E-Board 2/21/11
Present: Sam, Dan, Wes, JD, Heather, Lauren, Chet, Glenn, Lisa
Heather moves to approve previous meeting minutes.

Wes seconds. 
Passes.
Officer Reports:

Heather:

-Nothing to report.
Chet:

-Wants to talk about possible future board members, future agenda item.
JD:

-Nothing to report.
Dan:

-Nothing to report.

Lauren:

-Will update website with officer info.

-Fliers for EOT party and Spring GMM on their way.
Conversation about GMM date ensures.. People have conflicts with most early dates in Spring term. Still week 2?

Wes:

-Will be gone March 5th, the date for the winter volunteer activity. Needs a “point person” to cover for him. …silence…(except for JD pretending like he’s considering it). Wes will take to E-Council. 
-Get your bands together for the Cover-Up!

Sam: 

-Went to fiscal analysis thing put on by faculty campaign. UO has tons of money. Excess. Lets post it [presentation data] on the website.  Administration costs far exceeded teaching salaries in terms of growth. 
-HC Trust met Thursday. Renewal looks good so far. 

-PLAN (legislative lobby thing). Someone can go on AFT’s dime up to Salem.

-We don’t have a newsletter, so how about an informative email? To Discussion and E-Council lists?

-Thank you staff for coming in on a holiday! Comp time! 
Staff Reports:

Lisa:
-Echo’s Trust meeting stuff. Renewal looks good. 
-Talked to Kassy about keeping track of spring graduates for removal from HC. Kassys working on it. 

Glenn:
-People want to go to the Higher Ed Conference. Chet, Mara, Heather, Norland, Bryce. AFT only pays airfare and registration for 2. Mara’s covered already. JD says we could possibly move some money around to pay for them. 
-Election underway. 1/5 way to quorum already, no hiccups. 

-AGEL sent info about how to help our brothers and sisters in Wisconsin. Spread the word.

-Talked to Counseling/Psych applicants about leadership and social opportunities, and health care.  
-Architecture dept gal had a .49 x 2, and in spring went to Montana State to do some work. Housing Innovation offered to hire her for wages. Glenn said: no. Lady wasn’t happy. Said she worked for wages before, 10 hrs a week. Glenn said: not good.. Asked Kassy to talk to the department and make sure they know. 
Other Business: 

Pizza:

Wes: We can order pizza for protestors in Madison.  

Sam: Discussion?

JD: We can do it money wise.

Overwhelming support from everyone.

Chet moves we put 50$ towards pizza.

Heather seconds.

Passes unanimously.

Arbitration:

Sam recaps board discussion on the 2 Arbitration matters. 
Article 3: 
-The board views this as a particular interpersonal communication that doesn’t represent a threat to our ability to communicate with our members. 

-Even if we won arbitration, we would likely get a reaffirmation of the limits of University authority, vis a vis union communication, which we have already largely established. 
-“X” had other means/channels of communication available (which he used) that were reasonable. 

-We don’t believe we’d win this arbitration. Neither does AFT-OR. 
-It’s not worth the financial risk.

Chet moves to deny Article 3 Arbitration request.

Heather seconds.
Passes unanimously. Wes abstains. 

Article 10, 13:
-Workplace issue cannot be clearly separated out. 

-Evidence of workplace harassment doesn’t exist.

-Don’t expect arbiter to rule with us.

-Don’t think its winnable. Neither does AFT-OR.

Dan moves to deny Article 10/13 Arbitration request. 

Heather seconds.

-Chet suggests we ask him again for evidence. 

-Sam suggests we’ve already asked. Glenn specifically asked for packet of information and “X” refused to pass it along.

-Chet is satisfied. 

Passes Unanimously. Wes abstains. 
Addendum:

In making its decision, the board kept three things in mind: the threat to the union represented by the UO's actions described in the grievances, the financial cost of arbitration, and the likelihood the union would win at arbitration. The cost was considered too high for fighting what the board  felt would most likely be losing propositions. 

As part of its deliberation, the board sought the opinion of AFT-OR field staff Karen Bartholomew and Executive Director Richard Schwarz—both of whom have substantial experience taking grievances to arbitration—and the board concluded neither grievance has enough merit to prevail in arbitration. Their professional opinion has been taken into consideration as part of the board’s decision to not proceed to arbitration. 

Explanation for denying Article 8, 10, 13 grievance.

To summarize the board's position: for a successful arbitration, the harassment and discrimination X described must be demonstrably based in the work-site and provable. 

The examples X provided in the grievance, and elaborated on when X came to meet with board, seemed less about X’s employment status and more about being a graduate student (e.g., Feminist RIG, Sociology graduate course, department film screening, city softball league, etc.). 

Ultimately, the board rejected the request because there was not enough concrete evidence to take to an arbiter. The board felt the evidence it would be forced to use was based largely on hearsay. 

Regarding the Article 13 violation, the union filed a Step 3 grievance (November 18, 2010) against the University addressing these issues. The Sociology Department and Graduate School met our remedies and complied with the steps laid out in the CBA. 

Explanation for denying Article 3 grievance. 

To summarize the board's position: for a successful arbitration, the board would have to prove your email was official union business, that there were no other venues of communication available, and that the union was specifically prohibited from communicating with its members. 

While creating an intramural sports team fits the GTFF's long standing practice of using informal social activities as union organizing, it was not officially sanctioned by the board. It was a voluntary effort X had the initiative to undertake. 

During our investigation it became clear X utilized the department's list serve to send messages about the team. The UO did not prevent X from using the list serve (even though the department has the right to do so). Only when X chose to contact a specific member (a member who clearly indicated she wanted no contact with X) and this member sought relief from the UO, did the UO step in. 

Article 3 is drafted with the union, not specific members, in mind and the board  felt the union's right to communicate with its members was not, and is not, compromised. The union has been able to send out emails about official union business unimpeded. The board determined our organizing efforts are not threatened in any way.

The board looked at a January 21, 2011 letter from the Assistant Dean for Graduate Student Affairs where she indicates an appropriate remedy to your grievance might be that the Office of Student Conduct is sent a reminder “[...] that the Graduate School should be consulted in the event that a student conduct case involves a perceived connection to the GTFF, to a graduate student working in his/her capacity as a GTF, or to the possibility of a graduate student acting in his/her capacity as a GTFF officer or steward.” The board felt the best outcome of arbitration would get it to this current understanding the union has with the UO.   

The board acknowledged no one could know what X was feeling when the actions described in the grievances were taking place. However after carefully considering the matters at hand, the board must decline the requests for arbitration.

Chet moves to adjourn.

Dan seconds.

Passes unanimously.

