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Glenn Esposito argues that his charges against Local 1714 Zone 

Committeeperson Will Adams and First Shift Committeeperson Ed Wildes described 
conduct prohibited by the UAW Ethical Practices Codes and therefore satisfied the 
requirements of Article 31, §3, of the International Constitution. 

 
FACTS 

 
Glenn Esposito works for General Motors Lordstown Assembly Complex in a 

bargaining unit represented by UAW Local Union 1714.  On April 5, 2006, Local 1714 
conducted shift meetings to discuss the 2006 Attrition Program.  During the meeting for 
the third shift, which commenced at 12:30 a.m., the Lordstown West Manager 
announced that the Company was going to eliminate the third shift. 

 
During the morning hours of April 5, 2006, Local 1714 Zone Committeeperson 

Will Adams and First Shift Committeeperson Ed Wildes distributed a leaflet to the 
membership commenting on the Company’s announcement.  The leaflet states: 

 
“Once again Management has shown their lack of concern 
for this entire membership by their surprise announcement of 
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going to a two shift operation in July.  I know this is a shock 
to all of you, because it is a shock to some members of the 
Shop Committee.  Never in the history of this Local Union 
has Management ever not informed the Shop Committee of 
such a drastic change.  Once again, Management showed 
how little they care about our Membership by holding off this 
announcement until Local 1112 elections were over.  Some 
members of the Shop Committee find it impossible to believe 
that prior notice wasn’t given at a Key 4 meeting.  Our Shop 
Committee must hold Management accountable for this 
despicable act and lack of concern for our membership.”1 

The “Key 4” referred to by Adams and Wildes includes the Lordstown Complex Plant 
Manager, the Plant Personnel Director, the President of UAW Local 1714, and the Shop 
Chairperson of UAW Local 1714.  
 

Local 1714 President Jim Kaster and Shop Chairperson Ken Padgett distributed 
an informational flier on April 5 responding to the leaflet.  The flier informs the 
membership that the decision to eliminate the third shift was never discussed at any 
Key 4 meetings.  The flier states: 

 
“We are appalled that Will Adams and Ed Wildes would take 
this surprise announcement and use it as a political attack 
on the Shop Chairperson, President, and the Shop 
Committee.  Will and Ed obviously prefer to continue to 
promote rumors, hearsay, and accuse your leadership of not 
informing the membership of any events that will affect 
everyone.  Without supporting facts, they are making 
accusations that we are dealing behind the membership’s 
back.”2 

 
Padgett and Kaster asserted that any individuals who claimed that members of the Key 
4 from either Local 1112 or Local 1714 had previous knowledge of the decision to go to 
two shifts were liars. 
 

On April 11, 2006, Glenn Esposito submitted charges against Wildes and Adams 
to the Local 1714 Executive Board.  Esposito argued that the flier distributed by Adams 
and Wildes violated the Local Union bylaws and the UAW Ethical Practices Codes.  
Esposito further asserted that Adams and Wildes intended to influence voters in the 
upcoming elections at Local Union 1714 with their flier so that it also violated the NLRB 
Election Guidelines. 

 
                                                 
1 Record, p. 2. 
2 Record p. 3. 
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Esposito reported that Adams and Wildes were in the hallway of the Lordstown 
West Complex at 6:10 a.m. distributing their leaflet.  His charge states: 

 
“Adams & Wildes are Shop Committee members who know 
that Management has the right to run the business.  
Manpower moves, shift starting time, manpower per shift 
and any announcement regarding these changes are part of 
running the business.  Yet on April 5, 2006, Brothers Adams 
& Wildes were in the hallway of the Lordstown West 
Complex at 6:10 a.m. distributing their ‘flier’ to the 
membership of Local 1714.  They told the membership that 
their flier ‘was not political, but rather informational about the 
loss of the 3rd shift.’  This was not true.  They also imply that 
some Local 1714 Shop Committee members had knowledge 
about the announcement before April 5.  They said that 
Local 1112 and 1714 were told about the third shift loss at 
Key 4 meetings.  This is pure speculation designed to create 
even more confusion. I believe this constitutes election 
misconduct per the NLRB Election Guidelines.”3 

 
Esposito questioned how Adams and Wildes could have produced their leaflet for 
distribution at 6 a.m. on April 5 if they were not already in the plant when the 
announcement was made to the third shift.  He asked that the Executive Board examine 
Adams’ and Wildes’ ring in times for April 5, 2006.  Esposito concluded: 
 

“Brothers Adams’ and Wildes’ conduct is unbecoming of a 
union member.  They have no respect for the Local Union 
bylaws or the Ethical Practice of the International Union.  
Their actions caused great confusion in both Locals.  No 
union officer has the right to spread fear of widespread job 
loss and cause dissension within our Union.  How can Local 
1714 have a fair election after these false accusations?  I 
request that the Executive Board ban Brother Will Adams 
and Ed Wildes from good standing for life.”4 

 
The Local 1714 Executive Board considered Esposito’s charge at a meeting on 

May 17, 2006.  The Local Executive Board found that the charge satisfied the 
requirements of Article 31, §3, of the International Constitution.5  The Local Executive 
                                                 
3 Record, p. 5. 
4 Record, p. 6. 
5 Article 31, §3, of the International Constitution provides, in pertinent part, as follows: 

“Prior to the notification to a member that charges have been filed against her/him, the 
Local Union Executive Board or, in the case of an Amalgamated Local Union, the Unit 
Workplace Organization of which s/he is a member, shall review the charges and 
consider them improper if: 
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Board ordered that the charge should be forwarded to a Trial Committee.6  Local 
Recording Secretary Louis Robinson informed Edward Wildes of the Local Executive 
Board’s decision in a letter dated May 19, 2006.  Robinson stated that the Trial 
Committee would be selected at the membership meeting scheduled for June 18, 2006.7  
Esposito was given this same information in a letter dated May 22, 2006.8 

 
Edward Wildes appealed the Local Executive Board’s decision to the 

International Executive Board (IEB) on May 26, 2006.  Wildes argued that the 
allegations in Esposito’s charge did not meet the criteria to support a trial procedure.  
He argued that his leaflet addressed Management’s poor handling of the loss of the 
third shift and its lack of regard for the membership and the Local Union Shop 
Committee.9  Recording Secretary Robinson wrote to International President Ron 
Gettelfinger in response to Wildes’ appeal on July 5, 2006.  Robinson reported that the 
Local Executive Board had spent two hours reviewing Esposito’s charge and the 
supporting documents.  He stated that the Local Executive Board concluded that the 
charge satisfied the criteria set forth in Article 31, §3, of the International Constitution.10 

 
President Gettelfinger’s staff concluded that a hearing was unnecessary on 

Wildes’ appeal and they prepared a report to the IEB on the President’s behalf based on 
information provided by Wildes and Local Union 1714.  Staff held that Esposito’s claim 
that Wildes’ leaflet violated the Ethical Practices Codes could not be reviewed because 
he had not presented this complaint to the membership as required by Article 32, §5(a), 
of the Constitution.11  In addition, staff concluded that the acts described in Esposito’s 
charge did not amount to a violation of the Constitution or conduct unbecoming a union 

                                                                                                                                                             
 
(a)  The charges do not state the exact nature of the alleged offense as required by 
Section 1 of this Article; 
 
(b)  The charges are untimely under Section 2 of this Article; 
 
 (c) The act complained of does not sustain a charge of a violation of the Constitution or 
conduct unbecoming a member of the Union; 
 
(d) The charges involve a question which should be decided by the membership at a 
membership meeting and not by trial procedure. 
 
(e)  In all cases, an otherwise proper charge(s) must be supported by substantial direct 
evidence, as well as the evidence of at least one (1) corroborating witness, which, if not 
rebutted, would establish all elements of the charge(s).” 

6 Record, p. 11. 
7 Record, p. 12. 
8 Record, p. 13. 
9 Record, p. 15. 
10 Record, pp. 17-18. 
11 Record, p. 24. 
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member.  Staff noted that Wildes is an elected official of the Local Union and that he 
had the right to express his opinions.12  Staff commented that Wildes’ leaflet did not 
identify any other member of the Local or accuse any member of having prior 
knowledge of Management’s decision.  Staff reversed the decision of the Local 
Executive Board and directed the Local Union that no trial proceedings should take 
place.13 

 
The IEB adopted staff’s report as its decision on September 22, 2006.  Esposito 

has now appealed the IEB’s decision to the Public Review Board (PRB). 
 

ARGUMENT 
 

A. Glenn Esposito: 

The decision of the IEB contains several errors.  In the first place, it identifies my 
witness, Craig Esposito, as one of the charging parties.  This error undermines the 
credibility of the IEB’s decision.  Furthermore, it does not appear that the President’s 
staff carefully reviewed the leaflet distributed by Edward Wildes and Will Adams.  The 
IEB’s decision reports that the leaflet did not specifically identify any member of the 
Local Union as having had advance notice of the Company’s announcement about the 
loss of the third shift.  In fact, the statement that some members of the Shop Committee 
find it impossible to believe that prior notice was not given at a Key 4 meeting does just 
that.  The reference to “some Shop Committee members” is clearly a reference to 
Wildes and Adams themselves.  The Key 4 includes the Local Union President and the 
Shop Chairperson.  Wildes and Adams were clearly accusing the President and Shop 
Chairperson of deliberately withholding information from the membership of Local 1714.  
These allegations are unsubstantiated and without merit.  For this despicable action to 
be considered anything other than malicious and designed to create confusion is absurd 
and ludicrous. 

 
The IEB asserts that I failed to meet the requirements of Article 32, §5, because I 

did not present my Ethical Practices Complaint to the Local Union membership.  The 
regular Local 1714 membership meeting was scheduled for June 18, 2006.  The IEB 
overlooks the fact that Edward Wildes filed his appeal on May 26, 2006, which was 23 
days before the regular Local 1714 membership meeting.  Neither Edward Wildes nor 
his counsel Mike Sullivan informed me that Wildes had appealed the Local Executive 
Board’s decision prior to the meeting on June 18.  Until the date of that meeting, I 
believed that the matter was being referred to a Trial Committee as I had requested. 

 
Mike Sullivan was allowed to rant and rave about these charges at the June 18 

meeting.  He should have been ruled out of order by the chair.  Now the jury pool at 

                                                 
12 Record, p. 25. 
13 Record, p. 26. 
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Local Union 1714 has been irreparably tainted by Sullivan’s comments.  In the interest 
of justice, I request that the trial in this matter be conducted by the Public Review Board. 

 
B. International Union, UAW: 

The PRB has consistently held that the free expression of views by Union 
members is vital and cannot serve as the basis for discipline or charges unless the 
speech is intended to injure.  Esposito has offered no evidence indicating that the leaflet 
distributed by Wildes and Adams was anything other than legitimate and vigorous free 
speech.  To the extent that Local 1714 officials disagreed with the views expressed in 
the leaflet, they could and did respond with their own communication. 

 
C. Rebuttal by Glenn Esposito: 

Edward Wildes and Will Adams were candidates seeking higher offices in 
elections scheduled at Local Union 1714 for April 20, 2006.  They were using the loss of 
the third shift announcement for political gain.  In distributing this leaflet, Wildes and 
Adams intended to undermine the Local President.  If their intent had been to express 
anger at the Company and concern about possible violations of the National 
Agreement, they could have expressed that anger at the first shift meeting scheduled 
for 8:30 a.m. at the Lordstown Complex.  They were present at this meeting along with 
three of the Key 4 members.  This would have been the appropriate time to raise these 
issues. 

 
Wildes and Adams did not want to unify the membership or make a call to action.  

They even lied by telling the members that their flier was not political.  The loss of 725 
jobs did not concern Wildes and Adams.  Their personal gain was all that mattered to 
them.  They decided to use the announcement of job losses at the Lordstown Complex 
as an opportunity to create confusion, unrest, and panic.  Their accusations were 
intended to injure the credibility of Key 4 and thereby to influence voters.  This is not a 
legitimate exercise of free speech.  It is akin to yelling fire in a crowded theater. 

 
I received the decision of the Local 1714 Executive Board that referred my 

charges to a Trial Committee on May 22, 2006.  Wildes received his copy on May 19, 
two days prior to the membership meeting scheduled for May 21.  This allowed him to 
file his appeal from the Local Executive Board’s ruling on May 26.  I did not learn of his 
appeal until the membership meeting on June 18.  The IEB was then able to claim that I 
did not meet the requirement of Article 32, §5, that I present my Ethical Practices 
Complaint to the membership. 

 
The flier distributed by Wildes and Adams eliminated any chance for a fair 

election at Local 1714 on April 20, 2006.  I am therefore asking the Public Review Board 
to order a new election and ban Edward Wildes and Will Adams from good standing for 
life. 
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DISCUSSION 
 

Our authority to decide appeals from Union members arises from the UAW 
International Constitution and the Ethical Practices Codes.  In his appeal to this Board, 
Esposito has asked us to provide remedies far beyond our Constitutional authority 
based on a hodgepodge of theories  citing sources of authority such as the NLRB 
Election Guidelines and Company shop rules regarding the distribution of material in the 
plant.  Esposito’s claims arising from sources other than the UAW Constitution and the 
Ethical Practices Codes are not before us.  Furthermore, his arguments regarding the 
recent election at Local Union 1714 have not been presented properly.  He has 
suggested that the flier distributed by Wildes and Adams somehow deprived the 
members of Local 1714 of a fair election and has suggested that this Board should 
order a new election.  Article 38 of the International Constitution provides very specific 
procedures for raising election protests.  There is no evidence in this record regarding 
any protest to the election conducted by Local Union 1714.  Therefore, none of the 
issues raised by appellant in connection with that election is before us. 

 
Esposito’s charge demanded the expulsion of Wildes and Adams from 

membership in the Union based on a claim that their flier violated the UAW Ethical 
Practices Codes.  The Local 1714 Executive Board properly reviewed Esposito's charge 
under the criteria set forth in Article 31, §3, of the Constitution, because that Article 
provides the mechanism for processing claims that a member should be reprimanded or 
expelled from the Union for a violation of the Constitution or conduct unbecoming a 
union member.  An Ethical Practices Complaint submitted pursuant to Article 32, §5(a), 
would not be an appropriate means to seek the imposition of such penalties. 

 
We agree with the IEB, however, that the Local Executive Board erred when it 

determined that Esposito’s charge should be submitted to a Trial Committee.  The 
charge should have been disqualified under Article 31, §3(c), of the Constitution, 
because it does not describe any act on the part of Wildes or Adams which would 
amount to conduct unbecoming a union member or a violation of the UAW Ethical 
Practices Codes.  The right of a union member to distribute leaflets addressing issues of 
concern to his fellow members is fully protected by the UAW Ethical Practices Codes.14  
Although this protection does not extend to speech which undermines the Union as an 
institution or vilifies other members of the Union, the leaflet distributed by Wildes and 
Adams does not do that; it merely responds with shock and dismay to Management’s 
announcement that the third shift was going to be eliminated. 

 
Nothing in Wildes’ and Adams’ leaflet can be construed as the vilification of any 

member of the Union.  The text of the leaflet might well be interpreted to mean that 
Wildes and Adams were shocked that Management withheld such important information 
as the elimination of the third shift from the President and Shop Chairperson.  
Furthermore, even if the leaflet were interpreted to impute foreknowledge of 
                                                 
14 Mieli v. International Union, UAW, 9 PRB 449 (1997); and Leal v. Local Union 578 Executive Board, 
PRB Case No. 1405 (2002).  
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Management’s intentions to President Kaster and Shop Chairperson Padgett, Wildes 
and Adams were entitled to express their belief that Kaster and Padgett must have 
known about Management’s decision.  The expression of such a belief by two 
individuals would not create any confusion or undermine the Union.  It was a simple 
matter for Kaster and Padgett to clear up any misunderstanding by explaining that they 
had not been informed of Management’s intentions.  Esposito wants to hold Wildes and 
Adams accountable for the loss of jobs and the anxiety created by the elimination of the 
third shift.  In seeking to have the Union punish Wildes and Adams for expressing their 
beliefs, Esposito has confused the effects of their protected speech with the 
consequences of Management’s announcement. 

 
The decision of the IEB is affirmed. 

 


