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Corinne Franks argues that the 2013 triennial election of executive board 

members and casino chairpersons at Local Union 7777 was not conducted in 
accordance with the rules established by Article 38 of the UAW Constitution and the 
UAW Guide for Local Union Election Committees.   

 
FACTS 

 
UAW Local Union 7777 conducted its triennial election of executive board 

members and casino chairpersons on June 18, 2013.  At the time of the election, 
Michael Gerych held the position of local vice president and Corinne Franks was 
chairperson of the MotorCity Casino (MCC).1  Michael Gerych accepted nomination to 
run for president in the 2013 election and Corinne Franks accepted nomination to be re-
elected to her position as MCC chairperson.  The contests in which Gerych and Franks 
were candidates produced the following results: 

 

                                      
1
 Record, pp. 11-13. 
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President 
 
Cheketa Hammond 56 
Venus Jeter 169 
Michael (MIGHTY MIKE) Gerych 202 
Steven Pollard 119 
 
MCC Casino Chairperson 
 
LOLITA ROBINSON 46 
Rachele Bucciarelli 33 
Terri Sykes (BLONDY) 83 
CORINNE FRANKS  682 
 
On June 19, 2013, Corinne Franks requested a recount of the ballots in the 

executive board election.  In support of this request, Franks complained that the election 
committee counted the ballots at two separate tables so that challengers could only 
view part of the count.  She also protested the placement of names on the ballot.3  
Election Committee Chairperson Carla McDonald denied Franks’s request for a recount 
in a letter dated June 22, 2013.  McDonald pointed out that the results of the MCC 
chairperson’s race qualified Franks to participate in the runoff election for the position so 
that her protest was premature.  McDonald further stated that the election committee’s 
method of tabulating the ballots was explained to the challengers and all of the 
challengers agreed with the arrangement.  McDonald argued that any questions about 
the placement of names on the ballot should have been raised prior to the election.4 

 
Both Michael Gerych and Corinne Franks participated in runoff elections.  The 

runoff election on June 25, 2013, produced the following results: 
 
President 
 
Venus Jeter 236 
Michael (MIGHTY MIKE) Gerych 235 
 
MCCH Casino Chairperson 
 
Terri Sykes (BLONDY) 116 
CORINNE FRANKS  835 
 

                                      
2
 Record, p. 50. 

3
 Record, p. 59. 

4
 Record, p. 61. 

5
 Record, p. 69. 



PRB CASE NO. 1731  Page 3. 

 
 

On June 28, 2013, Michael Gerych requested a recount of the ballots in the 
runoff election for president.  Gerych reported that his challenger informed him that 
three of the ballots cast in the runoff were not counted.  The challenger was not 
informed why the three ballots were disqualified and he was not allowed to view the 
ballots that were not counted.6 

 
Minutes of membership meetings conducted on June 28, 2013, report that the 

election committee’s report was presented at shift meetings conducted at 9 a.m., 1 p.m., 
and 5 p.m.7  According to the meeting minutes, Election Committee Chairperson Carla 
McDonald informed the membership of Franks’s request for a recount and read her 
response to it.  The membership meeting minutes report the following actions with 
regard to Franks’s issues: 

 
“At that point president acknowledged Sister Franks’s hand and Sister 
Franks at the 9 am meeting, and she said, ‘Harriet, get your pen out and 
write down everything.’  I replied ok but you can give me a copy and I will 
make sure I have it correct in the minutes.  She turned toward Election 
Committee Chair Carla McDonald, looking at a piece of scrap paper 
smaller than a post card, by saying she wanted to know: 1) Why was a 
terminated employee allowed to vote?  Carla stated she got in touch with 
the financial secretary to verify her voting right and she was ok.  2) Did 
she have a list of Beck objectors?  How would she know the brother was 
on the list?  Carla stated she had the financial secretary to check this 
information out that was brought to the election committee and found out 
that this person was a Beck objector and could not vote.  3) Name place 
on ballot.  Carla stated that no one came to the drawing and no one came 
in the back.  Everyone who was a candidate had the right to vote, but no 
one came.  4) Racial slur and I asked, what about it?  And she said it 
could have affected the outcome.”8 

The membership meeting minutes describe the following exchange between Franks and 
McDonald regarding Franks’s protest: 
 

“At the 9 am meeting, no appeal was made by Sister Franks to the 
membership, just questions she asked.  And she said to Carla, are you 
going to send me a letter?  And Carla responded, ‘Who is paying for the 
stamps?’”9 

                                      
6
 Record, p. 76. 

7
 Record, p. 89. 

8
 Record, p. 90. 

9
 Record, p. 90. 
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The minutes of the June 28 meeting also report a discussion of Michael Gerych’s 
request for a recount of the ballots in the runoff election.  Chairperson McDonald 
reported that she granted Gerych’s request for a recount and informed him that she 
would make arrangements for it with the International Union.10  The minutes report that 
Gerych raised the issue about the three disqualified ballots.  The minutes state: 

 
“At the 1 pm meeting Michael Gerych made a comment on 3 ballots was 
spoiled and how many ballots was spoiled and as election chair and co-
chair was explaining about the spoiled ballots, Sister Franks shouted out 
she spoiled one and how.”11 

There is no report of any action taken at the June 28 meeting in response to Franks’s 
and Gerych’s protests or in response to the election committee’s report. 
 

The recount of the ballots in the runoff election for president of Local Union 7777 
took place at Solidarity House on July 24, 2013.  The election committee reported the 
following results of the recount: 

 
President 
 
Venus Jeter 236 
Michael Gerych 235 
Blanks 9 
Voids 412 
 
On July 22, 2013, Corinne Franks filed an appeal with the International Executive 

Board (IEB) asserting that the membership failed to act on her election protest at the 
meeting on June 28, 2013.  She described her presentation of her protest at the 
meeting as follows: 

 
“I stood up and stated I will give my protest verbally.  I told our Recording 
Secretary Harriett Smith to get her pen ready to take down my protest so 
our election chairperson Carla McDonald could send a certified letter to 
me the following week.  Carla responded with, ‘Who is going to pay for the 
certified letter?’ and I responded with the local.  While I was giving my 
protest, members would interrupt me.  The sergeant-at-arms and 
president did nothing to stop them even after I stated, isn’t someone going 
to stop this behavior?”13 

                                      
10

 Record, p. 90. 

11
 Record, p. 91. 

12
 Record, p. 105. 

13
 Record, pp. 108-109. 
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Franks reported that the membership heard three protests at the June 28 meeting and 
failed to discuss or vote on any of them.  Franks continued: 
 

“…Now it is my understanding that President Venus Jeter has told the 
International that there were no protests regarding Local 7777 Executive 
Board election.  Could it be that she is up to her eyebrows in fraudulent 
activities regarding this election?”14 

Franks went on to describe the points she raised when presenting her protest at the 
June 28 membership meeting.15 
 

Michael Gerych filed an appeal with the IEB on July 22, 2013, regarding the 
executive board election and the runoff conducted at Local Union 7777.  Gerych ran as 
part of the Clean Slate of candidates.  In support of his appeal, Gerych reported that 
Chuck Weber acted as challenger for the Clean Slate candidates.  After the votes were 
counted on June 18, Weber announced that he could not verify the accuracy of the 
results.16  During the runoff election on June 25, Gerych complained that a Unity Slate 
supporter, Dewight Braxton played rap music with explicit and vulgar lyrics while urging 
members not to vote for white people.17  Gerych also complained that the brother of a 
Clean Slate candidate was not permitted to vote in the runoff election because Election 
Committee Chairperson McDonald claimed he was a Beck objector.  Gerych reported 
that the member in question did vote during the original election.18 

 
Gerych reported that he attended both the 9 a.m. and 1 p.m. membership 

meetings on June 28, 2013.  Gerych confirmed that he and Corinne Franks both 
presented election protests during these meetings.  His appeal to the IEB states: 

 
“At this point, Carla McDonald wanted to conclude her report.  Corinne 
Franks stood up and stated she wanted to present her protest to the 
membership.  She told the recording secretary to get her pen ready to 
write.  Corinne read off six reasons for her protest. 

                                      
14

 Record, p. 109. 

15
 Record, pp. 111-117. 

16
 Record, pp. 119-120. 

17
 Record, p. 120. 

18
 Record, p. 121. 
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Next, I presented my protest.  Carla’s response was that she granted me a 
recount for the June 25th election.  Every other issue I brought up, Carla 
stood mute.”19 

Gerych concluded: 
 

“At the end of the day, the membership heard three protests but none 
were discussed or voted on.”20 

Gerych argued that the local executive board mishandled the protests in order to avoid 
repercussions for their misconduct.  He asked the UAW to investigate all of the 
wrongdoing that occurred during the 2013 election.21  
 

Recording Secretary Harriett Smith responded to an inquiry regarding Franks’s 
and Gerych’s protests on August 27, 2013.  Smith described some of the issues raised 
by Franks and Gerych, but she asserted that there was never any election protest 
submitted and therefore no reason for the membership to vote on any protests.  Smith 
reported that the membership adopted a motion to accept the election committee’s 
report at all three meetings conducted on June 28, 2013.22 

 
International President Bob King’s staff conducted a hearing on Franks’s and 

Gerych’s appeal on October 30, 2013.  Based on that hearing, staff concluded that 
Franks and Gerych had perfected election protests during the meeting on June 28, 
2013.  Staff issued a report to the IEB remanding the appeals back to the local union for 
resolution.23  The IEB adopted staff’s report as its decision.  President King provided the 
parties with a copy of the IEB’s decision on January 24, 2014.24 

 
The protests of Corinne Franks and Michael Gerych were presented to the Local 

7777 membership at shift meetings conducted on May 30, 2014.  The minutes of the 
May 30 meeting report that Franks argued the ballots used for the election were not 
printed in accordance with the local union’s past practice.  She also complained that 
there was no drawing for placement of names on the ballot and that Unity Slate 
candidates’ names were listed first in every contest.  Teri Sykes responded that the 
drawing for name placement was posted on the union bulletin boards.  In any event, 
Sykes asserted that it does not matter where the candidate’s name appears; if someone 
comes out to vote for you, he or she will find your name.25 

                                      
19

 Record, p. 122. 

20
 Record, p. 122. 

21
 Record, p. 122. 

22
 Record, pp. 136-137. 

23
 Record, p. 158. 

24
 Record, p. 153. 

25
 Record, p. 175. 
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Franks also complained about challengers not being able to view the entire ballot 

tabulation process.  Challenger Charles Weber submitted a statement in support of this 
argument.  Weber reported that he refused to sign off on the election results because 
he was not allowed to observe the counting of the ballots closely enough to verify the 
accuracy of the reported tally.  Weber gave the following description of his concerns: 

 
“…Carla McDonald refused, however, to give us final count numbers at 
the end of the night from the table she had been counting ballots on with 
Robinette.  When we asked for the vote count totals, Carla just yelled off a 
bunch of numbers while refusing to tell us what name, position, or office 
they applied to.  For this main reason, I refused to sign off on anything that 
night.  I left and told all the candidates still waiting in the parking lot for 
results that I could not give the final totals.  I told them that I could only 
give them the vote from my table since Carla only yelled out numbers from 
the other table.  I believe anyone running for office that night should have 
concerns about the accuracy of the count and the way the count went 
down.”26  

Franks reported to the membership that she had given Chairperson McDonald a 
list of terminated employees who were still eligible to vote and that the election 
committee allowed a terminated employee to vote who was not on that list.  Chairperson 
McDonald responded that the financial secretary verified the employee’s eligibility.  
Franks also raised the issue of the Beck objector who was allowed to vote in the June 
18 election, but not allowed to vote in the June 25 runoff.27   The minutes report that 
there was also a lengthy discussion about Dewight Braxton’s conduct on the day of the 
runoff election.28 

 
Michael Gerych stated that Chairperson McDonald announced that the ballot box 

had been tampered with and later denied it.  Gerych also complained about the 
placement of names on the ballot and the racially derogatory campaigning during the 
runoff elections.  The minutes indicate that there was a very lengthy discussion of 
Franks’s and Gerych’s protests.  The minutes report that the membership voted to deny 
Franks’s protest by a margin of 4 to 25.  The minutes report that the membership voted 
to deny Gerych’s protest by a margin of 4 to 21.29  The minutes report that Chairperson 
McDonald read the results of the election to the membership at all three meetings and 
the membership voted to accept the results.30  

 

                                      
26

 Record, p. 70. 

27
 Record, p. 176. 

28
 Record, p. 176. 

29
 Record, p. 176. 

30
 Record, p. 177. 
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Recording Secretary Smith notified Gerych and Franks of the membership’s 
action on their protests on June 5, 2014.  Gerych and Franks appealed the 
membership’s action to the IEB on June 24, 2014.  On October 29, 2014, Administrative 
Assistant James Gallagher conducted a hearing to investigate the appeals.  Acting on 
behalf of International President Dennis Williams, hearing officer Gallagher prepared a 
report to the IEB based on documents submitted by the parties and testimony given at 
the hearing. 

 
In response to appellants’ complaints about Dewight Braxton’s loud rap music 

and his racially biased campaign slogans during the runoff election on June 25, 
Gallagher reported that the UAW Civil and Human Rights Department conducted an 
investigation into the incident.  The investigation concluded that Local Union 7777 did 
not encourage Braxton’s conduct and was not responsible for the racial content of his 
announcements during the runoff election.  Gallagher reproduced a report by 
investigator Ying Gee in his decision.  The report states: 

 
“The UAW does not condone the use of any offensive language, 
derogatory terms, stereotypes, or labeling, or generalizations about an 
individual or group.  As a general rule, if age, or race, or color, or gender, 
or sexual preference, or ethnicity, or any other category of identification or 
difference is used, it should be relevant to the discussion.  Based on the 
Department’s investigation, the use of the label, “white” was based on the 
sole opinion of one individual and not reflective of the UAW or Local 7777.  
Also, the 2Pac music that was played was based on the request of one 
individual member.  Therefore, based on the evidence presented, the 
Department is unable to conclude that the information obtained in the 
investigation established violations of the civil rights statutes and the 
UAW’s ‘No Discrimination’ policy.”31 

Yee recommended that the local write a letter to Braxton about the proper use of 
generalizations based on race and provide various courses of diversity training for 
stewards and committeepersons.  Gallagher observed that the Public Review Board 
(PRB) has ruled that the injection of racial issues in an election should not be grounds 
to overturn it.  He stated that members have a protected right to freedom of speech.  He 
also observed that what may be music for some, may not be for others.  He concluded 
that this issue did not provide a basis for overturning the runoff election on June 25, 
2013.32 
 

Gallagher summarized Chairperson McDonald’s testimony about the ballot box 
as follows: 

 

                                      
31

 Record, p. 243. 

32
 Record, p. 246. 
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“McDonald testified that notes regarding the election were stolen out of 
her car around the 19th of June.  Further, McDonald stated the ballot box 
had been locked up at the local union and only three (3) people had a key 
and that was the local union president, vice president, and financial 
secretary.  McDonald said the ballot box had been tampered with.  The 
tape looked like it had been raised up and the back had one of the screws 
lifted up.  McDonald said she refused to touch the ballot box and when it 
was transported to Detroit, she wouldn’t let it inside the vehicle with her.   

McDonald stated that UAW International Union Security Staff took 
possession of the ballot box and locked it up.   

McDonald testified further she didn’t believe the ballot box was opened, 
but believes an attempt was made to do so.”33 

Gallagher reported President Venus Jeter’s comment that the attempted tampering 
occurred after the June 18 election, but the ballot box was secure for the runoff on June 
25.34  Gallagher concluded that the ballot box used for the June 25 runoff election was 
not involved in the tampering.35 
 

Corinne Franks raised a number of issues about the ballots, including the 
placement of names on the ballot, the use of an in-house printer to produce the ballots, 
and the general appearance of the ballots.  Chairperson McDonald acknowledged that 
an error was made on the election notice in that it did not include the date and time to 
draw for the placement of candidates’ names on the ballot.  McDonald stated that a 
second letter was sent to the candidates and they all knew there was going to be a 
drawing.36  Gallagher concluded that Franks’s complaints about the ballots were the 
kind of issues that should have been raised prior to the election.  He also found no fault 
with the election committee’s handling of the challengers during the election.37 

 
Franks argued that an ineligible individual had been allowed to vote in the June 

18 election.  She reported that this employee had been terminated and her grievance 
had been withdrawn so she was no longer a member of the union.  Gallagher reported 
that the employee had been determined to be eligible to vote pursuant to Article 16 of 
the Constitution.38  

 

                                      
33

 Record, p. 237. 

34
 Record, p. 239. 

35
 Record, p. 248. 

36
 Record, p. 245. 

37
 Record, p. 245. 

38
 Record, pp. 246-247. 
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Gallagher reviewed testimony from the parties regarding an alleged Beck 
objector who was not permitted to vote in the runoff election.  His report states: 

 
“Appellant(s) state that employee, D. R., an MGM member, was allowed to 
vote on June 18, 2013; however, he was denied the right to vote on June 
25, 2013.  Appellant(s) claim that Election Committee Chairperson Carla 
McDonald told them at the membership meeting held June 28, 2013, she 
had no current list of Beck objectors during this election.  Appellant(s) 
question on how could the election committee chairperson make a 
decision on a member’s eligibility to vote without a Beck objector list begs 
an answer. 

Election Committee Chairperson McDonald testified she did not know of 
the individual Beck objector who allegedly voted on June 18, 2013.  
However, McDonald stated she checked with the local union financial 
secretary and was told the member was indeed a Beck objector and, 
therefore, not eligible to vote.  The individual was permitted to vote a 
challenged ballot.”39   

Gallagher reported that the local union’s account of the ballots showed no unresolved 
challenged ballots from the election conducted on June 25, 2013.  He observed that an 
alleged challenged ballot was unaccounted for in an election that was decided by one 
vote.  Gallagher concluded that this omission revealed an error that could have affected 
the outcome of the presidential race.  He directed that a new election for president be 
conducted as soon as possible between Michael Gerych and Venus Jeter.40  Gallagher 
concluded that none of the other alleged improprieties could have affected the outcome 
of the election.  He observed that many of them involved the type of problem that ought 
to have been addressed prior to the conduct of the election.  Gallagher denied the other 
aspects of the appeal.41  
 

The IEB adopted Administrative Assistant Gallagher’s report as its decision.  
International President Dennis Williams provided a copy of the IEB’s decision to the 
parties on April 15, 2015.42  Corinne Franks appealed the IEB’s decision not to rerun the 
entire executive board election to the PRB on May 15, 2015.43 

 
On April 29, 2015, Local 7777 President Venus Jeter wrote to President Williams 

asking the International Union to examine records of the Beck objector whose vote was 
disqualified in the runoff election for president.  Jeter further requested the International 

                                      
39

 Record, p. 247. 

40
 Record, p. 249. 

41
 Record, pp. 249-250. 

42
 Record, p. 207. 

43
 Record, pp. 251-262. 
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Union to waive compliance pending appeal so that the local union could seek an 
investigation by the Department of Labor, before rerunning the presidential election.44 

 
President Williams’s Administrative Assistant Chuck Browning denied President 

Jeter’s request to waive compliance pending appeal on May 18, 2015.  Browning stated 
that there were no unusual circumstances that would warrant waiver of the requirement.  
On June 8, 2015, Browning wrote to Jeter again directing the local union to rerun the 
runoff election for president in accordance with the IEB’s decision of April 15, 2015.  
Browning’s letter states: 

 
“The office of the president has been made aware that you requested 
membership action in the manner of a motion to the local membership to 
delay the election of local president until December.  This letter is being 
sent to inform you that any such motion is improper and that the local 
membership does not have jurisdiction to alter the ruling of the 
International Executive Board. 

This letter serves as notice that you are hereby ordered to take immediate 
action to conduct the election for the office of local president.  If you fail to 
adhere to the ruling of the International Executive Board, as directed 
immediately, the authority given to the International President by the UAW 
Constitution will be invoked to ensure compliance.”45  

Browning asked Jeter to contact him immediately with the scheduled date for the 
presidential runoff election.   
 

ARGUMENT 
 

A. Corinne Franks: 

I am appealing the IEB’s decision not to rerun the entire executive board election 
at Local Union 7777.  If the IEB had investigated this election properly, they would have 
discovered that Venus Jeter and Harriet Smith engaged in fraudulent acts in connection 
with the triennial election. 

 
The record supports a conclusion that Venus Jeter tried to discourage election 

committee members with knowledge of election procedures from working on the June 
18, 2013 election.  Her emails asking for election committee members to be excused for 
union business demonstrate that she was more interested in having members of her 
slate excused for campaigning than having experienced election committee members at 
the polls.  President Jeter had the former election committee chairperson Connie 
Kaufman excused for the June 18 election, but then she withdrew that request.  

                                      
44

 Record, p. 281. 

45
 Record, p. 283.   
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Kaufman would have been a great asset at the polls because she knows the rules.  She 
would have been vocal about where the challengers were seated and the use of two 
tables to count the ballots.  Jeter also failed to have Joe Knight excused for the election.  
Jeter and Smith knew that Joe Knight had knowledge based on the questions he asked 
during membership meetings.  President Jeter wanted to make it smooth for 
Chairperson Carla McDonald to abuse her power on June 18, 2013. 

 
My request for a recount of the ballots in the June 18, 2013 election was based 

on my challenger’s statement that he would not trust the outcome of this election.  
Charles Weber explained to the candidates waiting in the parking lot that two separate 
tables were used to count the ballots and the challengers were seated ten to fifteen feet 
away so they could not see the operation.  According to Weber, Chairperson McDonald 
was running back and forth telling the election committee to add numbers to each 
category.  How could the challengers know that McDonald’s numbers were accurate?  
The contest between the two slates of candidates was very close.  The race for financial 
secretary was decided by four votes.  That is why I believe I should have been granted 
a recount of the ballots cast in the June 18 election.  

 
The local should have had numbered ballots printed by a professional printer 

rather than trying to save money by printing them in house.  Ballots from a printer would 
have been opened in front of the election committee and all unused ballots would have 
been counted and recorded.  Reproduction of such ballots would have been difficult.  
When the local prints ballots, what is to prevent someone from printing extra ballots?  
With the unnumbered ballots used in the June 18 election, there was no way to check 
whether the number of ballots cast matched the number of ballots distributed.  The voter 
signs in on an unnumbered sign-in sheet, picks up a ballot, and deposits it in the ballot 
box.  Furthermore, the record shows that the local did not save all that much money by 
printing the ballots in house.  

 
I question the thoroughness of Ying Gee’s investigation of the allegations of 

racial slurs during the election.  In my appeal, I submitted statements from members 
regarding Dewight Braxton’s activities.  Ying Gee did not want copies of the statement 
so I gave him the names and telephone numbers of witnesses.  He never contacted any 
of them.  My question is, would the UAW Civil Rights Department have reached the 
same conclusion if a white member had announced over a loudspeaker, “Don’t be a 
hack, don’t vote black.”  

 
I told Venus Jeter that Suzanne Goodwin had been terminated and should not be 

allowed to vote in the election.  Knowing this, Jeter still walked Goodwin into the polling 
area so that she could vote.  I wonder how many other terminated employees were 
allowed to vote in the June 18 and June 25 elections.  How many times did our financial 
secretary go to her office to check old employee rosters to declare terminated 
employees eligible to vote?  Furthermore, how did Carla McDonald develop such an 
uncanny ability to spot a Beck objector? 
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We presented evidence of improper activities by President Jeter, Recording 
Secretary Smith, and Chairperson McDonald.  Only the International had the means to 
thoroughly investigate our allegations.  Instead, they turned a blind eye.  Most of the 
report to the IEB contains the testimony of Jeter and Smith, while our testimony was 
disregarded.  Smith and Jeter have lied about this election throughout the process 
beginning with the claim that we did not file a protest at the membership meeting on 
June 28, 2013.  As of today, President Jeter has ignored the IEB’s directive to hold 
another election immediately for her position. 

 
B. International Union, UAW:   

The IEB carefully examined each of Franks’s allegations but found the only 
contest that could have been affected by the alleged improprieties was the runoff 
election for president.  Franks asserts that using an in-house printer to create ballots for 
the election could have led to abuse, but she has not presented any evidence that 
ballots were actually compromised or manufactured inappropriately.  Furthermore, 
Franks was aware of the local’s decision to print the ballots prior to the election, and she 
did not raise this issue until after the results of the election were reported.  Similarly, 
Franks’s complaint about the placement of names on the ballot is the type of issue that 
must be asserted when steps can still be taken to address the problem.  

 
There was conflicting testimony from Franks’s challenger and other challengers 

over whether the challengers could observe the ballot count at the June 18 election.  
The IEB determined that it did not need to resolve these conflicts because Franks failed 
to present any evidence that her complaints about the election committee’s treatment of 
the challengers could have affected the outcome of the election.  Moreover, no 
challenger objected during the ballot count.  

 
Franks argued that there should have been a recount of the ballots in the June 

18, 2013, election because some of the races were close.  It is true that some of the 
races were close, but that alone is not a sufficient reason to conduct a recount.  The 
UAW Guide for Local Union Election Committees suggests that local unions may wish 
to adopt a standard allowing recounts where the margin of victory in a given race is less 
than one percent of the total votes cast, but such a rule is not mandated.  See Archer v. 
Local Union 218, PRB Case No. 807, 5 PRB 426 (1987).  Furthermore, only the race for 
financial secretary was close enough to be within the one percent margin.  Finally, 
Franks has presented no evidence to suggest, much less conclude, that the original 
results tabulated by the election committee, in the presence of challengers, were 
inaccurate.  

 
Franks’s report of racist statements by Dewight Braxton in the parking lot outside 

of the polling area was reasonably resolved by the IEB.  Franks and several other 
members complained that Braxton made statements over a loudspeaker such as “it’s 
not about the white vote, it’s about the right vote.” Braxton was also apparently playing a 
song called “Hit Em Up,” which many members found offensive.  President Jeter 
testified at the IEB’s investigatory hearing that she asked Braxton to stop playing that 
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song and he did.  The IEB’s investigator also reported finding no evidence that 
Braxton’s conduct impeded voters’ free access to the polls or that it affected the 
outcome of any contest.  As this Board has remarked, the remedy for racial issues 
arising in the context of a local union election is to be found in a system of free 
exchange of ideas and the common sense of the electorate.  Sanders and Narsisian v. 
Ternstedt Unit, Local 174, UAW, PRB Case No. 96, 1 PRB 294 (1963). 

 
Franks’s claim that Suzanne Goodwin was ineligible to vote had no merit.  The 

financial secretary confirmed that Goodwin was still a member in good standing at the 
time of the election, despite her discharge.  

 
The IEB agreed with Franks’s complaint about the election committee’s handling 

of Daniel Rossi’s eligibility and his ballot.  Rossi was permitted to vote in the June 18, 
election, but not in the June 25 election.  Chairperson McDonald testified that she did 
not know Rossi was a Beck objector when he voted on June 18, but that she later 
checked with the local union financial secretary who told her that Rossi was a Beck 
objector and therefore ineligible to vote.  McDonald admitted that the election committee 
had no list of Beck objectors during the June 25 election.  Rossi should have been 
issued a challenged ballot, therefore, until his eligibility could be determined.  
Chairperson McDonald testified that she allowed Rossi to vote a challenged ballot in the 
June 25 election, but the tally sheet for that election does not report any challenged 
ballots.  Appellants asserted that Rossi was not permitted to cast any ballot at all.  The 
IEB concluded that the challenge to Rossi’s eligibility was not handled properly.  Given 
the fact that the runoff election was decided by a single vote, the IEB ordered this race 
to be rerun.  

 
C. Rebuttal by Corinne Franks: 

In my appeal to the PRB, I addressed the local union’s claim that it printed 
unnumbered ballots to save money.  This was not addressed during the hearing 
conducted by the IEB.  If it had been, I would have told the hearing officers that 
Administrative Assistant Eunice Stokes-Wilson recommended using an outside printer 
to produce numbered ballots because it prevents fraud at the ballot box.  We used 
numbered ballots in our 2007 and 2010 elections.  Carla McDonald knew this because 
she was on the election committee. 

 
Michael Gerych and I were members of the local executive board when 

preparations were being made for the 2013 triennial election.  The only issue the 
executive board voted on was the date and time for the election.  In prior years, the 
election committee chairperson would get membership approval regarding all aspects of 
the elections, including date, time, location, and all costs.  In 2013, this did not happen.  
Our recording secretary gave the executive board two dates to choose from for the 
election.  President Venus Jeter kept the executive board in the dark about plans for the 
election because she did not want them to know that Recording Secretary Smith and 
Chairperson McDonald were making all of the decisions regarding the election.  
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The International Union argues that we did not present any evidence to support 
our allegations.  That is not true.  We submitted evidence, but the International needed 
to follow through.  We showed how President Jeter manipulated union leave for election 
committee members.  We showed how lost time was used to pay Jeter and members of 
her slate for campaigning.  Not only did I present evidence with my protest, I included 
additional evidence with my appeal, including Harriett Smith’s handwritten notes of the 
membership meeting on June 28.  These notes clearly show that Smith altered the 
official minutes to make it appear that I had not filed a protest to the election.  

 
If the International Union had viewed our election appeal as a whole, instead of 

isolating a series of issues, they would have seen that Jeter, Smith, and McDonald 
worked together to control the outcome of the election.   

 
DISCUSSION 

 
We agree with the IEB’s conclusion that none of the specific allegations Franks 

presented at the membership meeting on June 28, 2013, provided a basis for 
overturning the results of the race for MCC Chairperson.  Franks’s complaints about the 
appearance of the ballots and the placement of candidates’ names on the ballot are the 
kinds of issues that should be raised in advance of the election when they can be 
addressed.  The record contains sample ballots and a proposed election notice.46  
There is nothing in the record to indicate that any candidate raised an objection to the 
placement of names on the ballot prior to the election.  In Salisbury and Hancock v. 
Local Union 892, we established a rule that candidates must express concerns about 
preparations for an election when they are announced so they can be addressed before 
the election takes place.47  We have consistently applied this rule in subsequent 
cases.48  Franks has not asserted that she made any motion to the membership to use 
numbered ballots or that she raised this issue in any way prior to the election.  

 
Similarly, there was no proper objection raised to the election committee’s 

method of tabulating the ballots.  Charles Weber’s remarks to candidates in the parking 
lot after he left the polling area have no status as a challenge.  Challengers should raise 
any objections to the tabulation procedures with the election committee immediately so 
that they can be corrected before the votes are tallied.49  Chairperson McDonald 
reported to the membership at the meeting on June 28, 2013, that none of the 
challengers objected to her method of tabulating the ballots while the count was in 
progress.  Weber’s written statement is consistent with McDonald’s report.  

 

                                      
46

 Record, pp. 17-28. 

47
Salisbury and Hancock v. Local Union 892, PRB Case No. 515, 3 PRB 73 (1980), at 77. 

48
 Leventis v. Local Union 909, PRB Case No. 1095, 8 PRB 541 (1995);  Haddad and Burcicki v. Local 

Union 157, UAW PRB Case No. 1141, 9 PRB 307 (1997). 

49
 Kibby v. Local Union 148, UAW, PRB Case No. 1624, (2009), at 8. 
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Franks’s description of Dewight Braxton’s appeal to racial divisions within the 
local union during the runoff election is troubling.  However, we have consistently ruled 
that campaign rhetoric is protected by the UAW Ethical Practices Codes and does not 
without more provide a basis for overturning an election.50  In Sanders and Narsisian v. 
Ternstedt Unit, supra, cited by the International Union, we explained that we trust the 
common sense of local union members to reject appeals to racial issues as a basis for 
selecting their leaders.  We recognized in the Sanders and Narsisian decision that a 
new election would be required if it were established that the local union or the election 
committee engaged in any form of racial discrimination so as to prevent certain 
members from expressing their preference.51 The International Union responded 
appropriately to members’ complaints about Braxton’s behavior by referring the matter 
to the UAW Civil and Human Rights Department for an investigation.  Assistant Director 
Ying Gee’s investigation established that Local Union 7777 was not responsible for 
Braxton’s tactics.  Furthermore, Braxton’s broadcast of racially based slogans appears 
to have been an isolated event rather than a systemic problem.  Dewight Braxton’s 
statements may have appealed to less worthy goals than solidarity among working 
people, but members know how to judge these appeals.  An isolated event involving 
loud music and racially divisive slogans are not grounds to overturn an election.  

 
Franks is mistaken about how the election committee determines a discharged 

member’s eligibility to vote in the election.  Eligibility to participate in the local union’s 
election has nothing to do with the status of any grievance the member may have filed 
protesting his or her discharge.  Generally, a discharged member automatically retains 
his or her good standing in the local union without the payment of dues for a period of 
six months following the discharge in accordance with Article 16, §26 of the 2014 UAW 
Constitution.  Discharged members who wish to continue their good standing in the 
local union beyond the six-month period may do so by following the procedures outlined 
in Article 16, §27 of the UAW Constitution.  In this case, in response to Franks’s 
challenge to Suzanne Goodwin’s eligibility to vote, the election committee consulted 
with the financial secretary and learned that Goodwin was still a member in good 
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 The Sanders and Narsisian decision states: 

“Manipulation of the mechanics of the election process for reasons of racial or other kind 
of prejudice presents problems quite different from those posed by the racial appeals of 
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measures designed to restrict the participation of a part of the electorate through 
discriminatory use of the challenge procedure, we would not hesitate to set the election 
aside and direct that a new one be held in its stead, for whatever the margin of victory of 
the chosen candidate, we could not say with assurance that the electorate had been 
allowed to exercise free choice in its selection of a candidate.”  (1 PRB 294, at 297) 
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standing under Article 16 of the Constitution.  This was the appropriate method of 
determining the voter’s eligibility to participate in the election.  

 
However, Franks identified a potentially serious fault in the integrity of the 

electoral process at Local Union 7777 during its 2013 triennial election.  In her appeal to 
the IEB, Franks charged that Election Committee Chairperson Carla McDonald allowed 
candidates Venus Jeter and Harriet Smith to interfere with the election committee’s 
supervision of the election.  Her appeal states: 

 
“Just like in 2004, LU 7777 election chairperson allowed other people to 
run the election.  Instead of running a clean democratic election where 
everyone was treated equal, Carla McDonald became Venus Jeter and 
Harriet Smith’s pawn who allowed them to do as they please.” 52 

In her appeal to the PRB, Franks argued that Jeter, Smith, and McDonald worked 
together to control the outcome of the election.  She maintained that she had presented 
sufficient evidence of this violation to require further investigation.  
 

Such a lack of neutrality on the part of the election committee chairperson would 
be inconsistent with the electoral process established by the UAW Constitution.  Article 
38, §10(c) of the UAW Constitution mandates that all elections shall be held under the 
supervision of a democratically elected election committee.  Election committee 
members are elected independently from a local union’s executive officers to ensure 
their impartiality when making preparations for and conducting an election of officers.  
Impartiality is the essential characteristic required of an election committee 
chairperson.53  During our initial review of the record in this case, we found that 
Chairperson McDonald’s response to protests submitted in connection with the 2013 
triennial election raised questions about her neutrality.  

 
It is evident from the minutes of the membership meeting on June 28, 2013, that 

both Corinne Franks and Michael Gerych presented protests to the triennial election 
during that meeting.  Recording Secretary Smith’s assertion that no protests were 
presented during this meeting was disingenuous.  It was part of McDonald’s 
responsibility as election committee chairperson to ensure that these protests were 
presented to the membership for a vote.  Instead, the minutes of the June 28 meeting 
show that McDonald responded in a combative and dismissive manner to Franks’s 
presentation.  McDonald subsequently submitted a letter to the IEB supporting Harriet 
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Election Committees states: 
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job is not to please everyone but to run a fair and honest election.” 
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Smith’s claim that no one protested the election during the meeting.54  McDonald’s 
support of this position calls into question her role as an impartial supervisor of the 
electoral process.  In Grima and Hayosh v. International Executive Board, UAW, PRB 
Case No. 1589, 13 PRB 768 (2008), we sustained the IEB’s order to rerun an executive 
board election based, in part, on the election committee’s dismissive treatment of 
legitimate election protests in violation of their duties described in the UAW’s Guide for 
Local Union Election Committees.55  

 
At the time we initially reviewed Franks’s appeal, the local union’s refusal to 

comply with the IEB’s order directing a rerun of the runoff election for president had not 
been corrected.  President Venus Jeter defended her actions by submitting evidence 
that the challenged voter, Daniel Rossi, was, in fact, a Beck objector.56  This evidence 
did not justify Jeter’s defiance of the IEB’s order.  The IEB ordered the election rerun 
because there was a dispute about how the challenge to Rossi’s eligibility was handled 
and the election was decided by a one-vote margin.   The IEB is the highest authority in 
the International Union between conventions.  Once the IEB issued this ruling, 
Chairperson McDonald had an absolute responsibility to step in and insist that the IEB’s 
order be carried out.  Instead, she continued to participate in President Jeter’s efforts to 
stop the rerun.  Her behavior gave credence to Franks’s argument that Chairperson 
McDonald was an active supporter of Jeter’s and Smith’s candidacies, rather than the 
impartial supervisor anticipated by Article 38, §10(c). 

 
On September 15, 2015, therefore, we asked the International Union to 

investigate this aspect of Franks’s appeal.57  Administrative Assistant Rick Isaacson 
responded to our inquiry on October 29, 2015.58  Isaacson provided documents showing 
that the election committee for the 2013 election was properly elected at a local union 
meeting called for that purpose.59  

 
In support of her charge that Venus Jeter exercised too much control over the 

election committee’s operations, Franks submitted President Jeter’s emails requesting 
election committee members to be excused for union business.60  Franks asserted that 
Jeter deliberately failed to have experienced election committee members excused so 
that Chairperson McDonald could abuse election procedures.  Franks suggested that 
Jeter canceled former Election Committee Chairperson Connie Kaufman’s leave on 
June 18, 2013, because Kaufman had extensive experience in conducting elections.  
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Isaacson responded to Franks’s accusation about Connie Kaufman’s leave by 
explaining that Kaufman was not actually a member of the election committee during 
the 2013 election.  He described the situation with Kaufman’s leave as follows: 

 
“…There was a concern that the entire election committee may not be 
released from work by the company, so additional people were requested 
by Carla McDonald. Once the election committee was released, it was 
decided by Carla that Connie Kaufman’s services were no longer 
needed.”61 

Isaacson did not respond to Franks’s argument about the cancellation of Joe Knight’s 
union leave for June 18, 2013.  President Venus Jeter’s email dated June 12, 2013 
states only that Joe Knight’s leave was “already denied.”62  We cannot determine what 
prompted that denial.  However, if Jeter were actually manipulating union leave to 
prevent election committee members from participating in planning and overseeing the 
election, it was up to the election committee members to complain.  The fact that Joe 
Knight did not raise any issue about the denial of his leave suggests that he did not view 
the denial as illegitimate.  
 

Isaacson reported that the IEB did not regard Chairperson McDonald’s letters on 
behalf of President Jeter as partisan, but only as expressions of her belief in the overall 
integrity of the June 2013 election.63  We do not share Chairperson McDonald’s 
confidence in the electoral process at Local 7777.  The acrimonious political 
atmosphere at this local union has disrupted its democratic and appellate procedures to 
an alarming degree.  Minutes of membership meetings do not reflect the conduct of 
union business in an orderly fashion.  The minutes themselves are argumentative and 
often incoherent.  This local union’s defiance of the IEB’s order to rerun the runoff 
election for president demonstrates a contempt for the appellate procedures set forth in 
the UAW’s Constitution.  McDonald’s support for this stance violated the trust placed in 
her by the members who elected her to supervise the 2013 triennial election.  We are 
troubled by the breakdown in the union’s appellate procedures that has forestalled a 
final determination of the results of the 2013 triennial elections at this local for such an 
extended period.  McDonald bears some responsibility for this dysfunction, regardless 
of the sincerity of her belief in the integrity of the process. 

 
We have concluded that the problems revealed by this record would not be 

remedied by rerunning any of the 2013 races other than that for president as ordered by 
the International Union.  Moreover, the term of office for the other individuals elected in 
2013 is nearly over.  Nevertheless, the members of this local union are entitled to have 
their future leaders elected in accordance with the democratic procedures outlined in 
the Constitution.  The Constitution provides a means to restore those procedures.  
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Article 12, §3 of the Constitution empowers the IEB to step in and make any necessary 
adjustments to restore the orderly governance of a local union.  We have now been 
informed by President Williams’s staff that an administrator has been designated to 
supervise the affairs of Local Union 7777 in order to restore democratic procedures, and 
in particular, to conduct a rerun of the runoff election for local union president.  The 
designation of an administrator to supervise the operation of a local union is the UAW’s 
ultimate remedy for addressing lapses in democratic or appellate procedures.  

 
There is nothing further we can do under the present circumstances to address 

the conflicts that continue to plague the political process at this local union.  We are 
satisfied that the IEB is closely supervising the operation of Local Union 7777.  We 
firmly hope and expect that this supervision will continue through the conduct of the next 
triennial election in 2016.  The administrator will be in a position to ensure adequate 
separation between the local union executive board and the election committee in 
charge of the upcoming election. 
 


