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Roosevelt A Via 
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R Steven Smith 
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Jim H Guynn 
President 
Teamsters Local 171 
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Roanoke, Virgima 25017 

Re: Election Office Case No. P-489-LU171-]VnD 

Gentlemen 

Pre-election protests were filed pursuant to Article X I , Section 1 of the Rules for 
the IBT International Union Delegate and Officer Election, revised August 1, 1990 
{"Rules"). In their protests, Roosevelt A Via and R Stephen Smith allege that Jim H 
Guynn, president of Local Umon 171 and a candidate for delegate to the 1991 IBT 
International Convention on an opposing slate with Jim Sherwood, Local Umon 171 
Secretary-Treasurer, improperly utihzed Local Umon resources to promote their 
candidacy for delegate Specifically, complainants protest a letter dated February 8, 
1991 that was mailed to the homes of all Umted Parcel Service ("UPS") Local 171 
members 

The Election Officer conducted an investigation that revealed the following The 
letter dated February 8, 1991 was signed by Jim Guynn and mailed out on the same day 
that campaign hterature for Guynn/Sherwood was mailed to members of UPS UPS 
members received the campaign literature and the February 8, 1991 letter at the same 
time The campaign hterature emphasizes the expenence and skill of Messrs Guynn and 
Sherwood in conducting negotiations and handling gnevance matters The letter 
discusses difficulties experienced by the Local Umon related to the Company's efforts 
to present "production cases" before the gnevance committee panel and emphasizes the 
Local Umon officials' determined resistance to this effort. 

The letter also discusses a gnevance matter involving a discharge of a part-time 
employee held in November and December, as to which a final ruling was apparently 
delayed due to a Umon/Company dispute over the "production cases " The letter also 
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reports that the Union/Company's arbitrator resigned on January 17, 1991, apparently 
because of the Union and Company's dispute over the scope of his authority to hear 
evidence relating to the production standards m discharge and discipline cases 

Mr Guynn states that simultaneous maihng of the Umon letter and his campaign 
hterature was merely coincidental and not intended to promote his candidacy for 
delegate. The complainants claim that they had never received a mailing of this type 
concermng this type of issue from the Local Union They allege that the maihng of the 
letter at the same time as the campaign literature was an effort to promote the Local 
Umon officers* candidacy for delegate to the 1991 IBT International Convention and to 
intimidate members who may have to rely on Mr Guynn's advocacy m future 
disciplinary cases 

The Rules endeavor to protect the right of all members of the Umon to participate 
in campaign activities, whether they be incumbent Umon officers or rank and file Umon 
members Rules, Article Vin, Section 10 The Rules are also clear in prohibiting 
candidates from attempting to utilize Umon-financed publications and commumcations 
to advance their candidacies Article Vin, Section 7 of the Rules provides that "[n]o 
Umon-financed publication or communication may be used to support or attack the 
candidacy of a person " 

The instant case turns upon the characterization of Mr CJuynn's February 8, 1991 
letter I f it was campaign hterature designed to promote his candidacy, it was violative 
of the Rules Conversely, i f it was a commumcation earned out in the regular course 
of Umon business, there is no violation of the Rules. 

After investigating this matter, the Election Officer concludes that the February 
8, letter mailed by Mr Guynn to all UPS members was campaign literature. The 
conclusion is based upon the following considerations The letter concerns disputes with 
the Company over an extended penod of time, most of which occurred in November and 
December Mr Guynn attributed the triggering event to his decision to issue the maihng 
to a letter he received on February 4, 1991 from Al Barlow, Teamsters Eastern 
Conference Representative Inspection of this memo indicates that it relates to the 
meeting scheduled February 13 and 14, 1991 "to discuss the open issues remaimng in 
the new contract " There is no reference to the "productions standard", disciplinary or 
arbitrator resignation issues Complainants further stated that the Umon's usual practice 
for commumcating issues of the nature contained in the February 8, 1991 letter was by 
mailings to stewards for posting on Umon bulletin boards 

The February 8, 1991 letter was mailed to all fiill-time and part-time UPS 
members, over five hundred members. Mr Guynn's office supplied the Election Officer 
with documentation offered m support of his contention that mailings similar to the 
February 8 mailing were a regular practice of the Local Umon The documentation 
submitt&d consists of mne separate items Two of the items were issued by Walter B 
Thacker (the former Secretary-Treasurer of the Local Umon, now deceased) on July 4, 
1981 These items indicate under the "cc" notation "all UPS members of Local 171 " 
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Three of the items submitted, dated respecUvely February 2, 1983, August 21, 1986 and 
November 2, 1989 were authored by Mr Guynn However, the "cc" notation bsts 
individual members, and not all members of Local 171 or all members employed by a 
particular employer The only two items authored by Mr Guynn which indicate 
maibngs to members of a particular employer are a February 2, 1984 letter sent to "all 
KEAL members" and an Apnl 24, 1989 letter sent to "all ADF employees." 

Mr Guynn also submitted two documents entitled "UNION NOTICE" m bold 
lettering, dated July 9, 1990 and August 13, 1990 These documents are addressed to 
"all UPS Service Members of Local 171" and relate to the settlement and ratification 
of the national UPS/IBT contract The complainants state that they do not recall 
receiving these notices by mail The best belief of the staff at the Local Union Offices 
is tiiat because of their "great importance" they probably were mailed to all UPS 
members of Local 171 

The submitted documentation does not establish a regular Umon practice of 
maihngs to all UPS members dealing with the type of issues discussed in the February 
8, 1991 letter authored by Jim Guynn 

The importance of the issues discussed in the February 8, 1991 letter is behed by 
their treatment at the regular Local Umon meeting held on February 9, 1991, a date 
prior to the date that the Local Umon members would have received the February 8 
letter Complainants state that the issues discussed in die letter were not discussed 
dunng the Local Umon meeting Mr Guynn states that they were discussed, but 
conches that the discussion was "very bneP and that most of the discussion dunng the 
meeting related to the health and welfare matters resulting from changes made in the new 
national UPS/IBT contract 

The Election Officer questioned Mr Guynn closely as to why the topics were only 
"bnefly" discussed at the Local Umon meeting i f they were important enough to warrant 
a mass mailing to all members on the preceding day Mr Guynn's answer was that he 
was concerned that i f the content of the letter were read to the members at the meeting 
or commented on extensively, the members might think that he was campaigning at the 
Local Umon meeting The Election Officer concludes from this comment that Mr 
Guynn himself was uncertain that the subject matter of the February 8, 1991 letter was 
regular Umon business and not campaign material 

Complainants protest that the February 8, letter was intimidating. They claim 
that the letter heightened fears, particularly among part-time employees, as to their job 
secunty because of the discussion of difficulties in disciplinary procedures and the 
potential for the introduction of production standards However, the complainants 
candidly acknowledged that although the letter caused some imtial consternation and 
confusion among the members, it is their belief that the ultimate effect was to make 
members more angry and that Uie letter "backfired" as a campaign tactic. 

Accordingly, the Election Officer finds that the February 8, 1991 letter was not 
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intimidating and does not constitute a violation of the Rules that could affect the outcome 
of the election However, the letter was prepared by Umon staff and with Umon funds. 
The Rules, Article VIII , Section 10(c) state as follows "Umon funds, facilities, 
equipment, stationery, etc shall not be used to assist in campaigmng unless the candidate 
reimburses the Umon for such costs and such goods and services are equally available 
to all candidates and all candidates are notified m advance of the availability of such 
goods and services." 

The Election Officer sustains the protest in this aspect as to Mr. Guynn and finds 
that the Rules have been violated Mr Guynn is ordered to reimburse the Union for the 
expenses related to the mailing of the February 8, 1991 letter. The reimbursement shall 
cover the cost of postage, paper and staff time 

If any interested party is not satisfied with this determination, they may request 
a heanng before the Independent Admimstrator within twenty-four (24) hours of their 
receipt of tins letter The parties are reminded that, absent extraordinary circumstances, 
no party may rely upon evidence that was not presented to the Office of tiie Election 
Officer m any such appeal Requests for a heanng shall be made m wntmg, and shall 
be served on Independent Admimstrator Frederick B Lacey at LeBoeuf, Lamb, Leiby 
& MacRae, One Gateway Center, Newark, New Jersey 07102-5311, Facsimile (201) 
622-6693 Copies of the request for heanng must be served on the parties listed above, 
as well as upon the Election Officer, IBT, 25 Louisiana Avenue, N W , Washington, D. 
C 20001, Facsimile (202) 624-8792 A copy of tiie protest must accompany tiie request 
for a heanng 

MHH/ads 

ichael H olland 

cc Fredenck B Lacey, Independent Admimstrator 
Grant C Crandall, Regional Coordinator 



IN REl 
ROOSEVELT A. VIA 
R. STEVEN SMITH, 

Complainants, 
and 

* JIM H. GUYNN, 
IBT LOCAL UNION NO. 171, 

Respondents, 

91 - Elec. App. - 82 (SA) 

DECISION OF THE 
INDEPENDENT ADMINISTRATOR 

This matter arises out of an appeal from a February 22, 1991, 
decision of the Election O f f i c e r i n Case No . \ { | ^ B B ^ ^ ^ 3 k A 
hearing was held before me by way of teleconference on February 28, 
1991, at which the following persons were heard: Jim H. Guynn, 
President of Local 171 and the appellant herein; the complainants, 
Roosevelt A, Via and R. Steven Smith; and John J. Sullivan and Dale 
Berry, on behalf of the Election o f f i c e r . 

Messrs. Via and Smith, members of Local 171 and candidates f o r 
delegates t o the 1991 IBT In t e r n a t i o n a l Convention, challenge a 
l e t t e r dated February 8, 1991 (the "challenged l e t t e r " ) , sent by 
Mr, Guynn to a l l members of the Local who work United Parcel 
Service ("UPS"). This t o t a l s approximately 500 members. A copy of 
Mr. Guynn'3 February 8 l e t t e r i s attached hereto as Exhibit A. 

Mr. Guynn i s himself a candidate f o r a delegate p o s i t i o n as i s 
the Secretary'Treasurer of Local 171. Mr. Guynn and the Secretary-
Treasurer are aligned on a campaign el a t e . On February 8, 1991, 
Mr. Guynn also mailed h i s delegate campaign l i t e r a t u r e t o the UPS 



wembershlp, A copy of t h i s l i t e r a t u r e i s attached hereto as 

Exhibit B. 
Messrs. Via and Smith alleged t h a t the purpose of the 

challenged l e t t e r was to promote the candidacies of Mr. Guynn and 
hi f l f e l l o w slate member, the Secretary-Treasurer, Mr. Guynn 
contends t h a t the challenged l e t t e r concerned Union business th a t 
vas properly conmunicated t o affected members i n accordance w i t h 
past pr a c t i c e , t h a t i t was nailed separately from the campaign 
l i t e r a t u r e , t h a t the l e t t e r s were p h y s i c a l l y mailed nearly eight 
hours apart, and that the timing of the two mailings was 
coincidental. 

The challenged l e t t e r concerned an on-going dispute with UPS 
i n which the Local sought t o prevent issues concerning "production" 
quotas frow i n f e c t i n g grievance and a r b i t r a t i o n proceedings i n 
d i s c i p l i n a r y cases. The challenged l e t t e r discussed i n p a r t i c u l a r 
an a r b i t r a t i o n of the discharge of a part-time employee t h a t 
occurred i n December 1990, and the eventual resignation of the 
a r b i t r a t o r over h is disputed a u t h o r i t y on January 17, 1991. The 
challenged l e t t e r also advised t h a t a special meeting had been 
scheduled f o r February 13 and 14 by A l Barlow, the Teamsters 
Eastern Conference Representative, f o r the purpose of discussing 
"unresolved Issues." This meeting was canceled by TITAN message 
dated February 8, 1991, the date of the challenged l e t t e r . 
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The February 8 campaign l i t e r a t u r e consisted of a one-page 
f l i e r t h a t e x t o l l e d the experience of Mr. Guynn and the Secretary-
Treasurer i n contract negotiation and grievance handling. 

The protestors claim t h a t the challenged l e t t e r was ir r e g u l a r 
and issued f o r the purpose of promoting the candidacies of the 
incuiDbent o f f i c e r s , p a r t i c u l a r l y by implying t h a t t h e i r vigorous 
representation I n such disputes may be needed by members i n the 
futu r e . They note i n p a r t i c u l a r t h a t Mr. Guynn d i d not tend t o 
w r i t e such l e t t e r s t o the membership before he became a candidate 
f o r delegate. Mr. Guynn claims, t o the contrary, th a t such l e t t e r s 
were f u l l y i n accordance w i t h past practice. 

Mr, Guynn submitted seven examples of mailings he had sent t o 
UPS members since 1981 t h a t were purportedly s i m i l a r i n kind to the 
challenged l e t t e r . ^ Examination of these seven l e t t e r s suggest 
t h a t i n at least two instances the magnitude of the issues involved 
were much greater i n importance than the grievance items discussed 
i n the February 8 l e t t e r . For example, i n July 1990, one mailing 
t o UPS members advised then t h a t the Teamsters National Negotiating 
Committee recommended against r a t i f i c a t i o n of the UPS's f i n a l 
proposal f o r a national contract. A second d i r e c t mailing the next 

Mr. Guynn also submitted two items issued by a previous 
Secretary-Treasurer i n 1981 that also concern, i n some part, the 
issue of production standards. Because these items were issued ten 
years ago, and by an o f f i c e r other than the current o f f i c e r s , they 
were accorded consideration, but not great weight, by the Election 
O f f i c e r . I accord these l e t t e r s s i m i l a r weight. 
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month n o t i f i e d the membership of the r e s u l t s of the r a t i f i c a t i o n 
vote i n favor of the proposed contract. 

Of the remaining f i v e l e t t e r s submitted by Mr, Guynn, three 
involved issues of less magnitude than the national contract, but 
do not appear to have been conveyed by d i r e c t mailing t o a l l 
afl^ected members, but only show copies t o a l i m i t e d number of 
affected Indlviduala. Thus, no consideration i s given t o these 
l e t t e r s and I question why Mr. Guynn produced them I n support of 
h i s past practice argument. 

The remaining two l e t t e r s , one dated February 2, 1984, and 
one dated A p r i l 24, 1989, do appear t o have been sent by Mr. Cuynn 
t o a l l members employed by two p a r t i c u l a r employers other than UPS. 
I t i s suggested t h a t the number of employees at these two employers 
do not approach the 500 employed by UPS, I n any event, the 
Election o f f i c e r declined t o f i n d a past practice based on the 
mailing of two l e t t e r s over a span of nine years. I would also 
decline t o reach such a conclusion. 

Accordingly, I concur w i t h the Election O f f i c e r ' s f i n d i n g that 
the documentation submitted by Mr. Guynn f a l l s t o establish a 
regular practice of mailings t o a l l soo U P S employees on i s s u e s 

s i m i l a r t o t h a t raised i n the February a l e t t e r . 
Moreover, the issue of "production standards" UPS appears t o 

have been on-going f o r a t leas t a decade. Further, the p a r t i c u l a r 
grievance and a r b i t r a t i o n discussed i n the challenged l e t t e r were 
not p a r t i c u l a r l y newsworthy insofar as they occurred i n November 
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and December of the past year. The only reference t o a current 
event i n the challenged l e t t e r i s the sentence concerning the 
meeting called f o r February 13 and 14 to discuss "unresolved 
issues." Although the l e t t e r may imply t h a t the "unresolved 
issues" concern the production standards dispute, the TITAN message 
wh^ch was sent as n o t i f i c a t i o n of tha t meeting r e f l e c t s t h a t the 
meeting was f o r the purpose of discussing «the' open issues 

'sir 

remaining i n the [negotiation] of the new contract." There i s no 
in d i c a t i o n i n the message that the meeting would be concerned w i t h 
production standards or t h e i r use i n d i s c i p l i n a r y proceedings. 
Moreover, as already noted, the meeting was canceled the same day 
the challenged l e t t e r was mailed. 

F i n a l l y , at a meeting of the Local held on February 9, 1991, 
the day a f t e r the challenged l e t t e r was mailed, Mr, Guynn only made 
"very b r i e f " mention of the issues raised i n h i s l e t t e r . I f the 
issue was s u f f i c i e n t l y Important t o warrant a n a i l i n g t o 500 
employees. I t would appear t h a t greater a t t e n t i o n would have been 
accorded i t at the February 9 meeting. Moreover, w r i t t e n 
Information could have been conveyed t o the job stewards and 
business agents present at the meeting for posting on Union 
b u l l e t i n boards, but i t was not. 

Accordingly, the Election O f f i c e r concluded on the basis of 
the timing of the two mailings; the nature of the t o p i c discussed 
i n the challenged l e t t e r ; i t s v i r t u a l omission from the agvanda of 
the Local meeting held the next day; and the r e l a t i o n s h i p of the 
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topic t o the experience of the incumbent o f f i c e r s which was the 
subject of the campaign l i t e r a t u r e , that the challenged l e t t e r must 
be deemed campaign l i t e r a t u r e sent to promote the candidacies of 
the incumbent o f f i c e r s . The Election O f f i c e r f u r t h e r found the 
mailing t o be i n v i o l a t i o n of the Rules For The IBT Internationa^ 
Un{on Delegate And Office Election (the "Election Rules"), Saa 
Election Rules A r t i c l e V i l l , Section 7 ("Ko Unlon-finahced 
publication or communication may be used t o support or attack the 
candidacy of any person . . . . " ) ; A r t i c l e V I I I , Section 10(c) 
("Union funds, f a c i l i t i e s , equipment, stationery, etc., nay not be 
used t o assist i n campaigning unless the candidate reimburses the 
Union f o r such costs and such goods and services are equally 
available t o a l l candidates and a l l candidates are n o t i f i e d i n 
advance of the a v a i l a b i l i t y of such goods and services."). 

As a remedy, the Election o f f i c e r ordered Mr. Guynn t o 
reimburse the Local f o r the expenses r e l a t e d t o the mailing of 
challenged l e t t e r including the cost of postage, paper supply and 
s t a f f time t o accomplish the mailing. 

For the reasons expressed herein, the Election O f f i c e r ' s 
r u l i n g i s affirmed i n a l l respects. ^ 

Fr^ericJc B. Lacey 
Independent Administrator 
By: Stuart Alderoty, Designee 

D<*ted: March 1, 1991. 
- 6 -
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V.(41'i<u4<n| 

TO? A l l United Pircel Sirvlce Mdnbtri 

Dc&r Brothers Ift4 S i i i a f i : 

produciicn and bonus d i jc ipUr . a ry cisei ae the Atlant ic Ar** 
Pircol Critvtnca Coiamiit*! panel tot the pan i4Vir « l years. 
Our Unidn haa aUays refuiAd 16 hear than bccaust our contract 
do4» nvt t O A t a i n Unguage to cover theia iaiuas. 

The Company vouH liXa us to haar production eaaaa about 
part tiiaers who art not mo t t in j thei r expected numberi. or 
packazf drivers who the Company cUlns 4o not meet the i r atandirds. 
The bonus caaea are usually about packajo drivera who have padded 
their atopa In order to co l lec t more aioney. Aa you know, local 
171 hai no bonus plan. 

A l l Union Of f i c l a l a in the Atlantic Area refuse to proceed 
with theae caaes. The a rb i t ra tor has exceeded his authority In 
other cftsea recantly. Based on thia we had reason to believe he 
ifiay rule with the Conpany on production and bonaa caaea. Ve want 
to nayca sure he doea not (at the opportunity, 

On November 6. 1990, the arbi t ra tor attdaptad to open the 
work record of t discharged ertployae. The Union objected* Tht 
Company agreed v i t h the arb i t ra tor and the issue was deadlocVed. 
Thtt two aides argued f o r a day and one-half and no other caaes war* 
heard. I waa present with a Roanolte part t i se r who had been 
diachargad on October 12, 1990. Because of th is deadlock his 
discharge grievance was not heard. 

On December 4. i$90, we f i n a l l y heard the case. The arb i t ra ­
tor awarded only 19 days back pay. i i* t o l d that the a rb i t ra tor 
claimed i t WAS nut the Coapany^s f au l t that the conmittee was 
delayed. In siy opinion, tn i« was e f u l l beck pay cusa and the 
arbi t rator overstfDped his authori ty, The grievtnt had been o f f 
over two nonths. I t had to be the Company's f a u l t . I t waa the 
CoBvpAfty who unju»tly f i r e d him. 

UNION DR[VEn9 ARE SAf 8 DHIVE^* PAtKONWe ONION CAHftlEM 



rJIruiry 8 , im 
AU UPS Bmploye* Mamb r̂t 

On Ddcdnbtr 12, 1990, Gaorp DeviXdi, Conpany Chtirman 
wrota t U i t v r i which 1 f f « l ind lc« te i ( h i t ht expeeti the piinel 
to hear production ind bonus c i i e f , On D«c«mber IV, 1990. Mr« 
Barlov, Union Chtir]Ain» roiponde4 by l e t t e r i t i t l n g th«t Mr. 
Devflkos Wit t rying to change th« r u U i . j(Lvlng tho arbi t rator 
nori authority thin he i f e n t i t l e d . The arb i t ra tor cUined ho 
couU.not continut under the exiating condl t loni And rtelaned en 
January i 7 | 1991, 

Tha lad p t r t of i t is that we have • trtmendoua backlog of 
caiAB on the agenda. Further, tho CoApany hai net given ue an 
answer on h i r ing another a r b i t r i i o r . The contrtet rcquirei i n 
a rb i t r a to r for at leaat one year from date o l r a t i f lCAt lon on 
dlachArg#< and auapeniions. 

Mr% Harlow hit calUd A apecial meeting for a l l local Unioni 
on February 15 and 14, i991, to discusi unratolved isiues. 

However, i t is the posi t ion of Local 171 chat un arbi t ra tor 
nuse continue to set ai a leventh t>«n«l /neirtber on discharge and 
luipension casei. Further, we w i l l never agree to hear cues 
that the Co««pany would )ike to force upon u i In order to gain 
what they could not obtain In contract negotiations. 

We wi l l keep you fur ther informed and I f you hsvo 4uestion 
don't hesitate to c a l l . 

Fraternally yours, 

y^i^^-^ 
President 
Local Union Ho, 171 

JHG:elt 
Cot A l l UPS membtrs 
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m 

• 

i » 

w i V* c^mm M o«if9ii« 1̂ 4 «Jit(A*ii diWgMi to th* Initmiiionii 
CQnv4ntt4n (o t l M<4 irt Ogr ^v^lifiOitlvni to i K v i in* mim^inhip ir* Hfi 
c>o<unH'«o W« I I I , h^»v«f. cppoHtf by twft UP8/TOU fr«mwfi wh» >>• waiUftg lof 
Aon C|>iy, kAd e/>« Krc^*^ wi^t^cwMmin when objiotlvii tn4 quitlftclUont af* 

«ur quiMcmonk And t k f t r W ^ . 

ihli, v.̂  know wno mfot i i iH iht b i i t ^ U i o i i ind who uphildi oliinu i t O'lvinci 

hivi both p4n)«ip4i*d In nigotntJini with ff V Ovirtiim ind hivi n m no iiidef mofi 
h^niM. D<tliiu(, fir ^ t U f M 10 I I M • ! Pritldim of Ihi «n(«fniiio<Mi firotM'NMti or 
Ti imiMii H I h « ow ivippoi Our TOU Opponinii know Onty ebou 70U Irtd 'teA 

Ci/IY. 
W» Mvi i lwiyi o««n Opin u\d honm witn Oyr itMmt»f»h(B, Wi wipOMtbU 

10 you Cftiy, thi n^imoifi et U«n Wi . W i Mvi no ebllgwion to Mon Ciiiy, TOU, -x 
•Ay oihir eir>didit4. Whm yovi u n d u i to tna t99l iniimn'onii COnv*nHon wi win not 
o%i A diM 10 Aon Cuiy or 1 0 u. Ovr on̂ y ot*fl»«on b i to M I U I iMi Ihi moit 
^uiTifito cintfdiiH I d nemiAiiid ind tnil ohin^ii in oii/r ComtttuVon vviil b i tonifl |]ii to 
• I Tli^nmr iftifnbin ind VMl/ limWife. 

fOf tni f«e«d. w« ha** iViyn fciMvid thii i w n rinX ind Wi it.imbif iboUd 
hiv* • oii«ot von In tfioiing ini lnt«/nii)oni> CxKutivi Sovd. Wl bmivi thii IM tgriKl 

Thif«fC'i, lOmi ou» oblicuvii I f l thI l l m i i i oyr V.PJj t,0U iponiifid epponimk 
Mow*v«r. i h i f i t f lomi viry Importinl ixoiptioni. Wi knew Ron Ci^iy, iftd wt do noi 
i m M it tni -Mr Cum Ihit T D U. pertJiyi him in U. In loot. BOVKWJHrt 
m i f d l luppon iiilOliioni ot corrbpUoo intf Ai' immi^minl m Ron C v i y i LoeU B04, 
n i i H fiAd th i ineuiura viry etrifuly. 

Cidtniflty W I would t l vtiuing wttn you i t (hH llmi, Out w l l / l unibii VI b«c|viti 
e( WI engclnfl comnot ntgoiliDoni thit w i h l v l b*«n (nvoVid In for thi put Hv«r*t 
mowhi WI K«vi inioN wimlnili In «3 loe&tioni UPl In 4 loctfleni, md 10 othw 
Mmpir\lH Which n i ik t i I lOUd of M diKtftni iccitton* v ^ l n i fidiut o( MO muti to 
ee^iict. W»h tlmi lo Bmiiid. vliKVvQ H viry ditficvii. Wi villi it'X U coming to your (MIXV 
v«<*Mn MKUd to wttii ditpuui or giiv«f>oii H our prtm«V ccnoim d n Mnn yowr 
nii4». 

Thi viiy turvlvii el our Tiimtt ir ' i Union cooid b l d i d t j i d i t trvi COnvimion, 
Ogyn/' irxi Shinrood ^lU do /*h« )i ri^M to' yOy ind ycu/ frnMly'i IrMtriil Thi TOU 
0ind(4iiiii ^ do wnit Aon Ct^iy winti Wi Wint to M your o i t « ^ f md uK for your 
Iwpptn vtd voti. 

PfHimilfy yoori, 

i l l 

M H. Ojynn. 81 
Pnildin( |H^tU;^/rrilKJ(lf 


