UNITED ADJUNCT FACULTY OF PACE (UAFP)

ELECTIONS COMMITTEE

FINAL DECISION OF UAFP ELECTIONS COMMITTEE RE 2025 ELECTION
CHALLENGE

DATE: May 29, 2025

RE: Determination of the UAFP Elections Committee Concerning Challenges Filed
by the Change Slate

The UAFP Elections Committee has completed a comprehensive review of the formal
election challenges submitted by members of the Change Slate, namely, Lindsey Lee,
Kathifa Lewis, Sneda George, and Jay Muir, arising from the 2025 UAFP union election.
These challenges, seven in total, allege serious procedural and ethical violations. These
claims, serious in nature and intent, have been examined with rigor, impartiality, and
due process.

INTRODUCTION: Purpose of this document

The UAFP Elections Committee (the “Committee”) has received and reviewed multiple
formal challenges submitted by candidates of the Change Slate, namely Lindsey Lee,
Kathifa Lewis, Sneda George, and Jay Muir (collectively, the “Challengers”). These
challenges pertain to alleged irregularities and violations arising out of the 2025 UAFP
union election.

The UAFP Elections Committee, believes that such challenges must be carefully
considered to ensure fairness in the election process. The Elections Committee also
believes that the choices of the eligible voting adjuncts in the union election must be
upheld, absent violations which may have affected the outcome or where the
complaining party has evidenced disparate treatment.

The seven formal challenges submitted by the Change Slate are summarized as
follows:

e Challenge 1: Alleged inequitable access to the UAFP attorney in violation of
LMRDA principles of equal candidate rights.

e Challenge 2: Alleged unauthorized disclosure of confidential union property and
member information.



e Challenge 3: Alleged misrepresentation and deceptive communication using
official UAFP email addresses in campaign materials.

e Challenge 4: Alleged misuse of official union communication channels by the
Experience Slate during the campaign period.

e Challenge 5: Alleged retaliation and abuse of authority involving interference
with a candidate's employment status.

e Challenge 6: Alleged disclosure of confidential employment information in
violation of privacy protections.

e Challenge 7: Alleged ballot roll manipulation and improper issuance of ballots to
ineligible members.

In accordance with the UAFP Constitution and Bylaws, and pursuant to the Committee’s
duty to ensure a fair and impartial electoral process, the Elections Committee reviewed
the Challenge supplied by the Change slate, mindful of the UAFP Constitution, Bylaws,
and applicable federal statutes such as the Labor-Management Reporting and
Disclosure Act (LMRDA). While not required by the UAFP constitution, the Experience
Slate submitted a response to the challenge which was reviewed as well.

Upon due deliberation, and by unanimous agreement, the Elections Committee hereby
issues the following decisions with respect to each challenge:

CHALLENGE 1: Alleged Inequitable Access to UAFP Attorney in Violation of
LMRDA Principles of Equal Candidates Rights

Findings:

The Committee acknowledges the LMRDA's requirement of equal candidate rights. The
Change Slate correctly asserts that the LMRDA promotes equal access to ensure equal
candidate’s rights.

The Challenge alleges that the Experience Slate had unequal access to the UAFP
attorney. However, no specific facts have been provided by the Challengers, to
substantiate how such access to the UAFP attorney, may have:

- Affected the adjunct voting or election outcome,
- Specified any details of what information from the attorney was needed, or,
- Was withheld, to allegedly create a disadvantage to their candidacy.

Moreover, there is no provision in the UAFP Constitution or Bylaws that entitles
candidates to legal access to union counsel during the election proceedings. Notably,



upon receipt of the Change Slate’s formal complaint by email, the Committee promptly
provided contact information and allowed equal access to the UAFP attorney for all
election candidates. From that time until the end of the campaign period, the Change
Slate had equal access to the UAFP attorney.

Decision:

DENIED. Based on the foregoing, The Challenge lacks sufficient factual support and
fails to demonstrate any material impact on the election outcome. It is, therefore, the
unanimous decision of the Elections Committee that this Challenge is denied.

CHALLENGE 2: Alleged Unauthorized Disclosure of Confidential Union Property
and Information

Findings:

This Challenge alleges, and we quote, that “ “confidential member data was shared with
Teamsters Union Trustee Nicholas Jayme without authorization from the Executive
Board or Elections Committee.”

The Challenge does not state the nature of any confidential data that was allegedly
shared with Mr. Jayme, nor does it identify the names of any UAFP members whose
information was allegedly shared. The Challenge also does not state the date that such
data was allegedly shared, the manner by which it was shared. It also does not name
and/or state the source of the Change Slate’s allegation of such alleged improper
sharing. No additional information, facts or evidence have been submitted for this
Challenge.

The Elections Committee’s investigation confirms that:

- Mr. Nicholas Jayme was identified as a “Trustee / Business Agent” of Local 560
of the Teamsters Union in New Jersey. He is also listed as being an Owner at Npj
Printing based in Jersey City, New Jersey.

- He was paid for his service from personal funding by the Experience Slate
Candidates, namely, Bill Quinlan, Barry Bullis, Beth Roberts and Glenn Martin
Miller.

There is no evidence that Mr. Nicholas Jayme allegedly received or used any UAFP
member data, nor is there evidence that any texting service of Mr. Nicholas Jayme was
allegedly used by the Experience Slate or any member data provided to him and/or his
company. The Challenge also lacks any supporting information that alleged improper



sharing of member data, even if allegedly occurred, had any impact on the adjunct
voting of the 2025 election outcome.

Furthermore, the Elections Committee has found that the alleged allegations of
conflict of interest involving UAFP Attorney Mr. Paul Montalbano, because of “Mr.
Montalbano’s connections to Teamsters Local 560 having also represented them as
legal counsel predating and contiguous with his legal association with the UAFP” are
speculative, unsubstantiated, and irrelevant to the election outcome. Mr. Paul
Montalbano is the UAFP attorney and his association with the Teamsters is not only well
known, but it has no bearing on the UAFP Election or its outcome. The Elections
Committee has also concluded that the Teamsters Union had no influence or stake
in the outcome of the UAFP election; the Change Slate, therefore, has no factual
basis for such an allegation.

Decision:

DENIED. Unsupported by facts and/or the name and/or source of the Change Slate’s
allegation of alleged improper sharing of UAFP member data - critical information that
the Elections Committee requires to review the Challenge, as per the UAFP
Constitution and Bylaws, the Elections Committee has concluded that it is not a
basis to disqualify the Experience Slate. This challenge is, therefore, denied.

CHALLENGE 3: Alleged Misrepresentation and Deceptive Communication

Findings:

The Challenge identifies and alleges two instances where the Experience Slate
allegedly used the official UAFP email address in campaign materials, potentially
causing “ambiguity,” to union members. No member complaints or evidence of voter
confusion were submitted to substantiate this Challenge. Furthermore, the Challenge
does not enumerate the names of any specific members who might have allegedly
complained of such ambiguity, or may have allegedly impacted, either the voting, or the
election results, in favor of the Experience Slate.

The Elections Committee was alerted by the Change Slate of two instances when the
official UAFP email id was used for election campaigning purposes. The Elections
Committee, in near-real time, flagged and chastised the Experience Slate, in written
communication, with a cc to the Change Slate, that the use the the UAFP email id was
improper; they were directed to immediately stop using the official UAFP email id for
election campaigning purposes.



The Challenge, however, provides no supporting facts or evidence that the unintentional
use of the official email id were more than a couple of isolated instances. Prior to that,
and subsequent to the isolated incidents, the 2025 UAFP election campaigns generated
an avalanche of emails by, both, the Change Slate (which distributed emails on their
own), in addition to those transmitted by Mark Linskey[i], on behalf of the Elections
Committee and the Experience Slate.

Given the high quantity of campaign emails from both slates, the Elections Committee
has concluded that it is unlikely the two instances referred to by the Challenge, may
have had any alleged impact on, either the voting, or election results. Again, to reiterate,
the Challenge only alleges improper use but does not demonstrate that such use may
have allegedly affected the 2025 UAFP election results, by providing any specific facts
or data, as required by the UAFP Constitution and Bylaws.

The Challenge also alleges that this “misrepresentation” violated Article IV Section 8

of the UAFP Constitution. The Elections Committee has reviewed Article IV Section 8. It
describes the time parameters for submission of challenges to the electionlii] as follows
below. It is to be noted that there is no language in Section 8 that pertains to “deceptive
communications”; the section therefore has no relevance to this Challenge:

Section 8. Challenges and objections to the election must be submitted in writing,
with a statement of supporting reasons and facts, to the Elections Committee within five
(5) days of the count. The Elections committee shall issue its written opinion regarding
the objections no later than 10 days after receipt of such objections.

Decision:

DENIED. Allegations regarding Article IV, Section 8 of the Constitution are misapplied.
Section 8 only pertains to the timing of challenges, not campaign conduct. The
Challenge also does not provide any evidence of alleged deceptive communication that
materially may have allegedly affected the election. It is, therefore, the unanimous
decision of the Elections Committee that this Challenge is denied.

CHALLENGE 4: Alleged Misuse of Official Union Communication Channels

Findings:

At issue here is the use of the official union email id info@uafp.net in campaign
materials. The Change Slate brought it to the notice of the Elections Committee the
official email id, aka, info@uafp.net, was used in two emails and two text messages on
4/29/25 and on 4/30/2025.
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As mentioned in Challenge 3, the Elections Committee, in near-real time, flagged and
chastised the Experience Slate, in written communication, with a cc to the Change
Slate, that the use the the UAFP email id was improper; they were directed to
immediately stop using the official UAFP email id for election campaigning purposes.
The Experience slate addressed this issue immediately by creating and using an
alternate email id, starting on 05/01/25 id, aka, experienceslate@gmail.com.

The committee is also aware that a text message was sent to eligible voting members
on 05/02/25; this included the info@uafp.net email address. This was immediately
followed with a repeated text message, using the updated email address,
experienceslate@gmail.com.

The Elections Committee has concluded that while the use of info@uafp.net was
improper, it was addressed in a timely manner, which promptly re-sent the text message
with the newly formed, updated email id. No other election campaigning emails or
messaging was sent out post 05/02/25.

The Change slate has also alleged that “As incumbent officers, they concurrently sent
out pertinent official UAFP communication from the same account listed as a campaign
contact to membership.” During the campaign window, two email communications were
indeed sent out to all UAFP members, a distribution list wider than the eligible union
member voter list, as a part of regular UAFP business and communication. These
emails were extremely time sensitive and could not wait for the election cycle to be over.
It is to be noted that the Experience Slate took the permission of the chair of the
Elections Committee, before sending this communication out. The subject lines were:
“UAFP Response to Pace President Email”, sent on 05/01/25 and “Time Sensitive
Information”, sent out on 05/06/25.

The Elections Committee has concluded that, regarding subsequent use of the union
email for official union business, the communications sent on 05/01/25 and 05/06/25
were, both, informational and critical, in nature. The above mentioned emails did not
include any information regarding the upcoming 2025 UAFP election nor did they
allegedly campaign on behalf of the Experience Slate. As part of regular UAFP
Executive Board communication, they were delivered to all UAFP union members, a list
wider than the eligible union member voter list, under the email address:
[info-uafp.net@shared1.ccsend.com]. The Elections Committee has deemed this is not
sufficiently similar to info@uafp.net as to cause confusion amongst the voting members.
Furthermore, the Challenge does not enumerate the names of any specific members
who might have allegedly complained of such ambiguity, or may have been allegedly
impacted by such alleged confusion. It also does not provide any supporting evidence of



such alleged confusion, impacting, either the voting, or the election results, in favor of
the Experience Slate.

Decision:

DENIED. As the matter of the email ids was resolved with promptness and it has been
concluded that the subsequent email communication was regular UAFP union
communication, to an audience, far wider than the eligible voter list, it is the unanimous
decision of the Elections Committee that this Challenge is denied.

CHALLENGE 5: Alleged Retaliation and Abuse of Authority

Findings:

The Challenge claims that “an Experience Slate presidential candidate contacted the
CHANGE Slate candidate’s employer to question their job status and teaching

eligibility,” despite their clearance to teach under the newly negotiated 2024 UAFP union
contract.

The challenge also states that this is violation of:
* Article V, Section 2(d) (neutrality and ethics)
» The CBA and relevant historic rulings

The Elections Committee was informed and has noted that, during the recent 2024
union contract negotiations, the issue of managerial teaching assignments was raised.
As per the UAFP Constitution and Bylaws, any discussions involving managerial
employees and their roles in course assignments, fall within the purview of legitimate,
ongoing, union business.

The Elections Committee notes for the record that it is a matter of public knowledge that
one of the issues raised during the 2024 contract negotiations pertained to the
restriction of teaching assignments, for individuals holding managerial positions. The
current union leadership remains charged with the duty of ensuring Pace University’s
adherence to all contractual obligations, as per the July 1, 2024 Collective Bargaining
Agreement (CBA). It is also of note that during the election period, all incumbent board
members continue to retain their responsibilities as union leaders till the newly elected
officials take the oath and assume their responsibilities. These responsibilities include,



but are not limited to, the dissemination of timely, important, informational
communications to all university adjunct faculty, who are active members of the UAFP.

Reference: Article V, Section 2(d) (Neutrality and Ethics) assigns the responsibility of
processing and resolving grievances to the Vice President. The Elections
Committee has found no breach of ethical standards, as the Change Slate did not
provide any supporting evidence regarding the alleged involvement of their candidate or
the identity of the employer who was reportedly contacted. Furthermore, no evidence
was submitted to substantiate that such communication occurred, nor was any
information provided regarding the timing or outcome of the alleged incident. The
Challenge also does not provide any evidence or timeline to support this alleged
serious allegation against the Vice President of the Executive Board.

Decision:

DENIED. In the absence of evidence to support the alleged claim that an Experience
Slate presidential candidate had contacted the CHANGE Slate candidate’s employer to
question their job status and teaching eligibility,” it is the unanimous decision of the
Elections Committee that this Challenge is denied.

CHALLENGE 6: Alleged Disclosure of Improper Confidential Information
Findings:

The Challenge alleges that private and non-Pace employment data about a Change
Slate candidate was improperly obtained from an outside employer and shared in a
public setting where non-candidates were present, breaching:

e LMRDA Title | privacy protections
e UAFP Article Ill, Section 3(b)

Even though this is a very serious allegation against an elected member in good
standing of the UAFP Executive Board, no evidence has been provided around the
specifics of what confidential information, when or how it was disclosed, and/or how
such disclosure allegedly impacted the election.

Even though no evidence, dates or references were provided as part of the challenge,
to substantiate the claim, the Elections Committee, based on their due diligence and
findings, concluded that the Change Slate was referring to an Election Campaigning
townhall that they held on the university premises.The Chair of the Election Committee
learned that the town hall was open to all, and was attended by some members of the



Experience Slate as part of the general audience. During the open hour, the question
around the issue of managerial teaching assignments was raised, as it was a freshly
addressed topic as part of the July 1 CBA.

As stated in Challenge 5, during the recent 2024 union contract negotiations, the issue
of managerial teaching assignments was raised. As per the UAFP Constitution and
Bylaws, any discussions involving managerial employees and their roles in course
assignments, fall within the purview of legitimate, ongoing, union business. No evidence
has been provided by the Change slate, as part of this Challenge, to show that the
above-mentioned question/s, open to the general public, as part of the campaigning
town hall, constituted election-related retaliation, had any impact on voting behavior or
was in violation of any privacy protections.

The Elections Committee has further determined that the following references are
not applicable to the matter at hand:

1. LMRDA Title | Privacy Protections — These provisions are deemed
inapplicable, as no supporting evidence has been presented identifying the
alleged Change Slate candidate, specifying the nature of the purportedly
obtained information, or indicating the public setting in which such information
was allegedly disclosed.

2. UAFP Constitution, Article Ill, Section 3(b) — This section is not applicable, as
the present matter pertains to alleged but unsubstantiated internal union charges,
which have not been formally filed. Moreover, in the absence of any
corroborating evidence, the issue of potential expulsion by a majority vote of the
Executive Board is without merit and is hereby rendered null and void.

Decision:

DENIED. In the absence of any evidence to support this serious allegation against a
current elected member of the Executive Board, the Elections Committee has
concluded that the challenge is mere hearsay.

CHALLENGE 7: Alleged Ballot Roll Manipulation
Findings:

The Challenge states that due to concern about irregularity of use of member lists by
the opposing slate due to the access provided by their current office titles, the Change
Slate should be given, immediate disclosure of the following:



* Full list of ballot recipients and their dates of effective membership « Written
confirmation of effective membership period for valid members including any restrictions
due to unpaid dues or non-teaching status in current and previous semesters * The
number of any members who were issued ballots that were not actively teaching this
semester Spring 2025 or Fall 2024. « Any post-voting start additions to eligible voters
who may have been issued ballots in violation of Article IV, Sections 4 and 5

A list of eligible voters was provided to the American Arbitration Association (AAA)
by Mark Linskey on behalf of UAFP on April 25th. As per the UAFP constitution
Article 1V, Sections 4 and 5, no voters were added after that date. AAA then sent
ballots to all adjuncts listed, and to no other adjuncts.. The Elections Committee was
constituted for the express purpose of overseeing a fair, impartial, and independent
electoral process. Accordingly, the UAFP Executive Board exercises no authority or
influence over the administration of the election, and wasp[ neither involved in the
curation of the distribution list nor in the distribution of the actual ballots.

Decision:

DENIED. In the absence of any evidence to support this very serious allegation around
ballot roll manipulation, the Elections Committee has concluded that this challenge
is unsubstantiated.

CONCLUSION

Final Determination of the Elections Committee

Following a meticulous and independent review of all seven formal challenges submitted by the
Change Slate, the UAFP Elections Committee unanimously concludes that none of the
allegations are substantiated by credible evidence sufficient to merit further action. In
accordance with the authority granted under the UAFP Constitution and Bylaws, and in full
alignment with federal labor standards, the Committee’s decisions are final, binding, and
conclusive.

Each challenge was evaluated individually, and the findings are summarized below:

IJi Challenge 1: Inequitable Access to UAFP Attorney
Denied: Lacked demonstrable impact; equal access was promptly extended to all
candidates.

Tt Challenge 2: Unauthorized Disclosure of Confidential Data
Denied: No specifics or evidence provided; no breach of member confidentiality found.



11 Challenge 3: Misrepresentation via Official Email Use
Denied: No material voter confusion or adverse impact was demonstrated.

I Challenge 4: Misuse of Union Communication Channels
Denied: Isolated incidents, promptly corrected; no link to voter influence established.

ITi Challenge 5: Retaliation and Abuse of Authority
Denied: No timeline, factual basis, or substantiating documentation presented.

ITi Challenge 6: Breach of Privacy Protections
Denied: Speculative and unverified; no applicable privacy laws or bylaws violated.

[Tl Challenge 7: Ballot Roll Manipulation
Denied: Entirely unsubstantiated;

In Conclusion, all the Elections Committee concur that none of the Challenges
submitted by the Change Slate present sufficient evidence of election violations
or procedural irregularities that would justify overturning the results or otherwise
undermine the integrity of the 2025 UAFP election.

The Elections Committee emphasizes that all determinations were made with full
impartiality, grounded in evidence, governing law, and the best interests of the UAFP
membership. Any attempt to subvert the integrity of this democratic process through
unfounded allegations is contrary to the principles of fair representation.

Accordingly, and with unanimous agreement, all seven challenges are hereby
declared null, void, and formally denied. The results of the 2025 UAFP Election
stand as valid and binding.

Footnotes:

il The Election Committee has no information as to how the Change Slate obtained this information
which apparently was an unauthorized copy of UAFP adjunct data. In any event it enabled the Change
Slate to send out mass mailings of campaign literature and voting solicitations beyond anything
distributed through the normal election procedure via the Elections Committee. Notably, members of
the Elections Committee also received those emails.

[ii] The Election Committee notes that Article IV Section 8 does not provide for a reply by the winning
slate. Accordingly, the Experience Slate’s objection to the Elections Committee’s time limitation on a
reply is meritless. In fact, an email was sent on 5/21/25 at noon allowing the Experience Slate to reply
to Challenges on or before



Dated: May 29, 2025 By the 2025 UAFP Elections Committee
as follows:

Anika Sharma, Chair
In—

Brittany Kenyon, Member

Btz Fengon

Sheldon Siporin, Member, Concurring

with outcome but not with all

t
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