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Appellants assert that Ford Motor Company colluded with local union officials 

and appointed representatives to support the candidacy of the incumbent local 
chairperson and his slate during the Local Union 2000 triennial election and that an 
appointed union representative intimidated presidential candidate Mary Springowski to 
such a degree that the democratic process was undermined. 

 
FACTS 

 
Mary Springowski was a candidate for president, and Michael Donovan and Nick 

Gallogly were candidates for Unit 1 Econoline chairperson in general elections 
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conducted by UAW Local Union 2000 on April 15 and 16, 2014.1  The races in which 
these members were candidates produced the following results: 

 
President 
 
Jay Kiska 658 Runoff 
Bill Samples 529 Runoff 
Mary Springowski 314 
Charles Wood 30 
 
Unit 1 Econoline Chairperson 
 
Tim Rowe 618 Runoff 
Michael Donovan 454 Runoff 
Nick Gallogly 269 
Robert Lengyel  29 
 

Runoff elections in these races conducted on April 22-23 produced the following results: 
 

President 
 
Bill Samples 742 Elected 
Jay Kiska 672 
 
Unit 1 Econoline Chairperson 
 
Tim Rowe 704  Elected 
Michael Donovan 597 
 
Michael Donovan filed a protest to the general election on April 25, 2014.2  The 

Local Union 2000 executive board reviewed Donovan’s protest to the general election 
during a meeting on May 15, 2014.  Minutes of that meeting report that the local 
executive board members had not received any complaints of improprieties while the 
election was in progress.  The local executive board meeting minutes state: 

 
“The executive board’s position is that as far as the executive board 
knows the election went well, without a hitch, and that no one called to 
inform us of any wrongdoing while the election itself was in progress.”3 

 

                                                 
1
 Record, p. 3. 

2
 Record, p. 15. 

3
 Record, p. 21. 
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The results of the 2014 election were reported to the Local 2000 membership at 
a meeting on May 18, 2014.  The minutes of the meeting indicate that the recording 
secretary read an appeal from Michael Donovan to the membership and a general 
discussion followed.  The minutes report that a vote was taken on the question whether 
the entire election should be rerun and the results were 34 in favor of conducting a new 
election and 59 against.4 

 
Michael Donovan, Nick Gallogly, and Mary Springowski appealed the 

membership’s decision not to conduct a new election to the International Executive 
Board (IEB) on May 27, 2014.5  Michael Donovan forwarded his original appeal and 
supporting documents with his appeal to the IEB.  The appeal submitted by appellants 
charged that the results of the Local 2000 election were affected by collusion between 
the Ford Motor Company and the incumbent chairperson.  Appellants reported that on 
April 14, 2014, the Ohio Assembly Plant hired a number of long-term supplemental 
(LTS) employees.  They stated that a member of the election committee observed an 
appointee, Tim Johnson, escorting these employees from the plant to the polls and 
providing them with a list of candidates to vote for.6 

 
Appellants further complained about campaigning by appointed representatives 

during working hours.  Their appeal states: 
 
“The campaigning by appointees for candidates Tim Rowe, Herb Bennett, 
Mark Wells, Brian Brummitt and Bill Samples were conducted while the 
appointees, Steve Wonder, Tim Johnson, and Charlie Beedle, were on the 
company payroll during working hours. These activities were conducted 
over a long period of time, but were most intense beginning approximately 
April 7, 2014 thru April 23, 2014.  These activities were witnessed by 
numerous employees in all departments.  Specifically, Tim Johnson was 
observed by Brother Dennis Baker discarding (sweeping) campaign letters 
written by appellant Michael Donovan and replacing them with campaign 
letters for the re-election of Tim Rowe as chairman.  A partial list of 
witnesses is included as part of this protest.”7  

Appellants stated that they complained to the company about this activity on the part of 
appointed employees, but that no corrective action was taken. 
 

Appellants reported that the company’s copiers are password restricted and that 
the company shared the passwords with selected candidates.  They charged that the 
company also issued buggies to selected candidates to transport them around the plant 
for the purpose of campaigning.  At the same time, according to appellants, Nick 

                                                 
4
 Record, p. 26. 

5
 Record, p. 29. 

6
 Record, p. 30. 

7
 Record, p. 30. 
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Gallogly was asked to leave the chassis department while he was campaigning.  The 
appellants argued that the company thus obstructed Gallogly’s ability to campaign while 
giving others full access to the plant.8 

 
The appellants described what they considered bribery on behalf of one of the 

candidates.  Their appeal states: 
 
“Steve Wonder, Ergo Rep., acting on behalf of incumbent chairman Tim 
Rowe, attempted to secure an endorsement from Manuel ‘Happy’ 
Inchaurregui in return for the hiring of Brother Inchaurregui’s son as an 
LTS employee.  It was also stated by appointee, Steve Wonder, that 
failing to give an endorsement would have a negative impact on Brother 
Inchaurregui’s son’s employment opportunities.  Tim Rowe personally 
contacted Brother Inchaurregui to confirm that the appointee, Steve 
Wonder, was acting on his behalf.”9 

Appellants further charged that Steve Wonder harassed and intimidated candidate Mary 
Springowski to an extent that impeded her ability to campaign in a safe environment.  
According to appellants, Wonder wrongfully obtained personal information about 
candidate Michael Donovan and used it to discredit him.10 
 

To support their complaint that Steve Wonder harassed Mary Springowski, 
appellants submitted a statement that Springowski had given to labor relations on April 
10, 2014, reporting that Steve Wonder was creating a hostile working environment for 
her.  The record contains copies of “tweets” posted by both Mary Springowski and 
Steve Wonder.11  The tweets include personal remarks about family relationships as 
well as remarks about the election and local union politics generally.  During an 
interview conducted in connection with her complaint, Springowski gave the following 
examples of Wonder’s tweets that she regarded as threatening: 

 
“…Examples of 3/5/14, ‘Sleep tight.  There’s more to come.’ 3/19/14, 
specifically addressing my youngest daughter Meaghan after she told him 
to stop and one done 15 hours ago: ‘PS – Tread lightly while 
campaigning.’  The previous tweet was, ‘Happy now, Mary.  Be careful 
what you ask for.’ 10 pm, 4/9/14, while I was still in the plant, he tweeted, 
‘You can run, but you can’t hide.’”12 

 

                                                 
8
 Record, p. 30. 

9
 Record, p. 31. 

10
 Record, p. 31. 

11
 Record, pp. 35-56. 

12
 Record, p. 33. 
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When the investigator asked Springowski if Wonder had ever made any statements or 
threats to her face to face, she replied: 
 

“I don’t stay in the area long enough to find out.  If he comes into my area, 
I leave.  I know history with my sister and nephew and I don’t want to take 
a chance.  He has a history of violence documented in court.”13 

Appellants submitted a statement signed by approximately 25 members affirming 
that they witnessed appointees Steve Wonder, Charlie Beedle, and Tim Johnson 
campaigning on behalf of Tim Rowe, Herb Bennett, Mark Wells, Brian Brummitt, and Bill 
Samples.14  The record also contains copies of the leaflets that were distributed urging 
members to re-elect Tim Rowe.15  Finally, there is a letter apparently prepared by 
Happy Inchaurregui urging members to re-elect Tim Rowe.16 This is followed by a notice 
signed by Manuel Inchaurregui, aka “Happy,” addressed to Brothers and Sisters of 
UAW Local 2000 thanking them for their support.  It states, in part, as follows: 

 
“I would also like to clear up something that happened this past week!  A 
letter was put out in support of Tim Rowe and the name endorsing him 
was mine.  Let me make it VERY clear that at NO TIME DID I WRITE 
THAT LETTER NOR DID I APPROVE THAT LETTER! 

Steve Wonder, Ergo Rep, brought that letter down to me last Thursday 
and told me that if I signed it, my son would be put to work on Monday.  
Right after that, Tim Rowe himself called me on my cell phone and said he 
was a man of his word and to consider signing the letter.  Steve Wonder 
then told me that if I didn’t sign the letter that there was nothing they could 
do for my son.  I will NOT be coerced, bribed, or intimidated by anyone.  I 
told him that I would not sign that letter.  There are witnesses who saw 
him come to my job station and saw him talking to me.  They also saw him 
hand me the paper.  I made many of them aware of what had just taken 
place.  This is a cheap attempt to try to falsely influence you, the 
membership, just like they’ve been doing all along with their other letters.  
UNDER NO CIRCUMSTANCES DO I OR WILL I SUPPORT HIM!  I HAVE 
BEEN AND CONTINUE TO SUPPORT MICHAEL DONOVAN FOR 
CHAIRMAN!”17 

Appellants submitted the following statement signed by Eugene Close to corroborate 
Inchaurregui’s account: 

                                                 
13

 Record, p. 33. 

14
 Record, pp. 57-58. 

15
 Record, pp. 59-63. 

16
 Record, p. 64. 

17
 Record, p. 65. 
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“I was in the plant on April 17th campaigning for trustee.  Happy is working 
in chassis on the seat job.  I stopped by Happy’s job when he was talking 
to Steve Wonder and overheard him offer his son a job if he voted for Tim 
Rowe.  Steve Wonder also came to my job campaigning for Tim Rowe 
telling me I need to vote for Tim because he is the only one that can keep 
us working, get new products, and save our jobs.”18 

In response to an inquiry from the International President’s office, Local 2000 
Election Committee Chairperson Janice Williams stated that the committee had 
determined that the 2014 general election was conducted properly.  Chairperson 
Williams stated that the only complaint the election committee received was from 
candidate Mary Springowski.  Springowski reported that locally appointed members Tim 
Johnson and Steve Wonder were passing out campaign literature while working for the 
company.  Chairperson Williams reported that the local union president Jerome 
Williams investigated this charge and confirmed that Wonder and Johnson were on 
personal time during this period.19  The record contains President Jerome Williams’s 
statement dated May 15, 2014, regarding his investigation of Springowski’s complaint 
about Steve Wonder and Tim Johnson campaigning on company time.20 

 
Acting on behalf of International President Dennis Williams, Administrative 

Assistant Allen Wilson conducted a hearing on September 26, 2014 to investigate 
appellants’ appeal from the membership’s denial of their election protest.  Wilson 
prepared a report to the IEB on appellants’ appeal based on materials submitted by the 
parties and testimony given at the hearing. 

 
Wilson reported that representatives of the local union testified that the company 

investigated Mary Springowski’s complaint about harassment by Steve Wonder.21  
According to the local union representatives, the company maintained that Wonder’s 
tweets were not a violation of its anti-harassment policy.  Wilson’s report to the IEB 
contains the following description of Steve Wonder’s response to Springowski’s 
accusation: 

 
“…Still further, the accused union representative, Steve Wonder, testified 
that the company informed him that the results of the investigation 
revealed that a preponderance of the issues Springowski alleged were 
personal differences between the two of them and could not be connected 
to the job. 

 

                                                 
18

 Record, p. 68. 

19
 Record, p. 74. 

20
 Record, pp. 17-19. 

21
 Record, p. 90. 
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Wonder concluded by indicating that while Springowski had brought 
multiple charges against him to the company, on each occasion the 
company’s exploration into the matter divulged no evidence of a violation.  
Be that as it may, for all intents and purposes, the referenced anti-
harassment policy is under the behest of the company and, as such, they 
are the exclusive enforcers of its rules and regulations while individuals 
are on their property.”22  

Similarly, Wilson reported that the local representatives at the hearing stated they had 
no control over the company’s refusal to allow Gallogly to campaign in the chassis area 
and they were unaware of his claim of disparate treatment.23   
 

Wilson reported that the local union representatives characterized appellants’ 
claim that UAW-Ford Joint Programs Representatives were campaigning on company 
time as groundless and unsubstantiated.24  Wilson reproduced President Jerome 
Williams’s letter describing his investigation of the claim and Election Committee 
Chairperson Janice Williams’s response to the International Union’s inquiry about it.25  
Wilson also reported that the local union denied that certain select candidates were 
given access to the company’s copy machines to produce campaign literature.  
According to Wilson’s report, Cliff Dorsey testified that he made the copies he 
distributed at home on his personal copy machine.26  

 
Wilson reproduced in his report the correspondence concerning appellants’ 

allegation that Steve Wonder attempted to obtain Manuel Inchaurregui’s support for Tim 
Rowe by promising to obtain a job for Inchaurregui’s son.27  Wilson’s report contains the 
following response from Steve Wonder to this charge: 

 
“In response, local union appointed representative Steve Wonder 
condemned the accusation and vehemently posited that the alleged 
conversation with Inchaurregui did not take place.  However, Steve 
Wonder did allude that he may have told Inchaurregui to speak to Tim 
Rowe about his son’s job status.  He added that any conversation that he 
had with Inchaurregui simply dealt with work related issues associated to 
his Ergonomics job assignment.  He also stated the indicated witness, 

                                                 
22

 Record, p. 91. 

23
 Record, p. 91. 

24
 Record, p. 93. 

25
 Record, pp. 93-95.  

26
 Record, p. 97. 

27
 Record, pp. 98-100. 
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Eugene Close, works the opposite shift and was not in the area at the time 
that he was chatting with Inchaurregui.”28  

Wilson commented that the case record reflects a good deal of ill will among the 
candidates who participated in the 2014 triennial election at Local Union 2000.  He 
reported that Springowski presented hostile personal statements posted by Steve 
Wonder on a social media website.  With respect to these materials, Wilson reached the 
following conclusion: 

 
“…While we find that Wonder’s suggested social media conduct, if true, 
may be construed as inappropriate, we cannot conclude from the material 
produced at the appeals hearing that he engaged in any unlawful or illicit 
act.  Additionally, Springowski presented the same documentation to the 
company’s labor relations representative on or about April 10, 2014, 
during an investigatory anti-harassment policy interview.  The local union 
testified that the results of this investigation, and at least one other charge 
brought against Wonder, revealed that no violation could be supported.  
The charge(s) was dismissed.”29 

Wilson reported that Springowski raised the issue of Steve Wonder’s tweets to 
support her claim that she could not effectively campaign for president because of the 
hostile environment created in the plant.  He observed that the company found no 
evidence of a hostile environment.  In response to Springowski’s claim that Wonder and 
the two other appointed representatives were campaigning in the plant on company 
time on April 22, 2014, Wilson referred to the documents produced by local president 
Jerome Williams showing that the individuals were on personal leave on the days in 
question.  Wilson responded to appellant Gallogly’s complaint that he was not permitted 
to freely campaign in the plant on personal time, by stating that there was no evidence 
in the record to corroborate his report.30 

 
Finally, Wilson addressed the charge that Steve Wonder attempted to obtain the 

endorsement of Manuel Inchaurregui by offering his son a job.  His report states: 
 
“Lastly, we address appellant’s charge of bribery against the local union 
where it concerns member Manuel Inchaurregui.  Both the local union and 
Inchaurregui presented differing testimony as to what supposedly took 
place.  While Inchaurregui presented testimony consistent with the 
foregoing attached letter and associated statement from Eugene Close, 
the local union, namely Steve Wonder and Tim Rowe, flatly denied that 
any such communicative event between Inchaurregui and Wonder ever 
took place.   

                                                 
28

 Record, p. 101. 

29
 Record, pp. 101-102. 

30
 Record. Pp. 102-103. 
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Overall, it must be resolutely suggested that even if we were to assume 
that there may be some support for the appellant’s claims, it has not been 
shown how any of the election misconduct assertions affected the final 
results of this election.  It is not sufficient to uncover that an improper 
practice occurred; it must also be demonstrated that the procedure and/or 
practice in question either affected or reasonably could be concluded to 
have affected the outcome of the election.”31 

Wilson remarked that no candidate had challenged the accuracy of the vote count.  He 
concluded, therefore, that there was no evidence to suggest that the election results did 
not accurately reflect the will of the Local 2000 electorate.  Based on this conclusion, 
Wilson denied appellants’ appeal.32 
 

The IEB adopted Wilson’s report as its decision.  On January 16, 2015, President 
Dennis Williams forwarded a copy of the IEB’s decision to appellants.  Michael 
Donovan, Mary Springowski, and Nicholas Gallogly have now appealed the IEB’s 
decision to the Public Review Board (PRB).  We heard the parties in oral argument on 
August 15, 2015. 

 
ARGUMENT 

 
A. Jerry Donovan on behalf of appellants: 

The evidence in the record, when viewed cumulatively, points to direct employer 
interference with Local Union 2000’s triennial election.  Management was determined to 
see Tim Rowe and his slate of candidates re-elected.  The PRB has found such 
interference by an employer to be sufficient grounds to overturn an election, even where 
the effect of such interference cannot be established with certainty.  In Wouster v. Local 
Union 977, PRB Case No. 835, 5 PRB 551 (1989), the PRB ordered an election rerun 
after determining that the employer had provided one of the candidates with mailing 
labels that were not supplied to his opponent.  The Board reasoned that the intrusion of 
an employer into the union’s electoral process constitutes such a grave threat to the 
integrity of the union’s process of selecting its leaders that it cannot go unchallenged, 
even where it appears that the conduct did not affect the outcome of the protested 
election.33  Applying this principle, in Feldman v. UAW Local Union 900, PRB Case No. 
1145, 9 PRB 332 (1997), the PRB held that the IEB’s investigation of an election appeal 
was inadequate where the hearing officers failed to investigate claims of employer 
interference.34  We presented substantial evidence of employer interference in Local 
Union 2000’s election process.  The failure of the IEB’s hearing officer to review that 
evidence violates the principle of review established by this Board in the Feldman case.   

                                                 
31

 Record, p. 103. 

32
 Record, p. 104. 

33
 5 PRB 551, at 556. 

34
 9 PRB 332, at 341. 
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Prior to the election, Ford Motor Company was in the process of hiring long-term 

supplementary or LTS employees at the Ohio Assembly Plant.  These are valuable, 
coveted jobs.  People campaigning on behalf of Chairperson Tim Rowe used these 
positions as inducements to convince people to support Rowe’s candidacy.  The 
evidence we presented of the offer made to Manuel “Happy” Inchaurregui demonstrates 
that these offers were being made with the Company’s knowledge and cooperation.  
The way the offer was presented to Inchaurregui revealed that Representative Steve 
Wonder was confident the Company would fulfill the promise of a job for Inchaurregui’s 
son.  Wonder also suggested to Inchaurregui that failure to cooperate with Tim Rowe’s 
campaign would have a negative impact on his son’s employment opportunities. 

 
Approximately 75 LTS employees were hired prior to the election.  Immediately 

after the LTS employees were hired, the Company brought them to an orientation and 
advised them who to vote for.  Tim Rowe and members of his slate were given the 
opportunity to address the new hires, but appellants were not given similar access to 
them.  In Crook in the matter of John Spain v. UAW Local Union 1112, PRB Case No. 
1214, 10 PRB 88, (1998), the PRB upheld a decision of the IEB to rerun an election 
based on this precise conduct. 

 
We acknowledge that there are always blurred lines between company time and 

campaigning.  It is not improper for members to express their political positions while 
they are on the job.  The campaigning on company time by the appointed 
representatives during Local 2000’s triennial election was of a different order than 
casual expressions of support.  These appointees were in the plant for extended 
periods of time with no other business there than to campaign.  They were in the plant 
passing out leaflets from two to three hours a day with no relevance to their appointed 
positions.  Campaigning seemed to be the appointees full-time occupation prior to the 
triennial election. 

 
Members submitted numerous complaints about this activity to management.  

The Company responded to one of these complaints by sending someone over to 
investigate, but he could not find the representative so he left the plant.  No further 
action was taken to discourage this behavior.  We submitted statements from 58 
witnesses describing this campaigning in the plant on the part of the appointed 
representatives.  The campaigning was not confined to one incident or one location.  
Witnesses to this activity were from locations throughout the plant.  The IEB claimed 
that the local union had refuted our allegation that appointed representatives were 
campaigning on company time. 

 
The IEB’s report refers to time sheets for the appointed representatives 

submitted by election committee chairperson Janice Williams showing that they were on 
personal time when they were campaigning in the plant.  In fact, the evidence submitted 
by the local union to show that Steve Wonder and Tim Johnson were on personal time 
when they were campaigning in the plant on April 22 actually supports our position that 
the company collaborated with our opponents to support their election.  The document 
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submitted is a weekly printout of a time sheet that is prepared on Monday following the 
week in which the work was performed.  The original daily time sheet would show that 
Tim Johnson and Steve Wonder were in fact being carried and paid on April 22.  The 
changes were made to the time sheet after members complained to the company and 
the local union about this violation of election rules.  The union communication placing 
Johnson and Wonder on personal leave on April 22 shows that it was not submitted 
until 6 hours after the beginning of their shifts.  Furthermore, the company timesheet 
shows no replacement to cover their positions, because the company had already set 
the manpower for that day.  The National Agreement allows employees to take personal 
leave retroactively in case of emergencies.  Political campaigning does not qualify as an 
emergency!  In any event, this campaigning on company time by appointees was not 
limited to April 22.  It was an ongoing occurrence that was witnessed by numerous 
employees.  These witnesses were present at the hearing conducted by Administrative 
Assistant Wilson, but he refused to interview any of them.  

 
The International Union’s position that Wonder’s harassment and intimidation of 

Mary Springowski falls under the company’s exclusive control defies belief.  Wonder 
essentially acknowledged the authenticity of the statements he posted on Twitter when 
he testified that the company found they mostly involved personal differences.  The fact 
that the company tolerated Wonder’s behavior has no bearing on the local union’s 
responsibility to address it.  Some of the comments Wonder posted on Twitter go 
beyond decency.  Wonder went so far as to threaten Springowski of worse things to 
come.  Wonder’s harassment of Mary Springowski seriously curtailed her ability to 
campaign for president by making her fearful of going into the plant by herself.  People 
in Springowski’s department were aware of these communications.  Springowski found 
a printout of the exchanges on her toolbox when she arrived for work each day.  
Springowski raised this issue with the local union, but no one would take any action to 
stop the posts.  The local union should have told Wonder to stop harassing 
Springowski.  The union owed this duty to her as a member.  

 
The IEB reported Representative Wonder’s response to the evidence that he 

attempted to bribe Manuel Inchaurregui.  Wonder’s statement is inconsistent.  First, he 
stated that the conversation did not take place.  Then he said he might have suggested 
that Inchaurregui speak to Tim Rowe about a job for his son.  Then he stated that his 
conversation with Inchaurregui dealt only with ergonomics.  Eugene Close witnessed 
the entire exchange between Wonder and Inchaurregui and testified about it at the 
hearing.  The fact that Close works on another shift is irrelevant.  He was present during 
the conversation and testified about it.  Yet, the IEB’s hearing officer refused to pursue 
any investigation of this claim based on his conclusion that it could not have affected the 
outcome of any race. 

 
The IEB’s investigation of our claims was inadequate under the standards 

established by this Board in Wouster and Feldman.  It was clear to us from the conduct 
of the IEB’s hearing officer that the International Union was primarily interested in 
protecting the status quo at Local Union 2000.  The hearing officer failed to interview 
our witnesses.  He did not even know that Nick Gallogly was an appellant and he 
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attempted to adjourn the hearing before Gallogly had a chance to speak.  Gallogly 
raised a complaint about being refused the same opportunities to campaign as other 
candidates.  The IEB reported the local union’s response that it had no control over the 
company’s position in regard to appellant Gallogly.  Is the union suggesting that he 
should have gone to the Department of Labor for relief?  Are they saying there are no 
methods for addressing these complaints internally? 

 
The IEB concluded that we had not identified an improper practice that could 

have affected the outcome of the election.  We did not merely identify one improper 
practice.  There were multiple violations.  We believe that sufficient proof has been 
submitted of extensive employer interference with the election to call into question the 
integrity of the union’s electoral process.  We are asking that the election be set aside 
and a new election ordered. 

 
B. Ava Barbour on behalf of the International Union, UAW: 

In your notice of this hearing, you asked us to consider whether a sufficiently 
serious allegation of improper conduct could require further investigation even where it 
cannot be demonstrated that the conduct could have affected the outcome of the 
election.  In general, the answer to that question is no.  Unless it has been established 
that alleged misconduct could have affected the outcome of any contest, no further 
inquiry is warranted because it would not be grounds for overturning the results of the 
election.  Our consistent standard of review in election cases is that one seeking to 
overturn the results of an election must establish by clear and convincing evidence that 
misconduct occurred which could have affected the outcome.  In Alejandro v. Local 
Union 2244, UAW, PRB Case No. 1553, 13 PRB 429 (2007), the PRB reaffirmed this 
standard citing a series of previous decisions applying the rule.35   

 
Furthermore, most of the improprieties alleged by appellants are of a type that 

the PRB has found do not justify setting aside an election.  The PRB’s opinion in 
Alejandro states: 

 
“…We frequently encounter claims of violations which do not warrant the 
cost and disruption of rerunning an election, even where the violation has 
been firmly established.  Claims based on the use of company equipment 
by candidates fall into this category. …Similarly, we have consistently 
rejected protests based on allegations that campaigning occurred in the 
vicinity of the polls in the absence of evidence that the activity undermined 
the integrity of the balloting process.”36   

Appellants make several allegations about disparate treatment of the candidates with 
regard to campaigning opportunities or the use of company equipment, but they have 

                                                 
35

 13 PRB 429, at 438. 

36
 13 PRB 429, at 438-439. 
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not shown that the company actively assisted any particular candidate while denying the 
same assistance to other candidates.  This showing is required to establish a claim of 
company interference with a local union election.  Englehart et al., in the matter of Jack 
Hoffman v. Local Union 5841, PRB Case No. 1175, 9 PRB 522, at 527-528 (1997).  The 
PRB has observed in a number of cases that campaigning in the plant is just one of the 
perks of incumbency.  One seeking to disturb the results of an election would have to 
show more than campaigning on company time to establish employer interference with 
the electoral process.  In most cases, this kind of complaint must be raised with the 
election committee so it can be corrected immediately.  The election committee in this 
case stated that they did not receive a lot of complaints about campaigning in the plant.  
They investigated the one complaint they received and found that the representatives 
involved were on personal time while they were campaigning. 
 

Further investigation might be warranted if candidates in a local union election 
identified conduct that undermined the democratic process, but appellants’ allegations 
do not rise to that level.  We reviewed Mary Springowski’s claims that her campaign 
was impeded by threats of violence on Representative Steve Wonder’s Twitter account.  
The majority of Representative Wonder’s posts on Twitter are of a personal nature and 
do not appear to have any connection to the election.  Springowski complained to 
management about the posts as being a violation of the company’s anti-harassment 
policy, but management did not find them to constitute threats of physical violence.  
Beyond threats of physical violence, we do not believe management should be 
monitoring off-duty conduct on websites such a Twitter.  

 
The UAW has not established any guidelines or policies about the use of social 

media for union related discourse on private accounts.  In the case of an official local 
union Facebook or Twitter page, it would be inappropriate for the incumbent officers to 
use the site to promote their candidacy in an election.  We treat such union sponsored 
sites the same as a local union newspaper.  The prohibition against the use of union 
funds to support or oppose an individual’s candidacy in a local union election limits the 
use of official sites to articles addressing the normal business of the local.  In the case 
of private accounts, however, we apply the same wide latitude to comments published 
on social media sites recognized by this Board in Scott v. Local Union 239, UAW, PRB 
Case No. 709, 5 PRB 37 (1985).  We believe such speech, short of the vilification 
prohibited by the Ethical Practices Codes, is protected.  As the PRB has frequently 
observed, UAW members possess sufficient skepticism to evaluate the merits of 
political arguments and to form their own judgments regarding the soundness of any 
candidate’s claims.37  We do not believe it would be appropriate for the UAW to tell 
union representatives what they can put on their personal Facebook or Twitter pages.  
These are the principles we applied to Springowski’s complaint about Representative 
Wonder’s posts on Twitter.  Members do have recourse under the Constitution to 
address abusive behavior on social media sites.  Article 32 gives a member the right to 
challenge speech that amounts to vilification.  Article 45 could be used to address 
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 Moye V. Local Union 110, UAW, PRB Case No. 1205, 10 PRB 32 (1997); and Amie, et al. v. Local 
Union 276, UAW, PRB Case No. 1672 (2012). 
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conduct by an elected committeeperson that is inconsistent with his or her duties to the 
membership.  We did not consider the notion that Wonder’s tweets constituted a 
physical threat to Springowski.  The company investigated her claim of a hostile work 
environment.  The company did not find that Wonder’s posts were threatening. 

 
Appellants have presented substantial evidence that Steve Wonder attempted to 

coerce Manuel Inchaurregui into supporting Tim Rowe in the runoff election for 
chairperson by suggesting that Inchaurregui’s support would influence his son’s 
employment opportunities.  This allegation came closest to something that might have 
undermined the democratic process; however, we do not believe the incident described 
by appellants rises to that level.  Even if the conflicting testimony about what happened 
between Wonder and Inchaurregui is resolved in appellants’ favor, this is still only one 
isolated occurrence. It is clear from the record that Inchaurregui rejected Wonder’s 
advances vocally and publicly supported Donovan in the runoff.  The idea that a large 
number of members were promised LTS jobs in return for support was not raised and 
therefore not investigated.  Many of these new hires are probably related to union and 
company employees; that is not unusual.  In any event, the vote spread was sufficient 
that the votes of all of the LTS employees could not have affected the outcome of Tim 
Rowe’s race. 

 
Appellants have not presented clear and convincing evidence that any of the 

conduct they identified as inappropriate could have affected the outcome of any contest 
in Local 2000’s triennial elections.  For this reason, the PRB should affirm the IEB’s 
decision.  

 
C. Rebuttal by Jerry Donovan on behalf of appellants: 
 
We are disappointed and disturbed by how lightly the International Union views 

serious allegations of misconduct by union officials.  This is a departure from the high 
ideals stated in the union’s Constitution and Ethical Practice Codes.  In response to our 
appeal, the International Union justified its acceptance of misconduct by asserting that 
there is no clear and convincing evidence that the election could have been affected by 
it.  It is hard for members challenging an incumbent slate, which has the support of 
management, to obtain any documents to back up their claims.  I managed to obtain a 
copy of Steve Wonder’s time sheet that shows it was prepared at 3:00 pm on the day he 
was supposed to have taken personal time for the purpose of campaigning.  We had 
witnesses at the hearing conducted on behalf of the IEB.  The hearing officer refused to 
hear our witnesses’ testimony.  He said he would only accept evidence in writing.  How 
can we be called upon to produce clear and convincing evidence when the IEB will not 
review the evidence available and pursue an investigation of the issues raised by that 
evidence? 

 
The International Union cited the Board’s decision in Alejandro to support its 

refusal to rerun the election at Local Union 2000.  In fact, the PRB’s decision in that 
case supports our position.  The Board in Alejandro specifically ruled that it is not 
necessary for a challenger to establish that any specific number of votes was changed 
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by the improper activity if the violations were widespread enough to have had a 
significant influence on the outcome of the race.  The PRB’s decision states:  

 
“On the other hand, where it has been established that violations of 
election rules have affected the outcome of a contest, the appropriate 
remedy is to rerun the election.  [Footnote omitted.]  Furthermore, it is not 
necessary for the challenger to demonstrate that any specific number of 
votes was changed by the improper activity, if the violations were 
widespread enough to have had a significant influence over the outcome 
of the race. …”38 

Our evidence with regard to Wonder’s attempt to influence the vote of Manuel 
Inchaurregui’s vote demonstrates that the company was actively supporting the 
candidacy of Tim Rowe.  Obviously, Rowe would need the concurrence of the company 
in order to fulfill his offer to Inchaurregui, something he appeared confident of securing.  
Despite a signed statement from a third party attesting to this conversation, the IEB took 
the position that it never happened.  We believe our evidence established the possibility 
of employer involvement in this election.  In accordance with the PRB’s decision in 
Wouster, supra, this is sufficient to overturn the results of the election. 

 
Representative Wonder’s harassment of Mary Springowski provides additional 

grounds for rerunning the election.  Ford Motor Company maintains they have zero 
tolerance for threats, but they did nothing about Wonder’s harassment of Springowski.  
They merely filed a report.  The material posted on line by Representative Wonder not 
only prevented Springowski from participating in the local union’s election as a 
candidate; it made her continued presence in the plant impossible.  Her only recourse in 
response to Wonder’s abuse was to transfer to a different Ford plant that is further from 
her home.  

 
The IEB did not conduct an adequate investigation into our substantiated 

complaints of misconduct.  The hearing officer simply dismissed conflicting statements 
without making any inquiry of the witnesses present.  His report has the appearance of 
a perfunctory investigation.  We are requesting the PRB to overturn the decision of the 
IEB and rerun Local 2000’s triennial elections.  

 
DISCUSSION 

 
The International Union has correctly articulated our standard of review in 

election cases.  We reaffirm the position that the results of a local union election should 
not be disturbed in the absence of clear and convincing evidence of misconduct that 
could have affected the outcome of the protested election.  The IEB’s investigator has 
applied this rule too mechanically to the appellants’ allegations in this case, however.  
This standard of review is not intended to preclude an investigation into substantiated 
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claims of misconduct.  Before the IEB’s investigator can declare that protested activities 
did not affect the outcome of an election, the investigator must evaluate the allegations 
in the context of the entire electoral process.  The determination whether conduct could 
have affected the outcome of an election does not depend solely on the vote counts.  
Sufficiently widespread misconduct might be shown to have had a deeply chilling effect 
on the electoral process even where vote margins are substantial.  For instance, 
company activities involving the offer or withholding of assignments within the plant or 
threats of discipline or other disadvantages might cause members to be fearful of 
expressing their choice at the ballot box.  The employer’s promotion of any individual’s 
candidacy might cause members to doubt the legitimacy of the electoral process and 
they might fail to participate for that reason.  In cases of extreme misconduct, such as 
actual physical threats by candidates against union members for supporting opposition 
candidates, the margins of victory for the incumbents may be very large.  Such conduct, 
if established, would require a new election regardless of the reported election results.  
In such a situation, the appellants’ access to information about the incumbent’s activities 
would necessarily be limited.  The IEB is the investigative step in the UAW’s appellate 
process.  When serious allegations of improper election practices are asserted, it is the 
IEB’s function to conduct a sufficient investigation to discover what evidence exists to 
support the allegations.  

 
In this case, appellants presented substantial evidence suggesting that an 

appointed representative had offered a job opportunity to the relative of a member in 
return for his support of the incumbent chairperson.  In addition, appellants presented a 
statement signed by nine local union members, and offered the testimony of numerous 
witnesses, that the company had consciously and repeatedly turned a blind eye to 
complaints about appellants’ opponents campaigning regularly on company time.  The 
IEB acknowledged that there was conflicting testimony regarding these incidents.  Yet, 
the IEB’s decision fails to resolve these conflicts or make any determination about what 
actually took place during the election campaign.  The IEB concluded that further 
investigation of these allegations was unnecessary because campaigning on company 
time by itself would not be grounds for overturning the election and the job offer only 
involved one potential voter and was refused. 

 
We believe the IEB missed the essential point of appellants’ argument in regard 

to these claims.  Donovan offered the witnesses’ statements about management’s 
tolerance of campaigning in the plant by Tim Rowe’s supporters and the evidence 
regarding the offer to Manuel Inchaurregui as evidence of a pattern of cooperation and 
collusion between the company and the incumbents with the aim of keeping the 
incumbents in office.  Appellants did not argue that a sufficient number of bribes were 
offered to change the numeric outcome of any contest.  They are saying the fact that 
Wonder and Rowe could make the offer to Inchaurregui with such confidence 
demonstrated that management was cooperating with them to influence the outcome of 
the election.  Such collusion, if clearly established, would be grounds for rerunning the 
election regardless of the vote margins.  
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We are satisfied that the conduct in this case did not rise to this level, but the 
IEB’s decision ought to have resolved the factual issues presented before reaching this 
conclusion.  The conduct cited by appellants to support their charge of collusion is 
primarily passive in nature; we are asked to infer the collusion from the company’s 
failure to act.  We accept the testimony of appellants’ witnesses that appointed 
representatives regularly campaigned in the plant and that management tolerated the 
activity. We do not regard the employer’s failure to respond more aggressively to 
complaints about this campaigning as evidence of the kind of active interference that 
would require an election to be rerun.  Management is understandably reluctant to be 
drawn into monitoring disputes about local union election campaigns.  The company’s 
acceptance of Tim Johnson’s and Steve Wonder’s retroactive application for personal 
time in order to respond to the election committee’s inquiry into complaints about their 
campaigning activity was also passive acquiescence evincing a desire by management 
not to become involved in the controversy between the two political factions at this local 
union.  The orientation meeting with the new hires does not suggest active employer 
support for any candidate.  The company would naturally conduct an orientation 
meeting for new employees and it would not be unusual for the unit chairperson to be 
present at such a meeting.  These circumstances by themselves do not suggest the 
employer arranged the meeting in order to generate support for Tim Rowe’s slate.  We 
have frequently observed that the greater campaigning opportunities available to 
elected officers is just one of the advantages of their position and not evidence of active 
employer support.39 

 
The offer of employment to Manuel Inchaurregui’s son is a more troubling 

allegation; particularly appellants’ claim that Wonder told Inchaurregui his failure to 
support Tim Rowe would negatively affect his son’s chances for employment.  Such a 
threat, if actually asserted by a member of management and communicated to other 
members of the unit, could have convinced employees in the plant that their own 
opportunities might be negatively affected by support for Rowe’s opponent.  The IEB’s 
hearing officer reported that Steve Wonder and Inchaurregui presented differing 
testimony about this incident.  Both of these members were present at the IEB’s 
investigative hearing.  The hearing officer ought to have questioned these witnesses 
closely until he was satisfied he knew what Steve Wonder actually said to Inchaurregui.  
Nevertheless, even if we accept Inchaurregui’s account as accurate, we do not believe 
Wonder’s offer, while highly inappropriate, has been shown to implicate the employer in 
any collusive scheme.  The company was actively hiring long-term supplemental 
employees during this period.  As the International observed during oral argument, 
many of these new hires are relatives of employees or of members of management.  
The company might well accept the local chairperson’s recommendation to hire an 
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 In the Spain case cited by appellants, we reluctantly deferred to the IEB’s determination that the 
company improperly appeared to support the incumbent candidates during an orientation meeting.  We 
initiated our discussion of the IEB’s decision in that case with the following observation: 

“Normally, we should be loath to have an election overturned simply because one 
candidate or slate of candidates took advantage of a fortuitous opportunity to campaign 
for election. …”  (10 PRB 88, at 92) 
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individual without any thought of its effect on the election.  Inchaurregui’s statement in 
the record does not indicate that Tim Rowe said he could prevent his son from being 
hired, but only that he would not actively promote his employment unless Inchaurregui 
signed the letter supporting Rowe.  Nothing about the situation suggests that the 
employer was actively involved in this scheme or even aware of it.  

 
Mary Springowski has charged that appointed representative Steve Wonder 

launched a Twitter campaign against her designed, in part, to discourage her candidacy 
for president.  Springowski reports that she was afraid to campaign in the plant as a 
result of Wonder’s Twitter assault.  As we have observed, published threats of physical 
violence against a candidate designed to discourage opposition to an incumbent in a 
local union election would be sufficiently repugnant to democratic principles as to 
require a new election.  The comments Representative Wonder posted on Twitter do 
not fit this description, however.  While his comments may be characterized as uncivil 
and offensive, they are not threats of physical violence.  A UAW member’s right to full 
freedom of speech is protected by the Ethical Practices Codes.  The range of speech 
permitted during a local union election campaign is very broad.  We have consistently 
reaffirmed our position stated in the Scott decision that sharp attacks upon a candidate, 
even attacks that he or she may feel amount to vilification, will not be grounds for setting 
aside an election.40  

 
Nevertheless, Springowski’s complaints about these posts expose an area of 

concern.  The reach of communications on social media sites extends far beyond 
traditional discourse such as newsletters and interpersonal communications.  Although 
communications through social media sites may take place on personal accounts, they 
are not private conversations.  Local union officers should be aware that members are 
following their comments and attributing them to the local union regardless of whether 
the officer’s account is a personal one.  We have observed the potentially damaging 
impact of ill-considered comments on Facebook and Twitter in situations involving local 
union officials.  In this case, the majority of Wonder’s Twitter posts had nothing to do 
with the election, but as appellants observed during oral argument, some of them are 
deeply offensive.  Wonder’s derogatory references to Springowski’s ethnicity and his 
venomous exposure of details about her personal life were inappropriate behavior on 
the part of a union representative.  We agree with appellants that the local union ought 
to have taken some steps to protect Springowski from these attacks.  We urge the 
International Union to develop guidelines for local union representatives to alert them to 
the kinds of comments that should be avoided on social media websites.  

 
Appellants have also raised legitimate concerns about the IEB’s investigation of 

their claims.  The IEB’s hearing officer ought to have interviewed appellants’ witnesses 
and resolved the conflicting testimony about the job offer to Manuel Inchaurregui. 
However, we have reviewed appellants’ arguments and evidence in detail, and have 
benefitted from in-depth explanations ably presented by both parties at our August 15 
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hearing.  We have concluded that the company did not engage in the type of active 
support for any particular candidate that would constitute collusion or interference in the 
local union’s electoral processes.  Appellants’ request for an order directing the local 
union to rerun the election is, therefore, denied.    


