
THE PUBLIC REVIEW BOARD 
INTERNATIONAL UNION, UAW 

 
 
APPEAL OF: 
 
ERIC TRUSS, 
 

Appellant 
 

-vs- CASE NO. 1679 
 

UAW LOCAL UNION 600 GENERAL COUNCIL 
(Dearborn, 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 

 
Eric Truss argues that improprieties occurred in connection with the election of 

the second shift district committeeperson for the DDMP Unit of Local Union 600 that 
could have affected the outcome of the election. 

 
FACTS 

 
Eric Truss was a candidate for second shift district committeeperson at the 

Dearborn Diversified Manufacturing (DDMP) Unit in elections conducted by UAW Local 
Union 600 on April 28 and 29, 2011.  That contest produced the following results: 

 
DISTRICT COMMITTEE #2 SHIFT 

1. Ralph Ripple  46  (Elected) 
2. Eric Truss  41 
 Voids and blanks   2  
 Total   891 
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The Local 600 election rules provide that each candidate may view the polling list 

of eligible members one time during a thirty-day period by appointment with the Election 
Committee.  This thirty-day period for the 2011 elections ran from March 11, 2011, until 
April 21, 2011, Monday through Friday.  In addition, the election rules provide for an 
open day during which candidates may view the polling list without an appointment.  
That day was April 7 for the 2011 elections at Local Union 600.2  

 
On April 27, 2011, Truss went to the Local 600 Election Committee office and 

asked to view the DDMP Unit polling list.  In a written response to Truss’s appeal to the 
IEB, Election Committee member Al Holmes reported that he informed Truss on April 27 
that the thirty-day period for viewing the polling lists was over and that the list had been 
given to the CPA firm of Clarence H. Johnson to prepare for the election.3  In addition, 
Holmes pointed out that Truss had already reviewed the polling list and that the election 
rules provide that candidates may only review the list once.  

 
Truss submitted a complaint to the Election Committee regarding the polling list 

for the DDMP Unit in the afternoon on April 27, 2011.  The complaint states: 
 
“…The polling list was filed and revised after nomination has started.  
Polling list incorrectly list district voter of the same department and violates 
district candidates of voters.  District in question by department are:  Press 
Area, Tire & Wheel, and possible A-Pillar.  A more detailed violation of 
articles and bylaws will be submitted May 2, 2011.”4 

Holmes reported that he did not understand what this letter meant so he called Truss.  
Holmes’s response to Truss’s appeal gives the following description of that telephone 
call.   
 

“…During that phone conversation brother Truss had difficulty explaining 
what exactly he was protesting in the letter.  I asked brother Truss if there 
was a problem with eligible members not being included on the list, and he 
answered, “No.”  I then asked brother Truss if there was a problem with 
ineligible members being included on the list and he answered, “No.”  I 
informed brother Truss, that if there was not a problem with too many 
members on the polling list or with missing members from the polling list 
that I didn’t have any idea what he was protesting.  He informed me that 
he would submit a letter after the election that would clarify his exact 
reasons for the protest and I informed him there was nothing I could do to 
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answer this letter of protest until I received the letter from him explaining 
his protest. …”5 

On May 2, 2011, Truss submitted an appeal to Election Committee member 
Kenneth Grigsby.  In this appeal, Truss asserted that some voters within the district did 
not receive ballots to vote for the district representative.  He also charged that the 
polling list was invalid and turned in late.6  Truss asked to be informed when the DDMP 
Unit polling list was turned into the Election Committee and he requested a copy of the 
actual list turned in by the DDMP Unit.  He further asked to be informed of the number 
of eligible voters who participated in the election for DDMP district representative.  He 
requested a copy of the actual voter registration list used by the CPA when issuing 
ballots.  He also requested a recount of the ballots.7 

 
Election Committee members Grigsby and Holmes responded to Truss on May 

4, 2011.  Holmes and Grigsby stated that the polling list for the DDMP Unit was 
submitted on time and there were no reports by voters of any errors of inclusion or 
exclusion with respect to that list.  The Election Committee reported that there were 92 
members on the DDMP polling list who were eligible to vote in the district 
committeeperson election.  They explained that the UAW election rules prohibit them 
from providing Truss with a list of the names of the 92 members on the DDMP Unit 
polling list.  The Election Committee denied Truss’s request for a recount because they 
said it did not meet the requirements for recounts set forth in the UAW Guide for Local 
Union Election Committees.8 

 
Truss filed a protest to the second shift district committeeperson election with the 

Local 600 Recording Secretary on May 6, 2011.  He asked that the election be rerun 
because the districts in the DDMP Unit did not provide equal representation to unit 
members as required by the Local 600 bylaws.  He argued that the entire second shift 
should have been eligible to vote for the second shift representative.  He wrote: 

 
“…If 2nd shift district representation is only half of the members, then 
where is the equality and why can’t the rest of the shift vote for the District 
Rep?  The east side will be combined with the west of the plant and I think 
it is only fair that they should have a vote in the new district that they will 
join and be represented in.”9 

The Election Committee acknowledged Truss’s protest on May 10, 2011.  They pointed 
out that the Election Committee has no authority over the allocation of members to 
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districts.  They advised Truss that he could present his protest at the Local 600 General 
Council meeting scheduled for May 16, 2011.10 
 

The Election Committee presented the official results of the Local 600 general 
election to the General Council on May 16, 2011.  The Committee’s report to the 
General Council gives the following summary of Truss’s protests: 

 
“L)  There was one letter of protest concerning polling lists in the DDMP 
Unit that was found to have no merit and another letter by the same 
candidate questioning the district allocations in the DDMP Unit that was 
found to be protesting something that is not under the authority of the 
Local 600 Election Committee.”11 

The minutes of the May 16, 2011 General Council meeting report that a motion to adopt 
the report of the Election Committee was supported and carried.12 
 

Truss appealed the denial of his protest to the International Executive Board 
(IEB) on June 11, 2011.  In his appeal to the IEB, Truss stated that the Local 600 
Election Committee accepted a revised polling list for the DDMP Unit within 30 days of 
the election.  He argued that this was a violation of the principle established by the 
Public Review Board (PRB) in Lescoe v. Local Union 900, PRB Case No. 1430, 12 PRB 
171, (2003).  He further stated that he counted 99 names of members eligible to vote in 
the second shift committeeperson election on the polling list.  Two additional members 
received ballots and that should have brought the number of eligible voters to 101, 
according to Truss.13  Truss reported that the Election Committee had informed him that 
there were only 92 members eligible to vote in the election.  He pointed out that he only 
lost the election by five votes so that this discrepancy of nine eligible voters could have 
affected the outcome of the election.14 

 
Truss submitted correspondence from 2008 showing that he had attempted to 

run for second shift district committeeperson that year.15  He also submitted a letter from 
the Election Committee informing him that he was ineligible to run for the position 
because he was not assigned to the second shift.16  Truss asserted that in 2008, the 
unit president removed him from the district 10 days after nominations commenced in 
order to prevent him from running for the committeeperson position.  Truss maintained 
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that the unit leadership continues to readjust departments within the unit in order to 
prevent opposing candidates from being elected.17  

 
In addition, Truss argued that the incumbent leadership campaigned to divide the 

active members of the unit from retirees.  He attached to his appeal a leaflet urging 
retirees to vote for the president’s caucus because new employees coming to the 
Rouge plant want to deprive retirees of the right to vote in local union elections.18  Truss 
also submitted a flyer produced by the Mike Robinson and Al Jordan team inviting 
retirees to a breakfast and urging them to vote for the president’s team.19  Truss made 
the following argument based on these materials: 

 
“The following pages are [a] sequence of events that shows continuous 
election issues and appeals that continue to divide the DDMP membership 
from its union leaders and its retired counterpart.  In each election, a new 
department is removed or a candidate is faced with inconsistency each 
time an election is held.  It is our duty to uphold our union constitution and 
bylaws as a member of the UAW to the best of our ability, but sometimes 
those who have the power or position abuse it.  The Aggressive Caucus 
has taken that step too far.  In this past election, they have used our 
retirees against the active workers whom they represent and should be 
our union voice.  Instead they hold a meeting that is in violation of Local 
600 bylaws and is prohibited for any candidate.”20 

 
Election Committee member Al Holmes responded to Truss’s appeal on July 6, 

2011.  Holmes pointed out that the number of votes counted plus the void or blank 
ballots does not need to be equal to the number of eligible voters; it only has to be equal 
to the number of ballots that were issued to eligible voters.21  Holmes reported that the 
Election Committee received the polling list for the DDMP Unit on March 9, 2011, and 
that was the list used by the CPA firm during the election.  He denied that the list was 
altered after Truss reviewed it.  Grigsby and Holmes stated that none of the candidates 
are permitted to see a list of the people who actually voted in the election.22 

 
With respect to Truss’s complaints about the allocation of members within the 

unit, Holmes stated that the unit and local union leadership make these allocations in 
accordance with the applicable bylaws and collective bargaining agreements and the 
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Election Committee has nothing to do with it.  Holmes reported that the Election 
Committee would update a polling list to reflect such allocations.  His letter states: 

 
“The Election Committee in fact will update a polling list up to the last day 
before the election.  Eligibility to vote is by your assigned department & 
shift or DROTT on the day of the election.  Saying that, I don’t believe the 
DDMP District polling list was in fact updated after we received the original 
list because we have no written record of that happening.   

As to why the Election Committee does not notify each candidate when a 
polling list is updated, there are too few of us and too many candidates to 
ever complete the task.”23 

Holmes wrote that Truss never informed the Election Committee that he believed there 
were members missing from the DDMP Unit polling list.  In addition, Holmes stated that 
Truss never complained about the Local 600 Vice President Tony Richard using union 
funds or facilities to promote any particular caucus.24 
 

On November 11, 2011, Election Committee member Kenneth Grigsby 
forwarded a copy of the polling list for the DDMP Unit to Administrative Assistant 
Charlotte Rossi of the International President’s staff.  Acting on behalf of International 
President Bob King, Administrative Assistants Greg Drudi and Charlotte Rossi 
conducted a hearing on Truss’s appeal on February 22, 2012.  Hearing officers Drudi 
and Rossi prepared a report to the IEB on Truss’s appeal based on documents in the 
record and testimony given at the hearing.25 

 
According to the hearing officers’ report, Truss testified that the DDMP Unit 

leadership used the local union hall to distribute campaign leaflets at a retiree breakfast.  
Their report reproduced the leaflet from Tony Richard warning retirees that new 
members of the local wanted to take away their right to vote.26  The hearing officers 
reported that DDMP Unit President Mike Robison testified that the retiree breakfast was 
a regular local union function and not a campaign event.  Robison acknowledged that 
Truss and candidate Joe Crowley were denied entry into the event because they had 
campaign literature and wanted to distribute it at the breakfast.27  The hearing officers 
made the following comment with respect to this issue: 

 
“The advantage of incumbent officers in having access to the membership 
is inherent in every election.  It is a common complaint and not a vital 
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issue as evidenced by the number of incumbents who lose in UAW 
elections every year.  One of the two documents introduced by the 
appellant is an invitation to attend the DDMP Retirees’ Breakfast.  It would 
be reasonable to conclude that this document was previously distributed.  
As such, we do not reach the conclusion that the flyer was distributed at 
the breakfast.  The second document is clearly a campaign leaflet, but 
makes no mention of district committeeperson.  Nonetheless, the UAW 
Constitution prohibits retirees from voting in elections conducted pursuant 
to Article 45, §2 (district committeeperson).  As such, we cannot reach 
appellant’s conclusion that the retiree breakfast affected the outcome of 
the election.”28 

The hearing officers reported Truss’s testimony that the incumbent unit officers 
knew that certain jobs were going to be eliminated in the unit.  According to their report, 
Truss argued that the incumbent leadership configured the departments within the unit 
to determine the outcome of the race for district committeeperson.29  The hearing 
officers’ report indicates that Truss concluded his testimony by stating that the position 
of second shift district committeeperson no longer exists because a reduction in volume 
caused one of the representatives to be eliminated.30 

 
Local Union Vice President Tony Richard testified about the allocation of 

employees within the DDMP Unit.  Richard introduced a copy of minutes from a meeting 
of the DDMP Unit membership that took place on February 20, 2011, to show that the 
allocations were made within the time frame established by the Local Union bylaws.31  
The DDMP membership meeting minutes for February 20, 2011, state as follows with 
respect to the redistricting of the Unit: 

 
“The A-Pillar will go away Dec. 2011.  All employ go to avail work. 

Assy side will end prod July or Aug 2011.  Approx 100 people will be 
affected.  Employees will go to P-415 or T & W based on seniority.  Lower 
sen. Employees will be placed within the Rouge area. 

Shift bump April 2011 – Affect May 2011. 

We had 11 people go to the Stamping Plt. in January. 
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A motion was made to re-district the plant due to Assy side going down.  
New are Hydro Form, P-415, T&W, Press Area, A-Pillar, Front Subs, Rear 
Ladder.  All changes apply to A-Crew only.  (All in favor) Motion passed.”32 

The hearing officers reported that Truss acknowledged that he attended the unit 
meeting on February 20, 2011.33 
 

Election Committee member Al Holmes testified that the polling list for the DDMP 
Unit that was used for the election showed 92 members eligible to vote for district 
committeeperson.  The hearing officers’ report indicates that the parties agreed at the 
hearing to count the DDMP Unit members on the polling list who were eligible to vote in 
the district committeeperson election.  Employees allocated to the district were 
designated on the list with the letter “D”.  The hearing officers reported that the polling 
list showed 94 employees in the DDMP Unit eligible to vote in the district 
committeeperson election.34  This number reflected the 92 members on the original list 
plus two members who transferred into the district prior to the election.35 

 
The hearing officers concluded that the February 20, 2011 DDMP Unit 

membership meeting minutes established that the redistricting of the unit was timely.  
The hearing officers reported that the polling list confirmed that there were 94 
employees in the DDMP Unit eligible to vote in the district committeeperson election 
and that there was nothing in the record to support Truss’s claim that there were 99 
eligible members listed on the original polling list.36  The hearing officers further 
observed that the Election Committee’s report accounted for all of the ballots that were 
issued to eligible voters. They commented: 

 
“At the hearing, it was determined and all parties agreed that the number 
of eligible voters was 94 and that the number of votes cast, 87, plus the 
number of void and blank ballots, 2, totaled the number of ballots issued, 
89, to eligible voters.  The roster used at the time of the election was 
correct.  Accordingly, we cannot accept appellant’s allegation of error.  
Nothing else needs to be said on this issue and appellant’s allegation 
must fail.”37 

The hearing officers determined that Truss had not produced any evidence of 
misconduct that could have affected the outcome of the committeeperson election.  In 
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any event, the hearing officers observed that the elimination of the district in the DDMP 
Unit made Truss’s appeal moot because there was no remedy available.38  

 
The IEB adopted the hearing officers’ report as its decision.  Truss was notified of 

the IEB’s decision on April 4, 2012.  He appealed to the PRB on April 29, 2012. 
 

ARGUMENT 
 

A. Eric Truss: 

The IEB’s decision states that I failed to prove any election misconduct.  I have 
produced evidence of misconduct throughout my pursuit of this appeal but it continues 
to be overlooked or dismissed as without merit.  When I viewed the polling list for the 
DDMP Unit prior to the election, I counted 99 members eligible to vote for district 
committeeperson.  After the election, the Election Committee stated that there were 92 
members in the unit eligible to vote for district committeeperson.  The total number of 
votes reported was 89. The IEB’s hearing officers determined that there were 94 
members eligible to vote.  These results are inconsistent.  I never agreed that there 
were 94 members eligible to vote; I only agreed that 94 members voted.  Four of the 
members considered eligible to vote in the second shift district committeeperson 
election were not, in fact, eligible to vote.  This was witnesses by Local 600 member Joe 
Crowley, NAACP Civil Rights observer Earl Truss, and all in attendance at the hearing.  
I request that the actual polling list used to distribute ballots be presented in this appeal.  
I also request verification of the departments and shifts that received ballots to vote for 
second shift district committeeperson.  

 
Election Committee member Al Holmes testified that there was only one polling 

list for the DDMP Unit.  I viewed two separate lists.  One was a list of 300 members and 
the second was a list with 99 names identified as eligible to vote in the district 
committeeperson election.  If I viewed two lists and Al Holmes claims there was a single 
list with 92 members eligible to vote in the district election, there must have been two 
lists.  I would have to conclude that Vice President Tony Richard turned in an invalid 
polling list or that the list was changed within 30 days of the election.  These 
inconsistencies demonstrate improper conduct and compromise the integrity of a fair 
and democratic election. 

 
I agree that Tony Richard’s campaign flyers were not distributed at the retirees’ 

breakfast held on April 16, 2011, but the breakfast was definitely a campaign event.  I 
have submitted evidence to prove this.  Photographs clearly show food being served.  
Another photograph shows an appointed representative wearing Aggressive Caucus 
team campaign material.  The photographs show shirts to be distributed as gifts neatly 
stacked.  Photographs show a panel of displayed candidates who were running in the 
upcoming election with Vice President Tony Richard at the podium.   
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The hearing officers for the IEB reported that Joe Crowley and I were denied 
access to the breakfast because we had campaign material we wanted to distribute.  
The reason we had campaign material is because they were wearing campaign shirts.  
We assumed that we would be provided an equal opportunity to campaign at a local 
union function.  It was a violation of the Guide to Local Union Election Committees for 
the Union to exclude us from this event.  The Guide states the use of union or employer 
facilities must be open to all candidates on the same terms.  

 
Joe Crowley opposed Michael Robison in the race for president of the DDMP 

Unit.  Mike Robison denied Joe Crowley the right to attend the local union function while 
giving that same opportunity to Local Vice President Tony Richard.  Six of the 
candidates and five members eligible to vote in the district committeeperson election 
attended this breakfast.  I testified at the hearing that Mike Robison said that he paid for 
the breakfast himself and that it was a private party.  He also said that if Joe Crowley 
and I did not leave, he would call the police.  If this was a private party paid for by Mike 
Robison, then it violated the prohibition against the union contributing money to promote 
the candidacy of any individual.  The Guide for Local Union Election Committees states: 

 
“The prohibition against the use of union and employer funds applies to 
direct expenditure from the union or the employer, as well as indirect 
expenditures, including:  use of union/employer property or facilities, 
unless it is open to all candidates on the same terms.”   

The IEB’s decision states that there is no remedy available for the election 
misconduct in the district committeeperson election because the district has been 
eliminated.  If election misconduct occurred and the number of votes and eligible voters 
cannot be determined, then I would conclude that a new election is warranted.  The unit 
membership has dropped but will rise at the end of 2013 from new products.  That 
would allow the district committeeperson to become active and continue his regular 
duties.  I request that the corrective action be applied when the district committeeperson 
once again becomes active.   

 
B. International Union, UAW: 

During the hearing conducted on Truss’s appeal, the hearing officers took great 
care to review the number of eligible voters on the polling list.  This review included the 
CPA as well as local union officers and the appellant.  At the hearing, all agreed that 
there were 94 eligible voters in the district.  This number is consistent with the 92 
members reported by the Election Committee plus the two transferees to the district 
identified by appellant.  Appellant now says that he did not agree that there were 94 
eligible voters, but that 94 people voted.  That is clearly incorrect.  The official election 
results reported by the CPA show that 89 people voted.  The fact that 5 eligible voters 
chose not to vote in the district committeeperson election has no bearing on the official 
election results. 
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Appellant also argues that the retiree breakfast was a campaign event from 
which he was barred.  The IEB observed that the UAW Constitution prohibits retirees 
from voting in district committeeperson elections.  Thus, the people who attended this 
breakfast would not have been eligible to vote in the race in which appellant was a 
candidate.  It was reasonable, therefore, for the IEB to conclude that the retiree 
breakfast did not affect the outcome of the district committeeperson election in the 
DDMP Unit.   

 
Appellant does not deny that the unit membership numbers have dropped so that 

the district has been eliminated.  He speculates that the numbers will rise in 2013.  
Whether or not his projection is accurate, there is no way to rerun the election at this 
time.  For that reason, the IEB correctly determined that appellant’s claims are moot. 

 
C. Rebuttal by Eric Truss: 

There is no interpretation of the election results that supports the Election 
Committee’s claim that there were 92 members on the polling list eligible to vote in the 
district committeeperson election.  We do not even get the 99 that I counted when 
reviewing the list.  I have concluded that there were only 90 members assigned to the 
departments eligible to vote in the district committeeperson election.  So why were there 
99 D’s marked for the district during my review of the polling list?  I once again request 
the actual polling list used by the CPA to distribute ballots.  I also request to verify the 
departments and shifts that received ballots to vote in the district committeeperson 
election. 

 
DISCUSSION 

 
The hearing officers for the IEB reviewed the official DDMP Unit polling list used 

by the Election Committee and counted 94 members eligible to vote in the second shift 
district committeeperson election.  The International Union forwarded the polling list for 
the DDMP Unit to us as part of the record in this appeal.  That polling list shows 94 
members’ names marked with the letter “D” indicating eligibility to vote in the second 
shift district committeeperson election.  There is nothing in this record to support Truss’s 
charge that there were two lists or that the Local Union turned in an invalid list within 30 
days of the election.  As noted by the Election Committee, the number of eligible voters 
on the polling list might well fluctuate up to the last day before the election because 
eligibility to vote in the district is determined based on the members’ assigned 
department and shift on the day of the election.  Therefore, Truss’s recollection of the 
number of eligible voters on the list he inspected has no bearing on the validity of the list 
examined by the IEB’s hearing officers.   

 
When he first challenged the polling list used by the Election Committee, Truss 

did not assert that it contained ineligible members or that eligible members were 
excluded.  Truss’s original complaint to the Election Committee about the polling list in 
the DDMP Unit appears to have arisen from his disagreement with the way the unit 
leadership assigned members to departments within the unit.  These assignments 
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apparently determined whether a member would be considered eligible to vote for the 
second shift committeeperson.  Truss argued that the incumbent unit officers 
manipulated assignments within the unit to their advantage.  He asserted that the 
redistricting of the unit prior to the election violated the principle established by the PRB 
in Lescoe v. Local Union 900, supra.  The minutes of the DDMP Unit membership 
meeting dated February 20, 2011, indicate that the plan for allocating members to 
districts within the DDMP Unit was described at that meeting and approved by the 
membership, well in advance of the April 2011 election.  The situation is distinguishable, 
therefore, from the Lescoe case where the redistricting decision did not comply with the 
local union bylaws’ requirement that it be completed 30 days prior to the election and 
where the appellant was removed individually from his historic placement in one 
particular group for no apparent reason other than to prevent him from running for 
district committeeperson.39  Truss has not established that the assignment of 
employees to departments within the unit violated any applicable collective bargaining 
agreement or the local union bylaws.  The charge that the assignments favored the 
incumbents’ choice for second shift committeeperson is speculative at best.  Even if 
such a claim could be established, it would simply be one of the advantages of 
incumbency rather than the kind of impropriety that would justify rerunning an election. 

 
Similarly, serving food at a regularly scheduled retiree breakfast does not amount 

to the misuse of union funds.  The unit officers sponsored this event because it was part 
of their function as officers to do so.  The fact that they may also have provided 
campaign related shirts and buttons during the event is again one of the advantages 
they enjoyed as incumbent union officers.  In any event, a campaign addressed to 
retirees could not have affected the outcome of the race for second shift district 
committeeperson because retirees are not permitted to vote in district committeeperson 
elections.   

 
Truss has not articulated any impropriety that could have affected the outcome of 

the election for second shift district committeeperson.  Furthermore, the elimination of 
the second shift representative in the DDMP Unit has rendered his appeal moot.  

 
For each of these reasons, the decision of the IEB is affirmed.   
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