the Election Committee were unclear.  The CPA firm accepted a faxed 
ballot in violation of the rules governing elections.  The way the Election Committee 
treated void and blank ballots was incorrect.  The Election Committee told Carol Watson 
that her ballots would not be recounted so that she did not have a challenger present at 
the recount.  My request to have the recount when my challenger could be present was 
not accommodated.  In light of all of these errors, the election should be rerun.  

 
DISCUSSION 

 
Appellant Osborne raised legitimate concerns about the Election Committee’s 

tabulation of the ballots and report to the membership.  The report appears to account 
for 55 ballots when in fact only 47 ballots were submitted.  Apparently, there were no 
void or blank ballots; this category referred to ballots that were mailed but not returned.  
The Election Committee’s initial report that 9 ballots were void or blank suggested that 
there were 9 physical ballots counted in this category.  It was not immediately clear how 
one of these void or blank ballots could have become a ballot in favor of Czopek.  This 
was a significant ambiguity where the contest was decided by one vote.  Furthermore, 
there is no logic to the Election Committee’s decision not to recount or report the results 
of the recount of the ballots cast for Carol Watson.  All of the ballots cast in a race this 
close should have been recounted. 
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Administrative Assistant Greg Drudi addressed Osborne’s concerns about the 
balloting process during his investigation on behalf of the IEB.  He counted all of the 
ballots that had been cast in the race for chairperson of the Medical Services Unit.  His 
recount confirmed the final results reported by the Local 600 Election Committee.  
Drudi’s investigation cured any defects in the Election Committee’s tabulation of the 
ballots.  

 
The critical issue in this appeal, however, is whether the chairperson of the 

Medical Services Unit must be elected by a majority of the votes cast.  The rule applied 
in this case, which resulted in the chief executive officer of this unit being elected after 
receiving only 17 out of the 47 votes, may well seem counterintuitive.  Administrative 
Assistant Drudi reported Dave Russell’s testimony that elections for plant 
representatives require only a plurality of the votes cast.  He stated that he accepted 
Russell’s interpretation of the Local 600 bylaws, but he did not explicitly address 
Osborne’s argument that as the unit’s chief executive officer, the chairperson of the 
Medical Services Unit should be elected by a majority of the members in the unit.  

 
The statement in President King’s response to Osborne’s appeal that the 

International Union accepted the Local Union’s interpretation of its own bylaws on the 
issue of plurality versus majority was less than dispositive without a complete copy of 
the bylaws and a more thorough explanation of how those bylaws had been applied.  
Furthermore, the Local Union’s interpretation of its own bylaws was apparently based 
on a telephone conversation with a member of the International President’s staff in 
2005.  During the hearing on Osborne’s appeal, the Union identified Administrative 
Assistant Eunice Stoke-Wilson as the person who informed the Local that it did not 
need to conduct a run-off election for chairperson of a unit, but the circumstances giving 
rise to that interpretation were not available.  It was not possible for us to determine if 
the previous situation was comparable to Osborne’s case.  

 
We requested a complete set of the Local 600 bylaws after receiving Osborne’s 

appeal in order to understand how it was determined that the chairperson of the Medical 
Services Unit could be elected by a plurality of the votes cast.  At our hearing, the 
Union’s explanation of this interpretation required a close reading of several sections of 
Local 600’s complex bylaws.  The International Union’s conclusion that a plurality was 
sufficient to elect the chairperson is based on Article VIII, §2(a) of the Local Union 
bylaws.  That section defines local and unit officers as the President, First Vice-
President, Second Vice President, Financial and Recording Secretaries, Guide, 
Sergeant-At-Arms, and Trustees.  This definition, which tracks the language of Article 
38 of the UAW Constitution, is the only way to understand the intent of the subsequent 
paragraph, Article VIII, §10(g), which designates the officers who must be elected by a 
majority vote.  Article VIII, §10(g) explicitly incorporates the definition of local executive 
and unit officers previously stated in Article VIII, §2(a) and provides that only those 
officers must be elected by majority vote.  

 
Where there are multiple candidates for unit chairperson, application of this rule 

will often result in an election that does not reflect the will of the majority.  Nevertheless, 
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Administrative Assistant Drudi explained that any unit may adopt its own bylaws 
pursuant to Article XXVIII, §2 of the Local 600 bylaws and establish a unit executive 
board.  In that case, the chairperson (president) of the unit would have to be elected by 
majority vote.  It is within the power of the unit membership, therefore, to avoid the kind 
of result that occurred in the race for chairperson of the Medical Services Unit.  It 
appears that nine of the 42 bargaining units within Local 600 have established executive 
boards while the others have retained the position of chairperson that requires only a 
plurality of votes to be elected.  

 
The fact that some of Local 600’s units have chosen to be governed by the Local 

Union bylaws, which do not require a run-off for the position of unit chairperson, does 
not render such unit elections undemocratic.  A small unit might reasonably prefer to 
avoid the necessity of run-off elections and the stricter requirements applicable to the 
election of executive officers when selecting which of its members will act as 
chairperson.  Our review of the total election results demonstrated that the Local’s 
application of the rule regarding the election of unit chairpersons was applied 
consistently to the other units within Local Union 600.  The IEB’s hearing officer 
determined that the results reported by the Election Committee were accurate and that 
Pamela Czopek was duly elected chairperson of the Medical Services Unit by virtue of 
having received the largest number of the votes cast.  We find no basis in this record for 
upsetting the results of that contest.  

 
The decision of the IEB is affirmed.  


