
Geneva Education Association’s Response to the Board of Education’s Final Offer 
- Comprehensive Version - 

There are a number of points made in the Board’s proposal that Geneva Education 
Association feels need clarification: 
 
p.I paragragh 2- “The Board has honored that commitment. To be quite honest, we do not feel 
that commitment has been reciprocated by the GEA.”  
 

Clarification:  The GEA adhered to the confidentiality agreement until the beginning of 
mediation.  In negotiations, confidentiality agreements are no longer valid once 
mediation has been requested. 

 
p.I under Negotiations Overview- “Now, as you know, in previous negotiations, the District 
has developed its own modified version of IBB in which sub-committees comprised of GEA and 
Board members were formed.” 
 

Clarification: Use of sub-groups outside of compensation were only a part of the 
negotiation for the 2009-2012 contract.  As was made clear in the pre-negotiation 
meetings, the GEA was uncomfortable continuing in this format due to the number of 
instances in which agreements were not honored.  

 
p. I-II under Negotiations Overview- During previous negotiations… Each sub-committee was 

assigned language and/or economic issues at the outset (although the more difficult economic issues 

such as salary and retirement were addressed last and by the entire group) 

 

Correction: During previous negotiations a sub-group on compensation began working at the 

outset of negotiations and presented to the group early in the process before language issues 

were agreed upon.  It is true that later in the process the group presented options, but both 

teams had an accurate financial picture the entire time they worked to consensus on language 

issues. 

 

p. II paragraph 2- “While the use of the standard IBB process in and of itself is not an issue, 

during the first three months of negotiations, the GEA refused to agree and sign off on any language 

issues proposed by the Board and even some proposed by the GEA, stating instead that it would not 

agree to anything until compensation was finalized.” 

 

Correction:  During the first three months, the GEA reached two tentative agreements with 

the Board on working conditions.  The GEA also agreed to the use of limited sub-groups on 

contract language issues and special education issues. GEA worked in good faith on all 

issues. It should be noted that the School Board put off the discussion on fair share until 

compensation was settled.   

 

p. II paragraph 3- “Nonetheless, since economic issues were of such great importance to the GEA, 

the Board reluctantly agreed to postpone negotiations for the entire month of May and much of June 

until your union finance representative from the IEA-NEA could attend on June 21.” 

 

Correction:  A sub-group on compensation continued to meet throughout May.   

 

Correction:  The June 21st date was the first date that could be mutually agreed upon by the 



Board of Education, Geneva Education Association, the IEA-NEA finance representative and 

the district consultant from PMA.  

 

p. II paragraph 3- “Nearly a month went by before we were able to arrange the first mediation 

session, as you were on vacation for most of July.” 

 

Clarification:  The process of picking a mediator and arranging dates that worked in his 

schedule is what caused this delay.  The GEA negotiating team continued its work while Mrs. 

Young was on vacation, participating in a mediation session on July 19th.  

 

p. II paragraph 5- “While we felt that we were getting closer to resolving those economic issues 

with the help of our federal mediator, the GEA filed impasse on October 12, at which point we 

commenced preparation of this offer.” 

 

Correction:  The GEA disagrees with the Board’s perception that we were getting closer 

therefore we declared impasse. Our declaration of impasse in no way means that we no 

longer wish to continue negotiating. 

 

p. III paragraph 1- “To this end, every other employee group in this District has taken a salary 

freeze at some point over the course of the GEA’s recent contract.” 

 

Clarification:  This statement is misleading.  The non-unionized groups (everyone else) do 

not have a meaningful voice in their negotiation.  Also, only 14 of 28 administrators have 

taken a hard freeze.   

 

p. III paragraph 2- “Teachers in neighboring districts, including St. Charles, have taken a hard 

salary freeze for an entire school year. Teachers in other districts, including Kaneland, agreed to re-

open contracts to renegotiate salaries.” 

 

Clarification: The teachers in these districts had to take a hard freeze because their 

districts did not have sufficient funds in reserve.  They were facing the prospect of cuts to 

programs and staff.  This is not the case in Geneva.  

 

p. III paragraph 4- “In light of all the spending cuts that have been made, the Board cannot 

continue to justify paying the GEA President a full day’s salary for a half a day’s work so that the 

other half of the day can be devoted to union activities.” 

 

Clarification:  This statement implies that association activities have no benefit to our district.  

The value of this release time for the GEA President is great given the limited opportunities 

for communication between staff and the administration.  This release time manifests itself 

through the resolution of conflicts between the staff and the administration before they would 

result in grievances being filed.  Avoidance of grievances is a positive both for the health of 

the staff/administrator relationship and for the reduced consultation with lawyers retained by 

the district. 

 

p. III paragraph 5- “To this end, Board Policy requires the District to maintain its reserves at a 

minimum of 30% of its average annual expenditures, which it has done.” 

 

Clarification:  While this is the board policy, it should also be noted that this is also above the 

state recommendation of 180 days of operating costs. 
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p. III paragraph 5- “District to maintain an excellent bond rating which, in turn, gives the District 

flexibility to restructure its debt obligations (currently in excess of $300 million including principal 

and interest) to provide relief to taxpayers.” 

 

Clarification:  When referring to the minutes from the April 13th meeting, the debt was at 

$153 million. 

 

p. V from paragraph 5, p. IV- “If the District dips into its reserves to pay increased salaries this 

year, it will have to: 1) continue to dip into reserves year after year; 2) increase the tax levy; and/or 3) 

cut educational programming. The Board does not see any of these options as viable.” 

 

Correction:  The district does not need to dip into the reserves when it is operating with a 

$3.15 million surplus in the education fund.   

 

p. V General Point 3- “We have kept our compensation package competitive and feel that the 

current proposal remains competitive.” 

 

Correction:  See charts below 
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p. 2 under Board Salary Cost Summary- “The District’s salary schedule costs for 2011/2012 

were $27,248,068. The Board’s proposed salary schedule is projected to cost $27,248,750 for 

20102/2013.  The one-time, non-recurring stipend is projected to cost the District an additional 

$18,000.  The board’s proposed salary schedule is projected to cost $27,630,233 for 2013/2014, and 

$28,276, 813 for 2014/2015. 

 

Clarification: The increased cost from year one to year two is $381,483. The increased cost 

from year two to year three is $646,580. 

 

p. 3 under Rationale for Board Tuition Reimbursement Proposal- “Tuition reimbursement 

is an attractive benefit which helps Geneva retain its teachers and mitigate any beginning salary 

differential with surrounding school districts.” 

 

Clarification:  This assumes that the program rewards teachers with the movement they were 

promised. 

 

p. 7 under Board Health Insurance Proposal Details- “Board will pay 95% individual 

insurance premium costs (PPO and HMO); no change to family insurance premium costs (PPO and 

HMO); more expensive PPO 400 plan for teachers will be eliminated.” 

 

Clarification:  The elimination of the more expensive PPO 400 has no financial impact to the 

district. The PPO 400 plan is only more expensive for the teacher.  The teacher pays the 

difference between the PPO 400 and PPO 750. 

 

p. 12 bullet point 2- “The number of involuntary transfers each school year is very small, typically 

averaging no more than two or three among over 400 teachers.” 

 

Clarification:  The district defines involuntary transfers as movement between buildings.  

GEA would like to expand that definition to include transfers to another grade or subject 

within the same building which are more frequent.   

 

p. 12 bullet point 5- “At a time when seniority is no longer the most important factor in 

determining who is to be dismissed first when staff positions must be reduced, this is not the time to 

elevate seniority above other criteria used to make transfer decisions.” 

 

Correction:  We are asking that seniority be one of a number of criteria. 

 

p. 15 in Supervisory Duty Box-  “In an effort to provide more instructional support to middle 

school students in math, the middle school administration has assigned math teachers and their 

students to the same study hall during the school day.” 

 

Clarification:  Math teachers that teach a study hall have always been assigned their own 

students because they are supervising a study hall for their grade.   

 

p. 15 bullet point 2- “The GEA has indicated that it wants study halls at the middle school to 

remain study halls in the traditional sense, with limited teacher interaction with students.” 

 

Clarification:  Teachers have always been receptive and become involved in student-

generated questions during study hall.   

 

  



p. 17 Special Education bullet point 3- “Changing the definition of the middle school study hall 

supervised by special education teachers from a supervisory period to an instructional period;” 

 

Correction:  The Special Education teachers have always instructed rather than supervised 

during special education study halls.  As such the use of the phrase, “supervised by special 

education teachers” is inaccurate. 


