
THE PUBLIC REVIEW BOARD 
INTERNATIONAL UNION, UAW 

 
 
APPEAL OF: 
 
KRAIG LOVEJOY, 
 

Appellant 
 

-vs- CASE NO. 1675 
 

UAW LOCAL UNION 898 
(Ypsilanti, Michigan) 
REGION 1A 
 (THE UNITED AUTOMOBILE, AEROSPACE 
AND AGRICULTURAL IMPLEMENT  
WORKERS OF AMERICA), 
 

Appellee. 
 / 
 

DECISION 
(Issued October 17, 2012) 

 
PANEL SITTING: Prof. James J. Brudney, Chairperson, 

Prof. Janice R. Bellace, Prof. Fred 
Feinstein, and Dean Harry C. Katz.   

 
APPEARANCES: Kraig Lovejoy, Corey D. Frost, Tim 

Kilbarger, Rick Roe, and Yvonne M. 
Bennett on behalf of appellant; Greg 
Drudi, Michael Nicholson, and Betsey 
Engel on behalf of the International 
Union; Donald Enersen on behalf of 
Local Union 898.  

 
Kraig Lovejoy argues that the results of the Local Union 898 triennial election 

should be overturned and a new election conducted because the Local Union failed to 
provide all of the members eligible to participate in the election with appropriate notice 
of their right to run for office, to nominate candidates, and to vote in the election. 

 
FACTS 

 
UAW Local Union 898 represents bargaining unit employees at Ford Motor 

Company’s Rawsonville plant.  In 2008, a number of the employees from Rawsonville 
accepted voluntary transfer as temporary employees on loan to Automotive Component 
Holdings, LLC (ACH), a subsidiary of Ford Motor Company, at its plant in Saline, 
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Michigan.  Bargaining unit employees at ACH Saline are represented by UAW Local 
Union 892.1  On February 10, 2009, in response to an inquiry about the status of the 
former Rawsonville employees on loan to Saline, Administrative Assistant Dave Curson 
informed Local 892 President Mark Caruso that Ford employees who accepted long-
term temporary assignments to Saline would become members of Local Union 892.  
Curson referred to Article 17, §3, of the International Constitution as the basis for this 
conclusion.  He wrote: 

 
“Accordingly, members of local unions that accept employment at the ACH 
Saline location must obtain an honorable withdrawal transfer card from 
their current local union and deposit it with Local 892.  Upon doing so, if 
otherwise eligible, the member then possesses all membership rights at 
Local 892.”2 

On February 18, 2009, Region 1A Director Rory Gamble sent a letter to financial 
secretaries of local unions affected by the agreement to loan Ford seniority employees 
to ACH Saline explaining that such employees should obtain an honorable withdrawal 
transfer card and deposit it with Local Union 892 in order to continue their membership 
in good standing.  This letter indicates it was sent to UAW Locals 182, 245, 387, 600, 
723, 845, 892, 898, 900, and 3000.3  
 

On January 25, 2011, Local 898 Recording Secretary Carolyn Clay submitted a 
request to President Bob King and the International Executive Board (IEB) to conduct 
the local union’s triennial elections in March instead of the normal schedule of May, in 
order to avoid a conflict with collective bargaining negotiations slated to begin in the 
spring.  This request was in accordance with the schedule adopted at the membership 
meeting on January 23.4  A Triennial Election Notice describing the election schedule 
was posted on January 31, 2011.5 An email addressed to Anne Drake indicates that the 
Election Notice was also posted on the Local Union’s website.6  An Election Notice in 
the form of a postcard was also prepared for mailing.7 

 
The record contains a document titled “Interpretation of the Constitution of the 

International Union” dated February 10, 2011, at Detroit, Michigan, under Article 6, §10.  
It states: 

                                                 
1
 Record, p. 3. 

2
 Record, p. 1. 

3
 Record, p. 2.  Most of the employees loaned from Rawsonville worked at the Saline plant.  This letter 

was apparently intended to cover temporary loaned employees at all of the Ford Motor Company Local 
Unions. 

4
 Record, p. 29. 

5
 Record, p. 32. 

6
 Record, p. 31. 

7
 Record, p. 33. 
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“NEW INTERPRETATION 

In the case of temporary loans of members employed by the same 
company from the jurisdiction of one Local Union to the jurisdiction of 
another Local Union, the IEB, consistent with Article 6, Section 10, may 
approve arrangements where members shall maintain their membership 
and voting rights at the Local Union from which they are transferred.  Such 
arrangements shall last no longer than six (6) months from the date of 
transfer, but may be renewed for additional periods of up to (6) months by 
action of the IEB.”8 

On March 1, 2011, Local 898 President Enersen sent a letter to Region 1A Director 
Rory Gamble asking for clarification of the new interpretation.  He wrote: 
 

“I am writing to you asking for a definitive answer to the question of 
whether or not long-term loaned employees from Local 898 that are 
working and paying dues at Saline/Local 892 can or cannot vote in our 
upcoming triennial election being held on March 9, 2011.”9 

Enersen commented that the members at both locations were “in an uproar” over the 
new interpretation.  He stated that he had nothing to give them to explain the 
arrangements referred to in the new interpretation.  He described the following issues 
that required clarification: 
 

“We have honorable withdrawal/transfer cards for all members transferred. 

They have been paying dues to Local 892 for two years. 

They voted in the Local 892 triennial elections. 

If they can vote, have they received proper notification? 

If they can vote, how do we verify their eligibility? 

If they can vote, should their ballots be in challenge until verification? 

If they can vote, we should have access to our members. 

If they can vote, who can they vote for?”10  

                                                 
8
 Record, p. 35. 

9
 Record, p. 55. 

10
 Record, p. 55. 
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On March 2, 2011, Director Gamble addressed an Inter-Office Communication to All 
Region 1A Ford Locals with the new interpretation of Article 6, §10, of the Constitution.  
He reported that the Region received this interpretation from the President’s office 
regarding the transferred members’ voting rights and eligibility to run for office.  He 
stated: 
 

“The IEB voted unanimously to exercise its authority to apply this 
interpretation at affected Ford locations.  This means those members on 
temporary loan to another Local Union can run for positions, if otherwise 
eligible, and vote only in their home Local Union.”11 

On March 2, 2011, President Enersen sent an email to UAW Local Union 892 
regarding the upcoming election at Local 898.  The email states: 

 
“Brothers, please find attached a notice of election for members that came 
from Rawsonville Local 898.  This notice is for members that volunteered 
to long-term loans to Saline Local 892 that may be working in your facility.  
Please post or distribute the best that you can.  Please bear with us 
through this unprecedented election season.  Thank you.”12 

Enersen sent a similar email to the President of Local Union 3000 regarding employees 
who volunteered to long-term loans at AAI.13  Local Union 892 President Mark Caruso 
posted the following notice on the UAW Local 892 Digital News: 
 

“I have just received and verified communications through Region 1A from 
the International Executive Board regarding election eligibility of loaned 
employees.  Click here for more information.  If you are a loaned Ford 
employee, please contact your home local for upcoming elections NOW! 

If you are in need of further clarification, please contact Region 1A at (313) 
291-2750.”14 

President Caruso’s notice is dated March 2, 2011.  On March 9, 2011, Caruso posted a 
list of the candidates in the Local 898 triennial election on the Local 892 Digital News.15 
 

Initially, the Local 898 Election Committee planned to allow the loaned 
employees to vote challenged ballots in the Local’s upcoming triennial elections based 
on the letter received from Director Gamble.16  Following an election informational 
                                                 
11

 Record, p. 60. 

12
 Record, p. 62. 

13
 Record, p. 61. 

14
 Record, p. 63. 

15
 Record, p. 73. 

16
 Record, p. 65. 
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meeting on March 4, 2011, the Election Committee advised candidates in the upcoming 
election that the loaned employees would be allowed to vote and that their votes would 
be counted.17 

 
The official results of the Local 898 triennial election conducted on March 9 were 

reported to the membership at a meeting on March 20, 2011.  According to the minutes, 
the Plant Chairperson reported that the election had an “unheard of” turnout with 95 
percent of the members voting.18  President Enersen thanked the Election Committee 
for a job well done.  Under New Business, Election Committee member Tracy Markray 
introduced a motion to certify the results of the 2011 triennial election.  The minutes 
report that the motion was supported by Renee Baker and passed.  Lawrence Moore is 
reported to have stated that the membership should support the people that were 
elected whether or not the Local has another election.19 

 
On March 23, 2011, Kraig Lovejoy submitted a letter to the Local 898 Recording 

Secretary protesting the 2011 triennial elections and runoff.  Lovejoy was a challenger 
for Jeffrey Spittler, who ran for a position on the skilled trades committee.  Lovejoy’s 
protest was not specifically related to the skilled trades committeeperson race, however, 
but was based on his assertion that all eligible voters and candidates did not receive 
proper notice of the election.  The protest states: 

 
“I am writing this letter to officially protest the 2011 triennial general and 
runoff elections on the basis that all of the able candidates were not 
afforded proper notification of the timeline for nominations. There were 
also constituents that did not receive the notice of election via the 
postcards that were mailed out by the Local because of the timing of the 
interpretation of the Constitution by the International Union 
representatives. …”20 

Lovejoy’s protest was presented to the membership at a meeting on April 17, 
2011.  In a letter addressed to the membership, Lovejoy stated that he wanted to initiate 
an open dialogue about mistakes that were made in the conduct of the Local Union’s 
election with regard to notifications required by law.  He explained: 

 
“I think it is important that we, as a Local, rectify these errors on our own 
so that the International Union or the Department of Labor does not have 
to get involved.  It is my belief that the errors were done inadvertently due 

                                                 
17

 Record, p. 66. 

18
 Record, p. 85. 

19
 Record, p. 87. 

20
 Record, p. 88. 
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to a number of circumstances.  Regardless of how we arrived at this point, 
we have an opportunity to stand together and right this wrong.”21 

The minutes of the April 17 membership meeting report that the Election Committee 
recommended denying Lovejoy’s protest because the Local Union had complied with 
the requirements of the Local Union bylaws in posting notices of the triennial election.22  
Lovejoy acknowledged that some of the decisions made with respect to the conduct of 
the election were out of the Local Election Committee’s control.  Nevertheless, Lovejoy 
pointed out that the timing of the IEB’s interpretation of the Constitution resulted in a 
situation where members did not receive proper notification of the nominations period 
and in some case of their right to vote in the election itself.  He argued that the 
membership should insist on fair election practices. 23  
 

Lovejoy introduced a motion to throw out the 2011 triennial election and the 
motion was supported by G. Hall.  In the discussion that followed this motion, there 
were some questions about the validity of Lovejoy’s election protest.  Recording 
Secretary Clay confirmed that the protest was signed and submitted within seven days 
following the runoff election.  G. Hall informed the membership that he had also raised 
Lovejoy’s concerns regarding notification to the membership with the Election 
Committee at the meeting they conducted for the candidates prior to the election. The 
minutes report that Election Committee member T. Markley stated: 

 
“I believe that we as a group need to turn this down and let it go 
downtown.  Let the International fix this issue.” 24 

J. Goddard suggested that concerns about notification should be referred to the IEB, 
because the membership had already certified the results of the election.  Lovejoy 
responded that the membership could vote to decertify the results of the election.  G. 
Hall added that the local union membership should take steps to correct the errors that 
were committed.  He is reported to have said: 
 

“I believe we have the chance to correct this issue so why wouldn’t we 
correct it.”25 

The minutes report that there was a division of the house on Lovejoy’s original motion 
and the motion failed.26  In his appeal to the Public Review Board (PRB), Lovejoy 
reported that the vote was 27 in favor of the motion and 29 opposed.27 

                                                 
21

 Record, p. 89. 

22
 Record, p. 93. 

23
 Record, p. 93. 

24
 Record, p. 94. 

25
 Record, p. 94. 

26
 Record, p. 94. 
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Lovejoy appealed the membership’s rejection of his motion to the IEB on May 9, 
2011.  In support of his appeal, he wrote: 

 
“…Local 898 violated the UAW election rules and US federal election law 
and it is my hope that we can come to a conclusion that would allow all 
members their democratic rights to a fair and just election. …”28 

On May 24, 2011, in response to an inquiry from President King’s staff regarding 
Lovejoy’s appeal, the Local 898 Election Committee described the notifications that 
were sent in preparation for the election scheduled to take place on March 9, 2011. 
They wrote: 
 

“…On January 31st a request was made to the web master of the Local 
898 website to post the official UAW Local 898 Triennial Election Notice 
and Notices were hung in the plant.  On February 4th a mailing went out to 
retirees, long-term medical and ILO’s.  Local 898 uses Rockman & Sons 
Publishing for all mailing.”29 

The Election Committee reported that the Local Union received Director Gamble’s 
interpretation of Article 6, §10 of the Constitution on March 2, 2011, after these 
notifications were sent.  The Election Committee explained that they had many 
questions regarding the interpretation, which they communicated to the Regional 
Director and the International President.  On March 3, Regional Representative Darryl 
Goodwin met with the Election Committee members and informed them that they had to 
let the loaned employees vote and to count their votes as those of regular members.  
The Election Committee reported that they worked very hard to get a list of employees 
who had been loaned to other locations by the Rawsonville plant.  Nevertheless, they 
cited the following problems with the directions they had been given: 
 

“The temporary loaned members from Rawsonville had signed honorary 
withdrawal cards and had become members of other Locals. 

They had not been paying Union dues at our Local (not members in good 
standing at Local 898). 

Nominations had already closed (2/18/11).”30 

The Election Committee gave the following reasons for not cancelling the election: 
 

                                                                                                                                                             
27

 Record, p. 183. 

28
 Record, p. 95. 

29
 Record, p. 168. 

30
 Record, pp. 168-169. 
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“Ballots had already been printed 

Ballot machines had been ordered 

Postcards sent 

Candidates had spent money on distribution material with dates approved 
for the election 

Clarification list from UAW/Ford was not completed until 3/8/2011. 

Not enough time to notify all members that election was to be cancelled on 
3/9/11.”31 

Acting on behalf of International President Bob King, Administrative Assistants 
Greg Drudi and Chuck Browning conducted a hearing on Lovejoy’s appeal on 
December 12, 2011. Hearing officer Greg Drudi prepared a report to the IEB based on 
materials submitted by the appellant, Local Union 898, Region 1A, and testimony given 
at the hearing.  

 
Drudi reported that the long-term temporary assignments addressed by the IEB’s 

interpretation of Article 6, §10, were negotiated to avoid layoffs.  He stated that the IEB 
adopted the interpretation in order to protect the loaned employees’ right to vote in local 
union elections.  He wrote: 

 
“The February 10, 2011, IEB interpretation addressed the unique and 
extraordinary circumstances dealing with members temporarily loaned 
from one local union to the jurisdiction of another local union, and the 
desire not to disenfranchise members vis-à-vis their home local.”32 

Drudi noted that Lovejoy did not bring his appeal to the IEB until after the election was 
complete.  He characterized Lovejoy’s argument as a post election challenge designed 
to second-guess decisions made by the IEB and the local union membership with 
respect to the conduct of the election. He commented: 
 

“Appellant’s protest is timely and was properly submitted pursuant to the 
procedures of the UAW Constitution.  However, he lodged no protest until 
after the election results were determined.  Now, appellant is second-
guessing the decision of the membership and that of this International 
Executive Board.  Perhaps appellant’s forces were caught off guard or 
lulled into complacency by a belief that the International Union would 
intervene to stop this election.  This is suggested by the failure to 

                                                 
31

 Record, p. 169. 

32
 Record, p. 177. 
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immediately raise the issue; and tends to indicate that perhaps appellant 
was waiting on the election results prior to addressing the 
circumstances.”33 

Drudi concluded that Lovejoy’s claim that members’ rights had been violated was 
speculative and unsubstantiated.  He wrote: 
 

“Nonetheless, appellant’s claim that members’ rights may have been 
violated is purely anticipatory and will not withstand careful analysis.  We 
cannot accept appellant’s unsubstantiated claims.  Appellant fails to 
demonstrate some type of harm that occurred or provide that a single 
member suffered a hardship.  ....”34 

Drudi acknowledged that nominations had already closed when the local union 
received the IEB’s new interpretation of Article 6, §10, but he found that none of the 
temporary transferees chose to run as candidates.  His report to the IEB states: 

 
“…It is true that nominations closed just after the IEB interpretation of 
Article 6, Section 10 and its invocation on February 10, 2011.  However, 
here no Local 898 member among the temporary transferees accepted 
the nomination made on behalf of each member under the local union’s 
standing and proper practice.  None chose to stand as candidates.  Nor is 
this a case where there is any indication of election abuse or election 
fraud.  In short, the record reflects that no member was denied the right to 
vote or accept a nomination.”35 

Drudi concluded that the election conducted by the Local 898 Election Committee was 
fair and democratic and that the integrity of the electoral process was not compromised. 
 

Drudi denied Lovejoy’s appeal and his report was adopted by the IEB as its 
decision on February 3, 2012.  Kraig Lovejoy appealed the IEB’s decision to the PRB on 
March 6, 2012.  We heard the parties in oral argument on August 25, 2012. 

 
ARGUMENT 

 
A. Kraig Lovejoy: 

I have asked to have the results of the March 2011 election set aside because all 
eligible members were not given notice of their right to run for office and vote in this 
election. The conduct of this election violated Article 38, §2, of the UAW Constitution, 

                                                 
33

 Record, p. 178. 

34
 Record, p. 178.   

35
 Record, p. 179. 
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and Article 22, §31, of the Local Union bylaws.36  I am asking the PRB to fashion an 
appropriate remedy to allow all eligible voters the opportunity to participate in a fair and 
just election.   

 
In 2009, the International Union held that seniority Ford employees on temporary 

loan to ACH Saline were not eligible to run for executive offices at Local Union 892 until 
they established one year continuous good standing at Local 892.  This ruling was 
incorrect.  These members had obtained honorable withdrawal cards from Local Union 
898 and deposited them with Local Union 892.  They paid dues at Local Union 892.  
Therefore, in accordance with Article 17, §3(b), of the International Constitution, their 
membership in good standing should have been continuous.37  Two years later, the 
International Union declared that these same employees were eligible to run for office in 
and vote in elections conducted by Local Union 898.  By the time this decision was 
issued, however, the nominations period for the 2011 Local 898 triennial election had 
already closed.  The employees on temporary loan to Saline were, therefore, once 
again denied their right to run a local union election.  The International Union has 
violated existing rules regarding the conduct of elections once again.  The time has now 
come for the members of Local Union 898 to insist that the UAW International 
leadership abide by the rules applicable to our Local Union elections. 

 
The dates for the 2011 election were established by the membership of Local 

Union 898 on January 23, 2011.  The official election notice informing the membership 
of these dates was posted in the plant.  Notices are not mailed to active working 
members.  The postcard in the record is only sent to people on extended leave or 
retirees.  That notice was not mailed to the employees working at ACH Saline because 

                                                 
36

 Article 38, §2, of the UAW Constitution provides, in pertinent part, as follows: 

“…The membership shall be duly notified at least seven (7) days in advance of the time 
and place of nominations.  A notice containing both the time and place of elections and 
the time and place of any possible run-off election, shall be given at least fifteen (15) 
days in advance of the election.  At least seven (7) days shall elapse between the time of 
nominations and the date the election shall take place.” 

Article 22, §31, of the Local Union 898 bylaws provides as follows: 

“All members eligible to vote shall be notified of the time and place of the election by mail 
at least 15 days prior to the election.” 
 

Article 22, §31A of the bylaws further provides: 

“The Local 898 paper and/or a special mailing and the Local 898 website shall constitute 
this notification. (3/21/2010)” 

37
 Article 17, §3(b) of the UAW Constitution provides as follows: 

“Section 3.  Any member in good standing at the time of leaving the jurisdiction of her/his 
Local Union shall establish her/his membership in another UAW Local Union by either of 
the following: 
 
(b) By payment of an initiation fee and dues to such other UAW Local Union, in which 
case such member’s good standing will start as of the date of such payment.” 
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those individuals had taken honorable withdrawal cards and were not considered 
members of Local Union 898.  In addition, people at Local Union 892 did not receive 
notification of their right to run in the Local Union 898’s election until after the 
nominations period had closed. 

 
In response to this appeal, the International Union has argued that no one from 

Local Union 892 chose to run at Local 898.  There were people who might have run if 
they had had notice of their right to do so.  Gary Prater was one of these.  He filed an 
appeal, but has since gone to Louisville.  Corey Frost was interested in running.  The 
International Union now claims that these violations are moot because of changes in the 
circumstances of these employees.  The question is not where the employees are now, 
but where they could have been if their rights had not been violated.  Rules have to 
mean something.  If rules can be set aside and then declared moot because 
circumstances have changed then the rules are meaningless.  

 
The International Union sent people down to meet with the Election Committee 

and active candidates on March 4, 2011.  This was not a general membership meeting.  
The membership had no notice of this meeting.  We did not know what took place at this 
meeting until the day of the election.  During this meeting, the Regional representatives 
informed the Election Committee that the employees loaned to Saline must be permitted 
to vote in Local 898’s election even though those members had received no notice of 
the nominations process and had no formal notice of their right to vote at least fifteen 
days prior to the election as required by Article 38, §2, of the UAW Constitution.   

 
When the Election Committee learned that the International planned to go 

forward with the election despite the lack of required notifications, they should have 
postponed the election.  The membership of Local Union 898 should have been given a 
voice in this decision.  The Local Union bylaws specifically authorize the Local 
Executive Board to call an emergency meeting with six hours notice to deal with 
situations like this.  That is what should have taken place following the meeting on 
March 4, 2011. 

 
B. International Union, UAW: 

The situation of Local Union 898 must be viewed in the context of the entire 
history of Ford Motor Company, Visteon Corporation, and the plants associated with 
ACH.  Saline was one of the plants that Ford Motor Company spun off as Visteon 
Corporation in 1999.  In 2005, Ford Motor Company and Visteon reached an agreement 
to transfer 14 of Visteon’s less profitable plants to ACH.  Ford Motor Company created 
and managed ACH to prepare the former Visteon plants for sale as independent 
entities.  At that time, the Rawsonville and Sterling Heights plants were returned to Ford 
Motor Company.   

 
After taking ownership of the Saline plant, ACH continued to lease seniority 

employees from Ford Motor Company to staff the plant.  We tagged these employees 
the “blue” group.  Saline did not hire any permanent employees after it was transferred 
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to ACH.  New employees hired under the UAW-Visteon Agreement were hired as 
temporary employees and did not establish seniority under the UAW-Ford National 
Agreement.  We tagged these employees the “orange” group.  A third group of 
employees was created when other plants begin laying off seniority employees while 
the temporary employees at Saline were working ten-hour days.  The parties negotiated 
an agreement to allow Ford seniority employees to replace the existing temporary 
employees in the orange group to fill their temporary assignments until the facility was 
either sold or closed.  We called this third group of employees the “light blues.”   

 
As we entered the 2011 local union election cycle, we had to consider where the 

light blues should vote.  These were not typical transferees within the meaning of Article 
17, §3, because they had not broken seniority at Rawsonville.  Administrative Assistant 
Dave Curson’s ruling that the light blues could not run for office at Local Union 892 in 
2009 may have been incorrect, but we still believed that it made sense to let these 
temporary loaned employees run and vote in their own locals.  The light blues were 
historically Rawsonville employees who were likely to return to Rawsonville when the 
Saline plant was closed or sold.  We felt that these employees’ true interests remained 
in Rawsonville and that they should be allowed to participate in the election of the 
governing body at that location.  Furthermore, if one of the light blues ran for office and 
was elected at Saline, he or she could be recalled to Rawsonville at any time.  This 
would result in frequent vacancies in local union offices and a churning of leadership.  

 
In order to address this unique situation, the IEB adopted an interpretation to 

Article 6, §10, of the Constitution allowing the employees from Rawsonville working at 
the Saline plant under the jurisdiction of Local Union 892, and a few other locations, to 
maintain their membership and voting rights at Local Union 898.  It is true that the 
Rawsonville employees at Saline did not receive notice of their right to run in Local 
898’s election prior to the close of nominations.  Technically, the requirements of 
Article 38, §2, were violated with respect to these employees and they lost the 
opportunity to accept nomination to run for office in the 2011 election as a result.  It is 
not the position of the IEB that the requirements of Article 38, §2 can be waived, nor 
was this interpretation intended to waive those requirements.  The IEB simply did not 
anticipate this situation when considering the interpretation of Article 6, §10.  The 
situation occurred because Local 898 had advanced the date of its elections. 

 
Region 1A sent Representative Darryl Goodwin to Rawsonville on March 4, 2011 

to meet with the candidates for office in the upcoming election, members of the Local 
Election Committee, and the officers of Local 898.  A number of issues were brought up 
during that meeting, including the lack of the 15-day notification to the membership.  
Once this problem was identified, the Local made every effort to identify Local 898 
members on temporary loan at other locations in order to ensure their right to vote.  In 
fact, it appears that notice did reach the members on loan to other locations; the 
Election Committee ultimately reported that 95 percent of these employees did vote.  
We would also point out that only the results of the Recording Secretary’s election could 
have been affected by the votes of the approximately 160 employees at other locations 
who were eligible to vote in Local 898’s election. 
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Participants in the March 4, 2011, meeting raised a number of other hypothetical 
problems and questions about the consequences of allowing the loaned employees to 
vote at their home local.  Candidates asked about their right to campaign in the Saline 
plant and how they could communicate with constituents currently working under the 
jurisdiction of Local Union 892.  These issues are reflected in the handwritten notes kept 
during the meeting on March 4, 2011.  Those notes also demonstrate that no one raised 
the issue of potential candidates’ inability to accept nomination to run for office during 
that meeting.  If any member had a concern about this situation, he or she should have 
filed a protest with the IEB when steps could have been taken to address the problem.  
The PRB has established a rule that a challenger must make an effort to correct 
procedural errors at the time they occur in order to assert them as a basis for 
overturning an election.38  Lovejoy’s appeal, while technically timely, was presented at 
the last possible moment.  He made no effort to raise his concerns about the nomination 
process prior to the election.  Instead, he waited until the election results were complete 
prior to contesting the process.  

 
The error identified by Lovejoy is now impossible to address.  The Saline plant 

has been sold to a French company.  The Local 898 members deemed eligible to vote 
under the IEB interpretation dated February 10, 2011 are now either back at the 
Rawsonville plant or have permanently transferred based on their seniority to various 
other locations throughout the Ford system in accordance with the terms of the UAW-
Ford National Agreement.  Those employees who transferred to other locations are no 
longer eligible to run for office or vote in any future Local Union 898 elections.  That 
change in membership and voting status renders Lovejoy’s election protest moot.  The 
IEB appropriately denied Lovejoy’s appeal based on these circumstances. 

 
C. Rebuttal by Kraig Lovejoy: 

I did not wait until after the election to protest the violation of Article 38, §2; I did 
not know about the violation until the election took place.  The Local Union membership 
received no direct information about these decisions.  The membership began to hear 
rumors about what was going on in February, but there was nothing in writing.  
Everyone was confused.  Nominations were already closed by the time President 
Enersen received the IEB’s Interpretation of Article 6, §10, but even then the 
membership was not informed of the decision to allow the Saline people to vote in our 
election.  I did not receive any information about the election informational meeting that 
took place on March 4, 2011, and I did not know about that meeting until afterwards.  
Certainly, the Saline employees had no knowledge of that meeting.   

 
I first learned about the decision to allow the temporary loaned employees to vote 

in our election on the day of the election because I was acting as a challenger for one of 
the candidates.  We did try to protest these procedures once they became known.  We 
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talked to President Enersen and our bargaining representatives, but they all said it was 
too late to do anything about it.  President Enersen told us that the International Union 
had insisted this was the way it was going to be.  He did everything possible to see that 
voters were informed of their right to vote, but there was no notice to the Local 892 
employees of the nomination process.  

 
I took up this protest with the Local Union membership after the election because 

there were still many unanswered questions.  Our members were concerned about the 
decision to proceed with this election in violation of the rules governing elections stated 
in the UAW Constitution and the Local Union bylaws.  My motion to overturn the results 
of the election was defeated by only two votes.  Some of our members were reluctant to 
protest because they feared the International Union would retaliate against them by 
shipping them to a different Ford location.  I could have gone to the U. S. Department of 
Labor with my complaint, but I wanted to work within my Union to address these 
violations.  I am proud to be a UAW member.  We can make this an even better Union, 
but only if the people in leadership positions are held accountable when they make 
mistakes.     

DISCUSSION 
 

This is not the kind of situation described in the Hite decision where a candidate 
failed to protest an improper election practice at the time of its occurrence and then 
asserted the impropriety as grounds for overturning an unfavorable election result.  
Local 898 leadership determined in late January that it would move up its triennial 
elections by three months to early March.  Under this accelerated schedule, Local Union 
members who wished to run for office had to decide by February 18, 2011.  But Local 
898 members on loan to Rawsonville could not have known they were eligible to vote, 
much less run for office, under this accelerated election schedule until early March.  
That is because the general membership of Local Union 898 did not learn about the 
International’s decision to allow temporary loaned employees to vote in their upcoming 
election until March 4, 2011.  President Enerson had to write to Director Rory Gamble 
on March 1, 2011, urging him to provide something in writing explaining the Union’s 
intentions with respect to the loaned employees.  During the hearing on this appeal, 
Administrative Assistant Greg Drudi acknowledged receiving multiple telephone and 
email inquiries from President Enersen regarding the International Union’s 
arrangements for the election at Local Union 898.  Furthermore, when representatives 
from the Region met with the Election Committee on March 4 to answer questions about 
the arrangements, those representatives communicated unequivocally that the 
International Union would not entertain any challenge to the eligibility of the loaned 
employees’ right to vote.  The Region left it up to the Local Union leadership and 
Election Committee to make their best efforts to comply with the notice requirements 
stated in Article 38, §2, of the UAW Constitution.  

 
This protest is not about the election results.  Appellant Lovejoy is not disputing 

the outcome of any of the contests in the Local Union’s triennial elections.  As the 
International pointed out during the hearing, the election results show that most of the 
candidates won by wide margins.  The minutes of the Local membership meeting that 
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took place on April 17 demonstrate that Lovejoy and the members supporting his 
protest were not dissatisfied with the results of the election but rather with what they 
view as the breakdown of the rule of law within the Local Union.  Article 38 of the UAW 
Constitution sets forth the rules governing the election of officers in UAW Local Unions.  
These rules are not subject to waiver or modification for the sake of expediency.  The 
International Union acknowledged as much during the hearing on this appeal.  

 
This appeal is based on the principle stated in the Democratic Practices section 

of the UAW Ethical Practices Codes that each UAW member shall have the right to run 
for office, to nominate, and to vote in free, fair and honest elections.  The Rawsonville 
employees working outside the jurisdiction of Local Union 898 in 2011 did not receive 
the required notice of their right to accept nomination to run for office in the Local Union 
898 triennial election when such nomination could still be accepted.  These members 
were effectively deprived of their right to run for office in any local union election during 
the 2011 election cycle.  The Local Union 898 President and the Election Committee 
informed representatives of the International Union that there was a problem with the 
notice requirements because the dates for the Local 898 election had been advanced.  
The International argued during the hearing that the IEB did not address these problems 
because no formal protest had been presented to it for consideration.  Lovejoy could not 
have protested decisions made at the International level that had not been 
communicated to the membership.  It is also unreasonable for the International Union to 
suggest that any individual local union member or officer acting alone in such an 
unusually hurried and harried environment could have brought this violation to the 
attention of the IEB at a time when steps could have been taken to avoid it.  

 
Lovejoy has suggested that Local Union 898 could have addressed the 

Constitutional violation by calling a special meeting and postponing the election until the 
appropriate notices were given.  The Election Committee ought to have postponed the 
election for a brief time in order to meet the notice requirements of Article 38, §2, of the 
Constitution.  It is unfortunate that the Election Committee was not more aggressive in 
opposing an arrangement that violated the Constitution.  It is unfortunate that Director 
Gamble did not bring the scheduling problem to the attention of the full IEB after Local 
898 President Donnie Enersen specifically asked whether the loaned employees had 
received proper notification of the election.  It is unfortunate that the IEB was not more 
attuned to the issues raised by the Election Committee and President Enersen prior to 
the election so that the violation could have been avoided. 

 
At the same time, it is clear that the International Union acted in good faith with 

respect to the decision to allow the loaned employees to participate in the election 
conducted by Local 898.  Although the notice to the loaned employees regarding the 
nominations procedure did not satisfy the requirements of Article 38, §2, the lapse 
resulted from an unusual sequence of events rather than any scheme to influence the 
outcome of the Local Union’s electoral process.  Similarly, the Local Union made a good 
faith effort to comply with the notice requirements, to the best of its understanding, even 
if it did not adequately consider the possibility of postponing the election a couple of 
weeks.   
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Nevertheless, appellant Lovejoy has identified a clear violation of the UAW’s 
rules governing the election of local union officers.  We believe that if the members of 
the IEB had been fully advised concerning the consequences of their actions with 
respect to the rights of union members participating in the Local 898 triennial election, 
that body would have taken some action to postpone the election so as to avoid the 
Constitutional violation. 

 
We agree with the International Union, however, that the remedy requested by 

appellant Lovejoy is inappropriate.  A new election at this point would not correct the 
errors that were made.  The results of a rerun election would not reflect the will of the 
Rawsonville electorate in 2011 because the plant population is significantly altered.  
Furthermore, Local 898 is scheduled to conduct its next triennial elections in 2014 and 
those affected by the new interpretation of Article 6, §10, who remain eligible to 
participate in Local 898’s elections, will once again have an opportunity to run for office.  
It would be costly and needlessly disruptive for the Local to rerun the 2011 election now.  

 
The best remedy here is to recognize that mistakes were made so that similar 

violations can be avoided in the future.  When extraordinary measures are taken 
altering well-established and familiar rules regarding the conduct of elections, the Union 
cannot rely on protests by individual members to uncover possible violations of the 
Constitution that may result.  Individual members and local union officers are 
understandably reluctant to challenge decisions that appear to have the full authority of 
the IEB behind them.  The IEB has an affirmative duty to inquire whether strategies 
adopted to deal with specific unique situations may adversely affect the rights of union 
members or violate the ethical principles historically embraced by the UAW.  Based on 
the evidence of good faith efforts by the Union and the exchanges at the hearing, we 
trust that the IEB will be more attentive to these kinds of issues when adopting 
interpretations that alter the application of significant Constitutional provisions and will 
consider practical issues of implementation at the local level.  


