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Robert Boone argues that violations of election rules during Local 933’s triennial 

elections deprived the membership of a fair and democratic election.   
 

FACTS 
 

Robert Boone is a retired member of Amalgamated Local Union 933 in 
Indianapolis, Indiana.  Local 933 conducted its general election of officers and 
committeepersons on May 10, 2016.  The date for the election was announced in the 
winter issue of the local union newspaper.1  This publication was released to the 
membership on February 24, 2016.2 

 
On March 8, 2016, the local union notified the membership that an election 

committee election would be conducted at the Local 933 Union Hall on March 13, 2016, 
between the hours of 2:00 p.m. and 4:00 p.m.3  The notice listed 55 candidates for 
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3
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election committee member and instructed the members to vote for no more than 22 of 
the candidates.4  During the meeting on March 13, 2016, the local union executive 
board recommended that the local hold its general election on May 10, 2016.  The 
membership voted to adopt the recommendation of the local executive board.5  In 
addition, the membership voted to adopt the executive board’s recommendation to use 
MicroVote General Corporation to conduct the election.6 

 
The dates and times for the election were posted at the local union’s various 

units following the membership meeting on March 13, 2016.  A notice of the election 
addressed to the ATI/Speedway Unit indicates that it was posted on March 14, 2016.7  
Notices were posted at the ABM Unit, the Ford HVC Unit, the Ryder Integrated Logistics 
Unit, and the Rolls Royce/Maywood Unit on March 16, 2016.  Local 933 President Brian 
Fisher also posted a notice establishing zones and districts in the RR/Maywood Unit on 
March 18, 2016.8  Zones and districts in the ATI/Speedway Unit were posted on March 
31, 2016, and revised on April 8, 2016.9  A second revision of the Speedway Unit’s 
zones and districts was posted on April 21, 2016.10  

 
A list of candidates was posted in each of the units on April 20, 2016.11  The 

names of the winning candidates were posted in each of the units on May 11, 2016.  
These postings also show the races where a runoff would be necessary and announced 
that the runoff would take place on June 16, 2016.12  

 
On May 16, 2016, Robert Boone filed a protest to the May 10, 2016 election with 

the local union recording secretary.  In support of his protest, Boone argued that the 
election was not held under the supervision of a democratically elected election 
committee, because the election of the committee was not conducted by secret ballot.  
Boone also complained about errors committed prior to the election committee election, 
such as the local union’s assertion that retired members could not be nominated as an 
election committee member, although the error was eventually corrected.  In addition, 
Boone reported that the local union initially planned to conduct the election committee 
election by unit rather than at a general membership meeting and to elect only eleven 
members.13  
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In addition to problems with the election committee election, Boone asserted that 

the membership was denied its role in setting the date and time for the election or 
determining the election service to be used in the conduct of the election.  Boone 
pointed out that the date for the election was announced in the local union newspaper 
prior to the membership meeting where the date and time for the election was 
established.14 

 
Boone referred to a controversy over his eligibility to accept nomination to run for 

local union president.  Boone stated that his attorney wrote to President Brian Fisher on 
March 10, 2016, challenging Fisher’s declaration that Boone would not be allowed to 
seek the office of president.  Boone reported that the International Union responded to 
an inquiry regarding the eligibility of retirees to run for president by saying that the 
decision was the responsibility of the local union election committee.  Boone argued that 
the decision to deny him the right to run for local union president was not made by the 
local election committee.  His protest states: 

 
“…The decision to deny me the privilege of seeking office was NOT made 
by the election committee, but by the current administration and the 
CHAIRMAN of the current election committee.  The election committee 
reports they were not allowed to vote on the issue.”15 

Boone complained that no definitive ruling on the question was provided to the 
membership prior to the election.16 
 

Boone maintained that the numerous redistricting notices posted prior to the 
election suggested that the incumbents were manipulating the districts for their own 
benefit.  He reported that the candidates for chairperson were omitted from the 
Speedway ballots for part of the voting period.  He argued that the incumbent 
candidates withheld information about arbitration decisions and contracts and then used 
this information to their advantage during the campaign.  He also complained about 
leaflets posted in the workplace and campaigning in the vicinity of the polls on the day 
of the election.  Boone charged that the chairperson of the election committee shared 
the results of the election with candidates before the results were announced to the 
membership. 

 
On June 8, 2016, the Local 933 election committee recommended that Boone’s 

appeal be denied because the issues he raised did not warrant a new election.17  The 
local executive board adopted the recommendation of the election committee at a 
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meeting on June 27, 2016.18  The membership of Local 933 considered Boone’s appeal 
at a meeting on September 11, 2016, and denied it.  The minutes of the September 
meeting report the following action: 

 
“The appeal by Robert Boone dated 05/16/2016 protesting the general 
election was read.  A signed report from the election committee was read 
recommending this appeal be denied.  Motion was made and properly 
seconded to deny the appeal.  Andy McAtee, Speedway Unit, spoke on 
the appeal.  After discussion, the motion passed by a vote of 130 to 9.”19 

Boone appealed the membership’s action to the International Executive Board 
(IEB) on September 14, 2016.  The election committee responded to Boone’s appeal on 
November 1, 2016.  The election committee explained that members filled in their 
ballots during the election committee election at large tables.  They stated that members 
had the option of filling out the ballot privately.20  The election committee reported that 
the errors identified by Boone in his protest were corrected before the election 
committee election took place.  The election committee asserted that the membership 
took action to authorize the date and time of the election at a meeting on March 13, 
2016.21  The election committee stated that the correspondence regarding Boone’s 
eligibility to run for local union president was not presented to the election committee.22  

 
The election committee maintained that the redistricting notices posted prior to 

the election were done in accordance with the applicable contracts.23  The committee 
members stated that they were not contacted for information about arbitration decisions 
or contracts with employees of the union.24  The election committee acknowledged that 
many candidates violated the rules for posting campaign materials during the election.  
They stated: 

 
“There were multiple candidates who overstepped the boundaries 
including incumbents.  Both ‘slates’ were guilty of soliciting within the poll 
sites.  Poll site workers were overwhelmed and some inexperienced so it 
wasn’t addressed promptly.  We have since discussed and educated poll 
workers on how to handle this issue.”25 
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The election committee reported that the failure to list one of the candidates for 
chairperson on the ballot for the Speedway unit was corrected within the first hour of the 
election and the first few voters in that election were offered challenged ballots until the 
issue was addressed.26  The election committee denied that the election results were 
provided to any of the candidates before the election results were formally posted.  The 
election committee response states: 

 
“The election committee chairman took the totals from MicroVote into the 
front office so that the tally sheet could be printed and so they could 
determine whether or not challenged ballots would affect the race.  There 
were “NO” candidates in that office for this process.”27 

Acting on behalf of International President Dennis Williams, Administrative 
Assistant Allen Wilson conducted a hearing on Boone’s appeal.  Wilson prepared a 
report to the IEB based on documents in the record and testimony given at the hearing.  
Wilson observed that local union elections are presumed to be valid.  He cited the well-
established rule that the results of a local union election will not be disturbed in the 
absence of clear and convincing evidence that some improper practice occurred that 
could have affected the outcome of the election.28  After reviewing Boone’s arguments 
and the election committee’s responses, Wilson concluded that Boone had not 
established that any of the issues he raised could have affected the results of the 
triennial election conducted at Local 933.  Wilson observed that Boone has not 
challenged the accuracy of the vote count or submitted any evidence to support a 
conclusion that the posted election results do not accurately reflect the will of the 
electorate of Local Union 933.29  

 
Based on these conclusions, Wilson denied Boone’s appeal.  The IEB adopted 

Wilson’s report as its decision and provided Boone with a copy of the decision on 
January 31, 2017.  Boone has now appealed the IEB’s decision to the Public Review 
Board (PRB).   

 
ARGUMENT 

A. Robert Boone: 

The UAW Constitution requires all union elections to be conducted by a 
democratically elected election committee.  The election committee that conducted the 
2016 triennial election at Local Union 933 was not elected by a secret ballot.  Voters 
were required to mark their ballots in a relatively small open room filled with members 
standing shoulder-to-shoulder in a long, winding line waiting to receive their blank ballot.  
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Nearly all of the voters were marking their ballots in plain sight of the other members.  
Many were marking their ballot while holding it against the wall.  The voters in this 
election were not provided any privacy throughout a continuous voting period lasting 
three hours.  While it is true that there is no evidence to indicate that this violation of the 
rules had any impact on the outcome of the general election, it is also true that such 
impact cannot be determined.  If the use of a secret ballot has no impact on the 
outcome of an election why does our Constitution and the UAW Guide for Local Union 
Election Committees require it. 

 
The UAW Constitution, Article 38, §10(d), requires the membership to establish 

the dates, times, and location of elections.  Again, why is it not a violation when the 
election committee and the local union officers fail to comply with this rule?  Why is it 
required to prove an impact on the final outcome before it becomes a violation?  They 
violated the rules and gained a political advantage.  Who can determine if the effect of 
the violation was sufficient to harm their opponent’s chances?  The premature 
establishment of the election date (as evidenced by the Rocket quarterly publication) 
and the contractual engagement of the election services company took place prior to 
the membership meeting where these arrangements were announced.  Retroactive 
approval by the membership of what the local union officers had already put in place is 
not what the rule requires. 

 
The local union did not respond to my inquiries about the eligibility of retired 

members to run for president until after the nomination period had closed.  The 
Regional Director and the International President’s office promised the retired members 
of Local Union 933 that a clear decision on the eligibility question would be made well in 
advance of the opening of nominations.  That did not happen and it prevented retired 
members from seeking offices that they would have been eligible to hold. 

 
Our contract provides that facilities shall not be redistricted more frequently than 

at six-month intervals, upon request, when there is a change in the number of 
employees equal to two hundred and fifty or five percent, whichever is greater.  The 
redistricting will be accomplished within twenty working days of such request.  I see no 
legal way that the local could redistrict a plant three times within a two-month period.  
Furthermore, I do not believe a redistrict on March 31, 2015 meets the Constitutional 
requirement when a triennial election is scheduled for May 10, 2016.  I believe what 
took place here amounts to incumbent gerrymandering.  The local union claimed that 
only nine voters were reassigned to a different voting area, but this assertion has not 
been verified.  I requested information to verify the local union’s claim and I was denied 
access to these materials.  The union officers posted three notices redistricting the day 
shift by moving around full-time appointed representatives.  Not only does our 
Constitution prohibit such gerrymandering, the ratified collective bargaining agreement 
does as well. I would reasonably conclude that management had to be a part of that 
gerrymandering to allow three redistricts in a two-month period.  

 
The IEB’s report asserts that the denial of my request for a copy of the contract 

between the local and the employees of the union hall had no bearing on the election.  I 
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disagree.  In the months prior to the May 2016 election, incumbent officers presided 
over meetings of retired members.  The officers bragged about having eliminated the 
tiered collective bargaining agreement for the unionized hall workers.  This was an 
obvious attempt to gain political advantage prior to the election.  In fact, the labor 
contract they were bragging about did not accomplish what they said.  Because I was 
denied access to the contract prior to the election, the bogus accomplishment stood 
unchallenged and could not be disproven until after the election was over.  The local 
union membership was entitled to this information prior to the election.  

 
Similarly, the membership was entitled to see the arbitration decision that I 

requested.  The arbitration decision addressed complaints about outside contracting.  
The incumbents used this issue for their political advantage.  There was a policy 
grievance filed on behalf of the union.  The grievance was subsequently arbitrated at 
union membership expense.  The outcome affected a complete unit of around 1,000 
active members.  The decision was to be enforced by the union.  I have yet to see this 
arbitration decision, but I have not abandoned my efforts to obtain it.  

 
The election committee asserted that both slates were equally guilty of campaign 

violations.  I have provided photographs of the incumbent slate’s fliers posted 
everywhere in the plant.  See if you can find a place where any challenger could have 
posted anything.  No one else had posters or banners in the polling area nor were they 
permitted to use the union hall and union properties for political reasons.  The 
International Union asserts that campaigning by union officials which is incidental to 
their union business is not a violation of federal law.  The union claims I have no proof 
of any abuse by union officials.  I may be light on proof, but I observed plant 
committeemen and officers distributing handbills inside the gates before their shifts and 
returning to the plant after their shifts to campaign.  If we were given access to the time 
and attendance information for these folks, the burden of proof could have been met. 

 
No one knows how many voters were affected by the omission of the name of 

the candidate for chairperson on the Speedway unit ballots.  That is because only a few 
incumbents were given access to the vote tabulations by polling site.  We were informed 
by the local union officers that we would not be given that information because of all the 
election protests that were filed in connection with the 2013 triennial election.  Our 
International Union told the union not to give the membership information about polling 
site tabulations because it causes too many protests.  The error on the Speedway ballot 
was brought to the attention of the candidate at 11:30 a.m. on the day of the election 
and resolved around noon.  This was more than six hours into the election. 

 
I was a poll watcher during the vote count.  After MicroVote completed the tallies 

by polling site, they provided these to the election committee chairperson.  The 
chairperson took the results and headed to the front office.  I followed him with another 
poll watcher.  As we entered the small hall, a celebration had already erupted.  As we 
entered the area, the election committee chairperson was exiting the office of the local 
union president.  We do not know how long he was in the office, who was in it with him, 
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nor what caused the celebration to break out, but my guess is that someone gave the 
election results to someone in that office and that was the reason for the celebration.  

 
The 2016 triennial election was not conducted in accordance with the local union 

bylaws, the UAW Constitution, or the UAW Guide to Local Union Election Committees.  
It is true that I cannot demonstrate how the membership would have voted minus all the 
incumbent trickery and gerrymandering, but it is plain that the violations I have 
described could have affected the outcome of the entire election.  The members of 
Local Union 933 are entitled to an election conducted in accordance with the rules.  

 
B. International Union, UAW: 

The IEB’s decision is based on the well-established principle that elections 
conducted by a local union are presumed to be valid.  In order to rebut that 
presumption, a party must show by clear and convincing evidence that some fraud or 
impropriety occurred to such a degree as to have affected the outcome of the election.  
In a recent decision, Patenaude and McGrath v. Local Union 2322, PRB Case 1705 
(2014), the PRB observed that the appellants had reversed the presumption by 
demanding proof that no improprieties had occurred.  Boone makes a similar argument 
in this appeal.  While acknowledging a lack of evidence to support his allegations, 
Boone essentially contends that the local union should bear the burden to prove that no 
impropriety occurred.  The IEB rejected that view.  

 
The IEB specifically addressed the deficiencies cited in each of Boone’s 

allegations.  The IEB noted that Boone had presented no evidence to show that the 
balloting procedure used for the election committee election had any impact on the 
outcome of the triennial election.  Further, the record shows that the local union took 
timely action to correct the other errors cited by Boone in connection with the election 
committee election.  Those issues included a retiree being denied the right to be 
nominated, election committee members being elected by bargaining units rather than 
the total membership, and the membership not being allowed to vote for the maximum 
number of election committee members.  The local union’s timely action negated any 
argument that the election should be overturned on the basis of these errors.  See 
Spencer et al. v. Local Union 1781, PRB Case No. 1724 (2015).  This principle also 
applies to Boone’s argument about the omission of the candidate’s name from the ballot 
in the Speedway unit.  The IEB correctly determined that the election committee took 
immediate action to correct the error so that it was not grounds to overturn the election.  

 
Although the union prematurely announced an election date in its quarterly 

newspaper on or about February 24, 2016, it subsequently obtained membership 
approval of the date at a general membership meeting held on March 13, 2016.  Boone 
has presented no evidence that the prior announcement of the planned election date 
had any impact on the results of the triennial election held on May 10, 2016.  
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Boone raised the issue of his ineligibility to run for the office of local union 
president.  The PRB has already addressed his arguments with respect to this issue in 
Boone v. Local Union 933, PRB Case No. 1759 (2017). 

 
The IEB properly rejected Boone’s contention that the redistricting at the Allison 

Transmission Plant (ATI/Speedway Unit) required the Local 933 election to be rerun.  
The IEB observed that the redistricting occurred in advance of the election so that 
members knew which candidates sought office in each of the delineated districts prior to 
May 10, 2016.  Boone presented no testimony or specific evidence of any confusion by 
members regarding who would represent them in their appropriate districts.  Absent 
such evidence, the redistricting does not provide grounds for overturning the election. 

 
Appellant’s complaint about not having access to the labor agreement between 

the local union and the OPEIU covering the union hall’s employees does not state the 
violation of any rule.  The PRB has previously held that the political advantages 
naturally enjoyed by incumbents do not provide grounds for overturning an election.  
See Gainer v. Local Union 774, PRB Case No. 1727 (2015).  Similarly, the IEB correctly 
determined that the local’s failure to provide Boone with copies of an arbitration decision 
affecting the local union had no bearing on the conduct of the 2016 triennial election.  

 
The IEB examined Boone’s complaints about the posting of campaign literature 

in the plant by incumbents, including within ten feet of the polling site.  The local union 
election committee did not deny the improper postings by the candidate for financial 
secretary.  Indeed, the election committee acknowledged improper solicitation by 
multiple candidates on both slates.  The election committee announced that it will work 
to educate poll workers to avoid these issues in the future.  For purposes of this case, 
Boone has not established that these violations of the rules governing local union 
election campaigns affected the outcome of the election.  

 
During the hearing conducted by the IEB, the election committee chairperson 

testified that he took the vote totals into the front office to make copies so the election 
committee could determine whether challenged ballots affected the outcome of the 
election.  He further testified that the poll watchers accompanied him to the union hall.  
The IEB correctly found that this incident had no bearing on the outcome of the election.  
First, voting was complete by the time of the incident.  Secondly, Boone acknowledges 
that he did not know who was in the office with the election committee chairperson, so 
there is no basis for concluding that there were candidates present.  

 
The IEB determined that the denial of copies of the 2016 election results by 

polling sites was not a basis for disturbing the results of the election.  The IEB confirmed 
that the Local 933 election committee fulfilled the requirement of tallying results for each 
office and properly publicized the number of valid ballots counted, the number of void 
ballots and the unresolved challenged ballots.  The IEB decided that no further 
specificity was required.  
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Boone has not demonstrated how any of his various complaints could have 
affected the results of the triennial election.  He has not challenged the accuracy of the 
vote count or presented any evidence to suggest that the election results did not 
accurately reflect the sentiment of the electorate of Local 933.  The decision of the IEB 
should be affirmed. 

 
C. Rebuttal by Robert Boone: 

The IEB’s response to my appeal does not accurately describe the arrangements 
made for the election committee election.  There were no provisions for a secret ballot 
vote during the election committee election.  Members had no choice but to cast their 
ballots in view of everyone in the room.  Peer pressure works!  No one could pinpoint 
the exact effect this process had on the outcome of our election.  However, in the minds 
of many, there is no question that a democratic election of the Local 933 election 
committee did not occur.  

 
In response to my complaint about the resolution of the question concerning the 

eligibility of retirees to run for president, the International Union finally admits that the 
local union election committee did not see my correspondence with the International 
President’s office regarding this issue.  Had the IEB investigated my allegations, they 
would have discovered that the election committee had no input into the decision to 
declare me ineligible to run for president.  The election committee chairperson made the 
announcement that he alone was making that decision, after a hallway conference with 
other elected and appointed representatives. 

 
The redistricting of the Speedway Unit on March 31, 2016 occurred 40 days prior 

to the election, but not well enough in advance to comply with the applicable 
requirements.  

 
The situation at Local Union 933 does not support the local union’s argument that 

a breakdown of vote tallies by polling site would compromise the secrecy of the ballot.  
We have no polling sites where it is possible to have just a single voter.  What we do 
have is politicians talking voters into going into other districts/zones and casting ballots.  
When you fail to get a breakdown of the results, it is impossible to trace such actions.  If 
one would simply Google MicroVote and view a few dozen of the complaints filed about 
their election practices, it would be very understandable why candidates would want a 
breakdown of votes by polling sites. 

 
The IEB claimed that the problem with the Speedway ballot was immediately 

corrected and so did not affect the outcome of the voting in that unit.  No one knows 
how many voters were prevented from voting, or else got mad and walked away 
because their favorite candidate was not on the ballot.  It is not true that only the first 
few voters were affected by this problem.  The error was brought to the attention of the 
candidate at 11:30 a.m. on the day of the election and resolved around noon.  This was 
more than six hours into the election.  The IEB’s claim that this problem was addressed 
within the first hour of the election is not true.  
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We have rules governing elections to ensure that they are conducted 

democratically.  Those rules have been ignored for several elections at this local union.  
Any contention that the election committee corrected all the problems with the May 10, 
2016 triennial election in a timely manner is not supported by the facts. 

 
Some of the more flagrant violations of election rules during the 2016 election 

include:  leaving a candidate off the ballot for six hours, not allowing the membership to 
set the date and time for the election, not abiding by nominating procedures, using the 
union hall for campaigning, gerrymandering the districts three times within days of the 
election, and not providing a secret ballot for the election committee election.  These 
violations are being dismissed by the International Union as normal, acceptable 
mistakes.  

 
DISCUSSION 

 
We have a firmly established standard of review in appeals challenging election 

results.  There is a presumption that all elections conducted by a local union are valid, 
and in order for a challenger to rebut that presumption, it must be shown by clear and 
convincing evidence that some improper practice occurred to such a degree that it could 
have affected the outcome of the election.30  Boone acknowledges he cannot 
demonstrate how any of the issues he has raised affected the outcome of Local 933’s 
triennial election, but he argues that the impact of the alleged violations cannot be 
measured.  He insists that the membership is entitled to an election conducted in 
accordance with the rules for the election of local union officers set out in Article 38 of 
the UAW Constitution and the Guide for Local Union Election Committees.   

 
The purpose of those rules is to ensure that the election results reflect the will of 

the majority of voters.  To overturn the results of an election based on technical 
violations raised by individual protesters would, in fact, undermine the membership’s 
decision making process.  That is why Article 38, §12, requires a local union to obtain 
an order from the International President before rerunning an election in response to a 
protest.31 Our presumption of validity is also designed to protect the membership’s 

                                      
30

 Williams and Brown v. International President, PRB Case No. 1540, (2006); Carthon V. Local Union 
2297, UAW, PRB Case No. 1603 (2008); Patenaude and McGrath v. Local Union 2322, UAW, PRB Case 
No. 1705 (2014); Gainer v. Local Union 774, UAW, PRB Case No. 1727 (2015); and Reichle, v. UAW 
Local Union 400 Joint Council, PRB Case No. 1732 (2015). 

31
 The Guide for Local Union Election Committees states at page 74: 

“In some cases, a minority of the membership of a local union may be in a position to 
overrule the will of the majority in passing judgment upon the report of the election 
committee.  A situation may arise when a group of officers is elected by the votes of a 
thousand or more yet when the election committee reports to the membership, a group of 
50 or 75 might constitute the majority of that membership meeting and reject the election 
committee’s report on some very minor, technical, or insubstantial grounds, thus 
frustrating the will of the majority.  Accordingly, certain safeguards must be taken to 
protect the democratic decision of the majority against minority action.”   
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democratic choice expressed at the ballot box from challenges based on insubstantial 
grounds.32  Even where errors are firmly established, we will not upset election results 
unless the protester can establish that violations occurred to such an extent that the 
results of the election can no longer be trusted as an accurate reflection of the 
membership’s choice.  In this case, the membership reviewed Boone’s election protest 
and voted by a large margin, 130 to 9, to deny it.33  Under these circumstances, the 
presumption of validity is very strong.  

 
Many of Boone’s complaints do not describe violations of election rules.  The 

announcement of a proposed election date in the local union newspaper did not deprive 
the membership of its right to establish the date and time for the election.  That 
announcement did not bind the membership.  Had a motion been introduced at the 
meeting on March 13, 2016 to establish a different date, the membership might have 
changed the date previously announced.  Instead, the membership voted to adopt the 
date recommended by the local executive board.  The membership’s decision to hold 
the election on May 10, 2016 was fully consistent with Article 38, §10(c) of the UAW 
Constitution.  

 
Similarly, Boone’s complaints about the conduct of the election committee 

election do not describe violations of the UAW Constitution.  Such elections are 
generally conducted at a regular membership meeting.  The requirement to provide 
secret ballots to the membership does not mean the local must establish private voting 
booths, but only that members should be given individual ballots as opposed to 
conducting the election by a show of hands or a voice vote.  If the members of Local 
Union 933 thought the procedures for the election committee election were too lax, 
someone could have objected prior to going forward with the election.  Boone has 
suggested that peer pressure may have influenced the members’ choice of election 
committee members, but no one objected to the panel that was ultimately elected.  

 
The numerous redistricting notices posted in the Speedway Unit prior to the 

election are puzzling.  The record does not reveal why the local needed to make all of 
these adjustments to the districts in that unit so close to an election.  While this is an 
issue of concern, Boone has not presented evidence that the notices violated any 
specific provision of the collective bargaining agreement or the local union bylaws.  No 
members claimed to have been confused or disenfranchised as a result of the 
redistricting.  In order to support a protest based on this circumstance, Boone would 
need to obtain statements from members of the Speedway Unit explaining how the 
redistricting influenced the election.  

 
The one issue Boone raises that unquestionably influenced the presidential race 

was the election committee chairperson’s declaration that Boone is ineligible to hold the 

                                      
32

 See Hutchinson v. UAW International Executive Board, PRB Case No. 1728 (2015) for a full discussion 
of our presumption and its proper application. 

33
 Record, p. 71. 



PRB CASE NO. 1763  Page 13. 

 
 
office of president because he is retired.  Boone challenged this ruling.  In response to 
an inquiry from local union members asking whether retired members are eligible to 
serve as president of Local Union 933, the International President’s staff suggested that 
it is up to the local union election committee to make the initial determination of 
eligibility.34  In this appeal, Boone points out that did not take place.  In response to 
Boone’s appeal, the election committee officers acknowledged that they saw no reason 
to submit the question of Boone’s eligibility to the entire election committee for a vote.35  
We should correct any misconception regarding the election committee’s authority to 
determine a candidate’s eligibility.  The election committee members do not have 
discretion to decide who is eligible to run for office.  The election committee must apply 
the rules governing eligibility found in the UAW Constitution and the established 
interpretation of those rules by the International Union.  In accordance with an Official 
Interpretation of Article 6, §19, of the UAW Constitution, retired members are ineligible 
to run for offices which carry the responsibility for handling grievances or bargaining.  As 
in this local, presidents ordinarily get involved with matters of collective bargaining, 
contract administration, or grievance handling.  A vote by a majority of election 
committee members would not have been sufficient to confer eligibility on a candidate 
who was otherwise ineligible under the Official Interpretation.  The election committee 
determines whether the local union’s collective bargaining agreements or local union 
bylaws require the president to engage in grievance handling, contract administration, 
or bargaining.  In this case, the local union had already received a ruling on this issue in 
connection with Boone’s challenge of the election committee chairperson’s ruling.  
There was nothing further for the election committee to determine and, therefore, no 
reason for a vote. 

 
Our record contains general election results showing the vote tallies for each 

office.36  This report satisfies the reporting requirements of Article 38, but it does not 
appear that this information was made available to the membership until after Boone 
filed this appeal.  In his appeal to the IEB, Boone argued that the election committee’s 
report omitted the number of votes cast for each candidate in each of the units.  The 
record contains a report that announces the winners and the races in which a runoff 
was necessary, but does not inform the members of the number of votes cast for each 
candidate.37  This incomplete report was apparently the one that was originally posted 
by the election committee.  On May 19, 2016, Boone filed a separate appeal 
challenging the election committee’s decision to deny him a copy of the vote tallies in 
each particular unit.38  In a letter addressed to Administrative Assistant Allen Wilson, 
Local 933 President Allen Harris explained that in 2013 the local had been instructed by 
a member of the International President’s staff that the election committee should not 
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release a breakdown of the votes cast at each polling site because this could reveal 
how individuals voted and violate the secrecy of the ballot.39  It appears that Harris 
provided Administrative Assistant Wilson with a copy of the vote tallies on October 14, 
2016, as an attachment to his letter.  

 
In future elections, the local union election committee should be aware that 

whatever the considerations of confidentiality may be in relation to individual polling 
sites, vote tallies for each office must be promptly shared with the membership in 
writing.40 Article 38, §11 of the UAW Constitution states that the election committee is 
required to provide the membership with a written report of the election results.  The 
UAW Guide to Local Union Election Committees provides the following directions to the 
election committee regarding this report: 

 
“Announce the tally results for each office.  Report the number of valid 
ballots counted, the number of totally void ballots, and the number of 
unresolved challenged ballots.”41 

The election committee’s duty is to the membership, not to the incumbent officers.  The 
withholding of information about vote tallies by the election committee could cast doubt 
on the committee’s impartiality.  There is nothing confidential about local union election 
results. 
 

The election committee’s failure to give the membership a complete report of the 
results of the election raised doubt about its claim to have addressed the omission of a 
candidate’s name in the chairperson’s race on the Speedway Unit ballot.  If this had 
been a very close contest, the fact that voters were temporarily deprived of the 
opportunity to vote for one of the candidates for chairperson could have been a 
sufficient defect to require a new election for that position.  Now that we have the results 
from the Speedway Unit, it is evident that the successful candidate won by a large 
margin.  We also find it significant that neither of the unsuccessful candidates filed a 
protest over the issue.  Nevertheless, this is an example of the need for complete 
impartiality on the part of election committee members in making reports regarding 
election results.  All local union members are equally entitled to view the election 
committee’s report of the vote tallies.  In this case, it appears that the reporting error 
was an innocent mistake, which was ultimately corrected.  It did not reflect bias on the 
part of the election committee.  

 
On the other hand, the local union is not required to provide candidates with 

information about the local union’s contract with its employees or the results of 
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arbitration decisions.  Boone has complained that incumbent officers used the 
arbitration decisions to campaign and that they misrepresented the terms of the local’s 
contracts with its employees.  Issues related to the arbitration may well have influenced 
the voters.  This is not the kind of influence election rules are designed to prevent.  
Such issues are a natural part of election campaigns.  Candidates are entitled to use 
whatever information or news is available to them to address issues of concern to the 
membership.  It is up to the candidates to conduct research on these issues and to 
make persuasive arguments to the membership in the form of campaign material.  The 
fact that the incumbents had easier access to this information is simply one of the 
advantages of incumbency.  As the International Union has observed, such advantages 
are not grounds for upsetting the results of an election. 

 
In addition, we have often rejected claims that candidates were campaigning 

while on company time or in the vicinity of the polls as a basis for overturning the results 
of a local union election.42  The election committee acknowledged that some candidates 
overstepped the boundaries in their posting of campaign materials near the voting area.  
The local union has adopted policies to address this problem in the future.  In general, 
complaints about campaign materials should be addressed to the election committee so 
that they can be dealt with immediately.  Here again, the purpose of the rule is to protect 
the membership’s decision.  In order to provide a reason for upsetting the results of an 
election, a protester would need to establish a violation that cast doubt on the legitimacy 
of the reported election results, such as threats of violence or active employer 
interference.43  That evidence is not present in this record.  None of the issues raised by 
Boone warrant rerunning the election of officers at Local Union 933. 

 
The decision of the IEB is affirmed.  
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