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Art Pedersen argues that the ratification vote on the 2015 UAW-Ford National 

Agreement conducted by Local Union 600 lacked adequate safeguards to ensure a 
democratic and fair decision in violation of the UAW Constitution and the Ethical 
Practices Codes. 

 
FACTS 

 
Art Pedersen is an electrician at the Dearborn Truck Plant (“DTP”) in the 

Maintenance & Construction (“M & C”) Unit of UAW Local Union 600.  In November 
2015, the Local conducted a ratification vote on the 2015 National Agreement between 
the UAW and Ford Motor Company as well as the unit agreement between the DTP and 
Ford.  The results of the vote were reported on November 20, 2015.  Pedersen filed a 
protest to the ratification vote with the Local 600 Recording Secretary on November 24, 
2015. 

 
In support of his protest, Pedersen referred to General Election Rules and 

Procedures that were posted on the local union’s website in connection with the general 
elections conducted in 2014.  He pointed out that the procedures used for the 
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ratification vote strayed significantly from the rules established in 2014.  Pedersen 
wrote: 

 
“The election rules posted on the Local 600 website show that an outside 
CPA firm was hired to conduct the 2014 election of Local 600 officers 
under the direction of the election committee.  The rules also indicate that 
the election be held at Local 600 headquarters.  While the ratification 
procedures may allow for some variation of this election process, the 
process that took place was seriously flawed. There were no privacy 
booths set up for the marking of the ballots, the ballots were not 
numbered, and no signatures or initials were taken as the voters’ names 
were crossed off the membership lists.”1 

In addition, Pedersen complained that the rule against campaigning in the balloting area 
was violated throughout the ratification process.  He gave the following description of 
this problem: 
 

“This rule was violated throughout the collection of ballots which took 
place at DTP Final.  For the skilled trades, the chain of custody of the 
ballots and membership lists is in question as voting was stretched over 
almost 2 weeks, with some votes being taken at the committee room in 
the Dearborn Engine Plant, before much of the DTP skilled trades voting 
took place in the millwright area of the skilled trades shop on 11/19-
20/2015 where people argued both for and against the tentative 
agreement while standing right next to the ballot buckets. …”2 

In addition, Pedersen complained that the local union conducted a press conference 
when it appeared that the contract was going to be rejected.  He reported that 53 out of 
54 local officers signed on as being in favor of the tentative agreement.  Pedersen 
argued that this ought to have disqualified those officers from being involved in the 
ballot count.  Pedersen asserted that it was unethical for the union to hold a press 
conference designed to influence the outcome of the ratification vote while the process 
was underway.  Pedersen asked that the results of the ratification vote be rejected and 
a new ratification vote be conducted using a CPA firm in accordance with the election 
rules established in 2014.3 
 

On December 7, 2015, Pedersen submitted a formal protest to the ratification 
vote based on Paragraph 4 of the Democratic Practices section of the UAW Ethical 
Practices Codes.  Paragraph 4 states: 

 

                                      
1
 Record, p. 8. 

2
 Record, p. 8. 

3
 Record, p. 8. 
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“Each Local Union shall maintain adequate safeguards so that all of its 
operations shall be conducted in a democratic and fair manner.  No 
corruption, discrimination, or anti-democratic procedure shall ever be 
permitted under any circumstances.” 

Pedersen’s protest includes a petition signed by approximately 150 members of Local 
600.  The petition states: 
 

“We, the undersigned, do hereby support the above protest and demand 
the results of the UAW Local 600 ratification vote be thrown out and a new 
vote be run based on fair and uniformly applied election rules and using 
the proper ‘adequate safeguards’.”4 

Pedersen submitted his protest to the Local Union 600 recording secretary.  On 
December 21, 2015, Recording Secretary David Freeman responded to Pedersen that 
there was no basis for his protest because the ratification vote was conducted in 
accordance with the applicable language in the UAW Constitution.5 
 

On January 7, 2016, Pedersen submitted a complaint to the International 
Executive Board (IEB) pursuant to Article 32, §5(a) of the UAW Constitution arguing that 
the ratification vote was not conducted in a fair and democratic manner as required by 
Paragraph 4 of the Democratic Practices section.6  On February 19, 2015, President 
Dennis Williams’s Administrative Assistant Allen Wilson advised Pedersen that in 
accordance with Article 32, §5(a), he must first seek redress for his complaint through 
an appeal to the local union membership.  Wilson stated that it was error for Recording 
Secretary Freeman to reject Pedersen’s complaint without presenting it to the 
membership.  Accordingly, Wilson directed Local 600 to place Pedersen’s complaint on 
the agenda for the next General Council meeting scheduled to take place on March 7, 
2016.7  Minutes of the General Council meeting on March 7, 2016, report that the 
Council voted to deny Pedersen’s appeal.8  Recording Secretary Freeman advised 
Pederson of the General Council’s decision in a letter dated March 22, 2016.9 

 
Following his presentation to the Local 600 General Council, Pedersen wrote to 

the president of the M & C Unit requesting a copy of the ratification procedure used to 
conduct the vote on the 2015 contract.  Pedersen observed that the local union officers 
claimed the ratification vote was conducted in accordance with the language of the 

                                      
4
 Record, pp. 12-14. 

5
 Record, p. 15. 

6
 Record, p. 16. 

7
 Record, pp. 26-28. 

8
 Record, p. 29. 

9
 Record, p. 33. 
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UAW Constitution.  He referred to the following language from Article 19, §3 describing 
the process for conducting ratification votes: 

 
“…After negotiations have been concluded with the employer, the 
proposed contract or supplement shall be submitted to the vote of the 
Local Union membership, or unit membership in the case of an 
Amalgamated Local Union, at a meeting called especially for such 
purpose, or through such other procedure, approved by the Regional 
Director, to encourage greater participation of members in voting on the 
proposed contract or supplement. …” 

Pedersen stated that Article 50, §1(b), of the Constitution describes the process for 
establishing a different ratification procedure than the method described in Article 19, 
§3.  Article 50, §1(b) provides: 
 

“Where a different ratification procedure for a Local Union or an Intra-
Corporation Council has been properly applied for under the terms of 
Article 19, Section 3, and after the International Executive Board has 
approved such ratification procedure, the method for accepting or rejecting 
contract changes and the taking of strike votes shall be governed by the 
terms of the procedure approved by the International Executive Board for 
that Local Union or Intra-Corporation Council.” 

Pedersen concluded: 
 

“In both letters I addressed to Brother Freeman and Regional Director 
Rory Gamble as well as during the General Council mtg verbally, I 
requested a copy of this ‘applied for and approved’ ‘different ratification 
procedure’ and in all instances, UAW Local 600 officers, Council 
delegates, and elected representatives have FAILED to produce or 
acknowledge the existence of said ‘Procedure.’  We demand this 
‘Procedure’ be produced or the acknowledgement that it does not exist, 
therefore the ‘Vote’ could not have been conducted ‘according to the 
Constitution’ and the results are not valid.”10 

Pedersen appealed the General Council’s decision to the IEB on March 29, 
2016.  In support of his appeal, Pedersen reported that delegates to the General 
Council acknowledged during the meeting on March 7, 2016, that the ratification 
procedures were flawed.  He wrote: 

 
“…During discussion, Local 600 President Bernie Ricke stated that ‘the 
truck plant had a more structured process than some of the other units, 
that some of the plant-wide units had to go around with buckets.’  M. C. & 

                                      
10

 Record, p. 32. 
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T Unit President Tom Schultz stated during discussion that, ‘I hate 
sending guys out with buckets; I don’t like it; I am not happy about it, but 
with 8 buildings and 6 different schedules, guys walk around with buckets, 
this time we had almost 600 votes, we quadrupled the number of votes.’  
Tom also stated, ‘at our ratification there was more than a 300 difference 
between Master and Local.’  In both statements, Brother Ricke and 
Brother Schultz admit to the gathering of votes with buckets, with Brother 
Schultz also knowing by his not liking and not happy, that it is suspect.  It 
should also be stated that the number, ‘almost 600 votes,’ does not 
reconcile with the 844 vote total that was reported by the M & C Unit for 
the National result.”11 

Pedersen stated that his appeal was based on Paragraph 4 of the Ethical Practices 
Codes that requires adequate safeguards so that operations shall be conducted in a 
democratic manner and also Paragraph 3 which requires that all union rules will be fairly 
and uniformly applied.  Pedersen pointed out that the ratification procedure adopted at 
Local 600 was inconsistent with a previously stated rule of the UAW.  He referred to the 
International Union’s argument in Joyce Lartigue, et al. v. UAW International Executive 
Board, PRB Case No. 1605, 14 PRB 50 (2009), that a vote on the ratification of a 
contract would not be conducted by the same bargaining committee that negotiated the 
contract.12  Pedersen stated that contrary to this articulated UAW policy, UAW 
bargaining committee representatives were carrying around buckets collecting ballots 
during the 2015 ratification vote with no election committee members present.13 
 

Pederson argued that while ratification votes are not subject to the same federal 
requirements as local union elections, they are of equal importance to the membership 
and so should be subject to the same adequate safeguards described in the Ethical 
Practices Codes.  Pederson maintained that the rules stated in the Ethical Practices 
Codes ought to apply to a ratification vote that will affect UAW locals and members in 
multiple states.  He questioned how a ratification vote could be excluded from the 
phrase “all of its operations” found in Paragraph 4 of the Ethical Practices Codes.  
Furthermore, Pederson pointed out that the Public Review Board (PRB) has advised the 
International Union of the need for clarification of its contract ratification procedures at 
least six times since 1974.14 

 
Acting on behalf of President Dennis Williams, Administrative Assistant Allen 

Wilson conducted a hearing on Pedersen’s appeal on May 24, 2016.  Wilson prepared a 
report to the IEB on Pedersen’s appeal based on documents in the record and 
testimony given at the hearing.  

                                      
11

 Record, p. 34. 

12
 14 PRB 50, at 55. 

13
 Record, pp. 34-35. 

14
 Record, p. 35. 
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Local Union 600 Financial Secretary Mark De Paoli submitted a written response 

to Pedersen’s specific allegations at the hearing.  De Paoli stated that the local held 
fourteen explanatory meetings with private voting booths set up at each one of them.  
De Paoli acknowledged that bargaining officials were present during the vote urging 
members to vote yes on the proposed contract.  In addition, De Paoli stated that the 
Vice President of the UAW-Ford Department conducted a press conference during the 
ratification to encourage members to vote for the agreement.  De Paoli stated that there 
are no rules against this kind of campaigning.15  With respect to Pedersen’s argument 
about the lack of an approved ratification procedure, De Paoli argued that Pedersen 
was confusing the process for establishing a separate voting procedure for special 
categories of workers such as skilled trades with the general ratification procedure 
described in Article 19, §3 of the Constitution.  De Paoli provided the following 
description of the process followed at Local Union 600: 

 
“…The process is, which we use to make voting more convenient for our 
members and encourage greater voting participation, only has to be 
approved by the Regional Director, which we did.  The process that we 
used is also the same process that we used over at least the past 40 
years for a ratification vote.”16 

Hearing officer Wilson addressed some of Pedersen’s further allegations of 
improprieties.  Pedersen asserted that ballots were folded together in bundles of yes 
votes which gave the appearance that the ballot box had been stuffed.  In addition, it 
was later discovered that 500 ballots were not accounted for.  The local union officers 
explained that members were given two ballots, one for the unit contract and one for the 
National Agreement.  Recording Secretary David Freeman testified that many members 
only cast the ballot on the National Agreement and discarded the ballot for the DTP unit 
agreement.  Freeman stated that he saw many blank unit ballots strewn in the aisles 
during and subsequent to the ratification vote.17  

 
Election Committee Chairperson Kenneth Grigsby addressed the fact that many 

of the ballots appeared bundled together.  According to Wilson’s report, Grigsby stated 
that as a result of the massive number of ballots deposited in the ballot boxes, he had to 
force the ballots down with a yardstick in order to maximize the space in the ballot 
canister and that caused ballots to clump together.  Grigsby reported that there were 
just as many no votes stuck together as yes votes.18 

 

                                      
15

 Record, p. 40. 

16
 Record, p. 41. 

17
 Record, p. 75. 

18
 Record, p. 76. 
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Pedersen complained in his appeal that members were permitted to vote without 
showing any identification and that their names were not checked on a membership list.  
Wilson commented that there was no evidence of any widespread voting by members 
without proper identification.  He also pointed out that many of Pedersen’s complaints, 
such as the lack of numbered ballots did not describe a violation of the Constitutional 
requirements for ratification votes.  Wilson wrote: 

 
“Notwithstanding the foregoing, the IEB has determined that an ample 
amount of the appellant’s accusations are based upon activities that are 
[not] germane to a ratification procedure and his earnest misinterpretation 
of the Constitutional construct Article 38 versus Article 19.  More 
importantly, we have also determined that the evidence in this instant case 
is not adequate to reach the substantially high bar of overturning the 
ratification vote.  Specifically, none of the assertions can be considered as 
wide-ranging to the degree that the outcome of the vote could have been 
affected.”19 

Wilson noted that the PRB articulated the standard of review applicable to ratification 
votes in Gregg Shotwell v. UAW-General Motors Department, PRB Case 1504, 13 PRB 
21 (2005).  Wilson referred to the following excerpt from that decision: 
 

“…Article 19, §4 merely requires that National Agreements and 
Supplements shall be ratified; it does not dictate the framework for 
ratification.  The International Union has the authority and the flexibility to 
establish ratification procedures, even one which provides for ratification 
of a Supplement prior to its negotiation.  Article 19 provides the 
membership with a means for rejecting those procedures, but once the 
procedures are accepted by the majority, they govern the ratification 
process.  Article 33, §3(f), precludes our review of the wisdom or fairness 
of the ratification process adopted.”20 

Wilson agreed that the UAW Constitution requires ratification votes to be conducted 
democratically, but he maintained that the vote on the 2015 National Agreement met 
that standard.  Wilson wrote: 
 

“It is abundantly clear to us that the membership of UAW Local Union 600 
had a voice in either supporting or opposing the CBA by way of the 
democratic process espoused under Article 19 of the International 
Constitution and the free, fair, and honest edict of the EPC.  As such, the 
CBA was ratified by the majority of the eligible members who chose to 

                                      
19

 Record, p. 78. 

20
 13 PRB 21, at 37-38. 
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exercise their membership rights by casting a vote in a ratification 
framework, which was advocated by the membership of the local union.”21 

Wilson found no basis for overturning the results of the ratification vote conducted at 
UAW Local Union 600 and he denied Pedersen’s appeal.  The IEB adopted Wilson’s 
report as its decision.  President Dennis Williams provided Pedersen with a copy of the 
IEB’s decision on July 18, 2016.  Petersen has now appealed the IEB’s decision to the 
PRB. 

ARGUMENT 
 

A. Art Pedersen: 

Throughout my appeal process, representatives of Local Union 600 have been 
telling me that I am mixing up the language covering the election of local union officers 
with that covering ratification votes.  My appeal is not based on Article 38 primarily, but 
on Paragraphs 3 and 4 of the Democratic Practices section of the Ethical Practices 
Codes.  Those paragraphs require the union to maintain adequate safeguards so that 
all of its operations are conducted in a democratic and fair manner.  This language 
applies to ratification votes as well as officer elections. 

 
During the hearing on my appeal to the IEB, Mark De Paoli stated that voting 

booths were available during each of the explanatory meetings.  What De Paoli did not 
say was that the majority of the voting took place outside of these meetings.  
Furthermore, no one was assigned to watch the ballot bucket to insure the integrity of 
the vote.  The union’s only response to this situation was the claim that the ratification 
vote was scheduled to encourage the greatest participation of voters.  Local 600’s votes 
had a significant effect on the outcome of the ratification vote nationally.  Without Local 
Union 600’s votes, the National Agreement was failing.  At the General Council meeting, 
Unit President Tim Schultz admitted he did not like using buckets, but he said the use of 
buckets almost quadrupled the unit’s vote count from 125 to nearly 600.  If they 
collected only 600 ballots, why did the M & C Unit report almost 900 votes.  The posted 
results were 574 yes votes, and 323 no votes, for a total of 897. 

 
In addition to my Ethical Practices Complaint, I requested a copy of the special 

procedure adopted for the conduct of the ratification vote at Local Union 600.  Article 19, 
§3 of the Constitution provides that ratification will take place at a meeting called 
especially for that purpose or by such other procedure as approved by the Regional 
Director.  As our ratification vote was not conducted at a meeting called expressly for 
that purpose, I requested a copy of the other procedure.  I have appealed the local 
union’s failure to provide me with a copy of that procedure.  A copy of that appeal is 
attached.  For the record, Financial Secretary De Paoli met with me after I presented my 
appeal to the General Council and explained that the document I was seeking did not 
exist.  In other words, even though Local Union 600 claims to have approval for a 

                                      
21

 Record, p. 79. 
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different procedure, which has been used for over 40 years, it has never put the 
procedure in writing.  The procedure is just handed down from person to person 
verbally.  I do not believe this meets the Constitutional requirement for establishing a 
different procedure.  I would submit that the ratification vote on the 2015 UAW-Ford 
National Agreement was not held according to the UAW Constitution. 

 
The IEB stated that my reasons for appealing amount to nothing more than my 

dissatisfaction with the results of the ratification process.  I am dissatisfied with the 
results.  However, this response is seriously lacking in thought or depth.  I have laid out 
item by item the inadequacy of the process adopted.  I do not reject Article 19, but 
rather seek to have it followed in conjunction with Article 50 and the Ethical Practices 
Codes. 

 
Local Union 900 bargaining committee member Mike Beydoun was present 

during the ratification process urging members to vote yes.  Local 600 claimed he was 
there to educate the members.  The IEB argued that there was no rule against 
Beydoun’s involvement with the ratification process.  This was not only a violation of the 
rule against campaigning in the balloting area, it conflicted with the UAW’s policy stated 
in Lartigue, that the bargaining committee that negotiated the contract should not be 
involved in conducting the vote on its ratification.  

 
It is undisputed that 500 ballots were not accounted for.  The IEB claimed that 

number of votes could not have affected the outcome of the ratification.  Consider this, 
on Wednesday, right before the press conference conducted by Vice President Settles, 
the ballots cast nationally without including Local Union 600 had the contract being 
rejected by 1,760 votes, so the 500 votes might well have affected the outcome.  If you 
include the 300 ballot discrepancy between the ballots collected by M & C Unit 
President Schultz and the numbers reported by the unit, the problem is even clearer.  
With the lack of safeguards, how many more discrepancies would be discovered if the 
ballots and membership lists were part of the record? 

 
Administrative Assistant Wilson stated that there was no evidence to support 

widespread voting by members without proper identification.  The local union has 
possession of the ballots and membership lists used to verify the voters’ eligibility.  
Voters were not required to sign or initial the list when they voted.  Therefore, anyone 
could have gone through and filled in the blanks once the polls closed.  Neither the 
ballots nor the membership lists have been made part of the record.  The IEB’s 
reference to a lack of proof is an effort to switch the burden around.  The local union has 
access to the proof that each voter’s eligibility was verified and the local union failed to 
put this evidence in the record.  

 
The IEB claimed that there was no requirement to use numbered ballots.  Here 

again, it is a question of adequate safeguards.  The ballots were a major issue due to 
the lack of proper accounting.  There is no record of how many ballots were created, 
how many were unused, and what happened to the unused ballots.  In any vote taken, it 
is paramount to have some method of accounting for the ballots.  It is so easy to 
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duplicate unnumbered ballots that it invites abuse.  The International Union cites the 
PRB’s decision in Shotwell for the principle that the International Union has the authority 
and flexibility to establish ratification procedures. I submit that they also have the 
responsibility to establish fair and democratic procedures.  

 
The PRB should grant this appeal and require a supervised revote at Local Union 

600 on the 2015 UAW-Ford National Agreement. 
 
B. International Union, UAW: 

Art Pedersen is a skilled tradesman in the M & C Unit at Ford Motor Company’s 
Rouge Complex.  Local Union 600 is a large local union with multiple units spread over 
a complex of many buildings.  The ratification procedure put in place at Local 600 was 
designed to meet the challenge of maximizing member participation across the 
individual units.  Local 600 held numerous informational meetings with its members 
regarding the proposed collective bargaining agreement.  The M & C Unit established 
voting times over a seven-day period at different locations throughout the unit.  During 
the ratification period, it provided a variety of voting opportunities.  Local 600 provided 
similar multiple voting sites and times in other units to meet the schedules of its 
members and increase their opportunity to participate in the ratification process.  The 
procedure followed by Local 600 in 2015 has been the practice for 40 years.  It has the 
approval of the Regional Director.  There is no requirement that the Regional Director’s 
approval of the ratification procedure be in writing. 

 
In his protest to the ratification process, Pedersen objected to campaigning by 

various local union officials, the national bargaining team members who spoke at 
ratification meetings and visited Local 600 to answer members’ questions, and UAW-
Ford Department Vice President Jimmy Settles who held a press conference to 
encourage support for the contract.  In response to this complaint, the IEB confirmed 
this support but explained that the UAW Constitution does not prohibit the promotion of 
support for a contract during the ratification process.  The IEB determined that 
opponents of the National Agreement were allowed equal opportunity to express their 
views during the ratification vote.  

 
Many of Pedersen’s objections to the ratification process are based on 

requirements for a local union election of officers.  Pedersen argued that the 
requirement in the UAW’s Ethical Practices Codes that union rules and laws must be 
fairly and uniformly applied means that the union must apply the same rules to the 
ratification of a contract that it uses during an election of officers.  The IEB explained the 
difference between these two procedures in its decision.  Article 38 of the UAW 
Constitution is based on federal law governing local union elections.  In contrast, the 
ratification of a negotiated agreement is an internal union function subject only to Article 
19 of the UAW Constitution.  

 
The PRB articulated the standard applicable to ratification votes in the Shotwell 

decision.  In that case, the PRB found that the International Union’s decision to combine 
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the votes of the GM and Delphi local unions in the ratification of the 2003 National 
Agreement did not raise issues under the UAW’s Ethical Practices Codes.  The PRB 
stated that while a reason for combining the ratification votes was to assure approval of 
the National Agreement by the widest possible margin, that motivation did not conflict 
with the guarantee that members shall be entitled to a full share in union self-
government.  The PRB went on to declare that the ratification framework questioned by 
Shotwell was put in place by duly elected representatives acting on behalf of their 
constituents.  The PRB determined that while the combining of votes diminished the 
impact of Delphi workers’ voices, it did not disenfranchise those members.  The PRB 
went on to note that it is part of the nature of representative government that elected 
representatives must have discretion to adopt strategies in order to achieve the desired 
objectives of their constituents.  

 
The PRB ruled long ago that the UAW Constitution does not prescribe any 

particular ratification procedure.  In Liddell v. International Union, UAW, PRB Case No. 
313, 2 PRB 92 (1974), the PRB accepted the view that Article 19, §3 does not create 
individual membership rights to challenge the ratification of negotiated agreements.  
Instead, this section of the Constitution empowers the union to establish ratification 
procedures designed to encourage the greatest participation by members and to 
achieve the union’s bargaining goals.  In the current case, Pedersen objects to the 
procedure adopted by Local 600 designed to maximize the number of participants in the 
ratification process.  As in the Shotwell case, the union’s objective did not involve a 
scheme with illegitimate goals, deceptive practices, or inappropriate conduct, which 
would be subject to objections raised in accordance with the Ethical Practices Codes.  
The PRB in Shotwell specifically addressed the kind of complaints Pedersen has raised 
about campaigning by union officials.  The opinion states: “It is not improper for the 
Union to stress positive aspects of a negotiated contract when urging ratification.”22 

 
Pedersen argues that the Local Union’s failure to account for 500 ballots is 

evidence of some kind of corruption or dishonest practice.  There is no requirement that 
an equal number of ballots are recorded in the votes on the National Agreement and the 
Unit Agreements.  Members can vote for both agreements or only for the National 
Agreement.  Local officials testified that they observed a number of discarded unit 
agreement ballots in the DTP. 

 
In contrast to an election of officers, ratification votes are part of the collective 

bargaining process.  Article 33, §3(f) limits the role of the PRB in collective bargaining 
decisions and specifically bars the PRB from reviewing the union’s collective bargaining 
policy in any way.  In the Shotwell decision, the PRB ruled that Article 33, §3(f) 
precludes its review of the wisdom or fairness of the ratification process adopted.  The 
UAW Constitution provides members with a means to change the policies and 
procedures of the Union.  If Pedersen desires to change the ratification process at Local 
Union 600, he must follow the avenue intended for such purpose and seek an 

                                      
22

 13 PRB 21, at 35. 
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amendment of Article 19 through the delegate body of the UAW Constitutional 
Convention or through other political avenues available under the Constitution. 

 
C. Rebuttal by Art Pedersen: 

My objection to the ratification process at Local Union 600 was based primarily 
on the lack of adequate safeguards to ensure that all of the union’s operations are 
conducted in a democratic and fair manner.  These safeguards are clearly called for in 
Paragraph 4 of the Democratic Practices section of the Ethical Practices Codes.  The 
International Union argues that I have objected to the procedures put in place to 
maximize participation in the ratification process.  I submit that the required safeguards 
could have been maintained while following the local’s plan for maximizing participation.  

 
The International Union’s response to my appeal asserts that the local union 

adhered to a policy to provide a fair and democratic process despite the fact that some 
voting locations lacked privacy booths.  Some voting locations?  Aside from the local 
union hall, there were no privacy booths at most of the locations where voting took 
place.  Furthermore, I did not have an issue with promotion of the contract during the 
explanatory meetings, but rather the campaigning that went on right on top of the 
balloting.  As for the press conference, the International Union suggests this was 
intended to encourage support for the contract.  In fact, it was held in the middle of the 
ratification process, two days prior to the conclusion of the voting.  It contained insults, 
strike threats, talk of the loss of a Christmas bonus, all in violation of the National Labor 
Relations Act, 29 U. S. Code §158. 

 
The ballots used in the ratification vote were not only unnumbered, they were 

made with a copier and no one had any idea how many were printed.  The lack of any 
attempt to identify the voters and check their names against a membership list was a 
big failure.  The election committee should have challenged the ballots found clumped 
together rather than trying to explain this phenomenon with talk about a yardstick.  The 
presence of one questionable ballot might be acceptable, but the failure to account for 
500 ballots at the DTP and another 300 in the M & C Unit indicates corruption and 
dishonest behavior.  If nothing deceptive were taking place, why did the local union fail 
to honor my original request for a recount of the ballots?  Why didn’t the local union put 
the membership lists and ballots into the record?  

 
The local union claims that they have followed the same ratification procedures 

for forty years.  If that is so, why is the procedure not written down?  The procedures are 
not only for the purpose of maximizing participation, but also to encourage the 
membership’s trust in the democratic process.  When the process cannot even be 
described in writing, how much trust can there be?  

 
The International Union cites the PRB’s decision in Shotwell v. UAW-General 

Motors Department as authorizing the voting methods adopted by Local 600.  The Local 
is authorized to adopt a ratification procedure, but the Ethical Practices Codes still 
apply.  Whatever ratification procedures they come up with must still contain the 
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adequate safeguards for a democratic operation.  No place in the Constitution gives the 
union a free pass on this.  The International Union quotes an excerpt from the Shotwell 
decision suggesting that Article 19 of the Constitution provides the membership with a 
means of rejecting ratification procedures adopted by a local union.  I do not know what 
was presented to the PRB in connection with Gregg Shotwell’s appeal in 2005, but 
there is no language in Article 19 that provides the membership with a means of 
rejecting the ratification procedures adopted by a local union.  I would ask the members 
of the PRB to review this language in its previous decision and explain it.  Members are 
entitled to free, fair and honest procedures.  What took place at Local 600, especially 
the campaigning and intimidation over balloting, reminds me of voting that takes place 
in third world countries with oppressive governments.  

 
It should be noted that the representatives involved in setting up this ratification 

process were acting on behalf of the International Union’s agenda to continue the 
pattern negotiated with Fiat Chrysler Automotive and General Motors.  The fact that the 
National Agreement was failing 52.5 percent to 47.5 percent indicates that the UAW-
Ford membership was opposed to the agreement.  The vote at Local Union 600 was 
used to turn that outcome around and achieve the International Union’s agenda.  Local 
600 is one of the largest local unions in the Ford Motor Company system.  Reportedly, 
its flawed ratification procedure has been in place for forty years.  Given these 
circumstances, there have probably been many times in the past that this same 
scenario has played out.  

 
I am not asking the PRB to interfere with the union’s bargaining policy.  I am not 

asking the PRB to direct what goes on at the bargaining table, but rather just that the 
parties should return to it.  Without a new, supervised vote on the 2015 contract at Local 
Union 600, the will of the membership cannot be certain.  The high bar referred to in the 
IEB’s decision will become an unbeatable high jump.  The membership’s right to free, 
fair and honest elections will be defeated.  The rules and procedures for any operation 
where ballots and members come together must be required to maintain adequate 
safeguards to ensure the integrity of the process.  

 
Once again, I am asking that the PRB order a new, independently supervised 

ratification vote at UAW Local Union 600 on the 2015 UAW-Ford National Agreement.   
 

DISCUSSION 
 

The ratification of negotiated contracts in UAW local unions is governed by 
Article 19, §3 and §4 of the UAW Constitution.  Article 19, §3 states that the proposed 
contract will be submitted to the membership at a meeting called especially for such 
purpose.  Article 19, §4 states simply that National Agreements and supplements shall 
be ratified by the local unions involved.  The UAW Constitution allows a local union 
broad discretion to adopt ratification procedures for negotiated contracts, subject only to 
the approval of the Regional Director.  The sole qualification for the ratification 
procedure is that it should encourage the greatest possible participation of members in 
voting on the contract.  There is no set of rules governing ratification votes and no 
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Constitutional mechanism for protesting the local union’s method of presenting a 
contract for ratification.23  In pursuing this appeal, Pedersen has attempted to use the 
protest and appeals process applicable to an election of local union officers.  He 
consulted the general election rules published by the local union in 2014 and argued 
that the ratification process at Local Union 600 fell short of the standard set by those 
rules. 

 
The local union’s general election rules are based on Article 38 of the 

Constitution.  The subject of Article 38 is local union officers and its provisions must be 
interpreted in that context.  The Article identifies the officers of a local union and the 
manner in which they are elected.  Pedersen’s concerns about privacy booths, the 
security of ballot boxes, and the reconciliation of the ballots are issues that arise in 
connection with an election of officers.  Although Pedersen eventually accepted the 
local union’s position that strict compliance with Article 38 is not required for a 
ratification vote, he continues to argue that the procedure followed at Local 600 in 
connection with the ratification of the 2015 UAW-Ford National Agreement strayed too 
far from the general election requirements posted in 2014.  Pedersen’s attempt to bring 
the ratification process under the umbrella of general election rules is a misreading of 
the Constitution.  The rules applicable to ratification votes are not a relaxed version of 
the requirements for electing local union officers.  The rules for electing officers stated in 
Article 38 of the Constitution have no application to ratification votes.  

 
Pedersen also challenged the process followed at Local Union 600 based on an 

excerpt from Article 50 of the Constitution.  Pedersen has demanded documentation to 
show that the local union properly applied for and obtained approval of the ratification 
process followed for the ratification vote on the 2015 UAW-Ford National Agreement in 
the manner described in Article 50, §1(b).  The title of Article 50 identifies its subject as 
strikes.  Article 50 describes how the International Union and its subordinate bodies 
authorize the use of a strike vote as part of its bargaining process.  The language cited 
by Pedersen from Article 50, §1(b) deals with the conduct of a strike vote in a situation 
where the local union has established a separate ratification procedure for skilled trades 
employees or office workers as provided in Article 19, §3.  The separate ratification 
procedure referred to in Article 50, §1(b), is the procedure designed to allow certain 
groups of employees to vote separately on contractual matters common to their group.  
The establishment of such separate voting procedures for specific groups of employees 
requires an application to and approval of the IEB.  Article 50, §1(b) does not require 

                                      
23

 Pedersen has made several references to Administrative Assistant Eunice Stokes-Wilson’s comment 
during oral argument on the Lartigue appeal as establishing a UAW policy barring the bargaining 
committee that negotiated a contract from becoming involved in conducting the vote on its ratification.  
That is not what Stokes-Wilson said.  She said the bargaining committee would not normally conduct the 
ratification.  But Stokes-Wilson’s comment has been taken out of context.  She was not enunciating a 
UAW policy; she was summarizing the problems that affected the ratification process used to approve the 
collective bargaining agreement between MGM Grand Casino and the Detroit Casino Council.  There 
were numerous deviations from the UAW’s general practices during this process.  The situation was 
complicated by the fact that the contract was negotiated by a coalition that was not subject to the 
jurisdiction and authority of the UAW International Executive Board.  
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local unions to adopt a written ratification procedure.  In circumstances where it is not 
possible to conduct the ratification vote at one simple meeting called for that purpose, it 
is sufficient that the alternative procedure adopted by the local have the approval of the 
Regional Director.  

 
Pedersen’s dissatisfaction with the ratification process at Local Union 600 stems 

from his misunderstanding of a fundamental difference between the objectives sought in 
the establishment of election rules and the establishment of ratification procedures.  
Impartiality is one of the primary goals of rules applicable to an election of officers.24  On 
the other hand, the goal sought in a ratification procedure is participation by the greatest 
number of members.  The elected bargaining representatives who negotiated the terms 
of a collective bargaining agreement are not required to stand aloof from its fate in the 
ratification process.  They are expected to reach out to the members and explain what 
has been negotiated in order to generate support for the new contract.  There is no 
prohibition against local union or International Union officials advocating for approval of 
negotiated contracts, even while the voting is underway.  It is part of these officers’ 
responsibilities to inform the membership about elements of the contract and to explain 
the benefits of complex contractual arrangements.  

 
Pedersen is correct that Paragraph 4 of the Democratic Practices Section of the 

UAW Ethical Practices Codes requires a fair and democratic ratification process.  Our 
decision in Shotwell considered a claim that the ratification of the 2003-2007 UAW-GM-
Delphi National Agreement was undemocratic in violation of the Ethical Practices 
Codes.  The ratification process followed by the International Union in 2003 forced us to 
consider the appropriate limits of our authority to provide remedies for complaints based 
on democratic procedures.  The 2003 Agreement authorized the parties to negotiate a 
supplement to the National Agreement establishing different wage and benefit levels for 
new hires at Delphi.  The ratification procedure adopted by the UAW combined the 
votes of GM and Delphi employees.  There was no provision for separate ratification of 
the supplement by Delphi employees following its negotiation.  Although the ratification 
strategy adopted by the union had a legitimate objective, we were troubled by the 
Union’s plan not to present the negotiated supplement to the Delphi employees for 
ratification.  Article 19, §4 requires that supplements to National Agreements shall be 
ratified by the local unions involved.  Yet, if we granted the remedy requested by 
Shotwell and ordered the union to present the supplement for separate ratification by 
the Delphi employees, the complex strategy put in place by the parties to protect the 
wages and benefits of existing seniority employees would have been undone.  

 
We considered whether the limit on our jurisdiction to review the International 

Union’s collective bargaining policy would preclude us from providing any remedy for 
violations of Article 19, because ratification strategies will always be inextricably linked 

                                      
24

 The UAW’s Guide for Local Union Election Committees gives committee members the following advice: 

“Throughout the election process, be guided by three principles.  First, you must be fair 
and impartial, treating all candidates equally and avoiding any acts of favoritism or even 
the appearance of favoritism. …” (p. i)  



PRB CASE NO. 1757  Page 16. 

 
 
with the union’s bargaining policy.  We found it unnecessary to determine whether our 
authority to remedy violations of the Ethical Practices Codes might allow us to address 
a truly flagrant evasion of the ratification requirement, because there was no such 
flagrant violation presented by Shotwell’s appeal.  Ultimately, we concluded that the 
remedy sought by Shotwell for the apparent Constitutional violation was inappropriate.  
An order to reverse the ratification vote so that the supplement could be submitted to 
the Delphi employees would have given the Delphi employees power to veto an 
arrangement that had already been accepted and voted on by the majority of the 
members covered by the Agreement.  The rationale for the decision in Shotwell also 
precludes the remedy sought by Pedersen in this case.  We will not retroactively 
reverse ratification of a negotiated contract that has been accepted by a majority of the 
covered employees based on procedural objections raised by a local union member or 
group of members.  Such an order would disenfranchise the members who voted to 
ratify the agreement and thereby violate the very democratic practices we are charged 
with preserving.  

 
Appellant Pedersen has asked us to explain the basis for our assertion, in the 

portion of the Shotwell opinion quoted by the International Union, that Article 19 
provides the membership with a means of rejecting ratification procedures.  He points 
out that there is no language in Article 19 describing any method for challenging a local 
union’s ratification procedures.  The membership performs two democratic functions in 
connection with the negotiation and ratification of collective bargaining agreements.  
The membership elects the representatives who determine the union’s collective 
bargaining policy. And the membership votes to accept or reject the contract negotiated 
by those elected representatives.  If the ratification procedures put in place to obtain the 
membership’s approval of a negotiated contract are deficient in any respect, the 
membership can reject the contract.  In such a case, the representatives would be 
required to amend the ratification procedures to address the reasons for the members’ 
dissatisfaction.  Article 19 of the Constitution gives employees the means to reject their 
bargaining representatives’ framework for ratification by voting to reject the contract 
presented in the context of that framework.  A vote to accept the contract, however, is a 
vote to accept the process.  

 
Our role in reviewing complaints about ratification processes is more advisory 

than remedial.  The prohibition on our interference with collective bargaining policy limits 
our authority to review the union’s decisions about how to present its negotiated 
contracts to the membership. We have, at times, suggested future strategies to prevent 
problems from recurring.25  That does not mean that members have no recourse in the 

                                      
25

 In the Lartigue decision, for instance, we gave the following direction to the Union: 

“…The UAW needs to develop strategies to respond to serious deviations from its 
practices when they occur.  While it would not be appropriate now to reject the MGM 
Grand contract retroactively, the disenfranchisement of a large group of voters that 
resulted from the closing of the polls should have been addressed immediately on the 
day of ratification after it was brought to the attention of the International Union.  As soon 
as the staff in Detroit were notified of this problem, some attempt should have been made 
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case of flagrant violations of the ratification process.  In the first place, Article 19, §3 
gives the IEB final authority to approve the ratified contract.  If serious violations of 
democratic procedures were identified, the IEB might determine that ratification had not 
taken place.  Furthermore, if a substantial number of members were deliberately 
prevented from participating in a ratification process, those members could appeal the 
violation at a membership meeting and raise the issue that way.  In this case, the 
membership of Local Union 600, acting through its elected General Council, rejected 
Pedersen’s appeal, affirming the membership’s approval of the contract.  There is no 
remedy necessary in this case, because there is no evidence of any serious violation of 
the union’s democratic principles.  Pedersen’s complaints about violations that 
might have occurred do not establish the existence of any impropriety on the part of the 
representatives involved in the ratification of the 2015 UAW-Ford National Agreement.  

 
The decision of the IEB is affirmed. 

                                                                                                                        
to ensure that all UAW members were given the opportunity to vote in the ratification 
process, even if it meant continuing the ratification process over until the next day.”  (14 
PRB 50, at 59) 


