









November 7, 2007

Open Forums in November to Discuss UF/CCCCD Negotiations 

LMC: Tuesday, November 13, 12:30-2pm, Room 223

DVC: Tuesday, November 13, 3-4:30pm, Room LC101

CCC:  Wednesday, November 14, 3:30-5pm, Room LA101

SRC: Tuesday, November 27, 12:30-2pm, Room W212
The news at a glance --

· Retroactive Raise Money for Part-Timers and Full-Timers’ AC Delayed until Dec. 10

· UF Joins the “Yes on 92” Campaign 

· Rally for Faculty and Staff Coming Dec. 6 at LMC

· Governing Board Vice President Tomi Van de Brooke to Host Yes-on-92 Fundraiser

· Updated Version of UF/CCCCD Contract Now Available On-Line

· UF Election Results and Survey Results Summary

· Negotiations Update: UF Positions and Plans Organized by Issue

· FACCC Dental Plan Available Soon for Part-Timers

· Regular Columns:  “Know Your Contract,” “Benefits Tips” and “President’s Message”
Retroactive Raise Money for Part-Timers and Full-Timer’s AC Delayed until Dec. 10 (while Part-Timers with Benefits Face Double-Deductions in November)

We’re quite sorry to report that the retroactive raise money associated with this year’s 7% salary increase, which full-timers received for their A load in their October 31 paychecks, will not be paid to part-timers or for full-timers’ AC load until December 10.  The delay is apparently due to technical difficulties associated with making retroactive payments to part-time employees whose place on the salary schedule sometimes changes from month to month.  Compounding this disappointment, the part-timers who receive medical benefits were mistakenly not charged for their share of their premiums in October, so the District will be deducting two months of premiums from November paychecks.  Many part-timers received bills for the October premiums, another mistake since premiums should ideally be paid out of pre-tax dollars.  But the District then informed them that they need not pay those bills but could wait for the November deductions.  In any case where the November paycheck is not enough to cover the double deduction, the remaining amount will be deducted from December checks, so that pre-tax dollars can be used.  

The Community College Initiative is now “Proposition 92”

Passing Proposition 92 (The Community College Initiative) ––on the ballot statewide February 5, 2008— has become a top priority for many community college unions around the state, including the UF, because most see it as the best opportunity in decades to improve our funding and ensure future growth.  Details about the proposition are now available online at www.prop92yes.org, and arguments for and against, as well as the legislative analyst’s summary that will appear on the ballot, have been posted under “Recent News” on the UF website.  

Essentially, Proposition 92 does three things:  first, it separates community college funding from K-12 funding and guarantees minimum funding for growth.  Right now, community colleges and K-12 are funded by a system created by another, older ballot initiative, Proposition 98, which sets aside a certain amount of the State’s general fund for public education.  The money is linked to enrollments in the K-12 system, but since community colleges and K-12 don’t always grow at the same rate or at the same time, we often find our funding shrinking precisely when enrollments are growing.  Also, because the community college system’s share of Prop. 98 funding is partly determined by the legislature, under the current arrangement, our funding is unpredictable and often falls victim to political deals during budget negotiations.  Prop. 92 would stabilize our funding and mostly decouple it from politics.  And since community college enrollments are up at the moment (and predicted to rise every year until 2013), while K-12 enrollments in the state are declining, Prop. 92 will ensure that our colleges have the resources to grow with our demographics.  In our District, the projections are that Prop. 92 would mean 10-12 million new dollars in ongoing money in its first full year, and a good deal more in the second and third years.

Second, Prop. 92 stabilizes student fees and lowers them to $15 per unit.  Right now, fees tend to rise or fall based entirely on politics and the state budget.  This year, the State is facing a 6-8 billion dollar shortfall.  If Prop. 92 fails, the chances fees will rise substantially next year seem high.  The last time fees shot up, from $11 to $18 per unit in 2002/2003 and from $18 to $26 in 2003/2004, community college enrollments statewide fell by more than 300,000 students!  When California invented its community college system, the colleges were free to attend.  Today, the legislature seems willing to tax our students with fees whenever their budget projections fall short.  Prop. 92 will increase student access by lowering fees and guaranteeing that they can only rise with the cost of living.

Third, Prop. 92 keeps community college districts independent by writing into the State Constitution a guarantee that districts will continue to be governed by local, elected boards.  There are other provisions in Prop. 92 as well.  It changes the governance structure at the state level to give students two votes rather than one on the statewide board of trustees.  And the Proposition protects its key provisions by requiring a 4/5 vote of the legislature to change the funding structure again.  

How the “Yes on 92” Campaign is Shaping Up

Endorsed by the Statewide Academic Senate, CFT, FACCC, the Community College League (chancellors and trustees), ACCCA (Administrators), CSEA and Local 1 (classified staff), and CCI (California Community College Independents, including the UF), Prop. 92 has broad support in all sectors of the community college world (the statewide Student Senate will vote on endorsing the Proposition Nov. 10).  Early polling also shows statewide support at about 60%.  There is opposition, however.  The California Teachers Association has voted to oppose the measure despite strong support for Prop. 92 from their own community college division.  They claim they are mostly unhappy about the provision requiring a 4/5 vote for the legislature to make future changes.  But it’s clear that some K-12 representatives fear that by protecting a part of the general fund for community college funding, Prop. 92 may make it harder for K-12 to meet their own needs.  This fear is certainly understandable, even though Prop. 92 actually increases the Prop. 98 pot; it does not take any money from K-12.  And most analysts agree that investments in community college students generally provide a high return to the general fund (since a better educated workforce produces and earns more, which results in more tax revenue flowing into the general fund).  Some taxpayers associations have raised similar concerns, despite the fact that Prop. 92 does not raise taxes.  Since the Initiative lowers student fees, some groups fear that it will mean less money overall for other needs.  Student fees, somewhat disturbingly, do not stay in the community college system.  Districts don’t get to keep the money their students pay in tuition.  So in essence, lowering student fees lowers taxes on students, which might seem to produce less revenue for the state.  Again, supporters argue that the increased taxes generated by more college-educated students compensate for any short-term losses.

It isn’t yet clear whether any of the Prop. 92 opponents will buy television ads or otherwise invest money in a “No on 92” campaign.  CTA has allocated 2-4 million dollars for political purposes so far this year, but they have other priorities in the coming election.  Still, the Yes-on-92 campaign is preparing for a fight, and the first step is to raise money.  TV spots that will run in January must be purchased by the end of November to avoid paying hefty surcharges.  So the campaign has only a few short weeks to raise funds.  After November, the priorities will shift towards getting out the vote.

One problem facing faculty, staff and administrators who would like to organize both to raise money and awareness is that state laws prohibit our advocating political positions while we are working.  Faculty may educate students about Prop. 92, but they cannot tell students to vote yes (except outside of class during a break from work).  Even District systems and facilities are not supposed to be used for political aims.  This is so that taxpayer money does not fund one side of a campaign or another.  There is some disagreement over just how far districts must go in restricting political activity.  After all, colleges are traditionally places where political discourse is not only expected but encouraged.  But since the colleges themselves stand to gain if Prop. 92 passes, most are treating it like a local bond measure and trying to keep the campaign off campuses.  Thus District phones, email systems, mail-boxes, and facilities cannot be used to advocate for the Proposition. 

This does not mean that we have to keep the “Yes on 92” campaign off our campuses entirely.  First of all, the union has a legal right to access district facilities, so some political organizing by the UF (or Local 1) is clearly acceptable.  Secondly, educating our students may be just as effective as advocacy.  Thirdly, the students can advocate (they aren’t paid by the public), as can faculty or staff during non-working hours.  So in December, when the UF organizes phone banks and precinct walks and other such events, our members can participate when not at work.

Here’s what we have done so far:  The UF PAC fund has so far sent $10,000 to the campaign, and we voted this week to send another $10,000 plus $3,700 to CCCI so that the organization can contribute in its name to the campaign as well.  (The $3,700 represents 5% of the District-wide fundraising goal, set by the Campaign, of $74,000, a sum that all CCCI members agreed to contribute through CCCI.)  We also held an educational rally with other groups at DVC last September 20 attended by more than 700 students.  We have future rallies planned at LMC and CCC (see below).  We co-sponsored a lecture by CCCI President Richard Hansen about the Proposition at CCC on October 16.  More than 200 students attended.  And at the last Governing Board meeting (on October 24), UF President Jeffrey Michels and Part-Time Committee Chair Deborah Dahl-Shanks both wrote personal checks for $500 each and challenged every Governing Board member and college manager to match or double the contribution.  Several District officials, including DVC President Judy Walters, CCC Vice President Carol Maga, and Governing Board VP Tomi Van de Brooke, wrote checks to the campaign at the end of the night, and we are hopeful that others will follow their lead.

The UF is also encouraging all members to make individual contributions.  The Campaign has asked that all full-time faculty contribute $100 and part-timers $50, in addition to PAC money sent by the union.  Many of our E-Board members have stepped up and done just that.  Checks should be made payable to Californians for Improving Community Colleges and sent to: 512 N. Larchmont Blvd.  Los Angeles, CA  90004.  State law requires that you provide your name, occupation, employer, address, home phone and work phone, and that you sign your name to the page where you list your personal information.  There are envelopes for making contributions available in the UF office. 

Rally for Faculty and Staff Coming at LMC, December 6, 2007

Planning is underway for a Faculty and Staff Appreciation Dinner and Yes-on-92 Rally at LMC on December 6, 2007.  Co-sponsored by FACCC and the UF (and perhaps other groups), the dinner will be catered and served in the LMC Cafeteria (which we’ll be renting and decorating for the occasion).  The plan is to invite faculty, staff and managers, and their families to meet at 6pm for a dinner with holiday entertainment and presentations on the Proposition.  Like our previous DVC rally, one key goal of the event will be to strengthen our academic and community partnerships.  We’re also planning at least one and perhaps two events for students at LMC, perhaps including one the same day as our dinner.  Look for more details soon.  A CCC event in January is also in the works.

CCCCD Governing Board Vice President Tomi Van de Brooke to Host Yes-on-92 Fundraiser at Her Orinda Home on Saturday, November 17

All faculty, staff, managers and friends are welcome to attend Tomi Van de Brooke’s upcoming reception at her home in Orinda to support Proposition 92.  Space is limited, however, so if you would like an invitation or know someone to whom you think an invitation should be sent, please contact Patti in the UF office soon.  The reception will be Saturday, November 17, from 2-4pm.  Several community and District leaders are expected to attend, including our UF President and the local Yes-on-92 Campaign Manager, Linda Cushing.  Also listed on the invitation are Governing Board President Jo Ann Cookman, Tony Gordon, Sheila Grilli, Helen Benjamin, Mike West (President, Local 1), and Contra Costa County Supervisors Susan Bonilla and John Gioia.  This is an excellent opportunity to share a glass of wine and perhaps your opinions about the District with a Governing Board member, but if you come, please bring your checkbook!

Updated Version of UF/CCCCD Contract Now On-Line

An updated version of the UF/CCCCD contract is now available for consultation or download on the UF Website.  And a new printed version should be available soon.  The current version of the Contract that many faculty have in their offices has not been updated since 2000.  Last summer, a UF team reviewed all of the agreements since the last printing, and proofread a revised contract.  And this fall, the UF and District HR have met several times to make the needed changes.  One final step remains, however, and this is delaying the printing of new contracts.  This step entails integrating into the contract language whose destination was not specified in negotiations.  For example, the new rehire rights agreement clearly belongs in the contract, but our negotiating teams last year did not discuss where it would go.  Should it be its own article or does it belong in some other article?  There are such questions related to several agreements, dating back even to 2002/2003.  And since it does make some difference where a provision appears in the contract (in case of disputes or future re-openers in negotiations), we have agreed that our negotiating teams this year will need to sign off before we can finalize a revised contract.  So there are several missing paragraphs from the new version available on-line, but it is nearly up-to-date and certainly much closer than we had before. 

The “Appendix X” Evaluation Procedure Books are also out of date and out of print, but since we will be opening Article 17 on Evaluations this year (see below), we will probably wait until negotiations are concluded to print revised versions of those books.

UF Election Results and Recent Survey Results Available On-Line

All candidates for Executive Board ran unopposed in the recent UF Elections and so were declared elected.  Those past appointees who needed to be confirmed were likewise all confirmed.  The exact results of each election are available at the UF Website under “Recent News.”  Although there are no open spots on the E-Board at present, we do expect some vacancies beginning in the spring, so anyone wishing to join the E-Board (which meets every other Thursday, from 2:15-5pm at DVC) should contact Jeff or Patti in the UF office.

265 faculty responded to our General UF Survey in October.  The full results, including all the comments made by members, are available under “Recent News” on the UF Website.  The key issues stressed by survey respondents were clearly salary and new full-time hires.  70% also ranked “Improving the District’s Enrollment Management Policies” as very important or urgent. The UF Executive Board will use the survey results to help establish priorities and to guide UF policies, so we very much appreciate the time and care many members spent in responding. 

Negotiations Update:  UF Plans and Positions by Issue

Summary
We will not be negotiating salary this year, since the formula agreed to last year will determine our raise in 2008/2009.  Only if that formula fails to produce a raise above COLA will we reopen Article 20 and reopen salary talks for 08/09.  

Both sides have a contractual right, however, to open two articles each this year.  The District has informed the UF that they will open Article 17 (“Evaluation of Faculty”) and Article 7 (“Faculty Load/Class Size”).  And the UF Executive Board voted at our last meeting to open Article 11 (“Reassigned Time”) and Article 12 (“Leaves”). We have also mutually agreed to negotiate some improvements to the part-time rehire preference rights agreement, and a District/UF workgroup has already met once to discuss possible changes.  The four articles to be opened will be “sunshined” (officially announced) at the November 19 Governing Board meeting, which will allow for negotiations to start soon thereafter.  

We have agreed again this year to use Interest Based Bargaining and to follow a task-centered approach that will restrict our focus within each article to accomplishing specifically defined tasks (and allow the negotiating teams, with mutual agreement, to open other articles as needed to accomplish the tasks at hand).  A discussion of tasks and articles follows below.

Evaluations
Although it is the District that’s officially opening Article 17, the UF has for years been fielding complaints about the evaluation forms and procedures, and so we’re glad to try to make some progress in this area.  Of those faculty who responded to our recent survey, most agreed that all the faculty evaluation forms, including those that students fill out, need to be revised.  And with part-time rehire preference rights now closely tied to the evaluation process, the forms and procedures have become more important than ever.  

Among the issues our faculty have raised are these:  ESL students especially have trouble navigating the student forms; yes-or-no questions should not be answered by “strongly agree” or “agree”; the summary results should be renamed so that “exceeds standards” is not the standard for excellence; the forms should have more pedagogical value.  Some feel that rehire rights have placed too much power and responsibility in the hands of a single evaluator (and propose therefore that part-timers be evaluated more often or by more than one faculty member in their 7th semester).  Some worry that the current system sometimes seems to divide part-time and full-time faculty.  And with such low full-time to part-time ratios at our colleges, many departments struggle to complete all the needed evaluations. 

Our plan is to create a joint UF/Senate task force to work on some proposals for improving the forms and processes.  Anyone interested in contributing ideas should contact either a UF or Senate representative.   

Leaves

The UF has chosen to open Article 12 this year in part because with most of the District’s new money already spoken for (88 percent will go to salaries, according to our formula), “Leaves” seems like an area where we could improve faculty working conditions without much added cost.  And while revising evaluation procedures will be hugely complex, our proposals related to leaves should be relatively straightforward.  We’d like to improve Maternity Leave and Family Leave, especially.  The maximum of six days leave for a sick child has simply not proved adequate, as several members have complained recently to the UF.  We’re interested in hearing from members about other leave-related complaints or suggestions.  Please contact an E-Board member or email the UF with comments.

Reassigned Time

 The “task” here will probably exceed Article 11.  For example, our speech-team coaches deserve some reassigned time for all their work outside of class, and this would require a change to Article 7.  But the UF is opening Article 11 as a starting place for better compensating our department chairs, coaches and others who take on duties beyond the normal load of teaching and professional service.  Our Contract Committee is working on a proposal for changing the formula to allow for more reassigned time at each college.  At present, the formula is partly tied to the salary schedule, so our 7% salary increase this year also raised the amount allocated to reassigned time.  But salary increases seem unlikely to offer enough relief.  Too many of our chairs and others are overburdened and under-compensated, so we’ll be seeking more release time and perhaps a more transparent process.

Load
The District’s lead negotiator, Associate Vice Chancellor of Human Resources Gene Huff, says the District is opening Article 7 in connection to the general task of increasing efficiency (what the District sometimes calls “productivity” and the UF “profitability”).  And this is some cause for concern.  Where the District seems to emphasize the FTES to FTEF ratio (how many students each faculty member serves), the UF insists that productivity should be defined mainly by how much or how well we serve each student.  Far from Load being the key to growth and efficiency, improving our enrollment management policies seems to the UF far more central.  And this has more to do with scheduling than with load.  The recent analysis presented by CLARUS, a marketing firm hired by the District to analyze our public profile and practices, suggests a wide range of areas where we could improve efficiency without any changes to faculty load.  (This report will be presented to the Governing Board on November 19 at CCC at 4pm in HS101, and is also available on video at all three campuses.  Contact Patti in the UF office for more info.)

We don’t yet know what the District will propose in terms of load or efficiency, but the UF has been researching a practice that significantly increased efficiency at Foothill/De Anza called “no-load units” or “embedded units.”  This plan essentially attaches an extra contact hour to some classes without adding to the load for faculty or the units students receive for taking the course.  A history class, for example, might be listed in the schedule as 3 units of lecture and 1 unit TBA.  The TBA unit is a research project that requires a certain amount of library time including consultation with a reference librarian, meetings with faculty in the writing center, and perhaps office hour visits.  By completing the project and clocking in at the library and writing center, the student increases his or her contact with instructors.  But since the library and writing center are already staffed, no extra faculty hours are paid.  So FTES increase without increasing FTEF.  The same may be accomplished with an on-line tutorial.  We still have to do more research to find out exactly how the program works and how to make sure it conforms to state guidelines, but it does seem like a way we might improve efficiency without lowering quality.

Certainly, the UF will resist any efforts to increase faculty workload or lower class quality by increasing student-teacher ratios.  There may be room for some trade-offs in the area of Load; there are clearly some changes that faculty would like to see.  For example, we’d like to change the rule that requires full-timers to sometimes serve ½ an office hour on a day they don’t teach.  We’d like to see part-timers able to offer more office hours and be paid for their time.  We’d like to see our science labs (and others that require preparation and grading) paid at the same level as lecture courses.  But our top priority in any discussion of load will be to protect the quality of our courses by not overloading our faculty or our classrooms.

Scheduling
Neither side has chosen to open Article 8 on Scheduling, though this seems to the UF to be at least as important as Load in improving the District’s enrollment management policies (and thereby increasing growth and efficiency).  The faculty who responded to our survey indicated overwhelming support for the notion that class cancellations should be decided with more department input, and this seems likely to come up in negotiations even if certain sections of Article 8 need to be opened once negotiations are underway.

Credit for Publishing and Other Academic Work
There are some key changes to Article 20 that members have suggested, related to units one may earn by publishing a book or completing other academic projects.  Under the current contract, these activities earn lower-division units, where the UF contends that they should receive upper-division units.  The District does seem willing to make some changes in this area, but for the time being, the discussion has been postponed.  Since Article 20 will reopen as a matter of course in 2008/2009, we have elected to wait until then to push for these changes.

Benefits
A number of proposals are being considered by the district-wide Benefits Committee.  These include offering a full PPO to all benefits-eligible members and offering dental and vision insurance to part-timers.  If the Committee agrees on a proposal, there is some chance the UF and District might agree to open Article 21 this year to make the needed changes.  But this seems most likely to be an area for discussion in 2008/2009.  In the meantime, the UF has teamed up with FACCC to be able to offer a dental plan to our part-timers (see details below).

Part-Time Rehire Preference Rights

A workgroup made of Deborah Dahl-Shanks and Jeffrey Michels for the UF and Gene Huff and Gill Rodriquez for the District met once to discuss the current agreement and ways we might improve upon it.  The UF began by presenting the District with a lengthy collection of complaints compiled from both part-timers and chairs in the past six months.  After reading over the many pages of narrative, we went on to explore possible solutions.  The UF is now in the process of preparing a list of potential changes, which we will circulate, both on-line and through campus mail, to get as much feedback from faculty as possible.  Here, as elsewhere, we hope to coordinate with the Academic Senates as well, since the rehire rights process is not simply contractual but connects to academic and professional matters, including scheduling and evaluations.  We will take the next month or so to collect opinions and to agree on some proposals.  And then we will likely meet as a workgroup one more time before we bring this issue into official negotiations.  We all recognize that the agreement will probably never be made perfect, but we are optimistic that we can make it better by addressing some of the problems our faculty encountered in the first year of implementation.

Delta Dental Plan Available for Part-Timers through FACCC

The UF believes that the District should offer dental and vision benefits to part-time faculty who qualify for benefits.  And we are pressing that case and seeking options in our district-wide Benefits Committee.  But at present in our district, no dental coverage is available to part-timers.  A new Delta Dental plan, however, will become available to all our members in January through FACCC (the Faculty Association of California Community Colleges).  To be eligible, faculty must be members of FACCC (which costs $5 per month for part-timers).  Members may choose between a PPO and HMO, and prices range from $18.16 a month for 1 member; $29.97 for 2; $44.32 for a family of 3 or more (HMO) to $39.85 a month; $71.74 for 2 and $120 for 3 or more (PPO).  For more details about coverage and the application, check the FACCC website at www.faccc.org.  The information is not on the website yet, but it should be soon.

Know Your Contract: Office Hours

The various contractual obligations we have regarding office hours are covered, for the most part, by Article 7.8 of the contract, but also by 7.2.5 and 12.7.3.  In general, all full-time faculty are required to hold five office hours a week with no more than one and one-half hours on any given day.  Faculty teaching online courses may hold online office hours in the same ratio as their online load.  For example, if a full-time faculty member teaches 20% online, then 20% of his or her office hours, or 1 of the 5 hours, may be held online as well.  

Similarly, office hours are proportional to instructional assignment for faculty whose load is divided between instructional and non-instructional duties. Faculty, for example, whose instructional load is 50% must hold 50% of the office hours required of a full-load (2.5. hours).  Because office hours are connected to classroom hours, non-instructional assignments do not require any office hours.  Faculty on a reduced load due to banking are required to hold office hours according to their total assignment.  For example, if a faculty member whose full fall load is 5 courses has banked a class by teaching a summer course so that the fall load is now 4 courses, that professor is still required to hold office hours as if he or she were teaching a full load.

Part-time instructors have no office hour obligations. They may choose, however, to hold and be paid for office hours based on the following loads: .2-.399 load =one-half hour; .4-.599 load=one hour; .6 load=one and one-half hours.  These hours are compensated according to the “Other Academic Services Salary Schedule.”

The above is for informational purposes only and cannot replace a careful reading of the contract, which can be accessed through the UF website: http://www.ufccccd.org.

New Column:  “Benefits Tips” – Getting the Most out of VSP Eyecare

A complete guide to benefits plans and options is available from the District on-line at www.4cd.net/human_resources/benefits.   This is worth looking over if you’ve never seen it.

For full-timers (the only ones at the moment who get VSP Vision Insurance) who wear glasses, we have a few hot tips to get the most out of your plan.

1.  Glasses can be replaced every year with full coverage in most cases.

2.  Scratch coated, polycarbonate, and progressive lenses are insured for scratches for one year from the date of purchase. You can easily have your scratched lenses replaced free of charge with almost no questions asked in most cases. Make sure that you bring your scratched glasses back to your eye doctor within the one-year time frame.

3.  Glare coating adds another year to your scratch insurance.

4.  In addition to prescription glasses, you can also have a pair of computer glasses at no charge (with new lenses yearly and frames replaced every two years, up to $80).

5.  Your entire family is covered by this same great insurance.

For more info check with your eye doctor or review the plan on the District website at http://www.4cd.net/human_resources/benefits/VSP/VSPBenefitSummary.pdf.  Let us know if you have any problems.
President’s Message

“I want to address three key areas: spending the faculty’s money; protecting the faculty’s rights; and what your union can do for you.  I bring up money for two reasons: first, because the Executive Board voted just this week to send off a healthy handful of your money to the Yes-on-92 campaign, and second, because we’re about to review the UF’s budget as our fiscal year has ended.  Before the end of the month, you should receive a proposed UF budget for next year.  Mostly, I just want faculty to know that we take their trust seriously, that we don’t spend your money lightly.  We know that PAC money (kept separate from our operating fund) is contributed by our membership mostly to be spent on local elections or on issues that have a direct effect on all our lives and careers.  Prop. 92 may be a state ballot initiative, but we consider it to be of major local importance.  If it passes, our salaries will go up; our students will have better access to our classes.  If it fails, our working and teaching conditions are likely to worsen.  And as is often true in politics, however sadly, the difference between winning and losing may ultimately come down to money.  We haven’t emptied the PAC’s coffers; we know that part of our charge is to save for the future since we can’t know what lies ahead.  But we are financially supporting the Initiative because we see it as an investment in ourselves and in our students.

As far as the UF’s operating budget goes, details will be available soon, but it is safe to say that we need to consider some changes going forward in order to remain strong.  Our dues have not gone up in many years, yet I’ve learned that they’re not really out of line with the other independent unions in the state.  (They are much lower than CFT and CTA affiliates, of course.)  One problem seems to be that our District pays for less release time for union leaders than do other districts, so we spend more money on personnel than other independent unions.  Perhaps we can remedy this through negotiation.  But as we enter into internal discussions in the next few weeks to prepare a budget for your review, we will begin by looking for ways to cut costs.  We will also be discussing ways to make the UF’s budget process more transparent in the future, including more regular financial reports to the members.  

As we begin negotiations now on non-financial matters, several faculty have written to me asking that the UF take care to protect faculty rights as our first priority and not to get too caught up in making new policy.  This strikes me as wise and worth repeating.  Our main charge is not to reinvent the contract but to protect those rights we have.  That said, we will not fear to negotiate or to make improvements where they seem needed.  Our goals must be modest.  We will not reinvent the rehire rights process or the evaluation procedures to make them perfect.  They will never be perfect.  But where experience has revealed trouble spots, we will aim for improvements.  

This brings me to my last point: what your union can do for you . . . and what it does.  I know that some will be expecting here a Kennedy-like turn to what you can do for your union, but that’s covered elsewhere throughout Table Talk.  Perhaps most obviously, the Union is a source of information.  We field questions about healthcare, retirement, sick leave and banked load, anything having to do with rules and procedures.  Less publicly, on a day-to-day basis, completely outside of formal negotiations, the Union works to protect your rights and resolve disputes.  We hear from faculty members every day.  Some have purely personal issues: their load has been miscalculated or they’re concerned about a hiring practice or evaluation procedure.  Others bring up issues that affect everyone at their college.  At LMC recently, a faculty member reported that she’d been told she could not bank summer load.  In fact, the contract guarantees this right, and after discussion and review, the District confirmed that their “unofficial” implementation of this policy had been in error.  At CCC last month, a department chair sought advice from the Union when she was told by a dean that her office-hour obligation was five hours a week even though with release time, her instructional load was less than 90%.  Indeed, the contract stipulates that the office-hour obligation is tied to instructional load, and CCC had been mistakenly ignoring this.  Whether the dispute is small or large, personal or far-reaching, confidential or public, the UF listens, researches, consults the contract and the lawyer that we keep on retainer, meets in many cases with managers and sometimes groups, and seeks to ensure that faculty are treated fairly and according to their contractual rights.  In most cases, we’ve resolved conflicts to the mutual satisfaction of affected faculty and management.  And where disagreements linger, we are turning to the bargaining table and in some cases even District Governance Council to seek policy changes.

We don’t win them all, and we mostly don’t publicize our successes.  But our faculty need to know what we do.  Before I became UF president, I must admit I had little sense of how much of the UF’s role was responding to faculty complaints.  I realize now that this is probably because when the UF does its job well, most conflicts are quietly resolved.  

Voltaire once wrote that “the perfect is the enemy of the good.”  Certainly our UF is not perfect.  Our district is not perfect.  Our contract and our agreements are not perfect.  But from my vantage point, I see pretty clearly that we’re doing a good job.  I don’t mean me; I’m not trying to toot my own horn.  I mean the UF, the E-Board, the committees.  It’s mostly working.  It’s a good investment.  Faculty turn to us when they need help, and we’re mostly able to provide it.  We can do better, and we have some new ideas for improving UF services.  We certainly have no shortage of challenges.  But insofar as we all pay dues to the UF to ensure that our rights will be protected, our interests looked after and advanced, I just want to confirm that this is exactly what’s happening.  We take the faculty’s trust seriously, and we’ll enter into budgeting, politics and negotiations this year with hope and caution and also with a sober understanding of our responsibilities.”

Join the UF Listserv!

Email ufccccd-subscribe@yahoogroups.com.  Put “subscribe” in the subject line.  If you have any trouble, call Patti in the UF Office, extension 2502.

Part-Timer Communications

Part-timers should also join the CCCCD PT Faculty Listserv.  Email deborahadahl@aol.com with a non-district email address; include your name and college.  Join the listserv and stay informed!

UNITED FACULTY EXECUTIVE BOARD MEMBERS

Contra Costa College
Los Medanos College

Vern Cromartie
Nancy Bachmann


Stuart Lichter
Casy Cann-Figel (Part-Time Rep.)

Jeffrey Michels
(President)


Erich Holtmann

Scott Oldenburg (Part-Time Rep. and 

Joana Perry-Folino

Table-Talk editor)

Michael Zilber (Vice-President)

Fritz Pointer (Vice-President)

Rudy Zeller









Diablo Valley College


Emmanuel Akanyirige



Mary Ulrich


Glenn Appell (Vice President)


Steve Padover





Deborah Dahl-Shanks (Part-Time Rep.)
Sue Shattuck (Past President)


Bruce Koller




Ted Walker


Jesse Lovell




Donna Wapner (Faculty Advocate)



UNITED FACULTY OFFICE (DVC FO 121)

Patti Acuña, Administrative Assistant

(925) 685-1230 x2502 or 680-1771  fax (925) 680-7283

e-mail uf@ufccccd.org  website:  www.ufccccd.org
(Email Jeffrey Michels at ufjeffmichels@gmail.com)
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