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TO: James P. Hoffa, TRT General President

FROM: Members of the Independent Review Board

RE: Proposed Charges against BLET Vige President Richard
Radek

DATE: Januaf;z 15, 2009

—————

I. RECCMMENDATTCR *

The Independent Review Board ("IRB") refers the below
report to the IBT General Presi&ent and recommends that charges
be filed against Richard Radek ("Radek"), Vice President of the
Brotherhood of Locomotive Engineers and Trainmen ("BLET"™), for
embezzlement and for breaching his fiduciary duty by taking
over $6,700 in union money without a union purpose. This
Sum includes causing the BLET to pay for at least 57
personal meals, totaling $3,909.29. It alse inelndes
causing the BLET to directly pay $2,865.28 for his home
office supplies while at the same time he received & daily

At-Home Station Expense Allowance (“Af Home Expense

Allowance”), which covered, among other things, those

supplies for his home siffice,
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II. SUMMARY

Since 1986, Radek has been a BLET Vice President and a
member of the BLET Advisery Board. Effective dJanuary 1,
2004, the BLET merged with the IBT and Radek became an IBT
member. |

As detailed below, since January 2004, Radek breached
his fiduciary duty and embezzled BLET funds by causing the
BLET to pay for 57 personal meals which had no union
purpose. (Exs. 1-27) For exampie, Radek caused the BLET to
pay for at least 40 meals he had alone in his home city.
(Exs. 2-4, 6~22, 24-27)} The cost of these meals was
$2,363.97. 1In addition, Radek caused the BLET to pay for
an additional 17 personél meals with his family members or
girlfriend in his home city. (Exs. 5, 89, 23-27) The cost of
those meals was $1,545,.32., There was no union purpose for
any of these meals.

In addition to causing the BLET to pay for personal
meals, Radek also, between January 2004 and September 2007,
when he was directed to stop the practice, caused the BLET
to directly pay for his home office supplies by charging

tham on his BLET credit card, which the union paid, while

! Whether the type of alleged misconduct discussed below occurred
priox to the BLET's merger with the IBT is not a subject of this

report.
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the same time he received an allowance which covered the

cost of his home office supplies.
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By his conduct, while an IBT member, Radek appears to
e brought reproach upon the IBT, breached his fiduciary
y and embezzled union funds in violation of Article II,

tion 2(a) and Article XIX, Section 7(b){1), (2) and (3)

the IBT Constitution.

. JURISDICTION
Pursuant to Article XIX, Section 14(c) of the IBT
stitution, this matter is within the jurisdiction of the

General Presicdent. Paragraph G(e} of the March 14,

3 Consent Qrder in United States v. IBT, 88 Civ. 4486

{($.D.N.Y.) and Paragraph I(6) of the Rules and FProceduras

for

Operation of the Independent Review Board (“IRB Rulesg”)

reguire that within 90 days of the IRB's referral of a

matter to an IBT entity, that entity must file with the IRB

written findings setting forth the specific action taken

and

(I}

3

the reasons for that action. Pursuant to Paragraph

8) of the IRE Rules, not meeting this deadline may be

consideraed a failure to cooperate with the IRB.

B4/ 44
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IV. IRVESTIGATIVE FINDINGS
A. Brotherhood of Locomotive Engineers and Trhinmen

On January 1, 2004, the Brotherhood of Locomotive
Engineers and Trainmen, headquartered in Cleveland, Ohio,
merged with the IBT. ({Ex. 28) At that time, the BLET
became a division in the IBT's Rail Conferehce. {(Ex. 22)
The BLET has approximately 592,000 members in approximately
600 local units known as divisions. (Ex. 30}
B. Richard Radek’s Background

Radek became a member of the BLET in 1974 when he
began working as a locomotive engineer for the Chicago and
Northwest Railroad. (Ex., 31 at 8~9) 1In 1976, he became
Secretary-Treasurer of the Chicage and Nerthwest Railroad
Division. (BEx. 31 at %) In 1978, he became the Local
Chalrman of the Chicago and Northwest Railroad Division.
(Ex. 31 at 9) From 1982 to the present, Radek worked for
the BLET’s Arbitration Department. (Ex. 31 at 9-11)% 1In
1296, Radek was elected an International Vice President of
the BLET. (Ex. 31 at l14) Since 19268, Radek has been the

Director of the BLET's Arbitration Department. (Ex. 31 at

14)

: From 1982 to 188B, Radek worked at the National Railroad
Adqjustment Board"'s Chicago offlice. (Ex. 31 at 9=-10) From 19BE to 2005,
Radek worked at the Board’s Cleveland office. (Ex. 21 at 95-10) 1In
2005, Radek was transferred back to Chicage to handle arbitrations and

other asslgnments. (Ex. 31 at 11-12)
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In 2007, Radek's salary was £134,710. (Ex. 20)
According to the BLET’s Form LM-2 for that year, Radek also
racaived allowances of #5,750. (Ex. 30) Radek also
received $38,015 in reimbursed expenses during 2007, (BEx.

30)

C. BLEY Financial Procedures foxr Payment of Union
Expensesz an Officer Incursg

There are three primary ways the BLET pays for an

officer’s union related expenses:

1. BLET Credit Card

BLET officers, such ag Radek, were issued BLET
American Expréss cards to use to charge union expenses,
including business travel.® The ELET directly paid the
monthly bill to American Express. (Ex. 40 at 20-22; Bx. 70
at 23-24) According to BLET policy, within fifteen days
after the monthly closing date of their BLET credit card,
BLET employees were required to submit a report which
stated the union purpose for all charges made on their BLET
credit card. (Ex. 32)

As detailed below, Radek embezzled BLET funds when he
charged, at least, twelve personal meals on the BLET s

credit card thereby causing the BLET to pay for such meals.

. As discussed below, the At Home Expenge Allowance covered BLET
officers’ business expenses in their heme citles. Accordingly, such
heme qity business éxpenses were not to be charged on the BLET eredit

card which the BLET paid directly.
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Radek alsc embezzled BLET funds when he charged his home
office supplies on the BLET credit card when the At Home
Expense Allowance he received covered the cost of such home
office supplies.

2. BLET Reports for Reimbuzrsable Expenses

BLET officers also submitted to the BLET monthly
reimbursable expense reports reflecting any amounts
expended for & business purpose which were not charged on
the BLET credit card and for which the BLET officer sought
reimbursement. (Exs. 6-27) BLET pelicy required receipts
to be submitted for all expenditures over five dollars and
stated that the officer must provide when and where the
expenditure took place. (Ex. 32) According to the BLET's
travel policy, “expenses submitted for reimburgement must
be ordinary and necessary to our organization’s purpose.”
(Ex. 32)

Baged upon the reports of reimbursable expenses, the
BLET is=sued monthly reimbursemant checks to the officers.
As detailed below, Radek embezzled BLET funds when he
caused the BLET to isswe reimbursement checks to him which
included payment for the persenal meals he improperly
claimed as union expenses on his reports of reimbursable

expenses. Radek improperly included at least 45 personal
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meals on his monthly reimbursable expense reports. (Exs., 1-
27)

3. At Home Station Expense Allowance

a. The Allowance

The BLET paid an At Home Station Expense Allowarnce to
all National Division Officers who were members of the BLET
Advisory Board.® The allowance was to cover business
related expenses incurred in the officer’s home city. (Ex.
33) All BLET Advisory Board members receivad this
allowance for every day, including weekends and holidays,
such individuals were at their heme station. (Ex. 34 at 23-
24; Ex. 35 at 21; Ex. 63)

Prior to July 1, 2006, the amaunt of the At Home
Expense Allowance for International Vice Presidents was §25%
per day. (Ex. 36) Effective July 1, 2006, the BLET
Advisory Beard raised the At Home Expense Aliowance to 350
per day for International Vice Presidents, such as Radek.
{Ex. 36; Ex. 35 at 23) The allowance was to pay for union
related expenses. The At Home Expense Allowance was not a
substitute for salary. Pursuant to Section 47(b) of the
BLET Bylaws, salary could only be increased by approval of

the BLET Convention delegates. (Ex. 29)

* The Bdvisory Board consisted of the National Prasident, First
Vice President, Secretary-Treasurer and eight Vice Presidents.
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Since 1996, Radek has been a member of the BLET
Advisory Board. (Ex. 31 at 14} Under BLET policy, as long
as an Advisory Board member slept in his bed at his home at
night, he was permitted to claim the At Home Exipense
Allowance for that day. (Ex. 37 at 384; Ex. 35 at 15; Ex.
34 at 24)°

Current BLET qontroller Harold Volpe (“Volpe”)
explained that the.purpcse of the At Home Expense Allowance
was to cover the Advisory Board member’s “incidental
business expenses while they’re at their home station.”
(Ex. 40 at 28) In April 2007, Edward Rodzwicz (“Rodzwicz”),
who was then the BLET First Viee President and became the
BLET President in March 2008, explained that the BLET’'s At
Home Expense Allowance covered “usual and customary
expenses such as office expenses. . .” (Ex. 41 at 19, 22)

Under both the law and BLET regulations, BLET fuhds
received for the At Home Expense Allowance could not be
used for personal expenses. National Secretary-Treasurex
William Walpert (“Walpert”) testified that at the June 2006
Advisory Board meeting, at which the amount of the At Home

Expense Allowance was increased, he reminded the Advisory

5 It appears that when the BLET Convention approved this allowance
in 1947, officers had to submit receipts for expenses in order to get
the ailowance. (Ex. 38) This was also the practice at the time of the

1981 BLET Convention. (Ex. 39) Sometime after 1981, the Advisoxy Board
members began to recelve the At Home Expense Allowance without

submitting any receipts.
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Board members that the “purpose of the at-home allowance
was for business purpeses.” (Ex. 35 at 15) This, of

course, was legally reguired since it was not salary and
union monies must be used for a union purpese. 2% U,S5.C.

§501(a}; Noble v. Sombrotito, 525 F.3d 1230 (DC Cir. 2008).

The tax treatment for undocumented expense payments is
different than for expense reimbursements supported by
receipts. Unlike reimbursed expenses, payments for
undocumented business expenses, such as the At Home Expense
Allowance, were reported according to Internal Revenue
Service rules as taxable income on the Form W-2 the union
filed for the individual with the IRS. (Exs. 33 and 66) If
an officer submitted receipts, the taxable part of the Home
Allowanece would be reduced by a corresponding amount. If
an officer chose not to submit receipts, he was still
required to use thé At Home Expense Allowance for union
purpeses. Lf no business expenses were submitted for
reimbursement, the entire amount of the At Home Expense
Bllowance would be repoxted to the IRS as taxable income as
the 1RS reguired. ({(Ex. 44) The fact that the At Home
Expense Allowance was taxable did not change the purpose
for which it was provided to an officer: to reimburse fox

union eX¥pensas.



B1/17/20689 B2:32 2123631935 IRBCIO PAGE 11/d4

b. At Home Expense Allowance Reports

Each month each BLET Advisory Board member was
required to submit an At Home Expense Allowance Report to
the BLET reporting for which days he claimed the At Home
Expense Allowance. Based upon these reports, each month
the BLET iessued a chack to the Advisory Board member for
the Allowance. If an officer submitted receipts for
business expenses in his heme city on his expense reports,
the BLET would reimburse him. The taxable amount of the At
Home Expense Allowance would be reduced by the amount of
the direct reimbursement for union expenses in the home
city.

According to Radek, prior to July 20, 2005, he was
entitled to claim both Chicago and Cleveland as home
stations because he had homes and work assignments in both
cities. (Ex. 31 at 71-73, 130-131; Ex. 1l1) Subsequent to
July 20, 2005, Radek’s home station was only Chicago. {(Ex.
31 at 131) According to Radek, after July 20, 2005, while
he was in Cleveland, he did not receive the At Home Expense
Allawance. Rather, while in Cleveland, he was entitled to

claim business expensas for reimbursement. (Ex. 31 at 131)°

6 At some point subseguent to July 20, 2005, Radek claimed that he
wag told onee again to claim the At Home Expense Allowance in both

10
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4. Reports Radek Filed

For each month, Radek submitted a report to the BLET
that documented his use of the BLET credit card for union
expenses. (Exs. 6-27) He also submitted a second report
for his reimbursable expenses not charged to the BLET
credit card. (Exs. 6-27) He submitted a third report for
the At Home Expense Allowance indicating for which dates he
claimed the At Home Expense Allowance. (Exs. 6-27) Based
upon these reports, each month, Radek received a check for
his reimbursed expenses and another check for his At Home
Expense Allowance. (Exs. 6-27)

Radek acknowledged that, “when you’re at your home
station you’re not supposed to charge [on the BLET credit

card] business expenses that you would incur at your home

Chicago and Cleveland. (Ex. 31 at 72, 137-38; Ex. 37 at 310-311} From
August 2005 to March 2007, Radek continued to claim the At Home Expense
Allowance in both Chisage and Cleveland, {Exs. 12-57) ILn an undated
handwritten note from Radek to Patti Smith, Walpert’s asgistant who
reviowed Radek’s expences, which was attached to Radek's March 2007
expenses, Radek wrote: “my home allowance applied only in Chieago and I
am on expenses in Gleveland, starting this month. It was supposged to
be this way since December 2005, bhut conflicting instructions were

glven to me. . W

Walpert claimed that the BLET did an accounting for when Radek
claimed the At Home Expense Allowance while in Cleveland subaequent to
July 20, 2005 and determined that the BLET had saved monay and
therafore Radek was not reguired to pay back the At Home Expense
Allowance amounts he took while in Cleveland after July 20, 2005. ({Ex.
495 mt 42-44; Ex, 31 at 137-138) In response to a request for decuments
regarding this analysis, BLET's counsel stated that no such documents
existed. {(Ex. 45 at 2) As of March 2007, Radek mo longer claimed the

At Home Expense Allowance when he was in Cleveland.

11
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base.” {Ex. 31 at 73) The At Home Expense Allowance
covered business expenses in Radek’s home city. (Exs. 6-27)
Radek did not have to document his use of the At Home
Expense Allowance. This did not relieve Radek of the
obligation to use the allowance for union purposes. Under
tax requlations, this administrative convenience for him
would result in the BLET reporting the At Home Expénse

Allowance as taxable income. If Radek wanted to avoid

taxation on the allowance, he would have to submit receipts
for union expenses. He would then be reimbursed. His At
Home Expense Allowaﬁce would be reduced ceorrespondingly, so
the amount baing sﬁbmitted to the Internal Revenue Service
as his taxable income would be reduced. (Ex. 31 at 73-74)
This did net change the allowance the Advisory Board
awarded itself inte salary:; that would have vielated the
BLET Bylaws. {Ex. 29)

When Radek submitted a receipt for reimgursement which
he wanted to offset against his At Home Expense Allowance,
Radek wrote “ip lieu of home allowance” on the receipt.

(Ex. 31 at 362}

D. Radek Breached His Fiduciary Duty and Embezzled BLET
Funds

As detailed below, it appears that Radek breached his

fiduciary duty to the BLET and embezzled approximately

12
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Treasurer Walpert ﬁestified it was not the “practice or
policy” of the BLET to charge such a meal to the ELET
credit card. (Ex. 35 at 127-128; Ex. 7) Similarly, when
BLET President Rodzwicz was asked about the February 18,
2005 expense, Rodzwicz testified that it was rot the BLET
policy to pay for meals in an officer’s home city after he
returned from a businesé trip. (Ex. 34 at 36-37; Ex. 7)

In addition to the eight meals in his home city which
Radek claimed were Qen route”, Radek caused the BLET to pay
for at least six additional meals Radek had alone in his
home city. (Exs. 4, 12-14, 17, 19, 22) Radek did not
indicate any union purpose for those six meals. (Exs. 4,
12-14, 17, 19, 22)* Those meals totaled $428.50.*

For example, on Wednesday, September 27,'2006 at 3:07
p.m. Radek had a meal at McCormick & Schmick’s in Chicago.
(Ex. 22) The meal cost $157. (Ex.22) Radek used the
BLET’ s American Express card to pay for the meal. (Ex. 22)
The BLET paid the American Express bill. (Ex.22) Radek did
not indicate on the receipt that anyone was with him nor

did he indicate any union purpose for this meal on the

receipt. (Ex. 22)

le Radek did not offset these meals against his At Home Expense
Allowance, which, given that there was no business purpese for the
meals, world have heen improper.

" Radek charged these six meéals on the BLET'=s credit card. {Exs. 4,
12-14, 17, 18, 22}

16
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In addition, on October 7, 2005, Radek caused the BLET
to pay for two charges at Yanni's in Arlington Heights, IL.
(Exs. 13-14) Radek did not indicate on either receipt that
anyone was with him. (Exs. 13-14} The first charge was at
7:12 p.m. in the amount of $29. (Ex. 14) Radek charged
this on his personal credit card, submitted the receipt to
the BLET for reimbursement and was reimbursed. (Ex. 14)%
The second charge at Yanni’s on October 7, 2005 was for $75
at 8:33 p.m.. (BEx. 13) Radek charged this expense on the
BLEf’s credit card, which thé BLET paid. (Ex. 13) Even
under Radek’s description (Ex. 37 at 564-567), this meal
should have been covered by his At Home Expense Allowance

and not paid on the union credit card.
b. Radek’s Additiconal Meals Alone in his Home City
Which He Illegally Caused the Union to Pay for
Without a Unicon Purpose
In addition td the fourteen meals discussed above,
between August 2004 and February 2007, Radek caused the
BLET to reimpurse him for another 26 meals he had alone in
his home city. (Bxs. 2, 6, 9-12, 14, 16, 18-22, 24~27)
There was no business purpose for these meals. The coOst of
these meals was 51,475.47. (Exs. 2, 6, 9-12, 14, 16, 18-22,

24-27) Radek then improperly claimed these personal meals

& Radek offset this charge against his At Home Expense Allowance.
(Ex. 14}

17
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s bugsiness expenses. These claims for reimbursement
reduced his At Home Expense Allowance. (Exs. 2, 6, 9-12,
14, le, 18-22, 24-27) ‘in claiming that the cost of these
meals were properly reimbursable, Radek made an affirmative
representation that these charges were related to union
business and were not personal. Neither the At Home
Allowance nor reimbursements covered personal expenses.

For example, on Friday, September 1, 2006 at 9:33 p.m.
Radek had a meal by himself at Yanni’s. (Ex. 22) The cost
was $115. (Ex. 22) Radek used his personal credit card to
pay for this meazl and claimed reimbursement for it on his
BLET expense report. (Ex. 22) Helindicated on the
restaurant receipt “in lieu of home allowance”. (Ex. 22)
Badek did not indicate on the restaurant receipt that any
one else was present or the union purpose for the meal.
(Ex. 22) Radek claimed that when he sought reimbursement
for a meal, it was because the meal was a “businass
expenditure.” (Ex. 37 at 410-411) Radek did not note the
union purpese &t the time he sought reimbursement. Radek
testified that he could not remember the union purpose for
this meal and would check his records to determine the
union purpose. (Ex. 37 at 405-406, 411) As discussed
beleow, in response to a ragquest from the IRB to provide the

union purpose for this meal (Ex. 73), Radek’s counsel

18
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acknowledged in a letter this was a “non-business meal.”

(Ex., 64 at 2, £n 1)

Ir another example, on Saturday, December 30, 2006, at
8:31 p.m. Radek had a meal at Don Juen’s restaurant in
Chicago. (Ex. 25) The meal cost $51. (Ex. 25) Radek used
his personal credit card to pay for this meal. {(Ex. 25) He
submitted the receipt for reimbursement and claimed it was
a union related expense. {Ex. 25) He indicated on the
restaurant receipt “in lieu of home allowance”. (Ex. 25)
Radek failed to indicate on the receipt that any one else
was present or what‘the union purpose was for the meal.

(Ex. 25)

Union money muat be spent for a2 union purpose. There
was no union purpose for these meals alone. Radek
proffered none., Nor was there a BLET policy that supported
Radek’s practice. chr axample, several BLET officials,
including President Rodzwicz, National Seeretary-Treasurer
Walpert and Coﬁtrqller Volpe, stated what was obvious: that
an officexr’s meals alene in his home city were not a
business expense. (Ex. 35 at 28-29, 143-144; Ex. 70 at 48;
Ex. 34 at 22-23, 27-2B; Ex. 40 at 27-2B) Vice President
Stephen Speagle testified that a meal alone in an officer’s
home city could not be cffaet against the At Home Expense

Allowance. (Ex. 71 at 26) In addition, when asked about

19
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meals alone in his home station, Marcus Ruef, who became a
BLET Vice President in June 2006, testified, “[mly
understanding is that that’s not to be expensed at all.”

(Ex. 72 at 29%3-294)
2. Radek Breached his Fiduciary Duty and Embezzled
When He Caused the BLET to Reimbur=ze Him fox
Personal Meals With Others
Between April 2005 and Pebruary 2007, Radek caused the
BRLET to pay for at ieast seventeen meals in his home city
with his family members or his girlfriend. (Exs. 5, 9, 23-
27)'* on his monthly reimbursable expense reports, Radek
submitted receipts tolthe BLET for thege personal meals
which totaled §1,545,32, an average of $80 a meal. (Exs. 3,
9, 23-27) He then received reimbursement for such meals.
(Exs. 5, 9, 23-27) 1In seeking reimbursement, Radek was
ciaiming the akpensés were for a union purpose. (Exs. 9,
23-27, 32)
For example, Radek intenticnally caused the BLET to

pay for a meal he had with his daughter at Elliott’s

1 Radek testified that Renee Trappe (“Trappe”} lived with him in
Chicago. (Ex. 37 at 577, 578, 585) According o Radek, Trappe was an
editor and was not a BLET member. (Ex. 37 at 579, 585-586) Radek
naused the BLET to pay for at least three meals he had with Trappe at
Yanni's in Arlington Heights, IL. These meals were on Qoteber 27,
2006, December 15, 2006 and February 5, 2007. (Exs. 23, 25-2'7) Radek
claimed that Trappe sometimes edited documents for him and on occasion
he caused the BLET to pay for her dimner. [Ex. 37 at 579, 585-5BA)
Radek claimed he cnly did that if there was a “business purpose” which
he slazimed “weuld be notated on the receipts.” (BEx. 37 at 379 Exa. 23,
25, 29] On the receipt for a meal at Yanni’s on December 15, 2006,
Radek wrote “R.C. Trappe - Daily Herald.” (Ex. 25) The Dajly Herald is

a suburban Chicago newspapsz. (Ex. 68)

20
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Restaurant in Chicago at 6:55 p.m., on Valentine's Day.
Pebruary 14, 2007. (Ex. 37 at 646-647) The meal cost $110.
(Ex.27) Radek explained he took his daughter to dinner
boacause it was “her wedding anniversary”. (Ex. 37 at 647}
This obviously was not a union purpeose. Yet, Radek
submitted the meal receipt on his BLET reimbursable expense
report claiming the meal as a business expense. (Ex. 27)
rRadek wrote on the receipt “Radek K. Radek In lieu of home
allowance.” (Ex. 27}

Neither reimbursed expenses nor the Al Home Expeéense
Allowance were to be used for non~union purposas. (Exs. 33,
66) Meals with family members in an Advisory Board
member’ s home city uhrelated to union business were not
union expenses. (Ex. 70 at 48; Ex. 34 at 28; Ex.72 at 293-
204; Ex. 40 at 27)

In another example of charging the union for a meal
with a family member, on Monday, January 15, 2007, at 6:33
p.m., Radek had a meal with his son at the 0Olive Garden
restaurant in Middleburg Heights, Ohio. (Ex., 37 at 637; EX.
27) Radek charged the meal on his personal credit card and
submitted the receiﬁt +o the BLET for reimbursement. {EXE .,
2¢-27) On the receipt for this meal, Radek wrote, “R Radek
® Radek Tn lieu of home allowance.” (Ex. 27) By & check

dated March 7, 2007, the BLET reimbursed Radek for this

21
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expense. (Ex. 27)* ﬁuring his Sebtember 15, 2008 IRB sworn
examination, Radek testified that he could not remember the
reason for taking his son to dinnerx and would have to “look
at the report and get back” to the IRB. (Ex. 37 at 637}
There was no union purpose for this meal for which Radek
intentionally causéd the union to pay-

in addition, Radek had a meal with his brother at
vanni’s Restaurant in Arlington Heights, Illinois at 9:11
p.m. on Friday, January 26, 2007. (Ex. 37 at 640-641;
Fx.26) The cost was $100. (Ex. 26) Radek charged the meal
on his personal crgdit card. (Ex. 26) He supmittad the
receipt to the BLEf for reimbursement for this meal. {Ex.
26) On the receipt, Radek wrote, “R. Radek D. Radek In
lieu of home allowénce.” (Ex. 26) As with the January 15,
2007 meal described above, Radek testified that he would
“have to lLook into this one and see” why he tocok his
brother to dinner. (Ex. 37 at £40-641) As detailed below,
no explanation of the business purpose for this meal wag

received as of the date of this report. Union money

" Radek olaimad he 'was in his home city on January 15, 2007 by
claiming the $50 daily At Home Expense Allowance for that day. (Ex. 26)
This appears to have been during the paricd when Radek claimed he was
told re claim the At Home Expense Allowance in both Chicago and
cleveland. (see fn 6 above) For purposes of this report, whenever
Radek claimed the At Home Expense Allowance he was deemed to be in his
home city, elther Chicago ox Cleveland.

22
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whether through reimbursements oI the allowance could not
properly be used for a personal expense.

Tn addition, on New Year’s Day, Jannary 1, 2007 at
9:43 p.m., Radek had a meal with his son, Keith, at the
Longhorn Steakhouse in Strongsville, Ohic. (Ex. 37 at 618,
637-63%9; Ex. 286) fhe cost was $95. {(Ex. 26; Ex. 37 at 637)
Radek charged the Qeal to his personal credit card and
submitted the receipt to the BLET for reimbursement. (EX.
26) ©n the receipt; Radek wrote, “R. Radek K. Radek In lieun
of home allowance.” (Ex. 26) In a check dated February 2,
2007, the BLET reimbursed Rradek for this meal. (Ex. 26)
Radek listed the meal on his BLET reimbursable expense
report, thereby imﬁroperly claiming it as a union expense.
(Ex. 26)

When questioned about this January 1, 2007 expense,
Radek speculated that his son, who wae never a BLET member,
may have done some‘unépecified work for him that day. (EX.
77 at 638: Ex. 26) The meal was on New Year’s Day which was
both a BLET and national holiday.

Walpert, who appfoved Radek’s expenses, testified that
he was not aware af any circumstances when a family member
of a BLET officer performed services for the BLET. (Ex. 35
at 29) According éo,Walpert, if an officer’'s family member

performed services for the BLET and then had a meal at BLET
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expense, the work such family member did for the BLET would

need to be SPE¢ifi%d. (BEx. 35 at 31) Radek”s expense

reports contained no such information. (EXS. 6-27) Indeed,

i

the pattern of Radék’s abuse suggests his claim that his

con was assisting him with union business on a union and

national holiday is false.

3. nadek Chargad Home Office sSupplies to the BLET
Cradit Card While at the Same Time He Received
+he At Home Expense Allowance Which Coverad the
tost of These Home Office Supplies

as discussed above, the At Home Expense Allowance

covered businass e%penses, including home office supplies,
for BLET Advisory Board members in their home cities.'®
bespite this, between January 2004 and September 2007,
Radek charged approximately 2,865,288 for home office
supplies to the BLET credit card, while he also recelved
his At Home Expense Allowance. (Exs. 10, 12-15, 17, 19-23,
2526, 46-57, 59—60, 65) Ha was directed to stop the
practice in September 2007. There was no set off against

the allowance of the amount the union paid on his behalf

for the supplies. (Exs. 10, 12-15, 17, 19-23, 23-26, 46-57,

H National Secretary-Treasurer Walpert and Radek testified that the
purchase of capital egquipment, such as computers, printers and fax
machines, were not covered by the At Home Expense Allowance. (Ex. 37 at
3p8; Ex. 3% at 26-27) Based upon this, such eapital equipment items
wera excluded from the office expenses at ilssue in this report.
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