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Anthony Burgess argues that he was wrongfully denied the opportunity to run for 

convention delegate and chairperson of the Dearborn Stamping Plant in an election 
conducted by UAW Local Union 600 on April 24 and 25, 2014. 

 
 

FACTS 
 

Anthony Burgess works at Ford Motor Company’s Rouge Complex in a 
bargaining unit represented by UAW Local Union 600.  Prior to November 4, 2013, 
Burgess was assigned to the Dearborn Stamping Plant and Body Shop at the Complex.  
Burgess reports that he held an elective office in the Stamping Plant from 2008 to 
2011.1  When his elected term ended, Burgess was assigned to a job in the Body Shop.  
He believed he should have been allowed to exercise his seniority to move into various 
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jobs in the Stamping Plant.  Burgess filed applications for promotional transfer to 
positions within the Stamping Plant.2 When these applications were unsuccessful, he 
filed Grievance #AB00084 charging that he had been bypassed for promotion.3  This 
grievance appears to have been submitted on November 10, 2011.4  

 
At a meeting of the Dearborn Stamping Plant and Body Shop unit membership 

on September 23, 2013, President and Chairperson Harold Byrd addressed rumors 
about a reorganization of the representational structure of the Rouge Complex.  The 
minutes of that meeting report the following statement by Chairperson Byrd: 

 
“There have been a lot of rumors on the floor about the Body Shop going 
back to Final.  I’ve been talking with the Local 600 President and our 
Region representative Rory Gamble from Region 1A.  Here is what is 
going on, Bernie Rickie said it has been close to 10 years and there has 
not been a relocation of representation within the Rouge Complex.  We 
have a lot of units; he’s looking at putting the parts back together, Mod 
Center over at the Engine Plant going back to Dearborn Truck, and also 
the Body Shop going back to Dearborn Truck.  The only thing that affects 
the Final membership is the representation.  Stamping will not represent 
Body Shop any longer if this goes through.  The reason Region 1A 
contacted me is because they have to write the letter.  There was a letter 
written and sent to Bob King from Bernie stating his intent of why he 
wanted to do it and can he do it, with that being said, that’s the rumor.  
Yes, he is thinking about doing it.  If something changes, I will let you 
know.”5   

Later on in the meeting, the minutes reflect that a member asked Byrd about 
membership participation in the decision to alter the representational structure of the 
Body Shop.  The minutes report the following exchange: 
 

“Larry Green – As far as the switch with Final, I’m curious to know if the 
membership would have any say so in this? 

Chairman, Harold Byrd – No, it’s above me.  He has to redistrict to make it 
even and give everyone what they are supposed to have.”6 

 

                                      
2
 Record, p. 41. 

3
 Record, pp. 42-44. 

4
 Record, p. 43. 

5
 Record, pp. 2-3. 

6
 Record, p. 4. 



PRB CASE NO. 1729  Page 3. 

 
 

The final decision on the restructuring at the Rouge Plant was announced at a 
meeting of the Local 600 executive board on November 4, 2013.  The minutes report 
the following explanation for the changes: 

 
“The following changes are being made to provide the highest level of 
representation and service to our members.  Over the next year, the Local 
600 membership will grow substantially.  After months of research and 
discussion by the Local 600 officers, and approval from the local executive 
board and General Council, the following changes will occur effective on 
December 2, 2013.”7 

The changes affecting the Body Shop and Stamping Plant were described as follows: 
 

 “Dearborn Truck Plant Body Shop will be merged with Dearborn Truck 
Plant unit.  Nick Kottalis will be chairperson of the Body, Paint and Final 
operations.  Two district representatives from the Body Shop will move to 
the Dearborn Truck Plant unit.  An additional district committeeperson will 
be added to the Truck Plant unit.    

Dearborn Stamping Plant unit will consist of the DSP as well as the 
second floor of the Dearborn Engine Plant.  The second floor of DEP will 
have stamping operation sub-assemblies and be connected by a bridge to 
the DSP.  As new members enter the unit, contractual representation will 
be added, based on unit population.  Harold Byrd will be the chairperson 
for these operations.”8 

The same unit representational structure changes were announced at the Local 600 
General Council meeting on November 4, 2013.9 
 

On November 26, 2013, Anthony Burgess filed an appeal protesting the 
restructuring of the Dearborn Stamping Plant and Body Shop.  (18)  Burgess argued 
that the membership ought to have been canvassed about the decision.  His appeal 
states: 

 
“…The work has not been done to see how this will affect the 
membership.  There are many issues and concerns in regards to this 
action taken by the elected reps of this unit.  The membership feels that 
the elected are using their power to ensure that no one else within the unit 
has the opportunity to express their aspirations to run for these elected 
positions.  The membership feels that it has not been represented in these 
matters.  We, the membership, are asking that all actions in these matters 
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would be stopped immediately until such a time comes when the 
membership can be properly canvassed and placed. …”10 

UAW Local Union 600 scheduled its election of officers and delegates to the 36th 
UAW Convention for April 24 and 25, 2014.  The election notice indicates that 
acceptance of nominations should be submitted between March 11 and March 21, 
2014.  Anthony Burgess submitted an acceptance of nomination as a candidate for 
president/chairperson of the Dearborn Stamping unit and convention delegate from the 
Stamping unit.11  On April 1, 2014, the UAW Local 600 Election Committee sent 
Burgess a notice that he was ineligible to run for delegate to the UAW Constitutional 
Convention and President/Chairperson of the Dearborn Stamping Plant unit.  The 
election committee gave the following explanation for its position: 

 
“As a result of the General Council meeting of 11/4/2013, the Dearborn 
Truck Plant Body Shop was merged with the Dearborn Truck Plant Unit.  
The stated action became effective on 12/2/2013. 

Since you were working in the Body Shop at that time and continue to do 
so, your ability to run for office and vote was also changed to the Dearborn 
Truck Plant unit as of the effective date of 12/2/2013.” 12 

The election committee attached to their notice an employee list from Dearborn Truck 
Production showing that Anthony Burgess was assigned to that unit.13 
 

Burgess appealed his disqualification to run for chairperson and convention 
delegate from the Dearborn Stamping Plant.14  He presented his appeal to the Local 
600 General Council during a meeting on May 12, 2014.15   In support of his appeal, 
Burgess argued that he had been part of the Stamping Plant for 16 years.  Burgess 
maintained that he should have been allowed to return to the Stamping Plant when his 
classification was eliminated.  He asserted that Chairperson Harold Byrd prevented his 
transfer for political reasons.  Burgess wrote: 

 

“…According to contract, Article VIII, Section 31b, I should have been able 
to go back to Dearborn Stamping.  Unfortunately, due to political moves, I 
was blocked from going to Dearborn Stamping by incoming 
President/Chairman Harold Byrd of DSP/Body unit.  Three years later, 
after several attempts via grievances, I have tried to exercise my 
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contractual rights.  I was then told that DSP/Body unit was to be 
separated.  There is a grievance pending with rights to appeal still intact.  
My representatives who were part of the Stamping/Body unit are being 
allowed to run for elected positions within the DSP unit.  I was never part 
of the Truck Plant unit and should have been allowed to exercise my 
seniority rights within my unit.”16 

The minutes of the May 12 meeting indicate that Anthony Burgess presented his protest 
and the protest was denied.17  
 

Burgess appealed the decision of the Local 600 General Council to the 
International Executive Board (IEB) on July 14, 2014.18 Acting on behalf of President 
Williams, Administrative Assistant Allen Wilson conducted a hearing on the appeal on 
February 18, 2015.  Wilson prepared a report to the International Executive Board (IEB) 
on the appeal based on documents in the record and testimony given at the hearing. 

 
Wilson reported that the Local 600 Election Committee demonstrated 

unequivocally that Burgess was a member of the Dearborn Truck Plant unit as of 
December 2, 2013, and therefore, ineligible to run as a candidate from the Dearborn 
Stamping Plant unit in the elections conducted in 2014.19  Wilson observed that the 
merger of units and operations at the Rouge Plant for representation purposes occurred 
well before the opening of nominations in the 2014 election. Wilson wrote: 

 
“In summation, the overall impact of this action upon the appellant was 
that now he was a member of the representational structure of the 
Dearborn Truck Plant unit, not the Dearborn Stamping Plant unit.  Based 
on the testimony at the hearing from the local union’s recording secretary, 
the appellant, although not in agreement, was clearly aware of the change 
in the representational structure in the relatable units because both 
participants had discussion on the topic sometime in January 2014.  
Again, this discussion was prior to the nomination period in March 2014.”20 

Wilson concluded that Burgess had not established the existence of any violation of the 
UAW Constitution or the local union’s rules governing nominations and elections.  
Based on this conclusion, Wilson ruled that Burgess’s appeal failed for lack of 
substance.21  
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Wilson denied Burgess’s appeal and the IEB adopted Wilson’s report as its 
decision.  President Dennis Williams forwarded a copy of the IEB’s decision to Anthony 
Burgess with a cover letter dated March 17, 2015.22 Burgess appealed the IEB’s 
decision to the Public Review Board (PRB) in a letter dated May 1, 2015.23 

 
ARGUMENT 

 
A. Anthony Burgess: 

I have worked for Ford Motor Company for 20 years.  I was assigned to the Body 
Shop in 2004.  In 2008, I was elected chairperson of the Dearborn Stamping Plant and 
Body Shop.  In 2011, Harold Byrd ran against me and won in a runoff election.  During 
my term as chairperson, I spoke with management about returning to my home base in 
the Stamping Plant if I did not win the 2011 election.  Plant manager Frank Piazza 
agreed I could come back to the Stamping Plant if I did not win.  I had a contractual right 
to return to the Stamping Plant. 

 
The posting of the election dates and nominations for the 2014 election at Local 

Union 600 did not address the merger of representation units.  I, therefore, asked the 
election committee if I was eligible to run for chairperson of the Dearborn Stamping 
Plant.  I was told that I was, so I submitted my acceptance of nomination to run for that 
office and received a receipt. 

 
The local recording secretary informed me that I was ineligible one day before 

the close of nominations.  I met with a Dave Freedman of the election committee.  He 
told me that I had to tear up my acceptance of nomination to run in the election from the 
Stamping Plant.  I stated that I would sign up to run for the Truck Plant then and protest 
the Stamping Plant election.  The election committee stated that if I did not return my 
original copy of the acceptance of nomination, I could not run in the Truck Plant election 
either.  I stated that it was the last day for accepting.  They refused to take my 
acceptance for the Truck Plant.  I have been disenfranchised and put at an unfair 
advantage. 

 
B. International Union, UAW: 

Burgess’s appeal to the PRB is untimely.  The IEB decision was mailed on March 
17, 2015.  Appellant dated his appeal May 1, 2015, but the envelope was postmarked 
May 7, 2015, and not actually received in the president’s office until May 11, 2015.  
Pursuant to Article 33, 4(b) of the UAW Constitution, an appeal is considered filed on 
the date it is postmarked.  That means that there were 51 days between the time the 
IEB’s decision was mailed to appellant and the day he filed his appeal.  This is beyond 
the thirty-day limit stated in Article 33, 4(c) of the Constitution. 
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In any event, Burgess’s appeal should be denied on its merits regardless of the 

procedural deficiencies.  Burgess challenged the election committee’s determination 
that he was ineligible to run for elective office in the Stamping Plant unit.  The IEB’s 
decision rests on the fact that Burgess was not a member of the Stamping Plant unit at 
the time of the election.  This core conclusion remains unchallenged by appellant.  The 
IEB’s decision should therefore be affirmed.   

 
In his appeal to this Board, the appellant has raised a number of issues 

concerning his placement in 2011.  These issues were the subject of separate 
grievances and have no bearing on the merits of his appeal in this case.  Appellant has 
also raised issues that were not mentioned in any of his prior appeals.  There is nothing 
in the record to support or explain appellant’s claim that he was not allowed to accept 
nomination to run for elective office in the Truck Plant unit.  Similarly, appellant’s claim 
that an election committee member told him that he could run for office from the 
Stamping Plant unit was not previously asserted.  In any event, he does not dispute that 
this alleged misinformation was timely corrected or that he was unaware that his unit 
had been consolidated with the Truck Plant.  

 
There is no dispute that the local union had the authority to consolidate the 

representational units as it did.  Burgess has not claimed that the reorganization of the 
units was directed at preventing him from seeking union office.  The record 
demonstrates that the election committee applied its rules concerning eligibility fairly 
and in good faith.  Appellant was quite simply not a member of the unit for which he 
sought elected positions.  The election committee acted appropriately in denying his 
request to run for positions outside his unit.  

 
DISCUSSION 

 
It is true that the date on Burgess’s appeal does not establish the date it was 

mailed, but the same can be said of President Williams’s cover letter dated March 17, 
2015.  There is nothing in this record to show when either of these letters were 
postmarked.  Burgess has responded promptly to every inquiry from the International 
Union regarding this appeal.  The International President’s staff did not raise any 
objection to its timeliness when the case was forwarded to our office.  Given these 
circumstances, we will not reject Burgess’s appeal as untimely in the absence of 
conclusive evidence that it was submitted after the Constitutional time limits expired, 
evidence that is lacking in this record. 

 
The appeal is without merit, however.  Burgess was clearly ineligible to run for 

committeeperson from a unit that was not his assigned unit.  Burgess was assigned to 
the Dearborn Truck Plant and he accepted nomination to run as a representative of the 
Dearborn Stamping Plant.  The election committee correctly declared him ineligible to 
run for the position. In his original appeal to the Local 600 General Council, Burgess 
asserted that he had grievances pending challenging his assignment to the Dearborn 
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Truck Plant.  The grievance procedure is the appropriate means to address Burgess’s 
arguments regarding his contractual rights. Those arguments are not before us here.  

 
The only issue presented by this appeal is whether Burgess was denied his right 

to participate as a candidate in Local 600’s 2014 election.  The election committee 
properly informed Burgess prior to the close of nominations that he was ineligible to run 
in the Dearborn Stamping Plant election.  Burgess’s report that the election committee 
refused his acceptance to run from the Truck Plant on the last day of nominations is 
unsubstantiated.  By his own account, however, the election committee took this 
position because Burgess refused to destroy his acceptance of nomination to run from 
the Stamping Plant.  It appears that Burgess might have run in the Truck Plant election 
if he had been willing to relinquish his claim of eligibility to run in the Stamping Plant 
election.  We find that the election committee’s handling of Burgess’s nomination did not 
deprive him of any rights due to him as a member of UAW Local Union 600.  

 
The decision of the IEB is affirmed.   


