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Paul Haver argues that his charges against the local union bargaining 

chairperson and two bargaining representatives should have been presented to a trial 
committee pursuant to Article 31, §3, of the UAW Constitution. 

 
FACTS 

 
Paul Haver is a member of UAW Local Union 900 in Wayne, Michigan.  He was 

an unsuccessful candidate for local union bargaining chairperson during local union 
elections conducted in January 2014.1  On March 3, 2014, Haver filed charges pursuant 
to Article 31 of the UAW Constitution against the local bargaining chairperson Mike 
Stockdale and two bargaining representatives, Corey Cogshell and Greg O’Neil.  Haver 
charged that Stockdale, Cogshell and O’Neil campaigned while being paid by the 
company in violation of the UAW Constitution and federal law.  Haver’s charge states: 

 
“I, Paul R. Haver, am filing charges for conduct unbecoming that of an 
officer and a union member against brother Mike Stockdale, Corey 

                                                 
1
 Record, p. 63. 
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Cogshell and Greg O’Neil.  It was brought to my attention after the election 
on January 21st, that the chairman (Mike Stockdale) and bargaining 
representatives (Greg O’Neil and Corey Cogshell), during the election and 
prior to the election, were campaigning while being paid company wages.  
These officers violated our Constitution and federal election laws of 
campaigning while being paid by the company and the use of company 
vehicles to promote their candidacy.”2 

Haver asked that the charged parties be removed from office in accordance with Article 
31, §6, of the Constitution pending a trial on his charges. 
 

Haver attached to his charges letters from 15 members of Local Union 900 
stating that they had observed the bargaining chairperson and the two bargaining 
representatives at various times of the day wearing orange campaign shirts and hats, 
and transporting boxes of shirts and hats on a company maintenance cart.3  Haver also 
included time cards for the three charged parties showing that they were being paid 
during this period.4  

 
The Local 900 Executive Board considered Haver’s charges at a meeting on 

March 9, 2014.  The executive board voted to reject the charges.5  On March 22, 2014, 
Local Union 900 sent Haver a letter advising him that the local executive board had 
rejected his charges based on Article 31, §3(c) and (e) of the UAW Constitution.6  Haver 
appealed the local executive board’s decision to reject his charges to the International 
Executive Board (IEB) on April 2, 2014.7  

 
International President Bob King’s staff determined that a hearing was 

unnecessary on Haver’s appeal.  Acting on the president’s behalf, a staff member 
prepared a report to the IEB on Haver’s appeal based on material submitted by Haver 
and Local Union 900.  In his report to the IEB, the staff member noted that Haver had 
also filed two election protests regarding the 2014 election.  According to the staff 
member’s report, the IEB issued a decision on the first protest on May 14, 2014.  The 
IEB rejected as untimely a second election protest asserting the same allegations 
addressed in Haver’s Article 31 charge.8  With respect to Haver’s election protest based 
on improper campaigning, the staff member stated that the time to raise allegations 
about improper campaigning was at the time the conduct occurred.  The staff member 
held that Haver’s charge amounted to a collateral attack on the IEB’s decision rejecting 
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 Record, p. 1. 
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 Record, pp. 7-21. 

4
 Record, pp. 5-6. 

5
 Record, p. 22. 

6
 Record, p. 24. 

7
 Record, p. 25. 

8
 Record, p. 42. 



PRB CASE NO. 1711  Page 3. 

 
 
his election protest.9  He pointed out that the proper way to challenge the IEB’s decision 
would have been to file an appeal pursuant to Article 33 of the UAW Constitution.10 

 
The staff member observed that the only question presented by Haver’s appeal 

from the rejection of his charges was their propriety under Article 31, §3(a) through (e) 
of the UAW Constitution.  The staff member agreed with the finding of the local 
executive board that Haver’s charge failed to meet the criteria stated in Article 31, §3(c) 
of the Constitution because it did not allege that the charged parties acted with any 
improper motive.11  

 
The report to the IEB denied Haver’s appeal.  The IEB adopted the report 

prepared by President King’s staff as its decision.  International President Dennis 
Williams provided Haver with a copy of the IEB’s decision on June 16, 2014.  Haver has 
now appealed the IEB’s decision to the Public Review Board (PRB). 

 
ARGUMENT 

 
A. Paul R. Haver: 

The IEB’s decision states that the time to raise the complaint about improper 
campaigning was during the election.  There was no way to know at the time of the 
election whether the elected officials were on the clock because the chairperson refused 
to have the bargaining committee’s hours posted.  It is the practice at our local union for 
all members’ hours to be posted somewhere in the plant.  During a recent meeting, I 
asked Chairperson Stockdale why access to his hours was restricted on the computer.  
He responded by asking me what the problem was since I know what he is paid.  I said 
that was not the issue and that I wanted the committee’s hours posted.  He stated that 
they would not be posted while he is chairperson.  I made a motion to have the 
bargaining committee’s hours posted, but President Anderson Robinson would not 
honor the motion.   

 
It is not true that my two election protests raised the same issues.  The first 

protest was about severe weather that prevented many members from voting.  The 
second protest was filed when I first became aware that our chairperson and two 
bargaining representatives were being paid by the company while they were 
campaigning.  The actions of these three individuals were not only a violation of federal 
election laws, but most certainly violate their oath of office and the Ethical Practices 
Codes of our Constitution.   
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B. International Union, UAW: 

Prior to notifying a member that charges have been filed against him or her, the 
local union executive board must determine whether the charges satisfy the criteria 
stated in Article 31, §3(a) through (e) of the UAW Constitution.  A charge will be 
deemed improper under Article 31, §3(c) if the act complained of does not sustain a 
charge of a violation of the Constitution or conduct unbecoming a member of the union.  
The Local 900 executive board properly disqualified Haver’s charges under Article 31, 
§3(c) of the Constitution. 

 
The PRB has ruled repeatedly that aggressive campaigning or campaigning on 

company time will not provide a basis for overturning an election.  See Donovan and 
Stavole v. Local Union 2000, UAW, PRB Case Nos. 1448 & 1449, 12 PRB 285 (2003).  
This is especially true in the context of an election where the activity was unlikely to 
have affected the outcome of the race, as is the case here.  Haver lost his race for 
bargaining chairperson against Mike Stockdale by over 100 votes.  Haver had other 
avenues to protest Stockdale’s conduct and he used them.  He filed two protests to the 
election and a charge with the National Labor Relations Board (NLRB).  His appeals 
were denied, as was his charge with the NLRB.  This charge amounts to a collateral 
attack on an issue that has already been decided.   

 
C. Rebuttal by Paul Haver: 

My first election protest complained that a third of our members were unable to 
vote because of severe weather conditions not seen in twenty years.  I believe our 
union ought to have made certain that all members, including the handicapped, had an 
opportunity to participate in the voting process.  The second election protest addressed 
the incumbents’ campaigning while being paid by the company.  The IEB ruled this 
second protest untimely because it was not filed within seven days of the election.  I did 
not discover that the incumbents were being paid while campaigning until January 21st, 
because the shop committee has refused to post their working hours in the plant.   

 
My complaint to the NLRB was timely.  The NLRB did not rule that my complaint 

had no merit.  It stated that the complaint did not fit within the guidelines set by the 
NLRB for local union elections, but was more in line with the guidelines set by the 
Department Of Labor, Office Labor Management Standards (“OLMS”). 

 
My charges do satisfy the requirement stated in Article 31, §3(c) of the 

Constitution.  The actions of the charged parties violated the UAW Ethical Practices 
Code and the oath of office stated in Article 43 of the Constitution.  The President’s staff 
argued that my charge amounted to a collateral attack raising an issue that has already 
been decided.  This is not a collateral attack.  It is a question of right and wrong.  We 
should not rule out review by the PRB.  The President’s staff cited a PRB decision in 
which the Board refused to rerun an election involving similar circumstances.  I am 
attaching five decisions issued by the OLMS where elections were overturned.  I am 
asking that the PRB order a trial on my charges. 
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DISCUSSION 

 
Paul Haver has appealed his local executive board’s conclusion that his charge 

was improper under Article 31, §3(c) and (e) of the International Constitution.  The only 
issue presented by an appeal from the rejection of charges by a local executive board is 
whether the criteria of Article 31, §3 were appropriately applied.12  Haver accused 
Chairperson Stockdale and Representatives Cogshell and O’Neil of campaigning for 
office while being paid by the company.  Haver has provided witness statements 
reporting that the charged parties were wearing orange campaign shirts and hats and 
asking for members’ support while they were being paid by the company.  Haver’s 
charge was not properly rejected under Article 31, §3(e) of the Constitution, because 
there were corroborating witnesses.  The charge was properly rejected under Article 31, 
§3(c), however, because the activity described does not amount to a violation of the 
Constitution or conduct unbecoming a member of the union.  

 
As the International Union has observed, this Board has consistently rejected 

claims that candidates were campaigning while on company time as a basis for 
overturning the results of a local union election.13  In Moye v. Local Union 110, UAW, 
PRB Case No. 1205, 10 PRB 32, (1997), we found the wearing of campaign shirts and 
buttons on the job to be a normal part of campaigning in local union elections and not 
subject to restriction.  The opinion states: 

 
“The wearing by local officers and staff of buttons, hats, or jackets 
endorsing a candidate, even during normal working hours, is not 
considered an unfair election practice, and has consistently been rejected 
by this Board as providing a basis for overturning the results of an 
election.  Officers and staff have just as much right as any other member 
to participate vigorously in their local election campaigns, and the fact that 
their positions may give them an advantage over other candidates in 
terms of being able to circulate more broadly through the work area is but 
a perk that derives from the job.”14   

For purposes of this appeal, we assume the truth of Haver’s report that candidates were 
wearing campaign shirts and hats while being paid by the company.  As we have 
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 Article 31, §3 provides, in pertinent part, as follows: 

“Both the accused and the accuser shall be notified in writing of the Executive Board’s or 
Unit Workplace Organization’s determination and either the accused or the accuser may 
appeal from such determination, pursuant to Article 33, Section 3(d).  Such an appeal 
must be limited to the question of whether the charges are proper or improper under 
items (a), (b), (c), (d), or (e) of this Section.” 

13
 Schriber v. Local Union 699, UAW, PRB Case No. 736, 5 PRB 115 (1987); Englehart et al. in the 

matter of Jack Hoffman v. Local Union 5841, UAW, PRB Case No. 1175, 9 PRB 522 (1997); and 
Donovan and Stavole v. Local Union 2000, UAW, PRB Case Nos. 1448 & 1449, 12 PRB 285 (2003). 

14
 10 PRB 32, at 35. 
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previously ruled, however, such conduct on the part of incumbent candidates is not 
improper.  Therefore, the local executive board properly applied Article 31, §3(c) to 
reject Haver’s charge based on this conduct.   
 

The decision of the IEB is affirmed.   


