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Introductions 

BTeam Present:  Jen Burns, Ed Maclin, Matt Goodman, Sasha Mobley, Kay Emmert, Jon Nadler (IFT), 

Dorothee Schneider, Dennis Dullea, Theo Malekin 

Management Present:  Rob Craddock (Asst. Director for LER), Leslie Arvan (Director University LER), Deb 

Huisiuga (University Asst Dean, Social Work), Paul Redman (Asst Dean FAA), Drew Slaucher (Admin aide), 

Sharon Reynolds (University HR), Heather Horn (LER), James Yoon (Linguistics Dept. Head) 

Observers:  Wren Keturi (AFT) and Anne Dietz (AFT) 

 

Begin 1:47 

Kay:  Before we get started…. We wanted to know if the University attended to appeal to the Supreme 

Court. 

Leslie:  Yes, the University will be appealing the decision to the Supreme Court.  It has not yet been 

filled. 

Kay:  Okay, first thing that we wanted to give you is an information request for the purposes of 

bargaining.   

Leslie:  Okay. 

Kay:  We gave one last semester, but haven’t gotten new information from this semester.  It is verbatim 

what we asked for last time.  [Begin reading information request].  I was wondering if you could please 

send it in excel format. 

Leslie:  Okay, I’m sure this is the same one, but what is 5 US C, is this national or state? 

Kay:  I don’t know, we can get back to you on that. 

Jon:  I would assume it refers to the IELRA. 

Leslie:  And did you get the answers to the questions I sent you a few weeks back? 

Kay:  Yes. 

Leslie:  And the point person on that is familiarizing herself with that information? 

Kay:  Yes, Christina is our grievance officer.  Okay, we had that you all were going to come back with a 

time between April 8th and April 28th? 

Leslie:  That slipped off my radar.  We’ll have to caucus. 

Kay:  Do you have anything for us? 

Leslie:  We do not. 

Kay:  Okay.  First is our updated list of definitions.  We’ve updated a few of them.  As we’ve updated 

them, this does not change anything that we’ve proposed so far, it is just a record of what we’ve 

presented.  You also have benefits.  [Begin reading benefits proposal].  Any questions? 

Leslie:  [shakes head] 

Kay:  Okay, next is our proposal for international faculty.  [Begins reading international faculty proposal] 

James:  When you say offer a permanent position, are you talking about a permanent specialized faculty 

position?  Whether or not you can actually go through the green card process depends on length of 

contract.  Even with the best of intentions this may not happen. 



Kay:  Our intent is not necessarily whether or not the position is permanent, but that the position itself 

is permanent at the University. 

James:  And at the departmental level it calls for them to have these resources, but departments don’t 

have those resources. 

Kay:  What we’re hearing from our members is that departments don’t have the means to help faculty 

through this process. 

James:  I don’t even have a full time secretary that reports to me, that’s how bad it is. 

Kay:  Maybe you need a union!  But what we are saying is that we should have highly trained staff that 

are able to help faculty through this process. 

James:  Can you explain three?  I thought it was legal barrier to work? 

Kay:  Yes, but we wanted it to reinforce to our members that their jobs shouldn’t be at risk when they 

refuse work when they don’t have the documentation. 

James:  We’ve been very strict about that, even if a person wanted to volunteer. 

Kay:  Yes, thank you.  Any other questions?  No?  We’ll move on to Governance [begins reading 

Governance proposal].  Questions? 

Leslie:  I have a question about 4A.  Are there departments that have bylaws?  

Kay:  We have departments that don’t have bylaws about whether or not NTT faculty can participate, 

but they often receive mixed messages about if they can. 

James:  Departments and units are working to incorporate the role of specialized faculty in governance.  

Under A, standards for admitting students, even tenure track faculty are in the dark about how they are 

admitted, and if you are talking about graduate students, then that’s a longer discussion.  And for 

teaching focused NTT faculty, that’s a different focus than tenure-track faculty who are admitting 

graduate students at a research institution, that’s a different focus.  I understand the spirit of full 

participation. 

Kay:  I think that what we would like to make clear is that NTT faculty have been excluded in some way, 

and while some departments are moving forward in including them, this should not be piecemeal.  This 

should be something everyone has the right to.  And we are open to working out the details. 

James:  Yes, and that’s a good spirit.  We are trying to work out the details, what by nature, specialized 

faculty work on, we are trying to work out.  There are instances in which specialized faculty should be 

participating… [gives examples of hiring and admitting grad students].  Voting is also all over the place.  

Like in my department, anyone with 25% appointment can vote. We might actually have to study the 

practices that are out there and get something that is representative.  

Kay:  If you would like to propose that faculty members can participate which have 25%... 

James:  I’m not proposing that.  It needs to be studied further. 

Kay:  Thank you.  We’ll have further discussion.  Any other questions?  No?  Next we’ll look at 

appointment length.  [Begins reading appointment length].  Any questions? 

Leslie:  No, not at this time. 

Kay:  Next we’ll be looking at extra-contractual work.  [Begins reading extra-contractual work proposal].  

Questions? 

Leslie:  No. 

Kay:  Next we’ll be looking at professional development.  [Begins reading professional development 

proposal]. 



James:  Reality check.  That support given by the research board currently is nowhere near enough. 

Kay:  We know. 

James:  We wish that was the case.  Especially internationally. 

Kay:  We do have members who have brought-up travelling internationally for conferences or research.  

We know that the Research Board does not give sufficient funds.  What we are saying is that the 

research board should have extra funds so that people can do the research and work they’ve been 

approved to do.   

Leslie:  Okay, thank you. 

Kay:  What we have next is evaluations.  We’re moving along nicely.  We have two more after this.  

[Begins reading evaluations proposal] 

Paul:  I was just wondering how D1 reconciled with B1.  Faculty members would be developed by faculty 

and also faculty members would be told what the evaluations are?  Are looking for a unified one across 

campus? 

Kay:  We are looking for a unified one across campus? 

James:  It does conflate some issues with promotions.  Merit raise that’s merit on top of the union 

negotiated contract, and change in length of contract… I think for evaluations, there is a Provost 

Communication for that?  It says, “annual review of faculty members with budgeted joint appointments, 

etc.” 

Kay:  I think we can agree on jointly.  The problem with the Provost Communications is that they are 

unilateral and can edited at any time.  We are looking to develop something jointly.  It sounds like you’re 

saying the communication should come first? 

James:  I wasn’t saying something about that.  I was saying that it’s something that belongs at the 

Provost level.   

Kay:  Sure.  Ideally the Provost would be here to help collaborate.  We are here making decisions here 

on behalf of our members and you all are making decisions on behalf of the University.  We would be 

okay with the Provost being here!  We also think that those decisions should be made here, and would 

caution against anything being delayed until the Provost should be making these decisions down the 

road.  What we are trying to do is make sure people get treated equally. 

Leslie:  On part D.  Numbers 3 and 4, what do you see as the difference? 

Kay:  Good, I’m glad you asked that.  One can appeal what is said in the evaluation, but can grieve the 

process of the evaluation as well.  If the process was no followed correctly, that should be greiveable. 

Leslie:  Okay, thank you. 

Kay:  Next is promotions. [Begins reading promotions proposal].  Questions? 

James:  So you are basically thinking of a 5-year step up process?   

Kay:  It depends on where you start. 

James:  Have you given thought from an Associate teaching to a full teaching might be more stringent?  

That’s usually the case of the tenure-track period.   

Kay:  As far as the Professor track, we took a look at Communication 25 and 26.  There were a lot of 

“mays,” but there was no mention of raises.  All this says is that they are eligible.  We are familiar with 

the promotion criteria, and it is stringent. 

James:  And on A5, with faculty members requesting peer evaluations… in some case with the highest 

possible rank, it might be necessary to request evaluations from outside the University. 



Kay:  I think we would be open to talking about that and seeing if we can agree on that.  Any other 

questions?  No?  This brings us to our final proposal on compensation.  Before I read this, I spent a lot of 

time, and we took a very serious and realistic look at our situation right now.  This is what we feel is very 

serious and honest, and in some sense conservative.  It will fix some of the problems that our members 

are desperate to see fixed.  [Begins reading compensation proposal].  Questions? 

Leslie:  No, not at this time.  We’d like to take a caucus. 

Kay:  Before we caucus, there are a couple more things we’d like to discuss.  We have some remaining 

questions about your proposals.  We’re interested to know when we’ll get your full proposal. 

Leslie:  Those we gave last time? 

Kay:  About those two, as well as when we’ll get the full one from your team.  And we’ll get to see 

responses to our proposals.  We have several questions about the two proposals… 1) are they counter 

proposals? And 2) whether we can agree if we TA an agreement, whether or you’ll scratch-out the 

amendment that the University agrees to “modify, add to, or delete any proposals.”  3)  We would be 

interested in setting an agenda for what proposals we’ll discuss in the future.   

Leslie:  So, what order…? 

Kay:  Yes.  And, since you said the University is still pursuing an appeal, we’d need to have a discussion of 

what a TA would mean.   

Leslie:  Okay. 

Kay:  And one last thing about the compensation proposal.  We wanted to have a conversation about 

financial hardship.  We did not want to set-up a situation if some unit did not have enough funds to 

meet raises, then we do not want them to lose their jobs.  What we mean by financial hardship is, 

insufficient funds to meet salaries and other contractual agreements.  We certainly would not want 

anyone to lose their job because they had to get promoted or get a raise.  But we want proven financial 

hardship. 

James:  And a thing on non-contingent funding?  To distinguish visiting from other appointment?  Non-

contingent funding appointments.  What do you mean by that? 

Kay:  We’re distinguishing between positions that are funded through the University and positions that 

are self-funded by the IEI. 

James:  On the other hand, there is a distinguishing factor between soft funding and 

department/University funding. 

Kay:  But you are referring to visiting? 

James:  Visiting now have a different meaning.  My understanding that visiting means anything that is 

less than full-time. 

Kay:  I don’t think we proposed language that means visiting is less than full time. 

James:  I saw that our of the provost office. 

Kay:  What we mean, is that visiting is that positions are for a limited duration of time. 

James:  In some incarnation from the Provosts office, they used visiting in some non-standard way, but it 

seems we are on the same page. 

Leslie:  So this is all of our proposals? 

Kay:  Except for some proposals that we would have to decide together, like duration. 

Jon:  Right now, we are proposing a two-year contract, retroactive. 

Leslie:  So no other substantive proposal? 



Kay:  No. 

Leslie:  Okay, thank you. 

Caucus at 2:54 

Caucus ends at 4:15 

Leslie:  First of all, I wanted to let you know talking about the proposals.  It was really helpful, and we 

appreciate the thought and hard work that you have put into your proposals.  We came-up with a lot of 

questions, but it’s probably best for when we talk about each proposal down the road. 

Kay:  I’d like to ask a quick question, I agree that this is a long process.  Maybe it would help if you 

emailed me your initial questions. 

Leslie:  We can talk about that, but I think it’s more helpful to have the discussion at the table.  On the 

dates, we have to cancel 03/12.  A couple of our committee members have had things come up.  We are 

willing to offer Monday, 04/20 at 1:30-4:30.  For us, a couple of time a month is going to be the most we 

are able to do.  Especially in a first contract, when we need to get language back to our campus 

leadership.  We also have another negotiations going on.  Twice a month is what we’re able to do. 

Kay:  Okay, I understand.  It is a little concerning, that to help things move forward, I would invite some 

of the campus leadership to be here at the table.  If they are the ones making decisions.  Is there 

anyways we can get the campus leadership to sit at the bargaining table? 

Leslie:  No, that is not how we bargain.  Campus leadership does not come to the table; that is our job.  

It is very unusual to have campus leadership at the table. 

Kay:  I am just concerned that every proposal you’ll have to discuss with campus leadership. 

Leslie:  We have the authority to make decisions at the table.  It is not unfettered authority.  Just like 

you, we have people we have to report to. 

Kay:  Okay, I’m just concerned now that if we want to move forward, we’ll need to meet more often 

than twice a month. 

Leslie:  We have restraints in our workload and will not be able to meet more than twice a month. 

Kay:  We will certainly let our members know that you all have constraints in your workload.  We do this 

in our spare time, so we understand.  And the schedule going forward? 

Leslie:  On 03/11 we’ll have the full non-economic proposal on the table. 

Kay:  Do you have an idea of when you’ll show us your economic proposals? 

Leslie:  I do not have an idea when that would be? 

Kay:  When you’re saying, economic versus non-economic, what do you mean? 

Leslie:  Wages and benefits generally.  Leaves, paid leaves, those might be something we consider 

economic. 

Kay:  Wages, benefits, and leaves. 

Leslie:  Those are examples. 

Kay:  We’re just trying to get an idea of what we’re expecting next time? 

Leslie:  Well, it’ll just be better if we wait to meet next time.  And, for instance, professional 

development.  You asked about whether or not we’re responding, our response will be next time. 

Jon:  When you say that that is usually the practice.  That’s not my experience.  Usually, the other side 

accepts it and you have a TA, or you reject it and have a counter-proposal.  It’s like being in la-la land to 

say that here’s our response, but I’m not going to tell you whether or not you’re rejecting our proposal 

or providing a counter-proposal. 



Kay:  This relates to my question about savings clause proposals, are you rejecting our proposals on 

these, or what? 

Leslie:  Those are our proposals.  I’m sorry if I’m confusing, when I’m speaking I say that this my 

experience of bargaining at Illinois.  That is our proposal, what is the significance on the language? 

Kay:  The way I’ve been trained, if you provide another proposal, it is considered a rejection and you can 

provide a counter-proposal. 

Jon:  Just say rejection if that is what it is. 

Rob:  Leslie presented her proposal for how the campus wishes that section to read.  Now it is your turn 

to respond on your ideal.  And you might not think it is bad, but it is tweaked here or needs to be 

tweaked there. 

Kay:  Right, it’s not clear though why you’re putting something different on the table, when we haven’t 

heard any feedback on why you’re rejecting any certain language.   

Leslie:  Alright, we’ll talk about that and be prepared next time. 

Rob:  When we present our overall non-economic response, we can talk about the things we didn’t 

include or conceptually agree with.   

Kay:  What I’m looking for is very similar to the Senate…. You cross-out what you don’t want in there and 

add what you do.  You make changes to the language as is. 

Leslie:  We have a system that we use.  We have system that shows you what we are accepting and 

rejection. 

Kay:  it would certainly make it easier to visually see that. 

Rob:  And when you do an initial contract… I’ve done my fair share.  It is common that the parties have 

two completely different drafts.  The employer and labor group will have different frames of reference 

for their CBA’s.  It varies.  You often start with two completely different documents. 

Jon:  You’re saying that you won’t give us a complete document. 

Rob:  We just said you will get a complete non-economic proposal. 

Jon:  See, now you’re stipulating what you’re doing.  What GEO has done and what UIUC has done in 

other negotiations is roll-out the entire contract, non-economic and economic.   

Kay:  So what you’re saying is that we begin by negotiating over each document individually? 

Leslie:  I don’t understand why this is so important? 

Kay:  Because there is language on the table, and it’s not clear what you’re rejecting from that language?   

Leslie:  I think it’s better if we talk about this next time, when it’s not abstract.  You asked if we would 

scratch out the language of “add to, modify, and delete.”  We would probably not keep that on a TA.  

Until we get a final determination on the appropriateness on the BU, we need to keep each TA in light of 

the fact that the BU would change. 

Kay:  So you are saying that “add to, modify, and delete” is associated with the court ruling? 

Leslie:  No. 

Kay:  Then I would like to talk about them separately.  You’re saying that you would “possibly” not 

include them. 

Leslie:  No, we would not include them on a TA.  And last time you expressed some surprise, both the IFT 

and UIC campuses included them on their contract. 

Jon:  I wasn’t bargaining that contract and have never seen that language here or on Springfield. 



Kay:  And maybe you could make it clear that you do not intend to keep that language there when you 

TA a proposal. 

Leslie:  Okay, and you asked about an agenda, but I was not clear what you meant.  We could talk about 

them on a case-by-case basis.  I would not want to get locked into anything. 

Kay:  Okay, a case-by-case base. 

Leslie:  After 03/11, we’re happy to talk about what articles we’re talking about next time. 

Kay:  Okay, so I think we can agree that next time we’ll spend our time on your proposals, and then at 

that time, set items for the next bargaining session. 

Leslie:  I think that’s it. 

Kay:  We did want to have a general conversation on the other line on the proposals… “pending 

litigation.”  You stated that the University intends to file an appeal, if that ruling falls in our favor, can we 

agree that any TA’s we have reached at that point will stand? 

Leslie:  yes, I would not see any reason not to. 

Kay:  And if they do rule against us, what do you envision as a process? 

Leslie:  We would want to sit down and say, “Does all of this make sense for this bargaining unit?” For 

instance, what are we going to call this bargaining unit?  I do not envision major, “throwing things out 

the window,” just does everything make sense for this BU? 

Kay:  Again, if the court rules against us, our teams would have to work on our end, and together we’d 

look at what has been TA’ed and look at how that would affect the new group? 

Leslie:  Right.  I’m the kind of person that has a problem committing to a plan of action when we don’t 

know what that plan of action looks like. 

Kay:  That’s my concern as well.  We don’t like to TA anything when we don’t know what that will look 

like. 

Leslie:  We’ve got a long road ahead of us and are months from TAing anything, we don’t need to decide 

anything, but can make decisions down the road. 

Jon:  We’re looking at months to road for the Supreme Court timeline. 

Leslie:  Even for the decision to accept the appeal? 

Jon:  That depends on the AG, but it could be months. 

Leslie:  That’s not my understanding. 

Kay:  We would like to take a look at the date you proposed, then we’ll come back at that point. 

Leslie:  Some of my committee members needs to leave. 

Kay:  Okay. 

Caucus at 4:48 

Caucus ends at 4:52 

 


