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The Public Review Board considers whether Appellant has established that 

election violations occurred which could have affected the results of the Local 400 
triennial election. 

 
FACTS 

 
Appellant David Sandoval is a member of UAW Local Union 400, located in Utica, 

Michigan.  Sandoval has been employed by Adient-Bridgewater Interiors for 17 years and 
has served as a Shop Chairperson.  Local 400 is an amalgamated local, representing 15 
different bargaining units at several different employers, including 1,500 members at 
Adient-Bridgewater Interiors; 600 members at Ford Romeo Engine; and 750 members at 
Yangfeng Automotive Interiors.1 

 
Local 400 held its triennial election in 2020.  The Local Election Committee began 

preparations for the election early in the year.  In March 2020, the Local Election 

 
1 Record, pp. 26, 161-162. 
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Committee made a request to management at Bridgewater Interiors to use the cafeteria 
as a polling location, as was the practice in the past.2  Management denied the request, 
explaining that the Company’s COVID-19 restrictions did not permit such activity.3  
Management also indicated that if the restrictions were lifted or altered, it might be 
possible to conduct voting onsite as in the past.  The Election Committee had some follow-
up conversations with management on the subject, but the Company’s position did not 
change before the Committee began to finalize its election plan.4 

 
Due to the COVID-19 pandemic, the Local Election Committee decided to 

postpone the election for several months.5  Ultimately, nominations were scheduled for 
August 20, 2020 and the election scheduled for September 29, 2020.  At a meeting on 
June 17, 2020, the Local Election Committee advised the Joint Council regarding the 
proposed election dates.6  At the next meeting on July 15, 2020, the Joint Council 
approved the election notices for each bargaining unit.7  The notices indicated polling 
place and times for each unit on election day.8 

 
The notice for Bridgewater Interiors stated that polling would take place from 10:30 

a.m. to 7:00 p.m. at the UAW Region 1 Pavilion located in Warren, Michigan.9  The Region 
1 Pavilion was the next closest facility available.10  Some units, including Romeo Engine 
and Yangfeng Automotive Interiors, were scheduled to conduct voting at onsite 
cafeterias.11  Several other units and retirees were scheduled to vote at the Local 400 
union hall.12  The polling times for units voting onsite varied from as little as four hours 
(two hours in the morning and two hours in the afternoon) to as much as twelve hours.13  
Romeo Engine was scheduled to vote from 6:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. in order to 
accommodate the midnight shift which is unique to that facility.14  Yangfeng Automotive 
Interiors was scheduled from 10:30 a.m. to 7:00 p.m.15  The polling hours were consistent 
with the Local’s practice in prior elections.16 

 
The Election Committee notified the membership regarding the election dates and 

the polling locations and times through the Local’s July 2020 newsletter, which was 

 
2 Record, pp. 19-20. 
3 Record, p. 20. 
4 Record, pp. 82, 167. 
5 Record, pp. 23, 82. 
6 Record, p. 23. 
7 Record, pp. 25-26. 
8 Record, pp. 27-31. 
9 Record, p. 28. 
10 Record, p. 80. 
11 Record, p. 28, 30. 
12 Record, pp. 27, 28, 29, 31. 
13 Record, pp. 27-30. 
14 Record, pp. 28, 82. 
15 Record, p. 30. 
16 Record, pp. 37, 82. 
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mailed to each member’s home address.17  In addition, the notices were posted at 
worksites.18 

 
In August 2020, the Bridgewater Interiors Shop Committee had a meeting with 

management.  During the meeting, management agreed to allow voting in a tent outside 
of the facility.19  According to a member of the Election Committee who is a Bridgewater 
Interiors employee, the Election Committee was informed that management had changed 
its position with respect to onsite voting.20  However, the Committee determined that it 
was too late to change the voting location.21 

 
On August 20, 2020, Sandoval accepted nomination for Local President.22  The 

only other candidate for the position was the incumbent Local President, Johnny Verellen, 
whose home base is Romeo Engine.23  Three candidates ran for Vice President; one from 
Romeo Engine (Chris Dilbert, Jr.) and two from Bridgewater Interiors (Nick Sherman and 
Carlos McDaniel).24  Three candidates ran for Financial Secretary-Treasurer, all from 
Romeo Engine.25  The remaining Local Executive Board positions were uncontested and, 
accordingly, the incumbents were re-elected, all of whom are based at Romeo Engine.26 

 
On the same day as his acceptance, Sandoval presented a letter to the Election 

Committee Chairperson objecting to the decision to conduct voting for Bridgewater 
Interiors on a single day at a site other than the plant.27  He explained that an entire shift 
of two different production programs would not be working on the day scheduled for 
voting.  He also asserted that a large percentage of the Bridgewater Interiors membership 
did not own vehicles and would struggle to arrange transportation to an offsite location 
during non-work hours. 

 
On September 15, 2020, the Election Committee sent a letter to Sandoval denying 

his request to alter the procedures adopted for voting in the 2020 election.28  The 
Committee explained that the process and timelines for the election were the same as in 
prior years.  They wrote: “In order to maintain equal familiarity, the Election Committee 
chose to maintain this system, including the one-day election.”29  The Committee asserted 
that the Joint Council had voted to approve the election arrangements in July 2020 without 
objections.  They also explained that notices had already been mailed to members and 

 
17 Record, pp. 27-31. 
18 Record, p. 37. 
19 Record, p. 167. 
20 Record, p. 168. 
21 Record, p. 168. 
22 Record, p. 33. 
23 Record, p. 161. 
24 Record, p. 161. 
25 Record, p. 161. 
26 Record, pp. 60, 161. 
27 Record, p. 34. 
28 Record, pp. 37-38. 
29 Record, p. 37. 
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posted in worksites.  Therefore, there would be insufficient time to notify the membership 
if they were to agree to the changes sought by Sandoval. 

 
Voting went forward as planned on September 29, 2020.  The results for the 

contested Local Executive Board positions were: 
 
 President 

Johnny Verellen  754 
 David P. Sandoval  408 
 
 Vice-President 
 Chris Dilbert, Jr.  586 
 Nick Sherman  365 
 Carlos McDaniel  215 
 
 Financial Secretary-Treasurer 
 David Murray   509 
 Carla Wallace  468 
 Lenny Amore   18730 
 

The election results for Executive Officers were not reported on a unit-by-unit basis. 
 

Sandoval sent additional letters to the Local President and the Election Committee 
on election day, which he described as a “formal protest.”31  In addition to his prior 
objections, he complained that Bridgewater Interiors members, the largest unit within the 
Local, were required to vote offsite, while members of the smaller unit at Romeo Engine 
were voting onsite.  He also complained that the polls would be open for 9.5 hours for 
Bridgewater Interiors members, whereas Romeo Engine members would have 12 hours 
to vote.  He pointed out that Romeo Engine was the home base of the incumbent Local 
President.  He also claimed that a Region 1 staff member was recently diagnosed with 
COVID-19 and Bridgewater Interiors members might be reluctant to enter the Region 1 
facility for that reason.  In response to his letters, Sandoval was advised that he should 
submit his protest to the Local Recording Secretary in accordance with the procedures 
contained in the UAW International Constitution.32 

 
On October 6, 2020 Sandoval submitted a protest to the Local Recording 

Secretary based upon the same complaints set forth in his prior correspondence.33  The 
Local 400 Joint Council considered the protest at its meeting on October 28, 2020, in 

 
30 Record, p. 60.  A run-off election was conducted for the Financial Secretary-Treasurer position on 
October 6, 2020.  The election results were: 
 
 David Murray  372 
 Carla Wallace  209 
 
31 Record, pp. 43-44, 45-46. 
32 Record, pp. 64, 65. 
33 Record, pp. 66-67. 
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addition to five other election protests.34  Sandoval attended the Joint Council meeting 
but claims that he was not permitted to present his arguments.35  Sandoval’s protest was 
denied with 18 votes against his appeal and 9 votes in favor.36  The other election protests 
were also denied.37  The Local formally advised Sandoval regarding the denial of his 
protest by letter dated October 29, 2020.38 

 
Although the Local Joint Council denied all the election protests, the Local 

Recording Secretary sent correspondence to the International President’s office 
regarding the protests, including Sandoval’s appeal.39    The International President’s 
office reviewed the correspondence from Local 400 and determined that the matters were 
“misdirected” to the President’s office.40  In letters to the Local and Sandoval, the 
President’s office explained that the International Union only requires locals to report to 
the International President when a rerun election has been ordered.41  In the case of Local 
400, the President’s office found: 

 
“In accordance with the minutes, no such new election was ever ordered by 
the joint council at the October 28, 2020 meeting.  The local union voted on 
the merits of each appeal.  The minutes do not reflect whether the joint 
council supported or denied a motion to order a new triennial election.”42 
 

The letter to Sandoval also explained the process for an appeal to the International Union 
and the applicable deadlines.  In closing, the letter stated: “If applicable, and an appeal is 
subsequently received, the UAW President’s Office will weigh all the relevant factors that 
contributed to the misdirection of your appeal attempt.  We will then respond 
accordingly.”43 
 
 In response to the correspondence from the President’s office, Local 400 sent a 
letter to Sandoval advising that a special Local Executive Board meeting would be held 
on February 17, 2021 to rule on Sandoval’s request for a new election.44  The letter invited 
Sandoval to attend the meeting and present evidence.  However, although he attended, 
Sandoval claims that he was denied an opportunity to present his arguments.45 
 

 
34 Record, pp. 71-75. 
35 Record, p. 162. 
36 Record, p. 72. 
37 Record, pp. 73-75. 
38 Record, p. 77. 
39 Record, pp. 78-79. 
40 Record, pp. 84-85. 
41 Record, pp. 84-85, 86-87. 
42 Record, p. 85. 
43 Record, p. 87. 
44 Record, p. 88. 
45 Record, p. 162. 
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 By letter dated February 17, 2021, Local 400 formally advised Sandoval that the 
Executive Board voted to deny his election appeal.46    Sandoval has stated that he 
received the Local’s letter on February 20, 2021.47 
 
 In response to this denial, Sandoval submitted an appeal to the International 
Executive Board (IEB).  His appeal letter was dated March 25, 2021 and post-marked 
March 30, 2021.48  The International President’s office received the letter on April 6, 
2021.49  On appeal, Sandoval raised the same arguments regarding the polling location 
and times for employees of Bridgewater Interiors.  In addition, Sandoval alleged that the 
Election Committee had formulated its election plan to favor candidates from Romeo 
Engine.50  He also claimed that the voting rules were intended to suppress the votes of 
“black and brown” members of the Local.51  Sandoval requested a rerun election for the 
Local. 
 
 By letter dated April 12, 2021, the International President’s office advised Sandoval 
that his appeal was untimely.52  The President’s office asserted that the general election 
was conducted on September 29, 2020, but Sandoval did not try to appeal until March 
30, 2021, the post-marked date of his appeal letter.  Sandoval responded to this 
untimeliness determination by requesting an appeal to the Public Review Board (PRB).53  
He argued that his appeal should not be considered untimely since he had never received 
a copy of the Local’s letter to the International President dated November 10, 2020, 
despite requesting a copy from the Local on April 30, 2021.  
 
 On May 12, 2021, the President’s office issued a second untimeliness 
determination to Sandoval.54  The letter explained that Article 33, §4 requires that an 
appeal to the IEB be made within 30 days of when an appellant is made aware or 
reasonably should be aware of the decision appealed.  The President’s office stated: 
 

“The record indicates that the Executive Board of UAW Local Union 400 
acted on your appeal at the February 17, 2021 meeting.  You state in your 
letter that you received the determination on February 20, 2021.  You did 
not file an appeal of that action until March 30, 2021, which is beyond the 
already cited constitutional time constraint.”55 
 
In response, Sandoval sent a letter to the IEB requesting reconsideration of the 

untimeliness determination.56  He explained that he was undergoing treatment for 

 
46 Record, p. 89. 
47 Record, p. 100. 
48 Record, pp. 90, 94. 
49 Record, p. 90. 
50 Record, p. 90. 
51 Record, p. 92. 
52 Record, pp. 94-95. 
53 Record, pp. 97-100. 
54 Record, p. 101. 
55 Record, p. 101. 
56 Record, pp. 102-103. 
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lymphoma which had caused him to miss important work deadlines.  He attached a letter 
from his oncologist.57  Sandoval also repeated his argument regarding the Local’s failure 
to provide him with a copy of the November 10, 2020 letter in a timely fashion. 

 
The IEB issued a decision on September 17, 2021, adopting the report prepared 

by the International President’s staff.  Staff concluded that Sandoval’s appeal was 
untimely since he failed to file it within 30 days after notification of the Local Executive 
Board’s decision to deny his protest.58  However, given the circumstances of the case, 
the President’s office decided to investigate the merits of the election protest.59  Staff 
concluded that every Local member was afforded an opportunity to vote in the election.60  
Moreover, staff found that Appellant had failed to demonstrate that any members were 
disenfranchised by the voting practices adopted by the Local Election Committee.61  
Accordingly, the appeal was denied. 

 
Appellant submitted a timely appeal to the PRB.  His initial submission did not 

contain a statement of reasons for the appeal, but he subsequently supplied a detailed 
statement. 

 
ARGUMENT 

 
A. David Sandoval: 

 
Historically and today the Romeo Engine constituency dominates the leadership 

of Local 400, even though they are but a small fraction of the membership.  Romeo Engine 
is not even the second largest unit.  In addition to Bridgewater Interiors, Yanfeng 
Automotive Interiors with 750 active voting members surpasses Romeo Engine in size.  I 
am protesting because the polling procedures adopted by the Election Committee made 
voting difficult for members from Bridgewater Interiors, especially in comparison to 
members at Romeo Engine, and this provided an advantage to candidates from Romeo 
Engine.  I am requesting that the PRB either re-run the election for the offices of President 
and Vice-President or, alternatively, remand the appeal to the IEB for additional fact-
finding. 

 
There were two grounds for the IEB decision: (1) that I failed to make a timely 

appeal to the Joint Council, and (2) that my appeal lacked merit.  The untimeliness 
decision is plainly wrong, and the decision should be reversed on that basis alone.  I 
appealed to the Joint Council on October 6, 2020 within seven days after the election, in 
compliance with Article 38, §11 of the International Constitution.  My appeal noted I had 
been complaining about disadvantages in voter access since July 2020.  On the election 
day, September 29, 2020, I set out most of the same grounds in correspondence to the 
Election Committee.  My protest to the Joint Council dated October 6, 2020, included the 

 
57 Record, p. 104. 
58 Record, p. 113. 
59 Record, p. 111. 
60 Record, p. 114. 
61 Record, p. 113. 
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grounds set forth in my September 29 letter, but added detail regarding the complex work 
shifts and work hours at Bridgewater Interiors at the time of the election. 

 
The Joint Council met regarding my appeal on October 28, 2020.  I attended but 

was refused permission to speak.  The Joint Council denied the appeal, giving no 
reasons.  On January 6, 2021, the International President’s office said I could begin the 
appeal process again, due to a misunderstanding which that office uncovered.  I did begin 
the process again, which resulted in a Local Executive Board meeting on February 17, 
2021.  I attended the meeting but again was refused permission to speak.  I received the 
denial of the appeal on February 20, 2021 but it gave no reasons. 

 
On March 25, 2021, I appealed to the IEB.  The President’s office mistakenly found 

my appeal to be dated March 30, 2021.  On May 12, 2021, the President’s office ruled 
my appeal untimely, due to the passage of more than 30 days after February 17, 2021.  I 
sought reconsideration based on a letter from my oncologist describing my medical 
condition and resulting stress, which caused me to miss important work deadlines.  If the 
President’s office had held a hearing in this matter, the timeline for my protest could have 
been clarified and my appeal would not have been considered untimely. 

 
 In terms of the merits of my protest, I acknowledge that the Local’s procedures, 
which were approved by the Joint Council, followed Constitutional guidelines.  But that 
does not settle the matter considering Quesada, et al. v. UAW Local Union 2244 
Executive Board, 11 PRB 386 (2002).  In that case, the PRB also acknowledged that 
there were no Constitutional violations but wrote: 
 

“Nevertheless, appellants do have a valid argument that the date, time and 
place selected by the Election Committee certainly was not intended to 
maximize voter participation.  This would appear contrary to the 
Committee’s responsibility stated in the Union’s Guide for Local Union 
Election Committees to:  
 

‘Select a polling site(s) and schedule polling hours which will 
provide all members a reasonable opportunity to vote. . .’”62 
 

11 PRB at 391. 
 

When the Joint Council met on June 17 and July 15, 2020, the COVID-19 
pandemic was raging.  For this reason, Bridgewater Interiors management had refused 
its traditional permission that the voting be onsite in the cafeteria.  There are 15 units in 
the Local, two of which are Bridgewater Interiors and Romeo Engine.  All units except for 
Bridgewater Interiors continued their traditional practices as to voting location. 

 

 
62 Although the PRB was highly critical of the voting arrangements adopted by the local election committee 
to fill an interim vacancy in Quesada, the Board also made clear that there were no grounds to overturn the 
election result since no violation of the Constitution or local bylaws was established.  11 PRB at 391. 
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 Management’s refusal to allow in-plant voting -- in the absence of company threats 
such as those found in Feldman v. UAW Local Union 900, 9 PRB 332 (1997) -- might 
seem to dispose of my appeal, except for certain facts that I learned after my initial appeal.  
This new evidence is presented in the attached affidavit of Khirhana Ingram and the 
witness statement of Tiffany Cook.  As mentioned, I could not present these facts at the 
Local level, because the two Local meetings refused to hear me.  In addition, the 
President did not consider these facts since they were not part of the Local record.  It is 
high time that someone considered this evidence. 
 

Ingram relates that in August 2020, a month before election day, management 
relented as to voting location, in a meeting with the Shop Committee.  The Plant Manager 
and Human Resources Manager agreed that the Bridgewater Interiors unit could use a 
tent that was staged outside of the facility to vote.  Cook is a Bridgewater Interiors 
employee and a member of the Local Election Committee.  She explains that 
management’s initial position was that, unlike previous elections, it would not allow voting 
in the company cafeteria.  This had forced the Committee to move the voting, making it 
inconvenient or impossible for some members to vote.  But Cook states that the 
Committee heard in August 2020 that management had changed its position at the 
insistence of the Shop Committee and would permit voting in the tent outside the 
cafeteria.  Even so, the Election Committee did not move the voting location to the tent, 
believing it was too late to change anything. 

 
Although the votes were not tabulated by bargaining unit, voting at Region 1 rather 

than in the traditional location in the company cafeteria, surely had a profound effect on 
voter turnout.  Anyone could see this, even the Election Committee.  As I noted in my 
letter to the Committee dated August 26, 2020 due to Bridgewater Interiors’ arrangement 
of shifts and hours “an entire shift of two different production programs will not be present 
on [voting] day.”  My October 6, 2020 appeal added: “25% or approximately 375 members 
did not have the same degree of accessibility as their counterparts at Ford Romeo 
Engine.” Add to that, the 150-minute shorter voting period for Bridgewater Interiors 
employees -- the only unit to nominate challengers to candidates from Romeo Engine -- 
and it is clear that the Election Committee did not maximize voter participation as the PRB 
and the UAW Election Guide recommend. 

 
 Finally, related to the voting site for Bridgewater Interiors members, my appeal 
noted a positive COVID-19 result for a staff member at Region 1 before the election.  The 
Local issued no public announcement of the positive test, its date, or measures taken to 
contain the outbreak.  The Local did not answer this part of my protest at the local level, 
but did so only in response to the President, and then only in vague terms.  Without giving 
facts or dates, the Local contended that the positive COVID cases were supposedly long 
before the election.  The Local maintained that the people who were exposed or infected 
self-quarantined, and the threat was “mitigated” in unspecified ways.  It is impossible to 
respond to vague assertions like this. 
 

The International Union’s position statement to the PRB asserts that my claims 
rest only on the mere “possibility” of disenfranchised voters and are accordingly 
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“implausible” because every member did have the opportunity to vote.  But, as explained 
above, the opportunities were unequal.  With shorter voting hours and so many 
Bridgewater Interiors members off work on voting day, the results both for President and 
Vice-President were likely skewed, though by how much, no one can say.  Moreover, 
even at a late date, a well-posted and publicized move of voting to a convenient location 
at the work site -- while perhaps a technical violation of election rules -- would have been 
justified and welcomed by all in this extraordinary situation. 

 
I respectfully request that the PRB either order a re-run of Local 400’s Election for 

President and Vice-President or remand the case to the IEB for fact-finding.  If ordered, 
fact-finding might include inquiry into whether the Election Committee tried to work 
through the Bridgewater Interiors Shop Committee to change the voting location, and how 
long the Shop Committee had been pressuring management to change.  If ordered, fact-
finding should be expedited considering the PRB’s policy of prioritizing election appeals. 

 
B. International Union, UAW: 

 
Appellant initially raised two potential issues that he believed could negatively 

impact participation from Bridgewater Interiors employees in the general election: the 
polling location and that the election was scheduled on one day rather than multiple days.  
After the election, Appellant objected to the polling hours and claimed that a positive 
COVID-19 case among the Region 1 staff could have negatively impacted participation. 

 
There is a presumption that all elections conducted by a local union are valid, and 

for a challenger to rebut that presumption, it must be shown by clear and convincing 
evidence that some improper practice occurred to such a degree that it could have 
affected the outcome of the election.  The burden of proving that an election was 
conducted improperly and that its results must be set aside lies with the person or persons 
asserting the claim. 

 
Applying these longstanding principles, Appellant’s appeal is deficient. Appellant 

did not provide any evidence to show that an improper practice occurred, let alone 
evidence to show that an impropriety occurred to such a degree that it could have affected 
the outcome of the election.  Appellant made a plausible argument that more Bridgewater 
Interiors employees may have participated if the polling hours were extended or occurred 
over multiple days and if there was a polling location at the Bridgewater Interiors facility.  
However, the Committee’s decision not to change the voting date and hours or polling 
location was not election misconduct. 

 
Moreover, Bridgewater Interiors management refused to permit a polling location 

at their facility, despite the Local Union’s attempts to secure a polling location there.  The 
Committee had no control over Bridgewater Interiors’ decision, and their designation of 
the Region 1 office as the polling location for Bridgewater Interiors employees was wholly 
reasonable considering the circumstances. 
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 The Election Committee’s letter to Appellant also explained that the Joint Council 
(which included representative members from the Bridgewater Interiors unit) unanimously 
approved the polling times and locations as proposed by the Committee.  The Election 
Notice was subsequently sent to all eligible members.  If the Committee made changes 
to the dates and times thereafter, they would likely have caused confusion and risked 
disenfranchisement of other members. 
 

Finally, there is simply no evidence that a positive case of COVID-19 among the 
Region 1 staff resulted in any election misconduct or improper practice.  Indeed, there is 
no evidence that this had any bearing on the election whatsoever. 

 
C. Rebuttal by Counsel Ellis Boal on Behalf of David Sandoval: 
 

First, as to the supposed untimeliness issue, the President makes no effort to 
defend the IEB’s decision in this regard.  Thus, he implicitly admits that, as Sandoval 
argued, the IEB relied on a wrong date and was simply mistaken. 

 
Second, as to the merits, Sandoval has noted that the Local failed to abide by its 

responsibility -- articulated in the Election Guide -- to maximize voter participation.  The 
Local scheduled voting in the Bridgewater Interiors unit away from the plant.  The 
President argues that Bridgewater Interiors management refused to permit a polling 
location at their facility and that the Election Committee had no control over 
management’s decision.  This is untrue, as attested by affidavits from two of Sandoval’s 
supporters.  A month before the election, under pressure from the Shop Committee, 
management relented and agreed to slacken its COVID-19 protocols.  It offered to allow 
voting in the large convenient tent it had set up outside the company cafeteria.  The Local 
did not take up the offer. 

 
 The Bridgewater Interiors unit, the largest of 15 in this amalgamated local, had a 
contorted work schedule whereby one entire shift -- 25% of the Unit membership -- did 
not work on election day, making voting very difficult.  Even so, the Local assigned a 
shorter span of voting hours than the politically dominant, but far smaller, Romeo Engine 
unit.  And by contrast, Romeo Engine was allowed convenient voting at the plant.  Votes 
were not tabulated by unit, so it is impossible for the PRB to determine whether these 
unfair procedures may or may not have affected the outcome. 
 

DISCUSSION 
 

The IEB denied this appeal on timeliness grounds and on the merits.  However, 
the International Union only has addressed the merits of the appeal before the PRB, 
essentially abandoning the argument that the appeal was untimely.  Accordingly, the 
Board will decide the appeal on the merits.   

 
The PRB has long held that all 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 
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(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.63 

 
Appellant’s primary argument is that members of the Bridgewater Interiors unit 

were disadvantaged because they were not permitted to vote at their worksite.  The Board 
agrees with Appellant that it would have been preferable for the Election Committee to 
conduct onsite voting for members of the unit, in accordance with the practice in prior 
elections, once the employer changed its initial position on the matter. 

 
The Record shows that the employer relented on its refusal to allow onsite voting 

in August 2020.  We understand that the Election Committee had already mailed election 
notices to the membership at that point which advised Bridgewater Interiors members to 
vote at the Region 1 office.  We also understand that election notices must be mailed at 
least 15 days in advance of the election date.64  Nevertheless, there was a window of at 
least two weeks in this case in which the Election Committee could have mailed a revised 
election notice to the Bridgewater Interiors membership.  In addition, revised notices could 
have been posted in the worksite and on the Local’s website to make sure that the change 
was clearly communicated.  We note that plans for many events were in flux during this 
time due to the COVID-19 pandemic.  We do not believe that unit members would have 
been confused by the change, provided that it was clearly communicated.   

 
Although we are disappointed by the Election Committee’s decision not to change 

the voting location and issue a revised election notice, we cannot conclude that it amounts 
to a violation warranting a rerun election.  As we explained in Quesada, et al. v. UAW 
Local Union 2244 Executive Board, 11 PRB 386, 391 (2002), local election committees 
have a responsibility to maximize voter participation, as set forth in the UAW’s Guide for 
Local Union Election Committees.  However, the failure to do so does not necessarily 
constitute a violation of the UAW Constitution or provide grounds for overturning an 
election.65  Thus, in Quesada, the PRB declined to set aside the election, although we 
strongly urged the local election committee to consider measures to increase voter 
involvement in future elections.  Likewise, in this case, we encourage Local 400’s Election 
Committee to explore ways to better promote participation in the democratic process 

 
63 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). 
64 See UAW International Constitution, Article 38, §2; and U.S. Department of Labor Regulations, 29 C.F.R. 
§ 452.99. 
65 We have explained the purpose of the UAW Guide in prior cases: 
 

“The UAW’s Guide for Local Union Election Committees 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.” 
 

Sharpe v. UAW Local Union 723, PRB Case No. 1840, at p. 9 (July 14, 2021); see also Baxter v. UAW 
Local Union 659 Executive Board, 11 PRB 263, 266 (2001); Jones and Pearson v. Local Union 140, UAW, 
14 PRB 187, 197 (2009). 
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going forward, including adjustments to enhance voter participation through onsite voting 
when (as here) such an adjustment is practicable. 

 
Nevertheless, we do not find an election violation warranting a rerun in this case.  

The Constitution requires that all members have a reasonable opportunity to vote.  
Although the voting arrangements for the Bridgewater Interiors membership were not 
optimal, there is no evidence to suggest that unit members did not have a reasonable 
opportunity to vote.  It is notable that Appellant has not provided any witness statements 
from unit members claiming that they were deterred from voting because of the polling 
location and times, much less evidence of disenfranchisement on a scale that could have 
impacted the election outcome.66   

 
In the absence of any direct evidence, Appellant asks the Board to infer that the 

Bridgewater Interiors membership was disadvantaged from the fact that he and other 
candidates from Bridgewater Interiors did not prevail in the election.  We do not believe 
that this fact alone is sufficient to demonstrate that an election violation occurred which 
affected the outcome.  As Appellant himself has explained, candidates from Romeo 
Engine have prevailed in the Local’s past elections, even when Bridgewater Interiors 
members were permitted to vote in the workplace. 

 
Appellant also argues that the election should be overturned because the polling 

location and hours for the Romeo Engine membership were more advantageous than the 
polling arrangements for Bridgewater Interiors members.  But again, the Constitutional 
requirement is that all members be afforded a reasonable opportunity to vote.  This does 
not mean that all members must be provided with an identical opportunity.  Whether 
polling hours are sufficient depends on the size and work hours of each unit.  In this case, 
the Record establishes that the longer polling hours for Romeo Engine employees were 
necessary to accommodate the midnight shift which only exists at that plant.  In terms of 
location, in an amalgamated local such as Local 400, some employers may permit voting 
onsite whereas others may be unable or unwilling to allow it.  If identical polling 
arrangements were required, then all unit members would have to vote at an offsite 
location such as the Local union hall whenever any units were unable to vote in the 
workplace.  Thus, if the Board were to insist that voting arrangements must be the same 
for different units, such a rule might diminish voting access in some circumstances. 

 
Lastly, Appellant Sandoval argues that a positive COVID-19 test result for a 

member of the Region 1 staff may have impacted the election.  However, he has not 
provided any evidence that Bridgewater Interior members were aware that a staff member 
had tested positive, much less that any members were deterred from voting at Region 1 

 
66 By letter dated April 12, 2022, Appellant’s counsel requested permission to submit an additional exhibit 
to the case Record.  The offered exhibit is the 2022 Notice of Election for Local 400’s Convention Delegate 
election, reflecting that different voting procedures were adopted for that election than those employed in 
the 2020 officer election.  The Board will grant the request to add the exhibit.  However, this material does 
not alter our conclusion that the  Bridgewater Interiors membership was provided with a reasonable 
opportunity to vote in the 2020 officer election. 



PRB CASE NO. 1854  Page 14. 
 
due to this fact.  As explained above, the PRB will not order a rerun without proof of a 
violation affecting the election outcome. 

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