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Benford Hunter, Jr. argues that retired members are eligible to hold the position 

of president at UAW Local Union 2426. 
 

FACTS 
 

Benford Hunter, Jr. was a candidate for president during general elections 
conducted by UAW Local Union 2426 on June 23, 2015.  Dorathy Bottoms ran 
unopposed for Vice-Chair of the A Shift.  The race for president produced the following 
results: 

 
President: 
 
Benford Hunter, Jr.  200 (elected) 
Walter R. Parker, Jr.  421 
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On June 26, 2015, Dorathy Bottoms submitted a protest to the entire election.2  

In support of her protest, Bottoms argued that Benford Hunter should not have been 
allowed to run for president because he is retired.  Bottoms complained that the retirees 
have a controlling influence over the selection of the local union’s officers.  Bottoms 
reported that there was a divide between the active and retired members of the local 
that threatened to undermine its existence.  She wrote: 

 
“…At this time our union is divided by some misguidance of some 
individuals that do not hold the union’s best interest at heart.  We are 
supposed to be members of the same team.  If nothing can be done, it is 
my fear that this situation will destroy our union.  The displeased active 
members are withdrawing from the union; the voluntary portion of their 
dues are being stopped and some have agreed to stop their V-Cap 
payments.  As you can see, one way or another, this situation will cause 
harm to our membership and our affiliation with the UAW.  I would like to 
think that we don’t want to lose members but contact as many people as 
we can.  With all this chaos taking place at this time, I would be ashamed 
to ask someone to join our union.”3 

In addition, Bottoms charged that the candidate for local financial secretary-
treasurer was a member of the election committee.  Bottoms stated that this was 
improper even if the candidate ran unopposed.  Bottoms also complained about a 
sample ballot that was distributed during the election campaign with the names of 
certain candidates already checked.  Bottoms asserted that if this is not a violation of 
the election rules, it ought to be.  Finally, Bottoms asserted that the campaign 
committee for retirees was less than 100 feet from the voting area.4 

 
The local executive board reviewed Bottoms’s appeal during a meeting on July 

15, 2015.  The minutes of that meeting reflect an extensive discussion of a retired 
person’s eligibility to run for local union president.  The executive board decided to refer 
the appeal to the membership.5 

 
A special meeting took place on August 3, 2015, to address Bottoms’s election 

protest.  The following motion was put before the membership for a yes or no vote: 
 
“The purpose of this meeting to vote to uphold or keep the same June 23, 
2015 union election result for president.”6 
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The minutes of the August 3 membership meeting report that there were 95 members 
present and that 65 members voted yes to uphold the election and 11 voted no.7 
 

Dorathy Bottoms appealed the membership’s decision in a letter addressed to 
International Representative Bruce Pontia on August 10, 2015.  Local 2426 President 
Walter R. Parker forwarded the election results and Bottoms’s protest to the 
International President on August 12, 2015.  On August 28, 2015, Bottoms informed 
International President Dennis Williams that she wished to have her protest reviewed by 
the International Executive Board (IEB).8 

 
In her appeal, Bottoms reported that the members were confused about the 

International Union’s position on the eligibility of retired members to hold the office of 
local union president.  Bottoms reported that retirees at the meeting on August 3 
questioned the information received from the International Union about this issue and 
asserted that retired members were eligible to hold the office of president at Local Union 
2426.  Bottoms requested a final ruling from the International Union on the issue.  Her 
letter to Representative Pontia stated: 

 
“A large portion of the active members agree that the entire election 
should be overturned and ran again.  I’ve also included some petitions that 
were signed by active members to show that I do not stand alone on this 
matter.  It is our hope that you will grace us with your presence once 
more.  Without the UAW’s input to correct this problem, we are in jeopardy 
of losing a great deal of members.  Not only are we seeking clarification, 
but your final decision as to what shall be done.  Please know that it is the 
voice of the membership that would like to see the entire election ran 
again.”9   

The petition Bottoms referred to was signed by approximately 80 members.  The 
petition states: 
 

“Did you know in order to have a union a certain percentage of the 
ACTIVE workforce has to be a member?  If the results are allowed to 
stand from the May 2015 election, we are in jeopardy of losing members.  
To lose one member will be too many.  Ask yourself:  What would be the 
outcome if we did not have a union here in the plant?  Together we can 
ask to have the election overturned and held again.  Please sign your 
name if you agree to have the ENTIRE election run again.  Thanks for 
your support.  “UNITED WE STAND, DIVIDED WE FALL.”10  
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President Williams’s staff determined that a hearing was unnecessary on 
Bottoms’s appeal.  Acting on the president’s behalf, Administrative Assistant Mark 
Strolle prepared a report to the IEB based on documents provided by the parties. In 
response to the local union’s question about the eligibility of a retiree to hold the office 
of president, Strolle referred to Interpretation (3) under Article 6, §19 of the 2014 UAW 
Constitution.  The Interpretation states: 

 
“Retired members are ineligible to run for any local union position which 
carries responsibility for grievances or bargaining required by the 
collective bargaining agreement(s) and /or local union bylaws.  (Las 
Vegas, 6/1/02).”11  

Strolle observed that Article IV, Section 13 of the local union constitution states that the 
president and the unit chairperson will meet weekly to discuss shop and union 
problems.  The section states: 
 

“President, Vice-President, and Unit Chair shall meet weekly for purposes 
of discussions and solutions of shop and union problems.”12 

In addition, Strolle reported that the president of Local Union 2426 has grievance 
handling responsibilities.  He referred to Article IV, Section 3(d) of the collective 
bargaining agreement between Kraft Foods Group and Local Union 2426, which gives 
the local union president authority to resolve grievances at the fourth step of the 
grievance procedure.13  Based on these provisions of the local union constitution and 
the collective bargaining agreement, Strolle concluded that the president of Local Union 
2426 has both bargaining and grievance handling responsibilities.14 
 

In response to Bottoms’s complaint about the marked sample ballot that was 
being distributed during the election, Strolle referred to a statement in the UAW Guide to 
Local Union Election Committees, that a local union may not censor campaign literature 
in any way.  The Guide states: 

“A local union may not regulate the contents of campaign literature it is 
asked to distribute and may not require that it be permitted to read the 
literature before distribution.  The local union may not censor campaign 
literature in any way, even if the literature includes derogatory remarks 
about other candidates.  …”15 

Strolle observed that campaign literature resembling a ballot did not violate any election 
rules or UAW policies.  
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Strolle reported that Bottoms’s assertion that the candidate for financial 
secretary-treasurer was on the election committee turned out not to be true.  He stated 
that Financial Secretary Belinda Evans attended several meetings of the election 
committee, but that her assistance to the committee members was appropriate under 
the UAW Constitution.  In support of this position, Strolle referred to Interpretation 1 
under Article 38, §10(c) of the UAW Constitution.  That Interpretation states: 

 
(1) Responsibility of Local Union Election Committee to 

Cooperate with Local Union Officers 

Local Union Election Committee is obligated, in preparation for an election 
required by the local union to be conducted by the election committee, to 
consult and cooperate with the officers of the local union in establishing 
the procedures for such election.  However, the actual conduct of the 
election is entirely the responsibility of the election committee.”16 

Finally, Strolle observed that Bottoms’s complaint about people campaigning 
within 100 feet of the polls on election day was the sort of issue that must be raised with 
the election committee so the problem can be corrected immediately before the results 
of the election are known.  Strolle found no evidence that Bottoms had attempted to 
address this issue while the election was underway.17  

 
Strolle concluded that Bottoms’s claims about people campaigning in the vicinity 

of the polls, the use of the ballot facsimile as campaign literature, and her assertion that 
a candidate was on the election committee lacked merit.  He determined, however, that 
the president of Local Union 2426 is clearly involved in grievance handling and 
collective bargaining, so that a retired member would be ineligible to hold the office.  
Strolle ruled that the local election committee should have declared Benford Hunter, Jr. 
ineligible to run for president and that his name should not have appeared on the ballot.  
Strolle directed the local union to rerun the election for president within 60 days.18  

 
The IEB adopted Strolle’s report as its decision.  On November 19, 2015, 

President Williams provided Dorathy Bottoms and Benford Hunter with a copy of the 
IEB’s decision.  Benford Hunter appealed the IEB’s decision in a letter addressed to the 
International President’s office postmarked December 18, 2015.  President Williams 
referred Hunter’s appeal to the Public Review Board (PRB) on January 6, 2016. 
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ARGUMENT 
 

A. Benford Hunter, Jr.: 

I served as president of Local Union 2426 for 26 years, from 1980 until 2006.  In 
2000, two retired members were nominated to run against me in the presidential race.  
William Speaks accepted the nomination and his name was placed on the ballot.  I won 
the election.  Thus, a precedent was set.  A retiree can run for president at Local Union 
2426. 

 
I am sure you know that we are an amalgamated local union.  We are 

descendants of David Livingston and Cleveland Robinson from District 65, UAW.  We 
still have our autonomous rights, our own constitution and bylaws.  Our bylaws do not 
say that a retiree cannot run for president.  At Local 2426 our active and retired 
members have always been able to run for any office except for those directly related to 
the representation of members in the plant.  Retirees can run for the following offices:  
president, vice president, financial secretary-treasurer, recording secretary, three 
trustee positions, and three executive board positions.  Retirees cannot run for unit 
chair, vice chair, or shop steward.  

 
The election committee was completely ignored during this appeals process.  

After I won the presidential election by a margin of 200 to 42, one of our International 
representatives came to Suffolk to address the issues raised by Dorathy Bottoms.  He 
did not rule that I did not have the right to run for president.  He recommended that we 
refer the issue to the membership.  The membership voted to uphold the original results 
of the election by 65 to 11.  

 
The group who filed the complaint about my eligibility to hold the office of 

president knew about the Constitutional Interpretation addressing the eligibility of 
retirees to hold union office before the nominations meeting.  They deliberately refrained 
from raising this issue prior to the election.  The strategy was that if Walter Parker won 
the election, there would be no issue.  If Parker lost the election, they would get the 
election overturned by the International Union and Parker would win by default.  To their 
surprise, the International Union called for another election. 

 
On the issue of the president handling negotiations and grievances, our 

constitution says that the president or vice president will assist with the negotiation of 
contracts.  Historically, our International representative is the spokesperson during 
contract negotiations.  The president and vice president are just there to assist with the 
process.  These officers are not involved in the actual negotiation of contracts.  
Grievances are handled by the unit chairperson in the plant.  Technically, the president 
could refer a grievance to arbitration at the fourth step.  We may threaten arbitration, but 
since 1980 all grievances have been resolved without arbitration.  

 
I am requesting that I be allowed to complete my legally elected term of office.  

We held nominations for a new presidential race on December 17, 2015.  We are 
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supposed to hold the election on January 7, 2016, so we need your attention to this 
matter immediately.  

 
B. International Union, UAW: 

The IEB correctly applied the UAW Constitution’s prohibition on retired members 
holding positions within a local union that carry bargaining or grievance handling 
responsibilities.  The Interpretation of Article 6, §19 cited in the IEB’s decision clearly 
bars retired members from seeking offices with these duties.  In this case, the IEB’s 
investigator examined the local collective bargaining agreement and the local union’s 
constitution and found that these documents assign bargaining and grievance handling 
duties to the local union president.  Therefore, the IEB appropriately held that Hunter, as 
a retiree, was ineligible to seek the office of president.  The IEB ordered the presidential 
race rerun.  

 
In support of his appeal, Hunter glosses over the bargaining and grievance 

handling responsibilities of the local union president.  He argues that a precedent was 
set when a retired member was allowed to run for the office of president in 2000.  In the 
first place, just because a retired member was allowed to run for president without 
challenge does not mean that the local union is permitted to ignore the requirements of 
the Constitution in future elections.  A local union is not free to establish practices at 
odds with the UAW Constitution.  

 
Furthermore, an election in 2000 would not provide a precedent regarding the 

application of the Interpretation to Article 6, §19, of the UAW Constitution, because that 
Interpretation was added during the 2002 Constitutional Convention.  Hunter has not 
provided any persuasive argument against the IEB’s application of the Interpretation to 
the presidential election at Local Union 2426 in 2015.  

 
DISCUSSION 

 
It is unfortunate that this local union has been put to the expense and disruption 

of rerunning its presidential election because of confusion about this by now 
longstanding rule barring retired persons from running for local union offices that require 
bargaining or grievance handling.  We first considered a challenge to the UAW’s policy 
in Hawkins v. Local Union 7, UAW, PRB Case No. 1283, 10 PRB 533 (2000).  At that 
time, we found that the policy as articulated by International President Stephen Yokich 
was consistent with other provisions of the Constitution describing the right of retirees to 
participate in local union affairs.  The decision states: 

 
“…It is apparent to us that the framers of the Constitution, while otherwise 
providing full membership rights to retirees, intended specifically to 
exclude them as a class from participation in all aspects of the collective 
bargaining and contract administration processes. …”19 
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In 2002, the 33rd Constitutional Convention adopted the official interpretation to Article 
6, §19 and Article 45, §1 designed to eliminate any ambiguity on the question of retired 
members’ eligibility to run for offices that carry bargaining responsibilities.  We have 
affirmed the soundness of the union’s rationale for this rule on a number of occasions.  
In King et al. v. Local Union 600, PRB Case No. 1499, 12 PRB 685 (2005), the 
International Union explained that retired members may not be as accountable or as 
accessible to dues paying members as active employees and may be more prone to 
represent the interests of retired members over those of current employees in matters 
related to the negotiation of collective bargaining agreements and the resolution of 
grievances. 
 

We described the history of our review of this issue in Amore and Russo v. UAW 
International President, PRB Case No. 1648, 14 PRB 517 (2010), and declared the 
policy to be firmly established.  Nevertheless, application of the rule continues to cause 
confusion.  We alerted the International Union to the potential for such conflicts in the 
Amore and Russo opinion.  In that case, the International Union declared that retired 
members were eligible to hold the offices of financial secretary and recording secretary 
at UAW Local Union 400, because these jobs did not involve any bargaining 
responsibilities under the governing documents.  We commented that making 
application of the rule depend on a factual determination whether an officer’s duties 
were truly limited to administrative activities was problematic and risked resulting in a 
claim that union rules were not being fairly applied.20  Such a claim was presented to us 
recently in Davis et al. v. Local Union 909, UAW, PRB Case No. 1717 (2015), after the 
election committee chairperson removed a retired member’s name from the ballot in the 
race for local union president and declared her opponent elected by acclamation.  
Although we agreed with the International Union’s ultimate conclusion that a retired 
member is ineligible to hold the office of president at Local Union 909, we found the 
membership’s uncertainty about the proper application of the rule understandable.  The 
opinion states: 

 
“The problem occurred because the union’s policy regarding retired 
members holding executive office hinges entirely on the scope of the 
officer’s duties and that is not always immediately clear.  Kelly pointed out 
that she had previously held the office of recording secretary at Local 
Union 909 as a retired member and that she might have been called upon 
to function as president during that time.  She argued that the Local 909 
president does not perform bargaining functions as a practical matter and 
she challenged the reasoning that extended the interpretation Article 45 to 
the president.  We identified this precise problem with the International 
Union’s application of its policy in the Amore and Russo decision.  …”21  

In Davis, we found that it was error for the election committee to have removed the 
retired candidate’s name from the ballot in the race for president after the nominations 
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period had closed, despite her ineligibility to hold the office if elected.  We observed that 
the candidate accepted the nomination in good faith based on her belief she was 
eligible to perform the functions of president at that local union.22 
 

The record in this case reflects similar confusion about the application of the 
International Union’s policy with respect to the eligibility of retired members to hold 
executive offices in UAW local unions.  No one on the election committee questioned 
Hunter’s eligibility to run for president, apparently based on the committee members’ 
belief that his duties were purely administrative.  When Dorathy Bottoms raised the 
issue during a local executive board meeting in the context of an election appeal, the 
International representative present at that meeting did not have a clear answer to the 
eligibility question.23  The discussion in the executive board meeting minutes reflects the 
board members’ view that resolution of the issue would require a factual investigation 
into the actual duties of the local officers at Local Union 2426.  Referring the issue to the 
membership did not solve the problem presented by Bottoms’s appeal.  A local union 
membership cannot reject the International Union’s official interpretation of its 
Constitution by adopting a motion at a membership meeting.  At the same time, Local 
Union Election Committees need unequivocal guidance regarding application of the rule 
before the close of nominations in order to avoid the waste and disruption of conducting 
an election with an ineligible candidate on the ballot.  

 
A list of election committee members reveals that six of the seven members are 

also retired and so may not have been sensitive to the rationale behind the rule barring 
retired persons from running for certain executive offices.24  The distress expressed by 
appellant Bottoms at the disproportionate influence of retired members in the affairs of 
Local Union 2426 reaffirms our belief in the soundness of the UAW’s policy.  Active 
employees in a UAW local union have a right to be represented in matters related to 
workplace issues by people with a similar stake in the outcome of policy decisions.  As 
a practical matter, there is no definition of presidential duties that would insulate the 
office from bargaining responsibilities.  The chief executive officer of a local union will 
always be inextricably involved in policy decisions and collective bargaining.  The 
International Union ought to communicate clearly to its servicing representatives that 
the rule barring retired persons from running for local union president is not dependent 
on individual factual circumstances but applies in every case and to every office in 
which the local’s constitution and/or collective bargaining agreement create or 
contemplate the potential for making collective bargaining policy or resolving 
grievances.  

 
In this case, the hearing officer for the IEB reviewed the local union constitution 

and the current collective bargaining agreement and determined that they did assign 
collective bargaining and grievance handling responsibilities to the president.  That 
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 The U. S. Department of Labor ultimately ordered the entire election rerun based on a number of 
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factual determination resolved the only contested issue presented by Benford Hunter’s 
appeal.  The policy making him ineligible to run for president was adopted by the UAW 
Constitutional Convention.  The Convention is the highest tribunal in the International 
Union.  Its policies are not subject to review by the PRB.  The IEB properly directed the 
local to rerun its presidential race.  

 
The decision of the IEB is affirmed. 

 


