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 The Board addresses whether the International Executive Board correctly rejected 
Appellant’s protests because he failed to establish that election violations occurred to an 
extent that would warrant rerunning Local 723’s triennial election. 

 
FACTS 

 
 Appellant Chris Sharpe is a member of UAW Local Union 723 located in Monroe, 
Michigan.  Local 723 is an amalgamated Local, representing ten different bargaining 
Units.  Sharpe was the Local President, until he lost his bid for reelection in the Local’s 
2020 triennial election. 
 
 The Local conducted its election in Summer 2020.  Following nominations, the 
Local Election Committee distributed Election Guidelines to each candidate.1  The 
nominations acceptance form signed by each candidate stated: “I am willing to participate 
in the election and adhere to the election rules, the election guidelines, the UAW 

 
1 Record, pp. 1-2. 
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Constitution, and the Local 723 by-laws.”2  Included in the Guidelines was a “Brief 
overview of Election Rules.”3  The final section entitled “Allegations of Misconduct” read: 
 

“Every candidate has an obligation and responsibility to raise any alleged 
act(s) of misconduct immediately to affect corrective action.  Candidates will 
not be allowed to hold issues in abeyance and gamble on the election 
results.  All challenges on the day of the election should be made to a 
member of the Election Committee.  The challenge will be recorded, and 
the member will be advised of the action to be taken. 
All elections are overseen by the democratically elected election committee.  
These guidelines are not intended to be all encompassing.  Any questions 
or concerns should be immediately directed to the Chairperson of the UAW 
Local 723 Election Committee.”4 
 
On August 25, 2020, the Local conducted its election.  The votes for Local 

President were: 
 

  Mike Miller   818 
  Chris Sharpe   6615 
 
 On September 20, 2020, Sharpe hand delivered three written election protests to 
the Local Recording Secretary.6  The first protest took issue with the Election Guidelines 
distributed to candidates by the Local Election Committee.7  Sharpe explained that the 
Labor Management Reporting and Disclosure Act (LMRDA) requires that a local union 
must comply with all reasonable requests from a candidate to distribute campaign 
literature.  He further explained that the LMRDA gives a candidate the right to inspect a 
local’s list of member names and addresses once within 30 days of the election.  Sharpe 
noted that the UAW’s Guide for Local Union Election Committees states that an election 
committee should “[n]otify candidates (in writing or by holding a meeting) of all election 
and campaign rules including the right to inspect the local union’s membership list, [and] 
the right to have the local union distribute campaign literature to members at each 
candidate’s expense. . . .”8  Sharpe complained that the Election Guidelines distributed 
by the Local 723 Election Committee failed to advise candidates regarding these 
campaign rights. 
 

Sharpe’s second protest concerned an email that was sent on August 24, 2020, to 
the Region 1A servicing representative for one of the Units within Local 723.9  The email 
is not included in the Record, but Sharpe’s protest alleges that the email accused him of 
making changes to voting procedures for the Unit in conjunction with the Election 

 
2 Record, p. 3. 
3 Record, p. 1. 
4 Record, p. 2. 
5 Record, p. 5. 
6 Record, p. 13. 
7 Record, pp. 6-7. 
8 Guide, at p. 92. 
9 Record, pp. 8-9. 
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Committee Chairperson.  Sharpe sent an email in response clarifying that, although the 
Local President serves as an ex officio member of all Local standing committees, this 
does not include the Local Election Committee.10  He denied taking any part in the 
decisions of the Election Committee.  Sharpe claimed that a post subsequently appeared 
on the Chrysler Dundee Engine Facebook, stating: “Protest this election and don’t vote 
for Chris Sharpe he is your acting president at the local allowing this to happen!!!  Vote 
for mike Miller he is from DEP!!!”11  Sharpe claims that these communications violated 
election rules prohibiting the use of union publications for campaign purposes. 

 
 Sharpe’s third protest concerned candidate Mike Keck’s appeal to the Local 
Executive Board regarding the Election Committee’s determination that he was ineligible 
to run for re-election because he is a retiree.12  Sharpe complained that Keck had 
suggested that Sharpe was inappropriately involved in the ineligibility determination.  
Sharpe’s protest stated: 
 

“During that appeal, the executive board was led to believe that I had 
conspired with other members of this local to have Mr. Keck ruled ineligible.  
It was stated that I was witnessed on the cameras in the parking lot on July 
19th speaking for hours with two chairmen of UAW Local 723, Jason 
Brandau and Josh Rhoden after the nomination meeting.  In his appeal, it 
was stated that it was logical to believe that we were speaking about Mr. 
Keck and his eligibility to seek election in these 2020 Triennial Elections.”13 
 

Sharpe argued that Keck’s statements defamed and vilified him and, therefore, 
constituted an election violation. 
 
 At the Local membership meeting, also held on September 20, 2020, the 
Recording Secretary presented the three election protests from Sharpe.14  According to 
the meeting minutes, Sharpe “made a motion with 3 separate appeals, to overturn the 
outcome of the entire election, and submit, the required information under Article 38, 
Section 12 of the UAW Constitution to International President Rory L. Gamble’s office to 
have a new election ordered immediately.”15  The meeting minutes reflect discussion 

 
10 Record. p. 4. 
11 Record, p. 8. 
12 Record, pp. 10-11.  The matter of Keck’s eligibility for the office of Financial Secretary-Treasurer was the 
subject of two other appeals recently decided by the PRB.  Rhoden v. UAW Local Union 723 Executive 
Board, PRB Case No. 1834 (June 28, 2021); Brandau v. UAW Local Union 723 Executive Board, PRB 
Case No. 1839 (June 28, 2021). 
13 Record, p. 10. 
14 Record, p. 13. 
15 Record, p. 13.  Article 38, §12 of the International Constitution provides in relevant part: 

“In the event the membership, either in acting upon a protest or in ratification of an Election 
Committee recommendation, should order a new election, no such election shall be held 
until the matter has been submitted to and an order thereon received from the International 
President.  In such an event, the Local Union shall submit a complete report of the 
circumstances which influenced the membership to order a new election, as well as the 
official minutes of the pertinent membership meeting, to the International President.  Any 
member of the Local Union shall have the right to submit a written statement to the 
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regarding the substance of the protests and whether they should be considered 
separately.16  At one point, a motion was made to vote on Sharpe’s protests collectively.17  
The meeting minutes state: “Vote on the motion 39 yeas, 17 nays, motion carried.”18  
However, it is not clear from the minutes whether this vote count applies to Sharpe’s 
original motion or the subsequent motion to consider the protests collectively.19   
 
 Following the consideration of Sharpe’s protests, another member, J.J. Barbosa 
made a motion to set aside the 2020 election.  The minutes state that Barbosa’s motion 
was based “on the grounds that the election was not conducted in accordance with the 
law and the UAW Constitution ethical practices codes of democratic practice paragraph 
1 and 4.”20  This motion did not pass. 
 

In his submission to the PRB, Sharpe maintains that the 39 to 17 vote was in favor 
of his motion to conduct a new election.21  He has provided written statements from eight 
members who attended the meeting attesting that vote conducted was in favor of 
rerunning the election.22  However, in its decision, the IEB construed the meeting minutes 
as indicating that the vote approved the consideration of the three protests collectively.23  
According to the IEB, the minutes do not reflect that a vote was taken on the protests 
themselves.  The IEB further construed the failure of Barbosa’s motion as indicating that 
the membership had decided that the Local election should not be rerun.  However, one 
of the member statements presented by Sharpe explains that Barbosa’s motion was 
rejected because he sought to rerun the entire election, including nominations, unlike 
Sharpe who was not seeking to rerun nominations.24 

 
On September 22, 2020, the Local 723 Recording Secretary sent a letter to the 

International President.  The letter read: 

 
International President.  The International President, acting as expeditiously as possible, 
may either make her/his order upon the information available to her/him or, if s/he feels the 
facts sufficiently contradictory to warrant the step, submit the matter to an Appeals 
Committee constituted pursuant to Article 33, Section 3 of this Constitution for 
investigation.  In that event the International President shall make her/his order pursuant 
to the recommendations of said Appeals Committee. . . . 
 
Any appeal from a decision of the membership refusing to order a new election shall be 
taken in the usual manner pursuant to Article 33, and the members elected as the result of 
the election being appealed from shall hold office during the pendency of the appeal and 
until otherwise directed by a superior appellate body.” 

16 Record, pp. 13-14. 
17 Record, p. 14. 
18 Record, p. 14. 
19 A Local Unit Chairperson, Ja-Vonna Akins, submitted a letter to the PRB in response to Sharpe’s appeal, 
indicating that the atmosphere during the September 20, 2020 membership meeting was chaotic.  Record, 
p. 69. 
20 Record, p. 14. 
21 Record, p. 42. 
22 Record, pp. 53-60. 
23 Record, p. 25. 
24 Record, p. 53. 
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“At the September general membership meeting, September 20, 2020, 
Brother Chris Sharpe made a motion with 3 separate appeals to overturn 
the outcome of the entire election, and submit the required information 
under Article 38, Section 12 of the UAW Constitution to lnternational 
President Rory L. Gamble’s office to have a new election ordered 
immediately.  I have only included a copy of the appeals that Brother Sharpe 
read and a copy of the general membership minutes, as this is the only 
information that affected the decision to appeal the election.  Please contact 
me if there is a request for more information.”25 
 

 The IEB issued a decision on January 27, 2021, adopting the report prepared by 
the International President’s staff.26  Staff determined that a hearing on this matter was 
unnecessary.27  Staff concluded from the minutes of the Local meeting that the 
membership had not properly voted upon Sharpe’s protests, construing the 39 to 17 vote 
as applicable to whether the three protests should be considered collectively.28  Staff 
viewed the subsequent letter from the Local 723 Recording Secretary as a request for 
appellate review even without a formal membership vote.29  Even though finding that 
“Appellant did not properly execute an appeal,” staff concluded that no useful purpose 
would be served by remanding the matter to the Local membership.30  Accordingly, staff 
addressed the substance of Sharpe’s three protests. 
 
 Staff concluded that Sharpe’s protests lacked merit.  Regarding Sharpe’s 
complaints concerning the Election Guidelines, staff noted that Sharpe acknowledged 
receiving the Guidelines when he signed his nomination acceptance but failed to raise 
any objection to the Guidelines prior to the election despite ample opportunity to do so.31  
Staff also concluded that Sharpe had failed to demonstrate that he was unfairly 
disadvantaged given that the same Guidelines were distributed to all candidates. 
 
 Staff also rejected Sharpe’s protest regarding the Chrysler Dundee Engine 
Facebook page.  Staff found that the page could be accessed publicly and, therefore, was 
not within the control of the Local.32  In addition, staff explained that campaign speech is 
generally not grounds for overturning an election, even attacks that a candidate may feel 
amount to vilification.  See Moye v. Local Union 110, UAW, 10 PRB 32, 35-36 (1997).  
Lastly, staff addressed Sharpe’s protest concerning Keck’s statements to the Local 
Executive Board.  Staff found that Sharpe’s protest was based on conjecture and that he 
had failed to demonstrate that an outcome determinative election violation had 
occurred.33 

 
25 Record, p. 15. 
26 Record, p. 16. 
27 Record, p. 17. 
28 Record, pp. 24-25. 
29 Record, p. 25. 
30 Record, pp. 25-26. 
31 Record, pp. 38-39. 
32 Record, pp. 39-40. 
33 Record, pp. 40-41. 
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 Sharpe filed a timely appeal with the Public Review Board (PRB) requesting that 
we overrule the IEB decision and order a rerun election. 
 

ARGUMENT 
 

A. Chris Sharpe: 
 

On November 20, 2020, I received a decision from the UAW International 
President’s office regarding three election protests that I had submitted to the Local 723 
general membership meeting on September 20, 2020.  My protests were written to 
overturn the results of the Local’s 2020 triennial elections in their entirety and have the 
required information submitted by the Local to International President’s office pursuant to 
Article 38, §12 of the UAW Constitution.  My protests concerned violations of the election 
rules, the UAW Constitution, and federal law. 

 
During the membership meeting, I made a motion to overturn the results of the 

election, submit the necessary documentation, and conduct a new election based on my 
protests.  The motion was discussed at great length and ultimately led to 39 to 17 vote in 
favor of my motion to have a new election.  The Local sent the required information to the 
President’s office pursuant to Article 38, §12.  Yet, upon receipt of the Local’s letter, the 
International President’s office erroneously found the appeal to be “misdirected.”  This 
was a result of the inaccuracy of the meeting minutes submitted to the President’s office 
by the Local. 

 
My appeal to the PRB seeks to overrule the decision of the President’s office and 

to have a new election ordered immediately.  The UAW has always prided itself on being 
a democratic organization that insures free and fair elections.  On occasion, when a 
member protests an election, the membership may vote to sustain the protest and 
overturn the election based upon information that the election was not conducted in a free 
and fair manner.  The PRB has ruled in past cases similar to mine where the local 
membership has voted to have a new election.  A recent example is Brackett v. UAW 
Local Union 699, PRB Case No. 1803 (Sept. 25, 2019).  In that case, the PRB explained 
that “although the presumption of validity applies to all local elections, as the Board has 
recognized in the past, additional considerations are present when the membership of a 
local votes to conduct a rerun election.”  Brackett, at p. 8.  Additionally, the Board has 
recognized: “[W]hen members of a local union with first-hand experience of the events 
reject the results of an election, that rejection itself constitutes evidence of a problem 
requiring further investigation.”  Hutchinson v. UAW International Executive Board, PRB 
Case No. 1728, at p. 20 (Nov. 2, 2015). 

 
My case presents the same considerations dealt with by the Board in these prior 

cases.  The three protests that I presented to the membership on September 20, 2020, 
establish clear violations of the election rules, the UAW Ethical Practices Codes, and the 
LMRDA.  To maintain integrity as an organization, it is imperative that the membership 
vote in free and fair elections.  My protests demonstrated that events transpired which 
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prevented a free and fair election.  The membership present at the September 20, 2020 
meeting agreed.  

 
B. International Union, UAW: 
 

Appellant makes three separate arguments as to why the election should be 
overturned.  First, Appellant believes that the omission of two rules in the Election 
Guidelines is sufficient grounds to overturn the election.  Second, Appellant argues that 
certain information posted on the Chrysler Dundee Engine Facebook page deprived him 
of his right to a free, fair, and honest election.  Finally, Appellant argues that vilification by 
another candidate for elective office resulted in him losing votes in the election.  None of 
these allegations warrant overturning the election. 

 
As the PRB has observed, “[t]here 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 affect the 
outcome of the election.”  Patenaude and McGrath v. Local Union 2322, UAW, PRB Case 
No. 1705, at p. 17 (Oct. 7, 2014).  Here, Appellant has failed to present any evidence, let 
alone clear and convincing evidence, that fraud or impropriety affected the results of the 
election. 

 
First, Appellant’s argument that the omission of two election rules is sufficient to 

overturn an entire election should be rejected.  There is no evidence that this omission 
advantaged or disadvantaged any candidate over another.  Despite these election rules 
being omitted, all candidates were operating on an equal playing field.  Appellant has not 
alleged, nor is there any evidence, that any votes were affected by the omission of these 
rules.  Although one could argue that the Local Election Committee should be more 
careful in the future about the dissemination of election rules, an omission in this regard 
is purely de minimis and does not meet the high standards imposed by the PRB for 
overturning an election.  See Vance v. Local Union 235, UAW, 2 PRB 905 (1980); Trick 
v. Local Union 2121, UAW, 6 PRB 103 (1990). 

 
Second, as it relates to Appellant’s allegation regarding a message posted on the 

Dundee Engine Plant Facebook page, the Local has already responded that the page 
itself is a public page and no comments were generated or condoned by the Local 
Election Committee or any agent of Local 723 itself.  As the PRB noted in Moye v. Local 
Union 110, UAW, 10 PRB 32, 35-36 (1997): 

 
“[S]harp attacks on a candidate, even attacks that he/she may feel amount 
to vilification also are not considered to be sufficient cause to set aside the 
results of the election.  The answer to such tactics is for the candidate who 
is the subject of such literature to circulate his/her own literature that sets 
the record straight.  As we have frequently observed, voters expect 
exaggeration and even false claims in election propaganda and possess 
sufficient skepticism to discount or reject statements of this nature.” 
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If there was confusion about whether Appellant participated in changing election rules, 
the source of that confusion was not Local 723 or any of its agents.  Rather, the confusion 
or allegations seem to come from Unit members at the Dundee Engine Plant who were 
unclear about the Local President’s role in administering the triennial elections.  The 
remedy for such unfair or unclear conjecture was for Appellant to marshal his own 
resources to attempt to correct the record.  He is not entitled to a rerun election under 
these circumstances. 
 

Finally, Appellant’s third allegation, that others were led to believe that he was a 
part of a conspiracy to have another officer candidate ruled ineligible, is too speculative 
to give credence.  Since there is no evidentiary support for this claim and, more 
importantly, because there is no evidence that any such belief that Appellant was involved 
in a conspiracy affected the outcome of the election, Appellant’s appeal in this regard 
should also be denied. 

 
C. Rebuttal by Chris Sharpe: 
 
 I am responding to the position statement submitted by the International Union in 
this appeal.  With respect to my complaint regarding the omission of two election rules 
from the Election Guidelines, the International Union claims that there is no evidence that 
this omission advantaged or disadvantaged any candidate over another.  This is 
inaccurate.  There were two candidates for the position of Financial Secretary-Treasurer: 
Mike Keck and Josh Rhoden.  About a week prior to the election, Local members began 
receiving campaign literature mailed to their homes from candidate Mike Keck.  Keck was 
the only candidate to do so because he was the only candidate who knew that this was 
an option based on his experience in prior elections.   
 

This matter was discussed at length during the September 20, 2020 membership 
meeting.  It was argued that it is the responsibility of the Election Committee to ensure 
that all eligible candidates are aware of the rules.  For only one candidate to have this 
information does not allow for a free and fair election.  There is no conceivable way that 
this advantage could be characterized as de minimis.  Even if Keck gained only a small 
advantage, it could have been outcome determinative given that he prevailed by only 54 
votes with a 51.9% margin of victory. 

 
Secondly, the issue surrounding the Dundee Engine Plant Facebook page has not 

been presented accurately or completely.  The matter started when Bob Edwards, a 
member of the Dundee Unit, sent an email to his International Servicing Representative.  
Edwards asked for the International Union to step in and stop the election, claiming that 
the Election Committee Chairperson had made changes to voting procedures with my 
support as Local President.  I sent an email response in an attempt to clear up Edward’s 
misunderstanding of my role.  Therefore, the International Union incorrectly suggests that 
I did not marshal my own resources to attempt to correct the record.  Nevertheless, 
another member of the Dundee Unit made a Facebook post the same day that the emails 
were exchanged.  I did my part to correct the record as the IEB suggests, but the damage 
was already done and posted on the Dundee Engine Plant Facebook page for that Unit’s 
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membership to see.  It should also be noted that at the membership meeting it was 
discussed that, the page itself is not public and an administrator for the page must 
approve any post.  

 
Finally, the PRB should reject the argument that my allegations regarding Mike 

Keck’s statements are speculative.  On August 6, 2020, Mike Keck presented an appeal 
to the Local Executive Board seeking to be reinstated on the ballot after being ruled 
ineligible.  In that appeal, Keck suggested that I had some part in the finding that he was 
ineligible.  At the time in question, I was the Local President and was seen speaking with 
two Unit Chairpersons.  To insinuate that I was conspiring with others to ensure an 
election result is outlandish and defamatory.  This should be grounds for overturning the 
election. 

 
DISCUSSION 

 
Local union elections carry a presumption of validity.  Therefore, to warrant 

overturning an election’s results and conducting a rerun, two requirements must be met: 
(1) an election rule violation must be firmly established; and (2) there must be clear and 
convincing evidence that the violation could have affected the outcome of the election.  
Unless both requirements are satisfied, the election result must stand as a valid reflection 
of the will of the membership.34  As the IEB correctly concluded, Appellant has not met 
the standard for overturning the election results in this case. 

 
 Appellant has raised three complaints with respect to the conduct of Local 723’s 
triennial election.  The first focuses on the Election Rules distributed to all candidates.  
Sharpe complains that the Election Rules did not advise candidates of two requirements 
under the LMRDA, (1) that a local comply with reasonable requests to distribute campaign 
literature, and (2) that a local allow a candidate to inspect its membership list at least once 
within 30 days of the election.  He cites the UAW’s Guide for Local Union Election 
Committees in support of his protest based on the Election Rules.  Sharpe further argues 
that only one candidate made a campaign mailing through the Local because the Election 
Rules were silent regarding candidates’ campaign rights under the LMRDA. 
 
 This protest was rightly rejected.  The Local Election Committee was not under an 
affirmative obligation to advise candidates regarding their rights under federal law.  The 
section of the UAW’s Guide cited by Sharpe recommends that an Election Committee 
advise candidates regarding campaign mailings and the right to inspect the membership 
list, but it does not require that the Committee do so.  As the PRB has explained in past 
cases, the Guide is intended to assist Election Committees.  Although some parts of the 
Guide set forth election requirements under federal law and/or the UAW Constitution, 
other parts are intended only to provide recommendations regarding best practices.35  

 
34 See, e.g., Brackett v. UAW Local Union 699, PRB Case No. 1803, at p. 8 (Sept. 25, 2019); Williams v. 
International President, UAW, 13 PRB 341, 353 (2006); Martin and Pierce v. Local Union 624, UAW, 8 PRB 
411, 414 (1994). 
35 See Baxter v. UAW Local Union 659 Executive Board, 11 PRB 263, 266 (2001), which states: 
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Therefore, the failure to follow the recommendation to provide certain information on 
campaign rights is not an election violation.  We also note that the Local 723 Election 
Rules specifically stated: “These guidelines are not intended to be all encompassing.”36  
Thus, there can be no argument here that candidates were led to believe that Election 
Rules set forth the totality of their election rights. 
 
 The fact that only one candidate exercised the right to make a campaign mailing 
through the Local is immaterial.  As a threshold matter, this fact does not establish that 
other candidates were unaware of their campaign rights, since they may have chosen not 
to incur the expense associated with a mailing.  Even if some candidates were unaware, 
as we have explained, it was not the responsibility of the Election Committee to ensure 
that they were informed about their rights under federal law.  We also note that this 
information regarding the LMRDA’s election provisions is readily available to the public 
online through the U.S. Department of Labor’s website.  
 
 Appellant’s second election protest concerns an email alleging that he was 
improperly involved in the Election Committee’s decision-making and a subsequent 
Facebook post urging members to vote against him.  As the PRB has said in many prior 
election cases, criticism leveled against a candidate during a campaign does not 
constitute an election violation, provided that Union resources were not used for 
campaign purposes.  Therefore, Sharpe’s arguments that the email and posting portrayed 
his actions incorrectly are unavailing.  Instead, the sole concern is whether Union 
resources were used for campaign purposes in connection with the email and Facebook 
posting and, if so, whether there is clear and convincing evidence that this could have 
impacted the result of the election. 
 
 In terms of the email, it is not clear from the Record that it was sent for a campaign 
purpose.  As described by Sharpe, a Unit member sent the email to a Region 1A Servicing 
Representative.  The email claimed that Sharpe had made changes to the voting 
procedures applicable to the Dundee Unit in conjunction with the Election Committee 
Chairperson.  Thus, even from Sharpe’s own description, the Unit member’s 
communication sounds like legitimate Union business, not campaign activity.  Even 
assuming the email constitutes campaign activity and that Union resources were used to 
send it, there is no evidence that the email was widely distributed such that it might have 
had an impact on the election. 

 
“The UAW’s Guide for Local Union Election Committees is just that, a series of 
recommendations as to how elections should be run.  They are not fiats.  Of course, some 
of the Guide’s provisions incorporate requirements of the Constitution or federal law, such 
as opportunities for nomination and notice to the membership, that must be adhered to in 
elections of union officers.  But having a certified public accountant supervise the conduct 
of an election is not one of them.” 

See also Jones and Pearson v. Local Union 140, UAW, 14 PRB 187, 197 (2009) (“We have observed, 
however, that the recommendations set forth in the UAW’s Guide are not the equivalent of Constitutional 
or statutory requirements and deviations from these procedures do not provide grounds for overturning 
Local Union elections.”). 
36 Record, p. 2. 
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The Facebook posting does clearly constitute campaign activity since it advocated 
voting against Sharpe in favor of his opponent.  However, the IEB found that the Facebook 
page was open to members and not controlled by the Local.  On appeal, Sharpe disputes 
that characterization, claiming that the page was not public and that an administrator had 
to approve any postings.  The Board need not resolve this dispute as to whether the Local 
exercised sufficient control over the Facebook page such that it should be considered a 
Union resource.  Even assuming that the Facebook page can be considered a Union-
sponsored publication, Appellant has made no showing that this one posting could have 
affected the outcome of the election.  The Record is devoid of any evidence regarding 
how many members even had access to the Facebook page, which apparently pertained 
to only one Unit within the Local.  The Board finds no cause to overturn the Local’s 
election based upon a single posting on social media, especially given that Appellant lost 
the election by a substantial number of votes. 

 
Appellant’s third election protest centers on comments made by Mike Keck while 

presenting his candidate eligibility appeal to the Local Executive Board.  In advancing his 
appeal, Keck was acting as a candidate, not in his capacity as a Local officer.  There is 
no allegation, much less evidence, that he used Union resources when making his 
appeal.  Thus, Sharpe’s protest regarding Keck’s appeal is nothing more than a complaint 
that Keck vilified him during the election campaign.  As explained above, this type of 
complaint is insufficient to establish an election violation.  

 
In addition to arguing that the IEB incorrectly rejected his protests on the merits, 

Sharpe also contends that the IEB wrongly found that the Local membership voted 
against his protests.  We find that the minutes from the September 20, 2020 meeting are 
far from clear regarding what the membership voted upon.  Based on the minutes alone, 
the IEB’s conclusion that the membership voted against Sharpe’s protest is not 
unreasonable although the opposite conclusion is also not unreasonable.  On appeal to 
the PRB, Sharpe has submitted statements from several members asserting that the 
membership voted to sustain his protests and conduct a rerun.  These statements are 
consistent with the fact that the Local Recording Secretary wrote to the International 
President in the wake of the meeting regarding the election.  In retrospect, as well as 
considering the minutes’ ambiguity, the International President’s office should have 
investigated further the proceedings at the Local level, instead of relying solely upon the 
minutes. 

 
Even though it now appears that the membership did vote in favor of a rerun 

election, that fact does not alter the result in this case.  As the PRB has explained, “the 
membership’s order to rerun an election does not alter the presumption of validity 
applicable to local union elections; the results of an election will not be overturned in the 
absence of clear and convincing evidence of improprieties that could have affected the 
outcome of the race.”  Hutchinson v. UAW International Executive Board, PRB Case No. 
1728, at p. 20 (Nov. 2, 2015).  Article 38, §12 of the International Constitution requires 
that the International President, and subsequently the IEB, “determine whether there is a 
legitimate basis for the membership’s perception that the election results were tainted by 
some impropriety.”  Hutchinson, at pp. 20-21.  Here, the IEB correctly determined that 
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there was insufficient evidence of election improprieties to overcome the presumption of 
validity.  The membership vote does not alter the correctness of this decision. 

 
The decision of the IEB is affirmed and the appeal is denied. 
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