E-Board 2/14/11

Happy Valentine's Day!

Present: Lauren, Heather, Sam, Wes, Chet, Jacob, Ryan, Dan, Lisa, Glenn

Officer Reports: 

Ryan: Busy eating strawberry.

Jacob: Plying the high seas.  CD has matured. $12.  Thinking of putting more $% into another.  Is currently exploring options.

Chet moves to approve minutes from 2/7/11.  Lauren seconds.  Approved.

Ryan: Dooble poll for political action commttee.  USLAW and turnout for Steve Early's tour.

Dan: Architecture thing is resolved for now. Kassy been ignoring the anthropology thing.

Chet: E-Council  tomorrow.

Wes Great Cover up is may 6th.

Heather: nothing 

Lauren: nothing

Sam: AFT E-Council meeting.  Chaning mission statement.  Governor/legisature of WI is trying to get rid of collective bargaining rights. (Wes  is organizing town hall here about labor rights). Sending money to PTA groups for finding alternatives to “Every Child Left Behind”  AFT shares values with other groups, so they want to partner up with them  School board positions—we should have them.  Dream Act: children living as non-citizens could get in-state tuition.  Lobby day March 7th—go to capital—chat with people.  X is coming at 1 PM.  Finished staff bargaining.

Staff Reports:

Lisa: got phone call from Karen (accountant) about tax thing.  Not looking into it yet?  Open enrollment for health care this March.  Got emails about people terminated in the fall, but bill has already been turned in.  Trust meeting Thursday at 1 PM.  

Glenn: Sweatshirts get here in March.  UO Senate—undergrad council—grade culture—offer centralized training for GTFs?  Violation of CBA, unless paid.

Agenda Items:

Lobby Day: Sam already talked about it. Will bring up at E-Council.

Team Liberation: June, apps due in May—facilitator skills training, 4 day retreat.  Social justice and diversity training as well.  Free.

E-Council Agenda: If anyone has anything to add, let Chet know.

Request for Arbitration:

Glenn: hands out copies of X's Step 3 grievances and the UO's decision on them.  Briefly explains the CBA articles behinds them.  Art 10—health and safety—not written for harassment, but is what unions will typically use.  Art 3.  straight forward: reads Art 3. 

Dan explains arbitration process. 

Board reads the Art 10/13 grievance.  

Sam:  What relates to the CBA and worthy of arbitration?  That's our duty.

Dan: Two things 1) why workplace issue not student, and 2) evidence?

Glenn: discusses Art 3 grievance. Email topic was union related but we did not ask him to send email.

Wes: Does a member have the right to contact another who has specifically asked the first party not to contact them regarding anything?

Dan: Is this what X thinks the union's right is?

Wes: Y requested not to be contacted, X was not blocked by UO.

Dan: Could X have gone through the board?

Jacob: Other remedies?

Dan Does go through 3rd party diminish union's rights?

Chet: Can X send an email to anyone else or just not Y?

Ryan: Y contacted X—no personal matters only?

Wes: Do not contact via email.

Glenn: or other means.

X arrives and board questions X.  Wes recuses self.  Sam asks X to open with statement of cases.

X: UO is coming after me.  ULP vs. CBA and issues.  

Glenn: Arbiter = grievances. 

X: Carl Yeh = ULP issue...

Sam: Only interested in grievances.

X: UO short shrift given.  GTFF has right to organize its members.  UO sees union like frat: students.    

Sam: Why contact Y, Y requested not to?

X: Organizing the GTFF

Sam: why not use other means like a board member?

X: Just trying to organize GTFF

Dan: The UO can't say anything about our members communicating?  

X: It was official communication between stewards.  That's the line. 

Sam: First email after requested by Y not to communicate?

X: We work together, I have to email Y.

Dan: UO can't say anything about any kind of contact between members? 

X: Any anti-union person could request not to receive an email and if we sent, could come after

 us.  UO pursued me because I'm union activist.

Sam: Is there another e.g., of this happening?

X: This serves as warning.

Sam: Y brought this, not UO.  How can we separate personal from union issues?

Glenn: We do not contact non-members about the union.  

Lauren: Voluntarily 

Glenn: If member did not want contact, I'd make note.

X: Talks about forwarding to dept. listserve.  Fearful of contacting members now.

Dan: Is this form of communication we want to protect over $$$ for arbitration?

Glenn: CBA does not give us access to dept. listserves.  

Sam: we are trying to figure out what we'd need to investigate and if this is winnable.

Move onto Art 10/13.

X: Stressed out.  Carl Yeh has is it in for me.  Death threats, threats of violence occuring.  Employer has duty to respond.  X talks about the legal requirements of employer.

Sam: what were the avenues you tried?

X: Affirmative Action office: student issue.  Not fruitful.  Informal grievance with dept.  Formal.   

Sam: how did dept. investigate?

X: Dept didn't.

Jacob: How do you know?

X: Don't know how I feel.  Would have found stuff.

Dan: have emails? 

Sam: We'd need concrete evidence.

Jacob: lost of claims of retaliation...

X: [diversity office head]? wanted meeting: to intimidate me into dropping charges (ULP?)

In student hearing it came out head was trying to get me to drop charges.

Dan: Do you have evidence?  

X: It's in grievance.

Dan: It's described in grievance....

Jacob: Claims.

Dan: talks about burden of proof.

Jacob: it's all he said, she said.

Chet: Anyone else around?

Sam: Workplace vs. student.

X: Feminist RIG not GTFF thing.

Sam: Did you approach Dept and make requests?

X: That would have been helpful.

Lauren: Did you offer solutions?

X: training.

Chet: asks about death threat

X: Facebook posting.

Ryan: get us copy of that?

X leaves.  Board discussion follows.  

Glenn: Hands out email thread (between him, X, Kassy, Karen, etc.) he has been keeping re: both grievances.  Gets all serious, reminds board we have policy of not revealing ID of grievants...don't make this packet public!  

Dan: could we win arbitration?

Sam: What did the union do?

Glenn: X filed it on own.  He asked X if he could help.  He filed step 3 for union b/c dept. did not hold step 2 meeting.  Art 13 violation.  Kassy also reminded dept it has to follow CBA.

Ryan: He heard from several dept people who were interviewed for dept. investigation.

Jacob: So they did investigate?

Sam: Then X filed step 3.

Glenn: Offered help.  Observed step 3 meeting.  X: Carl was out to get X.

Sam: Problematic: if true, why keep pursuing it on own?  Union could protect him.  

Jacob: if personal, could have had follow up.

Sam: Arbiter: prove workplace not student.  Muddy.  Where's proof.  

Sam: Won't reveal ID's, evidence

Glenn: Karen does not think this is workable.

Sam: Weigh winning vs. $$$.

Chet: talks about the fact precedent is being set, board must be thorough, investigate.

Dan: OK precedence: not going to arb. when we don't have evidence.

Glenn: Will check with Karen about proof needed.  

Sam: Can tell X is upset.

Lauren: Why not contact Dean of Students as dept suggested?

Glenn: Carl's boss.

Ryan: Is LGBQT against bi's

Chet: X sent the email “outing” self.

Sam: Art 3 grievance: were emails sent out for instrumental reasons—to provoke reax?

Jacob: X did not attempt other routes—I was organizing

Dan: Did UO actually interfere.  UO did misunderstand their authority during hearing

Jacob: Members have right “don't contact me.”

Lauren: question about step 3—filed on behalf of union, not X?

Dan: Yes, we are saying union's communication violated

Sam: Is this a threat to UNION?

Jacob: We've been organizing just fine—no interference

Sam: Union not blocked, specific member blocked from other member

Extended conversation about the proof used at hearing (was emailed used against him?)  Can we get record?  This would be proof.  X said UO not releasing it.  True?  Should board attempt to get it?

Sam: bigger issue: threat to union?

Glenn: Any of us could email Y.  

Sam: X said UO going after b/c X is union activist.

Lauren: Why not Sam?

Sam: The fact UO isn't going after others is proof itself

Chet: X did not have to contact Y.

Sam: Y had been receiving e-council emails from X, no problem –only personal one

Discussion about informing E-Council about this issue.  Would it serve union best?  

Meeting closes with Glenn asking board to read packet, take notes and keep open mind—if there are kind of concerns about filing, or not filing, bring them.  We need open discussion.  

