
 

Bargaining Session 9 

4/20/2015 

 

Introductions 

BTeam Present:  Jen Burns, Kay Emmert, Jon Nadler (IFT), Dorothee Schneider, Sasha Mobley, Mary 

Hays, Dennis Dullea, Kristin Bouton. 

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

Drew Slaucher (Admin aide), Heather Horn (LER) 

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

 

Begin 1:50 PM 

Kay:  We have two members who will come in a little late; Dennis and Sasha.  We just have a couple of 

preliminary questions. First, we discussed last time, you would bring more summer dates? 

Leslie:  W, July 29, 1:30-4:30, T, August 18, 1:30-4:30.   

Kay:  Also, we have a question about the data you gave us a month ago, but it didn’t have any info on 

spring hires for this semester.  It’s really important for us to know before the end of the semester who 

the Spring hires are, that would be really helpful. 

Heather:  I just want to make sure I understand, this is the info we gave you a month ago? 

Kay:  Yes, and the hire dates were not updated for the Spring semester. 

Heather:  The hire dates varies, but we like to do it for October. 

Leslie:  Late hires, are usually included once a year in mid-October. 

Kay:  And that’s fine for the fall, but we need to know who the Spring hires are. 

Leslie:  We realize that, but are you okay with any start date? 

Heather:  I usually use the date of the request. 

Kay:  That’s fine. 

Jon:  We’ll come back to this, this raises a couple of things. 

Kay:  Okay, you also said you would email word documents of you proposals. 

Leslie:  I didn’t do that? 

Kay:  No, you sent a PDF. 

Leslie:  Okay, we will check and make sure we will. 



Kay:  And do you have any economic proposals for us? 

Leslie:  We do not. 

Kay:  Do you know when you will? 

Leslie:  No. 

Kay:  Okay, I thought we could start with labor management meetings.  From your comments it seemed 

like we weren’t too far apart for most of it.  We just wanted to continue, we gave you some questions 

last time, we wanted to know if you were rejecting our proposal and that’s why you’re proposing new 

language?  Or if there are specific things in our proposal you don’t agree with?  The first obvious is end 

of line 6, we propose meeting once per semester and you propose once per year.  Why? 

Leslie:  Once a year is an initial proposal, but we do have flexibility, and would be willing to look at twice 

a year.   

Kay:  We would like to do twice a year.  Our unit changes every semester and we need to meet once per 

semester. 

Leslie:  Okay, I think we could agree on that. 

Kay:  There are slight differences on who can/cannot attend the meetings.  We did think it would also be 

of importance to meet with Academic HR, and not just labor relations.  Do you have any comments? 

Leslie:  I think what we talked about is we would prefer to have more flexibility in this article rather than 

less.  For instance, who we designate to attend, we want to decide that based on what issues will be 

discussed.  We won’t tell you who to send, and we don’t want to be told to send.   

Kay:  We felt that was okay, but your language suggests two staff members from labor relations.  It 

might be important for someone other than labor relations to be at these meetings.  For instance, 

someone closer to the issues or someone with more authority. 

Leslie:  I think we would be open to that.  I’m looking to Heather, who usually attends the GEO labor 

meetings, and is usually flexible if we need someone else, for instance, someone else from the 

department. 

Kay:  Okay, so maybe the second person could be left open, and could be decided depending on the 

nature of the meeting. 

Leslie:  We would be open to that.   

Kay:  Why are you closing off the option of the administration to ask for a meeting?  Ours says that 

either the administration or union can request a meeting. 

Leslie:  If we want to talk to you, we call and ask if we can.  We don’t necessarily do that under the 

provisions of a labor-management meeting. 



Kay:  So what you’re saying, if the administration calls us for a meeting, then it wouldn’t count as the 

labor-management meeting? 

Leslie:  That is correct.  Unless we said this is pursuant to this article.  But if something came up, we’d 

want to call you if that issue came up.  The language says that we meet at least one time, but we’d be 

able to do additional meetings. 

Kay:  I just wouldn’t want the issue to come up that we want to meet with the administration, but they 

would have a reason to say no. 

Leslie:  That is not our intent. 

Kay:  So we could craft language that would avoid that. 

Leslie:  Correct. 

Kay:  So that brings us to your second paragraph about the BOT.  What do you mean by that language, 

and what do you envision these talks to be centered on? 

Leslie:  This agreement should not be construed to  

Kay:  Specifically, “to hear their views on any matter,” what do you envision that to mean? 

Leslie:  The first thing we have come to mind, is a public comment section at the BOT meetings.  If one 

of your BU members wants to do that, we hope this language would not prevent them from doing that.  

That individuals could have opinions separate from being a BU member.  There are other mechanisms of 

campus-wide governance, and there would be nothing in this contract that would prevent them from 

doing that? 

Kay:  Okay, trying to understand this, if you hadn’t proposed this language, I’m not sure there would be 

anything that would keep BU members from participating in BOT meetings, the faculty senate, or other 

established methods of governance. 

Leslie:  We would agree, but want to make it clear that these other avenues of communication exist.  

We just want it to be clear that members can participate.  Participation in committee meetings, etc. 

Kay:  What I’m really trying to get at is the “on any matter,” is making it clear that this does not 

supersede our right to be the sole authority on matters of collective bargaining.   

[Dennis arrives] 

Kay:  That any language in here makes it clear that it does not infringe on our rights as a union.  We 

wouldn’t want to create language that could set-up that misunderstanding.  Those are all of our 

questions for now.  Anything from you? 

Leslie:  No. 



Kay:  I do have a question on how to move forward.  Since we’re not following a linear structure on 

propose-reject, who creates counter-language or secondary language?  What do we do next? 

Leslie:  Our position would be, you gave us a proposal, we gave you a counter-proposal, and our position 

would be that it is your turn to respond.  We don’t want to bargain against ourselves. 

Kay:  It’s our turn to counter language—so what I heard you rejecting is who would attend the meetings 

and no need to describe the methods for setting up the meetings because it’s implied. 

Leslie:  We didn’t include it, but it’s pretty standard language. 

Kay:  What I’m unclear about is at whose request?   

Leslie:  Oh, because your proposal says that the request of either party… I would say what is most typical 

is usually at the request of the union. 

Kay:  Okay, I will definitely confer with me team, but the assumption would be that the University could 

call for a meeting, but it wouldn’t necessarily count at the one meeting.  Now, let’s talk about purpose 

and preamble.  We did talk about this one a little last time, there were a few lines and words that we 

included—line 15 “promotion of sound and mutually beneficial relations” and then on line 18 “equitable 

and just,” you just say “equitable.”  I just have a few questions first:   

[Sasha arrives] 

Kay:  We’re talking about purpose now… last time you had made a comment about what we have in our 

preamble, you said there are other documents and mechanisms that take care of that language, we 

want to know what documents and mechanisms so that we could compare them.  My second question 

is, let’s say we had the preamble, but was not grieveable, would you still have a problem with the 

language? 

Leslie:  We would like to confer about that.   

Kay:  What we’ll probably do, is wait until we hear response from you before we give our comments.  Do 

you have any questions? 

Leslie:  Yeah, we had put in ours “on behalf of bargaining unit employees,” and yours says “bargaining 

unit members,” are those terms interchangeable in your eyes? 

Kay:  I will check with my team.  We also had a similar question about University or Employer.  We refer 

to the University as the broader University community.  There are a couple of proposals, such as 

grievance, where there needs to be a differentiation of these terms.  We’ll need to have a conversation, 

for logistical and philosophical purposes.  This is one of the reasons we began collecting a list of 

definitions, because it can get confusing.  Any other questions? 

Leslie:  No. 



Kay:  So we’ll go to non-discrimination, and cover the questions, then go to caucus.  Last time we had 

gone through and made a list of items you did not include, but we’re included in ours:  line 6 and 7, we 

include a commitment to the spirit of non-discrimination, we wanted to ask if you had something 

against this language or were open to including it? 

Leslie:  I will want to talk to my committee about that? 

Kay:  Then, the only item in that list that we did not include was the word “color,” we had said last time 

we said that this was a historically used University statement, but we would still like an explanation 

about what is meant by color? 

Leslie:  It is in our Statutes and on the Civil Rights Act.  That term is used on our campus.  What is your 

issue with it? 

Kay:  I just want to know how it is different from race, nationality, or ancestry. 

Leslie:  I don’t know, I will check with my group. 

Kay:  Last time, you said you might accept pregnancy and unfavorable discharge from the military.  That 

leaves, parenting, visa status, and …. What is your issue in leaving visa status off? 

Leslie:  We are interested in including groups that are already protected by Federal Law, State Law, or 

University Statutes.  I don’t even know what you mean by visa status?  There are so many aspects 

related to a BU member and their visa that are completely outside the employer, and we don’t think we 

could honor what the union means by visa status. 

Kay:  So if someone isn’t able to obtain the visa status that is needed to be employed, then you wouldn’t 

offer them a position? 

Leslie:  For instance, if someone was on a short term visa that was not extended, it’s not workable for 

the union to argue that case. 

Dorothee:  I am happy to elaborate.  We are discussing discrimination, not the later issues with your 

visa.  Discrimination means of course giving someone a job or not giving a job on the basis other than 

their qualifications.  We all can agree that the University has an interest in giving and promoting jobs for 

those best suited for the jobs.  I can find no information in collective bargaining agreements with 

international faculty mentioned in their CBA’s.  The University hires H1B, J1, and possibly, F1 with very 

limited employability, and then there are EB1 and EB2, permanent residence employment sponsorship.  

Each category imposes different conditions on the employer—pay, commitment on length or contract, 

whether they are renewable, and the employee is usually bound.  It’s important that we recognize that 

getting a visa and certain kinds of categories can be onerous and expensive.  We want to prevent the 

hiring of visa categories that are cheaper and more vulnerable for non-renewal.  We want to ensure that 

the best person is chosen, and not the person with the least problematic visa status. 



Leslie:  We’ll need to discuss this.  Given that we don’t have any of our faculty here, I’m not sure we’ll be 

able to provide an additional response on the visa status issue today. 

Kay:  Maybe you can get back to us at a different day.  Another issue we include that you do not is 

parenting status… why? 

Leslie:  Again, it’s not recognized in our policy or statute that I’m aware of.  Though IL did amend their IL 

Human Rights Act, and did include pregnancy status.  Parenting status, I’m not sure what it means or 

looks like? 

Kay:  Jen, would you like to discuss this? 

Jen:  Sure.  In some ways, this follows very closely with pregnancy, you are not allowed to use the fact 

that a woman is pregnant to determine if she is qualified for the job.  Presumably, if I am a woman who 

has never had a child, you are not able to make a decision of my fitness for a job based on whether or 

not someone is a parent or not.  So, to give some examples, let’s say I come in and am not able to get 

childcare, and come to work with my child in tow.  You might not hire a woman because she won’t be 

able to handle the work with a toddler.  We would hope that that would be protected against.  Similarly, 

if someone does not have any children, we would want to protect against the idea that someone who 

doesn’t have children is assigned extra work because, well, they don’t have any kids.  It follows from a 

number of many other protected rights, but we see the value in articulating that.  We understand the 

unwillingness to venture into new territory, but these are issues that commonly arise in the workplace. 

Kay:  We also see this as an issue of diversity, especially in departments where there are fewer issues.  

It’s very common in business, if you have a child, then you might not be considered the best candidate 

for a promotion, because we have an assumption in society that women will put their children first.  I 

also feel pressure not to let my employer know I don’t have children, because I might be passed-up on 

longer-standing promotions or positions because I’m assumed to be able to leave at any time.  In a big 

sense, we look at this as an extension of what you’ve been doing, but it’s meant to protect women who 

have a hard time in departments with few women, and we do have BU members who struggle with 

these issues. 

Leslie:  I’m confused, on the one hand, you say it follows from pregnancy status, which only applies to 

women, but on the other hand, parenting status applies to men and women. 

Kay:  It does come from pregnancy status, but it also applies to both men and women.  Just because 

they are men, we aren’t assuming that they don’t also have parenting responsibilities.  Whether or not 

someone is a parent should not be a basis for deciding if they are hired or promoted. 

Leslie:  We’ll discuss more later. 

Kay:  Two more—criminal record.  Why didn’t you include it in your language? 

Leslie:  What I’ve said, we don’t have an interest in going beyond what is required by law and campus 

policy. 



Kay:  So what you’re saying is that if someone had disclosed they had a criminal record and was not 

hired or renewed or promoted, would you be able to discriminate against them? 

Leslie:  Are you talking about criminal record, arrest, and/or conviction? 

Kay:  When you apply for a job here, you are required to disclose all that information.  We had a faculty 

member who, despite glowing reviews, was not renewed because the news pressure to not rehire him.  

This is a group that is especially vulnerable, and we have an interest in protecting them.  The BOT just 

issued a change that they want to do background checks on all faculty.  This gives opportunities for the 

University to discriminate against more people.  This is also bridging into an area where if someone was 

personally involved in the subject they were studying, and that was criminalized in the part of the world 

they work in, then they might have an arrest record from doing work in that area where protest is 

criminalized.  This could also impact diversity, where people of color are more likely to have a criminal 

record, and the University could take that into consideration when decided to hire or promote.  By 

including language like this, we make sure to reiterate that hiring practices that are based on scholarship 

and research.  We want to avoid what happened to James Kilgore.  We want to be a University of the 

future that does not condone this level of discrimination.  Also, the language they used in the Senate, 

was “nexus…” on the criminal record aspect, do you have specification with the type of work they are 

doing? 

Leslie:  First and foremost, what you are talking about is pre-employment. 

Kay:  What I am talking about is promotion and continued employment. 

Leslie:  While we share many of the concerns you mentioned, we also have a commitment to keep our 

campus safe.  We do not want to hire anyone who would be a risk to our campus community.  We have 

a long history of conducting pre-employment background checks.  We are cognizant of the possible 

discriminatory impacts, but we take our obligation to keep our campus safe very seriously.  You might 

have people in your BU that are covered by a background check, so some things, we don’t have control 

over which are mandatory, and I see those continuing to grow.  The homeland security department 

requires people to have background checks, for instance, if they have access to radioactive materials. 

Kay:  Let me clarify, we aren’t speaking against the background check.  We understand that security 

clearances are required for dealing with children and certain research.  That’s why I brought-up the 

word “nexus,” but everything that you said does not address the work they are doing.  A criminal record 

should not enter into evaluations of the work that they have done.  With you help, we would like to craft 

language that prevents discrimination against those with criminal records in affecting their evaluations.   

Jon:  Explicitly not for new hires.  We are not trying to create a contract for new hires. 

Rob:  Let’s say we have a non-tenure-track faculty in Ag department, and they are arrested and 

convicted for distribution of meth.  Part of their job is increased access to ammonium.  Under this 

proposal, if we did an adverse employment action, such as non-renewal, under your proposal, that 

would be an adverse action. 



Kay:  So, that’s your concern. 

Rob:  That’s a real concern, to have criminal activity. 

Kay:  No, our proposal says a criminal record.  Your concern is if someone is arrested for criminal activity 

during their time at work.  We can look at that, but we also want to create, as Chancellor Wise has said, 

that people with a “second chance at life,” have a right to that.  That leaves physical traits—I know you 

had some questions, what we mean are things like tattoos, piercings, hair color, attractiveness.  It 

wasn’t that long ago, and is probably still true in some departments, that there is an expectation of what 

a professional should look like.  What we want to always bring this back to is, “are they doing the work?” 

“are they doing the work well?”  We’ve also seen issues of attractiveness, where a recent study 

demonstrated that attractiveness is a good thing for men’s careers, whereas, for women, it is a 

detriment for their careers.  We can definitely work to make the language more concrete, but what we 

mean is that someone should not be offered or not offered a promotion based on what they look like.  

The last items, we include lines 13-15, we include language on not discriminating against scholarly or 

intellectual views on state media.  We also have a paragraph that reinforces state law.  I know from last 

time, you want to address lines 13-15 in academic freedom, what we’d like to see is that they are 

addressed at the same time.  To begin, you said that you didn’t understand the phrase “longstanding 

media of print and mass communication and newer media.”  Did you have other issues with the 

language? 

Leslie:  We’d prefer to discuss this during academic freedom. 

Kay:  No other issues with protecting people’s views on facebook or twitter? 

Leslie:  No. 

Kay:  That leaves the final paragraph.  Did you have any other issues with this language? 

Leslie:  I don’t think so.  We can look at it again. 

Kay:  During caucus, we were going to see about counter-language for labor-management meetings, and 

you were going to get back to me on the purpose statement if it wasn’t grieveable.  And then you were 

come up with response to our 5 additional issues in non-discrimination.  Anything else?  Oh, and we’ll 

talk about your dates. 

Jon:  And the meth thing. 

Leslie:  What were the five topics in non-discrimination? 

Kay:  Visa status, parenting status, physical traits, and criminal records… and we’re saving lines 13-15 for 

conversations on academic freedom. 

BTeam Caucus 3:02 

Caucus ends at 4:19 



Kay:  Want to go ahead and TA the labor-management counter-proposal? 

Leslie:  I do. 

[TA Labor-Management Meetings agreement (Yay!)] 

Leslie:  Do you want us to go ahead? 

Kay:  Just a couple of things first.  I just wanted to reiterate the member’s list.  We do need accurate 

data for the future.  Once you get a request from us, you’ll get the most accurate information to us up to 

that point? 

Leslie:  It’s a snapshot, we would use the data that is “as of” that date.  If someone resigned the day 

before, they will not be on the report. 

Kay:  We need timely information about our membership.  We cannot figure out who is in our unit with 

that information.  If someone comes to us with a grievance, we need to know if they are in the unit.  

After that point, we do need any changes that happen to the BU.  We need regular updates on those 

things.  For instance, if someone leaves for any reason. 

Leslie:  First of all, you do have a proposal on info requests that provides that info on a monthly basis.  

We’re not agreeing to info on a monthly basis, but what I’m hearing on that you need to know if 

changes occur, that might be become overly burdensome. 

Jon:  We have a right to know who is in the unit.  Only the University can tell us that information.  Before 

we have an agreement, we need some mechanism that works better than what’s working right now.  

You tell us on a given day, but we need to know what changes occur.  We need some sort of procedure, 

so that we don’t have to come back every time and say, “we don’t have this info.”   We don’t want to 

keep coming back.  I don’t think it’s overly burdensome. 

Leslie:  Then we need to know exactly what you want and at what frequency. 

Jon:  Right now, we’re proposing at the beginning of the semester.  Right now we’re suggesting real time 

changes, but if you can’t do that, then come back and tell us what you can do. 

Kay:  And, once negotiations do conclude, who will be the contract administrator? 

Leslie:  Academic HR. 

Kay:  Specific title? 

Heather:  It depends on the purpose?  Are you trying to identify who your contact person is? 

Kay:  Who do we contact? 

Heather:  Sharon Reynolds (Assoc Director Academic HR) and Heather Horn (Asst Director Academic HR) 



Kay:  And dates, yes we’ll try to see if we can make those times work, but will have to get back to 

confirm.  For the August 18th, we’d like to see if the week prior would work for you?  We end up doing a 

lot of departmental work at that time. 

Leslie:  I will have to check with the committee. 

Kay:  That leaves talking about purpose and non-discrimination. 

Leslie:  We don’t have much time, but let me address them quickly.  We continued to discuss your 

proposal on those 4 categories in non-discrimination.  We don’t disagree with you, but are not willing to 

put those 4 categories in a CBA.  We are willing to agree to pregnancy status and unfavorable discharge 

from the military.  We might consider arrest record instead of criminal record.  This is a first contract, 

and we are here to discuss wages, hours, and terms and conditions of employment.  We’ve been 

discussing big philosophical issues, and most of your examples are hypothetical.  I just don’t see us being 

able to agree to these other categories.  I don’t see our position changing, but would like to continue to 

address these issues.  We would like to ask you to withdraw your proposal on those 4 categories that we 

talked about.  Really, in some ways, our position on the purpose statement and preamble… discussing 

educational policy, that is charged to the BOT, and our intent in these negotiations is to reach 

agreement on wages, hours, and terms of employment.  We are still not comfortable with the language 

in the preamble and I don’t see our language on that changing either.  To answer whether or not we 

would change if this was not grievable, no, I do not see our position changing.   

Kay:  Like I said, it’s getting late.  Let’s leave it here.  We do want to set an agenda for the next 

bargaining session.  It came up in one of our proposals today, I thought we’d go ahead and discuss 

academic freedom, and we are also going to be looking at management rights, item b, because they are 

closely related in our minds.  Okay, so for business between now and then, we’ll double check on those 

dates you gave us, and you are going to consider a week earlier than Aug 18, and Heather was going to 

get me Spring data.  Anything else? 

Leslie:  So then, we have a TA on labor-management meetings.  Purpose and non-discrimination will 

remain out there.   

Kay:  Yes, and I don’t think we’ll look at all of management rights next time, just as item b relates to 

academic freedom. 

Jon:  We might also have responses to purpose and non-discrimination. 

Leslie:  Okay, thank you. 

End 4:34. 

 


