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The Board considers whether improprieties occurred during the UAW Local Union 
6000 runoff election for Recording Secretary that could have affected the outcome. 

 
FACTS 

 
Rick Michael is a retired member and former officer of UAW Local Union 6000.  

Local 6000 represents approximately 17,000 State of Michigan employees.1  Michael is 
a former probation officer.  The Local 6000 membership is widely dispersed across 
Michigan.  As a result, the Local conducts its officer elections entirely by mail ballot.2  Few 

 
1 The International Union’s position statement to the PRB indicates that Local 6000 represents 17,000 State 
employees.  Record, p. 172.  Staff’s report to the IEB states that Local 6000 represents 24,000 members 
across the State of Michigan.  Record, p. 74.  It is unclear why the membership counts are different in the 
two documents.  For the purpose of this appeal, the Board will rely on the International Union’s position 
statement. 
2 Record, pp. 13-14.  The Local 6000 Bylaws make clear that elections are to be conducted by mail ballot 
and overseen by a democratically elected Election Committee of ten members, but the Bylaws do not 
provide detailed instructions regarding the administration of the mail ballot election.  The UAW Guide for 
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UAW locals conduct their elections by mail and permission to do so is required from the 
International Executive Board (IEB).3 

 
 In the Local’s most recent triennial election, ballots were mailed on April 5, 2019 
and tallied on May 3, 2019.  The vote count was conducted by an accounting firm, 
Gallagher, Flintoff & Klein, CPAs.  Four candidates ran for the position of Recording 
Secretary, including the incumbent Charlene Yarbrough.4  The results were: 
 
  Dawn Copeland    294 
  Kimberley Hicks    326 
  Jackie Muzyl   1189 
  Charlene Yarbrough 10175   
 
 Because no candidate for Recording Secretary received a majority of the votes 
cast, a runoff election was required.  Since the race for Recording Secretary was the only 
one requiring a runoff, the Local’s Election Committee  conducted the runoff election in-
house to save the expense of employing a mailing house and accounting firm.6  Ballots 
were mailed on May 10, 2019.7  The Election Committee described the process as 
follows: 
 

“1. The Election Committee agreed to handle the mailing of the Run-Off 
election in house in an effort to save funds for the Local with the stipulation 
that ‘only’ the Election Committee could collect the ballots and count the 
ballots on May 31, 2019, along with any challengers present. 

2. OPEIU staff ran the addresses from a list provided by the Office of the 
State Employer.  This list is updated every two weeks and sent to the Local.  
It is the same list which would have been sent to a Union mailer.  The cost 
of using a mailer service could have been 2-3 times the cost of handling the 
mailing in-house.  The addresses were run on envelopes by OPEIU staff 
using the State provided list.  They stuffed the ballots along with Secret 
Ballot Envelopes, prepared them for mailing in a[n] open room where any 
and all members could observe, and then they were taken by OPEIU staff 
to the Post Office for mailing.  OPEIU staff is very experienced in handling 
this process as they handle a number of other elections within the Local 
which do not fall under the purview of the Election Committee, i.e., Steward 
Elections, Bargaining Elections, Secondary Elections, and the election of 
the Election Committee.  They have proven to be experienced in the 

 
Local Union Election Committees, pp. 96-103, addresses the proper procedures for elections by mail.  
These procedures largely incorporate guidance provided by the U.S. Department of Labor.  See “Electing 
Local Union Officers by Mail,” available at https://www.dol.gov/olms/regs/compliance/elecbm.htm. 
3 See UAW Guide for Local Union Election Committees, p. 96. 
4 Pursuant to Article 14, §4 of the Local 6000 Bylaws, Recording Secretary is a full-time position with an 
annual salary of $67,839.12.  Record, pp. 8, 18. 
5 Record, p. 29. 
6 Record, p. 45. 
7 Record, p. 74. 
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balloting/mailing process, and they had no vested interest in the outcome 
of this election.”8 

 On May 31, 2019, the Election Committee collected the voted ballots from the post 
office and conducted the vote count.  The results of the runoff election were: 
 
  Jackie Muzyl   1013 
  Charlene Yarbrough 13449 
 
The Election Committee produced a report regarding the vote tally, including the number 
of ballots deemed void for various reasons.10   
 
 On June 5, 2019, Rick Michael submitted an election protest to the Local 6000 
Recording Secretary.  According to the protest, approximately 500 ballots were returned 
as undeliverable in the initial triennial officer election, whereas “[a]pproximately 1100 
ballots were not counted or returned for unexplainable reasons” in the runoff election for 
Recording Secretary.11  Michael requested that the Local conduct a new runoff election, 
stating: 
 

“It is unconceivable that the number of ballots not counted or received by 
the members would increase by approximately 600 within a few days of the 
general election and the loss of the current office holder. 

It is further reported that the Election Committee was not allowed to handle 
the run-off election and that the OPIEU STAFF ran the addresses, stuffed 
the ballots, mailed the ballots, and this was done in the open.”12 

On June 6, 2019, Jackie Muzyl submitted an identical protest to the Local.13  Muzyl also 
submitted a statement from her challenger, Wendy Miller, who attested: 
 

“On May 3 we had approximately 500 returned mail envelopes.  I witnessed 
an accounting audit firm gentleman put the election ballots into the counter 
machine, total of 5077 for all positions, including 2826 for the Recording 
Secretary position. 

 On May 31 we had approximately 1100 returned mail envelopes. There 
was no ballot counter machine and no representative from the accounting 
audit firm.  There were 2474 envelopes, including the uncountable ones. . . 
.”14 

 
8 Record, p. 45. 
9 Record, p. 36. 
10 Record, p. 35. 
11 Record, p. 37. 
12 Record, p. 37. 
13 Record, pp. 39-40. 
14 Record, p. 41. 
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 On June 11, 2019, Michael filed an election appeal with the International 
President.15  He explained that he had filed a protest with the Local immediately following 
the runoff election, but that the Local had failed to hear the appeal at the next membership 
council meeting on June 8, 2019.   
 
 On June 20, 2019, the Local’s Election Committee produced two written reports to 
the Local Executive Board (LEB), one regarding Michael’s protest and the other 
addressing Muzyl’s protest.  The reports described how the Committee had conducted 
the runoff election.  In both reports, the Committee wrote: 
 

“The Election Committee has observed an increasing problem with the mail 
balloting process done by the U.S. Post Office.  We have reported these 
problems over the past several years, i.e., lost bags of mail, undelivered 
mail, and returned mail.  We have reported these problems to the U.S. Post 
Office and the Local and advised the Local to explore other voting options.  
We expect that the problems at the U.S. Post Office will continue and 
possibly worsen.  The Local, Election Committee, and OPEIU staff cannot 
be responsible for internal problems and failures within the U.S. Post Office. 
. . . 

As an added note: Upon completion of the ballot count and after certification 
of the election, Election Committee members did a random review of the 
undelivered ballots.  Many were labeled Undeliverable-Incomplete 
Address/Invalid Address/Moved No Forwarding Address.  Members of the 
Election Committee checked some of the returned ballots against the list 
provided by the Office of the State Employer, and we could not find any 
name or address errors.  However, we did observe that many of these 
envelopes did not have a postal cancellation stamp or barcodes anywhere 
on the envelope which would indicate which postal offices returned the 
piece of mail.  This is further proof that the problem was with the U.S. Postal 
Service.”16 

Although the Election Committee identified each report as a “recommendation” in the 
subject line, the Committee stated in the body of each report that the appeal “is denied.”17 
 
 The LEB held a meeting on July 20, 2019 and discussed the election protests, 
including the “various factors [that] may have contributed to [the] return address 
increase.”18  Motions were made to reject the recommendations of the Election 
Committee to deny the protests made by Michael and Muzyl.  The LEB passed these 
motions.19 

 
15 Record, pp. 43-44. 
16 Record, pp. 46, 48. 
17 Record, pp. 45-46, 47-48. 
18 Record, p. 49. 
19 Record, pp. 50, 51.  Charlene Yarbrough and her vote-count challenger, Celia Ontiveros, appealed the 
LEB’s decision to rerun the runoff election.  Record, p. 76. 
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 By letter dated July 23, 2019, Local President Ed Mitchell advised the International 
President that the LEB had rejected the recommendation of the Election Committee 
regarding the protests filed by Michael and Muzyl.20  He further stated that the Local would 
proceed with a rerun of the Recording Secretary runoff election. 
 
 The International President’s office acknowledged Michael’s appeal on August 6, 
2019.21  On the same day, the President’s office gave notice of an appeal hearing to be 
conducted on August 19, 2019.22  Accordingly, Administrative Assistant to the President, 
Sarah Laws, conducted a hearing at Local 6000.  In addition to the protesters Michael 
and Muzyl, the following persons attended: Ed Mitchell; Charlene Yarbrough; Miya 
Williamson, Local Financial Secretary Treasurer; Liz Tindall and Ted Gregg, Election 
Committee members; Wendy Miller; Celia Ontiveros, challenger for Yarbrough; and 
International Representative Sandra Parker-White.23   
 
 At the outset of the hearing, Michael provided a memo to Laws setting forth his 
objections to the runoff election.  He identified the following issues: 
 

“1. Staff that worked on the runoff election report to one of the candidates 
directly or indirectly and are not members of the election committee 

2. The number of ballots not counted increased by two-fold or approximately 
600 v 1200 

3. That the OPEIU staff ran the addresses, stuffed the ballots, and prepared 
them for mailing, not the election committee 

4. The count machine was not utilized for the runoff election as previously 
used for the general election 

5. The independent auditor was not used for the runoff election as 
previously used for the general election 

6. These changes were made at the direction of the President who is a long-
term co-worker and friend of the candidate who lost in the first election not 
the executive board or election committee 

7. The election committee denied my appeal.  Only the executive board and 
International has such authority under the UAW Constitution 

8. After the general election the current office holder lost the election by 
approximately 200 votes.  After the run-off election the current office holder 
won the election by approximately 300 votes and with a substantial increase 
of votes not counted 

 
20 Record, p. 52. 
21 Record, p. 53. 
22 Record, pp. 54, 56. 
23 Record, p. 57. 
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9. The Local’s Executive Board voted unanimously to proceed with a new 
run-off election”24 

 As a result of the hearing, on August 22, 2019, Laws notified Michael, Muzyl, and 
the Local that the President’s office had determined that the election protests should be 
presented to the Local membership council at the next scheduled meeting.25  Laws wrote: 
 

“Although your appeals were misdirected to the local union executive board, 
both appeals are considered timely for consideration and action at the next 
regularly scheduled membership council meeting in September 2019.”26 

She further advised Michael and Muzyl: 
 

“Consequently, your appeals of the local union recording secretary runoff 
election to this office are premature.  Unless further action is required of this 
office pursuant to Articles 33 or 38, this matter is considered closed at this 
time.”27 

Michael responded by email to Laws on August 26, 2019, objecting that he had appealed 
to the International Union after the Local failed to take up his protest at the June 
membership meeting.28  Therefore, he contended, his appeal was not premature.  Laws 
responded by letter advising that Michael could appeal the International President’s 
determination that his appeal was premature.29 
 
 Local 6000 conducted its membership council meeting on September 14, 2019.  
Neither Michael nor Muzyl attended the meeting.30  During the meeting, Michael received 
text messages from fellow members who were in attendance asking why he was not 

 
24 Record, pp. 58-59. 
25 Article 12 of the Local 6000 Bylaws describes the membership council as an elected body consisting of 
representatives from each department by bargaining unit from the regions within Local 6000.  LEB members 
and committeepersons also serve on the membership council.  Record, p. 15. 
26 Record, p. 60.  Article 38, §11 of the UAW International Constitution provides as follows regarding the 
handling of election protests: 
 

“Following each election, the Election Committee shall report in writing the canvass of the 
results of the election to the membership’s next membership meeting. No protest to an 
election shall be considered unless raised within seven (7) days of the closing of the polls 
or at the next membership meeting, whichever is later. A protest must either be in writing, 
or made at the membership meeting. If written, the protest must be actually received by 
the Local Union Recording Secretary before the deadline. In the event that membership 
meeting(s) have been suspended by affirmative membership action(s) pursuant to Article 
37, Section 4(c), the protest must be submitted to the Local Union Recording Secretary 
within seven (7) days of the closing of the polls or the next Local Union Executive Board 
meeting (not to exceed thirty (30) days from the date of the election), whichever is later. 
The protest will be directed to the Local Executive Board, which shall rule on the protest 
within thirty (30) days after receipt.” 

27 Record, p. 61. 
28 Record, p. 65. 
29 Record, pp. 66-67. 
30 Record, p. 68. 
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present.31  He responded that he was never notified.  Those in attendance reported that 
Union officials represented that Michael was required to present his protest in person and 
had been so notified by certified mail.  A motion was passed to reject the election protests 
filed by Michael and Muzyl.32 
 
 By letter received on September 24, 2019, Michael appealed the decision of the 
Local membership council to the IEB.  Michael reiterated his protest with respect to the 
volume of undeliverable ballots in the runoff election, particularly as compared to the 
volume of returned mail in the initial triennial election.  Michael also complained that he 
did not receive adequate notice that his election protest would be addressed at the 
September 14, 2019 membership council meeting.  He wrote: 
 

“On august 06, 2019, Ms. Laws sent two letters regarding the status of the 
appeal with very specific instructions with regards for the date, time, place, 
phone number, and ‘you are required to be there’.  She also indicated that 
I could have an attorney present.  This letter was sent by certified mail.  See 
attachment 1A.  I was there. 

On august 22, 2019, Ms. Laws sent a letter with her findings that were not 
based on a legitimate investigation and in violation of Article 38.  She failed 
to give a date, time, place, phone number, and she did not indicate that it 
was required that I be there or that I could have an attorney or fellow 
member argue my case. This was an attempt to cover up an illegal election. 
This letter was sent by first class mail, not certified mail.  See attachment 
2A. 

On September 14, 2019, I was informed by numerous members that there 
was about to be a hearing on my appeal.  I was also told by the members 
that my appeal was dismissed because I was not there and no one was 
allowed to argue the appeal on my behalf.  UAW International rep Sandy 
Parker told members at the meeting that I was provide with proper notice 
by certified mail.  That was an intentional misrepresentation of the facts.”33 

As before, Michael also protested the role of the Local Union staff in the conduct of the 
election: 
 

“It is further reported that the Election Committee was not allowed to handle 
the run-off election and that the OPEIU STAFF ran the addresses, stuffed 
the ballots, mailed the ballots, and this was done in the open.”34 

Michael requested that the Local be ordered to rerun the runoff election for Recording 
Secretary. 
 

 
31 Record, pp. 156-158. 
32 Record, p. 69. 
33 Record, pp. 70-71. 
34 Record, p. 71. 
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 The International President’s staff determined that a hearing on Michael’s appeal 
was unnecessary in light of the fact that a hearing had been conducted on his earlier 
appeal.35  Acting on behalf of the President, staff prepared a report to the IEB and 
determined that the appeal should be denied.  Staff noted the Public Review Board’s 
(PRB) well-established presumption that local union elections are valid, subject to clear 
and convincing evidence of improprieties that could have affected the election outcome.  
As a general matter, staff found that Michael’s allegations of election fraud were stated 
“in largely conclusionary terms” and lacked “evidence sufficient to rebut the presumption 
of validity.”36  
 
 Staff also addressed Michael’s specific challenges to the election.  In terms of the 
involvement of Local Union staff, the President’s office was satisfied with the Election 
Committee’s explanation “at the hearing that  UAW Local Union 6000 clerical staff did 
assist in copying and mailing ballots for the runoff election, but that only the election 
committee handled completed ballots.”37  Staff emphasized that only the Election 
Committee members collected voted ballots from the post office and tallied them.38  As 
far as Michael’s suggestion of possible improprieties in the preparation and mailing of the 
ballot packages, staff wrote: 
 

“Appellant stated that he believed it was the clerical staff, led by the 
incumbent recording secretary Yarbrough, who fraudulently influenced the 
mailing of the ballots.  Appellant said that he did not believe the fraud was 
committed when the ballots were counted, but when they were mailed.  
Appellant provided no proof of this allegation, other than an alleged incident 
where another unnamed member allegedly witnessed the recording 
secretary on a computer, and they believed she was accessing the mailing 
list.  Yarbrough denied this accusation and explained she did not have 
access to the voting mailing list, and that she uses her computer every day 
to perform her job duties.  Yarbrough further stated that she had no 
involvement with the runoff election.  The alleged witness to this alleged 
wrongdoing was not present at the hearing.  Appellant also alluded in the 
hearing to things that happened years before relating to elections, but he 
was asked to keep his comments to the issue under review.  There is 
nothing in the record indicating that Yarbrough interfered with the election 
in any way.”39 

With respect to Michael’s allegation regarding a significant increase in 
undeliverable ballot packages in the runoff election, the President’s staff found that the 
numbers cited by Appellant to support this claim were inaccurate.   

 
“At the hearing, the election committee members explained that the 
numbers of returned ballots cited in Appellant's appeal are simply not 

 
35 Record, p. 74. 
36 Record, p. 77. 
37 Record, p. 77. 
38 Record, p. 79. 
39 Record, pp. 77-78. 
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accurate.  First, it was established that the numbers at issue are numbers 
of ballots that were returned undeliverable by the post office, and not 
completed ballots that were cast aside ‘uncounted’ as claimed in the appeal.  
The committee members explained that they do not keep track of all the 
undeliverable ballots, although they do keep them in boxes, they do not 
have a record of how many were returned in total in each election, mainly 
because they continue to be returned for an indefinite period of time.  For 
example, Chair Tindall explained that when she went to pick up the returned 
mail for the runoff election, there were still many envelopes that had been 
returned from the triennial (but she did not know how many). 

The committee members further explained that the 500 number, that was 
cited in Appellant’s appeal, may have been reported out at the triennial 
count as it was the number that had been picked up from the post office at 
the time those ballots were counted.  The committee members stated that 
they had many more undeliverable ballots come in after the triennial election 
but that they never conducted an accounting of all the undelivered returned 
mail ballots.  Furthermore, the committee explained the reason they had 
such a high number of undeliverable mail ballots at the time of the runoff 
was because one committee member actually went to the post office where 
the returned mail was sent and picked them all up right before the runoff 
count.  This was not the usual practice, and no one went to the post office 
to gather all the undeliverable mail right before the triennial ballot count.  
This is not evidence that the local union committed a fraudulent runoff 
election as alleged by Appellant.”40 

The President’s staff also addressed Michael’s complaint that an accounting firm 
and voting machines were used in the triennial election but not in the runoff.  Staff 
explained that there was no prohibition on the Local conducting its election in-house and 
that the decision to do so came from the Election Committee in order to save money and 
not at the behest of the Local President as Appellant had alleged.41  Staff determined that 
Michael’s complaint that the Election Committee had exceeded its authority when it 
denied his appeal similarly lacked merit.  Staff explained that although the Election 
Committee worded its report at one point as if rending a decision, the LEB treated the 
Committee’s report only as a recommendation.42  Staff also rejected Michael’s contention 
that the International President’s office erred in remanding his election protest to the 
membership council, effectively setting aside the LEB’s decision to conduct a rerun. 

 
“Pursuant to Article 38, Section 11, a LEB may rule on an election appeal 
when the local union membership or joint council meetings have been 
suspended for the summer months.  The UAW Local Union 6000 
Membership Council meetings were not suspended for the summer months; 
therefore, it was proper for the UAW President’s Office to remand the 

 
40 Record, pp. 78-79. 
41 Record, p. 80. 
42 Record, p. 80. 
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appeal back to the membership council for consideration at their next 
meeting.”43 

Lastly, staff addressed Appellant’s allegation that he had not been properly notified 
that his protest would be heard at the September membership council meeting. 

 
“Appellant further claims that the UAW President's Office acted improperly 
because the hearing notice was sent to him receipt requested mail and the 
letter notifying him that his appeal should be heard at the next membership 
council meeting was sent regular mail.  However, this is the established 
practice for mailings from this office, and there was no constitutional 
violation or improper motivation demonstrated by this method of postage.  
Furthermore, there was no additional duty required of the UAW President’s 
Office to notify the Appellant, receipt requested or otherwise, of the 
particulars of the next membership council meeting.  Once the UAW 
President’s Office sent the Appellant notification on August 22, 2019 that 
his appeal was premature and should first be heard by the membership 
council, it was Appellant’s prerogative to pursue the appeal, or not.”44 

The IEB adopted staff’s report as its decision.  The International President provided 
Michael with a copy of the IEB decision on November 6, 2019.45  This appeal to the PRB 
followed.46 

ARGUMENT 
 

A. Rick Michael: 
 

 I am appealing the runoff election at Local 6000 for Recording Secretary and the 
decision of the International President’s office to remand my appeal back to the 
membership council without proper notice to me and in violation of the International 
Constitution.  I have a right to a fair and democratic election free of fraud.  The decision 
of the IEB to dismiss the appeal without a legitimate investigation and based upon a 
factually incorrect report from the International President’s staff is a violation of my due 
process rights. 
 
 On June 1, 2019, I appealed the runoff election within seven days by sending my 
protest to the Local 6000 Recording Secretary in accordance with Articles 33 and 38 of 
the International Constitution.  The next membership council meeting was held on June 
8, 2019.  The Constitution states that appeals to the Local Union may be presented at a 
membership meeting or submitted in writing addressed to the Recording Secretary.  
Under Article 38, §11, the appeal must be heard within 30 days from the date of the 
election.  On June 8, 2019, the membership council failed to hear my appeal despite the 
Recording Secretary’s receipt of my written protest prior to this date.  On June 20, 2019, 

 
43 Record, p. 82. 
44 Record, p. 82. 
45 Record, p. 73. 
46 Record, pp. 133-149. 
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the Election Committee denied the appeal without authority under the Constitution.  On 
July 20, 2019, the next scheduled LEB meeting was held.  The LEB voted 4 to 0 to rerun 
the runoff election.  
 
 On August 6, 2019, the International President’s office sent a letter by certified mail 
to me with detailed instructions that a hearing was scheduled for August 19, 2019.  The 
letter stated: “In accordance with Article 33, Section 4, of the UAW International 
Constitution, you are required to appear at this meeting to present your case.  You will be 
allowed counsel and/or witnesses of your choice.”  The hearing was conducted as an 
informal meeting and lasted approximately two hours.  Administrative Assistant Laws 
refused to meet with any of the witnesses in private, refused to interview all four LEB 
members who voted for a new runoff election, refused to interview witnesses that were in 
the room during the LEB’s deliberations on a new runoff election, refused to interview the 
Local Vice President, and refused to answer or return calls prior to the President’s ruling.  
Laws heard from those who were in the informal meeting in front of their supervisor, the 
President of Local 6000, when improprieties by the President and Local were being 
discussed. 
 
 During the hearing, the Local President stated that the LEB voted 3 to 2 in favor of 
a new runoff election.  That was a false statement.  According to witnesses in the room, 
the vote was 4 to 0 in favor of a new runoff election.  I gave the names of the witnesses 
who stated the vote was 4 to 0 to Laws, but she refused to interview them unless it was 
in front of their supervisor who gave false testimony.  The Local President also denied 
that he ordered the Election Committee to use the Local’s staff to conduct the runoff 
election.  But, according to the Local Vice President, the Local President has a long 
history of interfering in the elections of the Local.  The Vice President has also told me 
that the Local has two databases for member addresses.  The internal database for the 
Local is not updated as often as the database from the State.  He stated that the Local 
may have used the internal database addresses for the runoff election resulting in a 
substantial increase in the number of ballots returned for undeliverable addresses.  Laws 
refused to interview the Vice President. 
 
 Only two Election Committee members were at the hearing.  One testified that the 
Committee conducted the runoff election without the use of the counting machine, CPA 
audit firm, and the independent mailing house in order to save money.  The Local Vice 
President has told me that this justification is unsound.  He advises that the Local spent 
thousands of dollars in membership dues on union promotional items for the elections.  
In addition, the use of the Local staff resulted in overtime payments.  It was improper for 
the Election Committee to use Local staff who report to one of the candidates to conduct 
the election.  One Election Committee member also testified that the reason for the 
substantial increase in the number of ballots returned for bad addresses was that the 
retiree addresses from the Office of Retirement for the State of Michigan are not updated 
with Local’s database.  I provided Laws with evidence from the Office of the State 
Employer that this statement is not accurate, but she refused to consider the evidence.47 

 
47 Record, pp. 151-153. 
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 Wendy Miller testified that she was in the room when the ballots were counted for 
both the triennial and runoff elections.  She stated that on May 3, 2019 there were 
approximately 500 returned mail envelopes not counted. On May 31, 2019, she stated 
that there were approximately 1100 returned mail envelopes not counted.  An increase of 
approximately 600 in three weeks or 33 percent of all ballots returned to the Local that 
were not counted.  What should be noted is that the incumbent Recording Secretary came 
in second during the triennial election by approximately 200 votes but won the runoff 
election by approximately 300 votes.  Administrative Assistant Laws refused to inspect 
the two separate databases and review all returned ballots that were not counted. 
 
 Under Article 10, §6 of the Local 6000 Bylaws, the Election Committee did not have 
the authority to use the Local’s staff to help with the runoff election.  Article 10, §6 states: 
“Vacancies or additional help on the Election Committee shall be provided by an 
alternate/s to be determined by the next highest vote-getter/s on the current Election 
Committee ballot.”  Thus, the Committee was required to use alternates, instead of using 
the Local’s staff.  In addition, the Committee was required under Article 10, §10 to “adopt 
safeguards necessary to ensure fair elections and to protect the integrity of the election 
process.”  They failed to do this. 
 
 On August 22, 2019, the International President’s office sent a letter by first class 
mail remanding my appeal to the membership council but with no specific instructions, no 
date of the meeting or time, and no indication that I was required to be there, or that I 
would be allowed to have counsel as indicated in the prior letter.  On September 14, 2019, 
I was informed by several members who were at the membership council meeting that 
there was about to be a hearing on my appeal.  I was also told by these members that 
my appeal was dismissed because I was not there, and no one was allowed to present 
the appeal on my behalf.  International Representative Sandra Parker-White told the 
membership that I was notified by certified mail with the proper instructions.  This 
statement was inconsistent with the letter that was sent to me.  The membership council 
voted to dismiss my appeal without knowing the issues.  The appeal packet was not 
distributed at the meeting. 
 
 I am a retired probation officer with 33 years of service with the State of Michigan 
and 32 years with the Department of Corrections.  I have conducted thousands of 
investigations for the courts and department. For any investigation to be factually correct 
and complete the witnesses must be interviewed and the relevant evidence considered.  
I expect the Union elections that I vote in to be honest and democratic.  The International 
President’s office failed to conduct a legitimate investigation and instead attempted to 
cover-up a fraudulent and possibly illegal election.  The International President’s staff 
submitted a false, misleading, and inaccurate report to the IEB and further concealed the 
true information concerning a fraudulent election in violation of the UAW’s Ethical 
Practices Codes and possibly federal labor laws.  I request that the PRB reverse the IEB’s 
decision to dismiss my appeal and order a new runoff election. 
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B. International Union, UAW: 

 
 The IEB’s decision should be affirmed.  “There is a well-established presumption 
regarding the union’s internal review of election protests that all elections conducted by a 
local union are valid.  In order to rebut the presumption, it must be shown by clear and 
convincing evidence that some fraud or impropriety occurred to such a degree as to have 
affected the outcome of the election.”  Patenaude and McGrath v. Local Union 2322, PRB 
Case No. 1705, p. 17 (Oct. 7, 2014) (citing Amie, et al. v. Local Union 276, 14 PRB 813, 
824 (2012)).  Here, Michael has failed to present any evidence, let alone clear and 
convincing evidence, that fraud or impropriety affected the results of the runoff election.  

 On appeal, Michael largely repeats the allegations previously made to the IEB.  
First, he claims that the Local Union’s clerical staff improperly worked on the runoff 
election, and that this was somehow an advantage to Yarbrough, who was the incumbent 
Recording Secretary.  However, Election Committee members explained at the hearing 
that, although the Local’s clerical staff did assist in the initial copying and mailing of ballots 
-- a substantial task given the size of the Local’s membership, only the members of the 
Election Committee handled completed ballots.  Only members of the Committee picked 
up completed ballots from the Committee’s post office box, and only Committee members 
tallied them.  An Election Committee member testified that the Local’s clerical staff had 
provided similar support with copying and mailing blank ballots in prior elections.  The IEB 
concluded that there was nothing improper about the Local clerical staff providing support 
to the Election Committee in this manner. 
 
 Second, Michael asserts that the clerical staff, led by Yarbrough, fraudulently 
influenced the mailing of ballots.  Michael’s only purported evidence in support of this 
allegation is his claim that an unnamed member allegedly saw Yarbrough using a 
computer, and this person believed she was accessing the voter mailing list.  Yarbrough 
denied having any access to the voter mailing list or any involvement in the conduct of 
the runoff, and pointed out that she uses a computer every day for her job duties, so the 
use of a computer, in and of itself, is not suspect.  
 
 Third, Michael claims that there was an increase from 500 undelivered and 
returned ballots in the main triennial election to approximately 1100 undelivered and 
returned ballots in the runoff, which he alleges is evidence of fraud.  However, the Election 
Committee members present at the hearing disputed these numbers, explaining that 
when ballots were returned to the post office as undeliverable, the Committee did not 
otherwise count or track them in real time, because ballots can continue to be returned 
for an indefinite period of time.  It was established that the Election Committee had a 
separate return address and post office box for undeliverable ballots, so that these ballots 
were not commingled with completed ballots returned by voting members.  As a result, 
the Committee did not find it necessary to collect these undeliverable ballots as frequently 
as it collected mail from the post office box containing members’ completed ballots.  The 
Election Committee also noted that at the time of the runoff, they were still receiving 
undeliverable ballots returned from the main triennial election.  Given the vagueness of 
Michael’s allegation and the reasonable explanation provided by the Election Committee, 
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the IEB concluded that there was no evidence of fraud in relation to ballots returned to 
the post office as undeliverable. 
 
 Fourth, Michael complains that the Election Committee conducted the runoff 
election in-house, instead of using voting machines and an accounting firm to tabulate 
ballots as in the triennial election.  However, there is nothing in the Local Union’s bylaws, 
the International Constitution, or International Union policy requiring the use of voting 
machines or an outside accounting firm.  The Election Committee’s decision to save 
money by conducting the runoff in-house was reasonable and not demonstrative of fraud 
or impropriety.  Likewise, the IEB correctly rejected Michael’s assertion that Local 
President Mitchell made the decision not to use outside assistance in the runoff because 
he is friends with Yarbrough.  Election Committee members testified that they made the 
decision not to use the voting machines and outside accountants in the runoff.  Moreover, 
Michael fails to explain how not utilizing voting machines or the outside accounting firm 
for the runoff benefitted Yarbrough or disadvantaged Muzyl. 
 
 Fifth, Michael argues that the Election Committee improperly denied his appeal, 
because only the IEB has the authority to do so under the Constitution.  While the IEB 
acknowledged that Michael was correct that the Election Committee cannot approve or 
deny an appeal, only make a recommendation, here it was clear that the Committee did 
not deny his appeal.  Rather, the LEB considered the recommendation from the Election 
Committee at its July 20, 2019 meeting, and, in fact, it rejected that recommendation and 
granted Michael’s appeal.  
 
 Sixth, Michael claims that the results of the triennial election versus the runoff 
demonstrate fraud, because Muzyl received more votes than Yarbrough in the triennial, 
but then received fewer votes in the runoff. However, as the IEB noted, there were four 
candidates in the triennial election, and only two in the runoff.  It is not a given that a 
candidate receiving a plurality of votes in the first round will receive a majority in the 
second round after the field has been winnowed.  
 
 Finally, Michael claims that the LEB voted unanimously to grant his appeal and 
rerun the runoff, but Local President Mitchell testified that the decision to conduct a new 
election passed by only one vote.  In any event, the breakdown of the LEB’s vote is 
immaterial to the question of whether fraud or impropriety during the conduct of the runoff 
affected the outcome of that election. 
 
 In its decision, the IEB also rejected post-hearing claims made by Michael that he 
was somehow disadvantaged by the fact that the International President’s office sent its 
August 22, 2019 letter to him via regular mail, rather than certified mail.  As the IEB noted, 
this method of mailing is standard practice for the President’s office, and there was no 
constitutional violation or evidence of improper motive.   
 
 In his appeal to the PRB, Michael adds new allegations regarding the IEB’s 
investigation of his appeal, principally that the August 19, 2019 hearing violated his due 
process rights because Administrative Assistant Laws refused to meet with witnesses in 
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private.  Michael also wildly accuses the International Union of attempting “to cover-up a 
fraudulent and possibly illegal election.”  Michael’s allegations in this regard must be 
rejected.  First, hearings are conducted publicly and openly, and Michael had a full and 
fair opportunity to present evidence and witnesses to support his appeal.  If Laws had 
interviewed witnesses in private, one can easily imagine that Michael would now be 
complaining that the hearing was conducted in secret, in violation of his due process 
rights.  More to the point, Michael does not explain how private interviews could have 
uncovered clear and convincing evidence of fraud or impropriety that could have affected 
the outcome of the runoff election.  The record shows that the IEB conducted an 
appropriate investigation of Michael’s appeal, but his evidence came up far short of 
establishing that the results of the runoff were tainted by fraud or impropriety.  
Accordingly, the PRB should affirm the IEB’s decision. 
 
C. Rebuttal by Rick Michael: 
 
 The International Union continues to argue that no clerical staff of the Local worked 
on the election with regards to handling of the ballots.  Their argument is absurd on its 
face.  Members of the Election Committee are also members of the clerical staff at the 
Local and they report to the President of the Local.  These same members are not only 
involved in the handling of the completed ballots but are also involved in the counting of 
the ballots.  There was no legitimate investigation by the International Union.  Material 
witnesses were not interviewed even though I provided their names. 
 
 Further, International President Gamble stated in his letter to the PRB dated 
January 10, 2020 that I raised concerns about a notice sent to me by first class mail and 
not certified mail.  The point is that there were no specific instructions, no date, no time 
of the meeting, and no indication that I had to be present or face the dismissal of my 
appeal.  I cannot attend a meeting on my appeal when I do not know the date or time. 
 
 The IEB has demonstrated that it is not capable of investigating wrongdoing within 
the Union.  When I first filed this appeal, Gary Jones was International President.  He has 
since resigned and is under criminal investigation by the FBI.  Prior to his resignation, he 
stated that he wanted to carry out a clean slate.  His house was raided by the FBI a short 
time later.  Rory Gamble, the current International President, should not have had any 
involvement with this appeal.  It has been reported by reliable sources that he is a 
personal friend of the candidate benefitting from the dismissal of my appeal by his office.  
On December 27, 2019, I sent President Gamble an email regarding my concerns about 
his involvement.  On January 8, 2020, the Detroit News reported that President Gamble 
is under federal investigation.  The article also listed his address as Eldorado Place in 
Lathrup Village.  This is one street over from the candidate reported to be his personal 
friend who benefitted from the dismissal of my appeal.  In summary, the IEB has 
demonstrated that Union’s leadership is not capable of investigating wrongdoing within 
the Union. 
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DISCUSSION 
 

The PRB has a well-established standard of review in appeals challenging election 
results.  The Board applies a presumption that all elections conducted by a local union 
are valid.  To rebut this presumption, a challenger must show by clear and convincing 
evidence that some improper practice occurred to such a degree that it could have 
affected the outcome of the election.48  The PRB requires a challenger to meet this 
relatively high standard in recognition of the considerable disruption and cost to the 
membership generally associated with rerunning a local officer election.  Nevertheless, if 
there is compelling evidence that an election result does not accurately reflect the will of 
the membership, the Board will not hesitate to order a rerun.  In this case, Appellant has 
not shown that a rerun is warranted.   

 
Michael’s election challenge primarily centers around the decision to conduct the 

runoff election in-house, with the assistance of the Local’s clerical staff.  Michael points 
out that this was a departure from the Local’s usual practice to employ both an outside 
mailing house and an accounting firm equipped with a ballot-counting machine in order 
to assist the Election Committee.  Michael further alleges that the decision to conduct the 
runoff election in-house was made at the behest of the Local President and that the 
incumbent Recording Secretary was in a position of influence over the Local clerical 
employees tasked with preparing ballot packages. 

 
 Conducting officer elections in-house without outside professional assistance is 
not improper.  Neither the UAW International Constitution nor the Local 6000 Bylaws 
require the use of a mailing house or accounting firm.  Although Local 6000 has employed 
such outside assistance in prior elections, including the initial 2019 triennial election, the 
Election Committee was not obligated to continue this practice.  Although Michael claims 
that the Local President directed that the runoff be conducted in-house, there is no 
evidence to suggest that the Election Committee did not make the final determination as 
to how the runoff was conducted.  To the contrary, the Record reflects that the Election 
Committee decided to handle the runoff election in-house in order to avoid additional 
expense for the Local, given that only the race for Recording Secretary required a 
runoff.49  
 

After deciding to conduct the runoff in-house, it was not improper for the Election 
Committee to receive clerical assistance from the Local’s staff.  Michael argues that 
Article 10, §6 of the Local 6000 Bylaws requires that the Election Committee obtain 
“additional help” solely from alternate Committee members, selected in order of the next 
highest Election Committee candidates in the most recent election.50  Michael reads this 
provision of the Bylaws too broadly.  Although Article 10, §6 addresses the filling of 
vacancies and “additional help on the Election Committee,” nothing in the plain language 

 
48 See, e.g., Boone v. UAW Local Union 933, PRB Case No. 1763, p. 11 (June 9, 2017); Williams v. 
International President, UAW, 13 PRB 341, 353 (2006); Martin and Pierce v. Local Union 624, UAW, 8 PRB 
411, 414 (1994). 
49 Record, pp. 45, 80. 
50 Record, p. 12. 
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of the provision prohibits clerical or other professional support to the Election Committee 
in carrying out its duties.  In fact, Michael’s argument based on this provision of the Local’s 
Bylaws is at odds with his contention that the Election Committee should have received 
assistance from an outside mailing house and accounting firm.      

 
In challenging the use of the Local’s clerical staff, Michael also suggests that the 

incumbent Recording Secretary exercised improper influence over staff members.  There 
is no evidence in the Record, however, to support this allegation.  As the Election 
Committee explained, clerical staff prepared the ballot packages in an open room where 
members could observe their work, if desired.51  Even Appellant concedes that the work 
of the clerical staff “was done in the open.”52  At the hearing conducted by the International 
Union, Appellant asserted that an unnamed member reported witnessing the Recording 
Secretary using a computer and that she was believed to be accessing the mailing list.  
For her part, the Recording Secretary denied this allegation, and explained that she uses 
her computer every day to perform her duties.  The Recording Secretary also denied 
having any involvement in the mailing of the ballot packages.  We agree with the 
International Union that Michael’s speculation and vague, second-hand allegations are 
insufficient to sustain his challenge.  In prior cases, the Board has “explicitly rejected the 
notion that widespread fraud can be inferred from suspicions and speculations in the 
absence of objective evidence.”  Gainer v. Local Union 774, UAW, PRB Case No. 1727, 
p. 14 (Sept. 29, 2015).  An appellant must provide “evidence of [] actual misconduct” not 
mere conjecture regarding the “possibility of improprieties” in order to set aside the results 
of an election.  Davis, et al. v. Local Union 909, UAW, PRB Case No. 1717, p. 16 (May 
19, 2015). 

 
Michael’s other allegations of election impropriety are similarly lacking.  He alleges 

that the volume of undeliverable ballot packages dramatically increased in the runoff 
election.  Election Committee members rebutted this allegation at the hearing conducted 
by the International President’s office.  Committee members explained that undeliverable 
ballot packages from the initial election continued to be returned after the first vote count.  
Thus, it was unclear if there was an increase in undelivered ballot packages in the runoff 
election given that undelivered packages from the previous vote were comingled with 
those from the runoff.  The Committee concedes, however, that they did not keep a 
detailed account of undeliverable ballot packages.  Even if the Board were to disregard 
the Election Committee’s explanation, Appellant still has not demonstrated how the 
alleged increase in undeliverable ballot packages could have affected the outcome of the 
election by advantaging one candidate at the expense of the other.   

 
Michael also claims that the final vote count in the runoff election as compared to 

the results in the initial round of voting supports his allegations of fraud.  However, the 
fact that Muzyl received more votes than Yarbrough in the first round but lost in the runoff 
is not indicative of fraud.  The votes for Recording Secretary in the initial election were 
split among four candidates.  As the International Union correctly points out, it is not a 
given that the candidate who receives the plurality of votes in the initial round will receive 

 
51 Record, p. 45. 
52 Record, p. 39. 
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the majority vote after the contest has narrowed.  Moreover, some members who did not 
vote in the initial election may have been persuaded to vote in the runoff election, while 
others may have lost interest in the election after the first round. 

 
In addition to his substantive challenges to the election, Michael also argues that 

his election protest was handled improperly.  None of these procedural challenges have 
merit.  First, Appellant argues that the Election Committee improperly denied his protest.  
Although it is true that the Election Committee erroneously claimed to deny Michael’s 
protest in one part of its report dated June 20, 2019, no adverse consequences resulted 
from this error.  The Election Committee’s report was only treated as a recommendation 
and was not afforded binding or conclusive effect at any point in the appeal process. 

 
Second, Michael complains that the International Union set aside the LEB’s 

decision to rerun the runoff election by remanding his protest to the Local membership.  
He contends that he filed his protest with the Local Recording Secretary on June 1, 2019 
and that it should have been heard by the membership at the next meeting scheduled for 
June 8, 2019.  When the membership failed to consider his protest, the LEB decided the 
matter at its July 20, 2019 meeting, Michael claims by a vote of 4 to 0 in favor of a rerun.53 

 
The Record does not contain any information as to whether Local 6000 conducted 

a membership meeting on June 8, 2019 and, if so, why Michael’s protest was not 
considered at that time.  However, even if the Local erred in not considering Michael’s 
protest on June 8, the LEB was not authorized under the UAW International Constitution 
to decide the matter.  Article 38, §11 provides: 

 
“In the event that membership meeting(s) have been suspended by 
affirmative membership action(s) pursuant to Article 37, Section 4(c), the 
protest must be submitted to the Local Union Recording Secretary within 
seven (7) days of the closing of the polls or the next Local Union Executive 
Board meeting (not to exceed thirty (30) days from the date of the election), 
whichever is later.  The protest will be directed to the Local Executive Board, 
which shall rule on the protest within thirty (30) days after receipt.” 

Because membership meetings for Local 6000 were not suspended, the LEB had no 
authority under the Constitution to decide Michael’s appeal.  For that reason, the LEB’s 
rerun decision was properly set aside.  The International President’s office appropriately 
remanded the protest to the Local membership for action in the first instance consistent 
with the Constitution.  In our experience, this is the International Union’s usual practice 
when the Local membership has failed to consider an appeal or election protest as 
required under the Constitution. 
 
 Next, Michael insists that the International President’s office should have provided 
him with notice of the date and time when the Local membership council would decide 

 
53 The Record shows that there is disagreement regarding the vote count in favor of the LEB’s decision to 
rerun the election.  We agree with the International Union that the exact vote count is immaterial since the 
LEB lacked authority to decide Michael’s election protest. 
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his protest.  We disagree.  In remanding his protest, the International Union was not under 
any obligation to provide details regarding when the next membership council meeting 
would be held.  Information regarding the time and location of membership meetings is 
commonly available to members, and Michael does not claim otherwise in this case.  
Indeed, he was aware of the meeting scheduled for June 8, 2019 at which he contends 
his protest should have been decided initially.  There is no reason to believe that he could 
not obtain similar information regarding the subsequent meeting conducted on September 
14, 2019. 
 
 Having failed to attend the meeting, Michael argues that the membership should 
not have rejected his protest based on his failure to present it in person.  He emphasizes 
that Article 38, §11 of the Constitution provides that a protest may be made “in writing.”  
Under the circumstances, we do not believe that the membership violated the Constitution 
in rejecting Michael’s protest.  The following motion was adopted at the membership 
council meeting: 
 

“Move to reject the Article 38 protests of Brother Michael and Sister Muzyl 
on the protest of Recording Secretary election due to their failure to appear 
and present any evidence to support their protest, effectively abandoning 
their appeal.”54  
    

Thus, as reflected in the motion, the membership decision was not based solely upon 
Appellant’s absence, but rather on the fact that no evidence was presented in support of 
the protest as a result of the failure to attend. 
 
 Michael also challenges the handling of his protest at the International level.  He 
contends that the International Union failed to conduct an adequate investigation in 
response to his appeal, thereby depriving him of due process.  Specifically, he claims that 
Administrative Assistant Laws should have interviewed witnesses privately, alleging that 
some of the individuals who testified at the hearing were reluctant to speak candidly in 
the presence of the Local President.  Michael offers these general allegations but gives 
no specifics as to what additional information might have been discovered if witnesses 
were sequestered during the hearing.  Although the sequestration of witnesses might be 
preferable in some circumstances, we see no reason to conclude in this case that 
conducting an open hearing amounted to a deprivation of due process.  Michael also 
argues that Laws should have interviewed additional witnesses.  However, Michael was 
afforded a full opportunity to present all evidence and argument available to him in support 
of his appeal.  If he felt that certain witness testimony was relevant, he should have 
introduced the testimony at the hearing. 
 
 Lastly, Michael alleges that International officers and staff have attempted to cover-
up election fraud at Local 6000.  He cites to news articles related to recent federal 
indictments against some former International officers and staff as support for his 
generalized claims of corruption and malfeasance at the International level.  As the PRB 

 
54 Record, p. 69. 
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has held in recent cases, such vague and wholly unsubstantiated allegations, lacking 
evidence of any plausible connection to the acts forming the basis of the recent 
indictments, must be rejected.55 
 

For all the foregoing reasons, we deny the election protest and decline to set aside 
the election.  The Board is concerned, however, that the Record shows that the Local 
6000 Election Committee did not adhere to the International Union’s election policies in 
several respects.  First, it appears that the Election Committee members never attempted 
to resend undeliverable ballot packages returned prior to the vote count.56  This is a 
violation of International policy.  The UAW Guide for Local Union Election Committees 
instructs Committee members as follows: 

 
“Pick up any ballot packages mailed to members which have been returned 
undelivered to the post office box for this purpose.  Attempt to obtain 
accurate addresses for these members.  Ballot packages with updated 
addresses should be re-mailed as soon as possible.  Challengers have the 
right to be present for the pickup and re-mailing of ballot packages.”57 
 

The Local 6000 Election Committee members seem to have been unaware of the 
requirement to resend undeliverable ballot packages.  Although there is no reason to 
believe that this failure affected the outcome of the election in this case, the correct 
election practice should be followed in the future. 
 
 Resending undeliverable ballot packages would also help to address the 
increasing problems with postal delivery reported by the Election Committee.58  It may 
also be advisable for the Local to adopt a longer voting period to provide enough time to 
re-mail undeliverable ballot packages.59  Although the LEB erroneously ruled upon 
Michael’s protest, it is notable that a majority of LEB members believed that there was a 
problem with returned ballots sufficient to warrant a rerun election.  It is also notable that 
the vote counts in the triennial election were low considering Local 6000’s size -- with 
2,975 votes cast for President, 2,895 votes for Vice President, 2,826 votes for Recording 
Secretary, and 2,796 votes for Financial Secretary-Treasurer out of a total membership 
of 17,000.60  Although there can be many reasons for low voter participation, it appears 
that the issues with mail delivery might be at least partially to blame.   

 
55 Johnstone v. UAW-FCA Department, PRB Case No. 1792, p. 8, n.32 (June 10, 2019); Kreszowski v. 
UAW-FCA Department, PRB Case No. 1799, pp. 9-10 (Oct. 31, 2019). 
56 Staff’s report to the IEB states: 
 

“. . . the committee explained the reason they had such a high number of undeliverable mail 
ballots at the time of the runoff was because one committee member actually went to the post 
office where the returned mail was sent and picked them all up right before the runoff count.  
This was not the usual practice, and no one went to the post office to gather all the undeliverable 
mail right before the triennial ballot count.”  Record, p. 79. 

57 Guide, p. 101. 
58 Record, p. 46. 
59 In the triennial election, the ballots were mailed on April 5, 2019 and tallied on May 3, 2019.  In the runoff 
election the ballots were mailed on May 10, 2019 and counted on May 31, 2019. 
60 Record, p. 29. 
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The Board is also concerned that it is unclear from the Record whether the Election 
Committee members were present while Local Union staff prepared and mailed the ballot 
packages.  As explained above, it is not improper for an Election Committee to receive 
clerical assistance.  Nevertheless, the responsibility for insuring ballot custody rests with 
the Election Committee at all stages of the election process.  The UAW Guide for Local 
Union Election Committees directs that Committee members should: 

 
“Retain custody of the ballot packages until mailing and safeguard blank 
ballots throughout the balloting period.  Election Committee members must 
be able to account for all ballots printed.  The number of ballots printed 
minus the number of ballots issued to members (in the initial mailing as well 
as any additional mailing) must equal the number of unused ballots on hand 
at the end of the election.”61 

Therefore, members of the Election Committee should be present to oversee clerical staff 
as ballot packages are prepared and mailed.  The presence of Election Committee 
members may also help to dispel suspicions regarding improprieties in the ballot 
preparation process.  In response to Appellant’s protest, the Election Committee 
emphasized that they alone handled voted ballots, but this fails to recognize the full scope 
of the Committee’s responsibility for insuring ballot security.  It is also concerning that the 
Election Committee members were unable to provide an exact count of the number of 
ballots returned as undeliverable in each election since the UAW Guide for Local Union 
Election Committees directs the Committee to have an accounting of all ballots. 
 

Given the failure of the Local on multiple issues to follow the International 
handbook’s specific instructions regarding the conduct of mail ballot elections, we urge 
the International Union to conduct one or more educational sessions for Local 6000, so 
that the deficient practices present in this case will not recur in the future. 

 
The decision of the IEB is affirmed. 

 
61 Guide, p. 100. 
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