









February 28, 2006

Important Meetings to Attend in March & April

Thursday, March 16th &         Open Forums with Six Organizations Interested in Affiliation 

Friday, March 17th
with the UF, 2:00 – 5:00 pm, DVC (Exact Location TBA)


Mondays, 


Interest-Based Bargaining Training Sessions, 1:00 – 8:00 pm,

April 3rd & 10th 

BFL Community Room at DVC.  Open to all faculty. 

                                               Administrative leave and flex credit available.

Look for flyers announcing these upcoming events and note related articles in this Table Talk.

The news at a glance —

· Important March and April Events
· President’s Message: State Budget Uncertainties
· Calendar Negotiations: Fifth Flex Day Refused

·  An Interest-Based Bargaining Workshop: Solving Problems Collaboratively?

·  “Part-time Talk”: No Resolution on Re-employment Preference Article  
· Committee Speak: PAC Prepares for Governing Board Election & Six Groups Respond to Affiliation Questionnaires
· “The Advantages and Disadvantages of Affiliation”: A Report 

President’s Message: 

Negotiations About Salary Restoration Amid 

State Budget Uncertainties

UF and District teams meet this week to work out details and ground rules for using interest-based bargaining for negotiations, and while restoration of salary is a top priority for both sides, discussions about salary and any financial issues will take place against the backdrop of a statewide battle over the 2006-2007 funding for California community colleges.  When Governor Schwarzenegger announced his proposed 2006-2007 budget in January, California community colleges were encouraged by much needed increases for programs and services. Now, in the last few weeks, a battle has emerged among community college districts over the formula to be used for allocating some of these funds, the resolution of which could cost the CCCCD almost $5 million of the dollars it expected to receive.

First some good news:  The Governor’s January budget proposal includes a 5.18% increase in COLA (cost of living allowance), which would bring over $6 million to this district.  His proposal also includes funds for 3% enrollment growth at community colleges; however, since CCCCD’s enrollment will remain below its base amount of $31,000 + students and may not even reach its 2005-2006 goals, there is no likelihood that it will receive any of those funds. The prospect of increasing enrollment is further challenged by the Governor’s refusal to lower the cost of student fees, which some analysts feel has cost the statewide community college system almost 300,000 students and certainly hasn’t helped CCCCD’s enrollment. 

About the conflict:  An important aspect of the Governor’s proposal, that of equalization funding, would provide a sizable increase in funding for the CCCCD.  Because of a complex formula the State uses to allocate funds to community colleges, some districts, one of which is CCCCD, have received fewer dollars per FTES than other districts for many years. Two years ago, the State budget included funds to bring more equity in funding to these districts so that by 2006-2007, the historically under-funded districts would be receiving 90% of what other districts receive. In 2004-2005, our district received $3,113,267 in equalization funds and this year, it received $1,166,006.  For 2006-2007, the Governor proposed a total of $130 million for equalization funds, which would bring $4,900,000 to this district.  However, in the last few weeks, other community college districts, not slated to capture any of these funds, have argued for a different basis in allocating the funds. At this point, the State Chancellor’s Office concurs with their proposal, which, if it prevails, will mean CCCCD will receive no equalization funds.  According to Doug Roberts, acting VC for Finance, the difference in the two approaches depends on which year is used as the basis for determining how to allocate the funds.  Initially, 2003-2004 was used, a year when CCCCD was clearly under-funded for its FTES.  However, the new proposal would use 2004-2005, the year in which stability funding actually provided the district more funds than it earned from enrollment, thus disqualifying it for equalization funds.

CCCCD is part of a caucus of under-funded community college districts, representatives of which continue to meet with state legislators and the governor’s staff to argue that the equalization formula should not change but instead should continue to be based on the 2003-2004 FTES.  Discussions are also taking place among representatives of the State’s community college districts to work out these differences.  The hope is that by so doing, the California community college districts will be able to work with the Governor and State Legislature as a unified body and with a unified position rather than a fractured one.  It is very likely, however, that if CCCCD does receive any equalization funds for next year, they will be substantially less than the almost $5 million initially anticipated in the 
District's budget projections for 2006-2007.  

District Refuses to Restore Fifth Flex Day to Calendar
During shortened calendar negotiations because of the District’s tardy calendar proposal, District negotiators refused to reinstate a fifth flex day dropped by the UF during a previous problematic calendar year. 

The academic calendar for the CCCCD is a negotiated item. For the academic year 2003-2004, the UF agreed to allow the District to designate one less flex day in the calendar, making the total number of defined flex days for that particular year four instead of five. (See Table Talk, October 22, 2002 and November 26, 2002.) Please note that one less flex day does not decrease faculty work days in any way.  Instead of a flex day, a day of classroom instruction was added to the calendar. The number of faculty workdays for each academic year is set by the state at 175.  The UF agreed to the change because the vagaries of the calendar during that particular year made coordinating the number of days required for instruction very difficult. 

Because of the contentious contract negotiations in the last several years, the fifth flex day has never been restored, and for obvious reasons, not the least of which is sufficient time for staff development activities, the UF would like to restore the fifth flex day. According to Article 10 of the contract, the District should propose a calendar to negotiate for the next academic year in September and may revert to the previous year’s calendar if there is no agreement by December 15th. Last fall, however, the District did not present the proposed calendar for the academic year 2006-2007 until November, which did not allow adequate time for discussion.  A joint committee with UF and District representation was formed to try to come to agreement on a calendar.  When the UF suggested the reinstatement of the fifth flex day, the suggestion was rejected, and in the interests of time, the District reserved its right to rollover the previous calendar provisions thus retaining the four flex day agreement.   

The IBB Workshop: Solving Problems Collaboratively?

On Thursday, February 23rd, a group of forty-six faculty members, administrators, and classified staff participated in a session of the IBB workshop entitled “Introduction to Interest-Based Problem Solving” from 1:00 – 8:00 pm at the District Office. This second introductory workshop provided the same training that participants had in the first session held on Wednesday, February 8th. The workshop was led by two facilitators, Annie Song-Hill of Song-Hill Associates and Paul Roose, the supervisor of the State Mediation and Conciliation Service.  [Annie Song-Hill has also agreed to be the facilitator for the UF/District upcoming negotiating sessions.] Since the IBB negotiation process requires a different set of assumptions than would be expected in positional bargaining, all UF members will benefit from a working knowledge of the IBB process. A description of the workshop and its activities may be useful, but in order to better understand the reports of the bargaining process in the upcoming months, consider attending one of the remaining workshops to be held on April 3rd and April 10th. 

The workshop began with an introductory exercise that led fairly immediately to a simple traditional negotiations exercise. The exercise illustrated well the double think required to set oneself up successfully in positional bargaining. 

The workshop continued with a brief presentation of the steps of IBB, which are: 

1) Identify the issue or issues 

2) Present and share interests 

3) Develop options 

4) Evaluate options with standards or criteria 

5) Create a “straw design” or a proposed plan for a solution

6) Implement the solution 

7) Evaluate the solution

      (Methods for evaluation should be included in solution plan.)

But of course, it’s not that simple. The steps named above are broadly designated and each involves several internal processes and smaller steps in order to succeed, thus the necessity for training those individuals who will participate in IBB negotiations and the presence of a trained facilitator during negotiation sessions.  Many participants raised questions about the process, noting that all interests are revealed at the beginning of the process and that issues to be negotiated are decided in common and composed as open-ended, un-biased questions.  Several also observed that the process seemed to require a modicum of trust in the beginning stages and without that trust, wondered at the possibility of success. The reality of the challenges inherent in the process was brought home to the participants who spent the remaining four hours practicing the method using various cases provided by the facilitators.  The cases were interesting and progressed in difficulty. Participants worked in teams and negotiated with another team in the name of an individual or entity whose situation was described in the case history. 

Participants Note Challenges of Process

While most teams were able to reach a solution, the solutions were widely varied and a few solutions were diametrically opposed i.e. the same problem and the same variables engendered completely different solutions.  The facilitators observed that though solutions varied, the interests addressed by the solutions were consistently similar and in many cases exactly the same. The variety of solutions and the consistency in interests named, at least in part, showed that all the teams had engaged in the process correctly to some degree and had identified the interests and options demanded by the case.   However, the lack of time and practice also added to this discrepancy. 

Some teams were unable to reach a solution. In each of these cases, one member of one team could not agree with the solution as presented, stating that the solution did not take into account a key interest. Because the IBB process requires consensus at the solution step, one team member’s objection can stop the process.  However, the facilitators were quick to explain the ways in which the objecting team member is asked to explain and justify his/her objection and to question him/herself and the other team members for clarification. As part of this discussion, facilitators introduced and explained “The Ladder of Inference” to show how each of us selects particular information from any given experience which then serves as the basis for our adopted beliefs.  Of course, not all of us select the same information nor do we make the same assumptions and arrive at the same beliefs.  Careful communication around disagreements in the consensus process can expose beliefs about the process based on earlier and differing assumptions. As the large group debriefed from the practice cases, participants commented often and with insight about where their process went wrong and how their team’s process might have been strengthened.

Despite the fact that this seven-hour workshop was a condensed version of a three-day workshop, participants gained some knowledge of the IBB process, enough to be conversant in the process and to recognize some of the pitfalls. The fact that the workshop is largely activity-based (with some straight informational lecture) meant that it was quite engaging.  

Two additional IBB workshop trainings will take place from 1:00 – 8:00 pm on Monday, April 3rd and Monday, April 10th in the BFL Community Room at DVC.  Administrative leave is available if necessary as is flex credit for any faculty member who wishes to participate.

Part-time Talk: No Resolution on Most Recent 

Attempt to Codify Language 

The UF and the District came to an agreement in the last contract to codify language for a Part-time Faculty Re-employment Preference Article (which has been on the negotiating table since 1998).  After considerable time spent on the part of both negotiating teams to codify the language, the District and the UF teams were very close during the past month to agreement on the language.  However, the teams could not reach agreement on certain aspects of the policy and decided that further negotiations at this time would not prove fruitful.  Instead, the UF and District have agreed that the Part-time Faculty Re-employment Preference Article become a part of the upcoming round of negotiations.  The UF Executive Board expects that this breakdown in codifying the rehire rights language is a last remnant of positional bargaining and that during upcoming negotiations the Part-time Faculty Re-employment Preference Article language will finally be settled.

It is important for division and department members to be aware that currently the contract refers to part-time faculty assignments in section 20.4.2.9 which states: “The District recognizes, according to the California Education Code, the fact that part-time instructors have no legal right to or expectation of continued employment.  However, when making part-time assignments, first consideration shall be given to current part-time instructors based on qualifications, educational preparation to fulfill a particular assignment, performance (evaluations), availability and the needs of the District [emphasis added]. Consideration of current part-time instructors need not be given for courses outside the employee’s discipline or to effectuate an increase in teaching load.” The UF Executive Board recommends that all department chairs and/or scheduling committees follow this contract language and further follow the full intent of the latest agreement by trying to maintain stability in a part-time instructor’s historical load and assignment.

The UF and the District recognize that, by law, part-time instructors are at-will, contingent faculty and as such they are eligible for unemployment through the Cervisi Decision.   However, it is the intent of the UF to complete a more comprehensive clause as per AB 640 (Goldberg) known as the “Part-timer’s Bill of Rights.”  This bill requires districts to negotiate the issue of “earning and retaining annual reappointment rights by any person employed as temporary or part-time faculty.”  

The intent of a Preference Re-employment Rights Article is to ensure that all qualified hourly rate employees be afforded preference rights in a department.  The establishment of a clearly defined re-employment article is very important to the future of our District and continuity for our departments, particularly at a time when finding qualified part-time faculty is becoming increasingly difficult.  A fair and clearly stated re-employment policy helps the District, departments, and students as well as part-time employees.  It promotes stability and consistency to instructional programs and services through retaining part-time faculty members who have demonstrated their competence and expertise through a series of formal evaluations. The UF urges all faculty, and especially those involved with scheduling, to be aware of this part of the contract and sensitive to the needs of your part-time colleagues.





Significant Contribution from Deborah Dahl-Shanks, UF Part-Time Representative, DVC
Committee Speak:

The PAC Prepares for Upcoming Board Elections and Candidate Endorsements

As you know, in the November 2006 elections, four District Governing Board positions will be up for election.  [For more information about the positions up for election and details about the county wards each member serves, see the following District link: http://www.4cd.net/governing_board/. Click on the ward number near each board member’s name to see a map of that particular ward.] The UF’s Political Action Committee (PAC) has been working to develop a fair and appropriate process by which the UF can decide which candidates, if any, to endorse for the District Governing Board. The PAC’s proposed process for recommending endorsement is in its final stages and will be presented to the UF Executive Board this Thursday, March 2nd.  

The PAC is very interested in adopting a process that includes as many interested faculty members as possible. The heart of this process will be public interviews of all candidates at forums to be held at the beginning of the fall semester. Since candidates for the open Governing Board positions must file their intention to run in early August, the PAC will post to the UF website during flex week the names and any other available information about those candidates.  At the same time, the PAC will solicit comments and questions from faculty members to prepare for the candidate forums, which will be held in late August. Candidates will also be asked to complete questionnaires prior to the public forums. Candidate responses to the questionnaires and public interviews will be made available to all faculty. 


As the final step in the process, the PAC will solicit the members’ opinions as to which candidates are preferred and therefore should be endorsed by the UF.  Since the election takes place in November, it is necessary to make our endorsement early enough to affect the election. Once the UF has announced the candidates it will endorse in the election, the PAC will then begin organizing activities, such as precinct walking and phone banks, to support those candidates. 

For anyone interested in working with the PAC on this endorsement process, including development of the questionnaires for candidates and plans for fundraising, the PAC’s next meeting is on March 10th at 12:30 at DVC (place tba).  Contact Erich Holtmann, eholtmann@losmedanos.edu, Holly Kresch, hakresch@dvc.edu, or David Rosenthal, drosenthal@contracosta.edu. You may also contact the UF office for more information, x2502 or ufccccd@ufccccd.org.

Six Organizations Respond to Affiliation Exploration Questionnaires

Six organizations (four unions and two associations) responded to the Affiliation Exploration Task Force’s questionnaire. The questionnaire was designed to discover what benefits an affiliation with the organization would bring and the degree of interest the organization might have in affiliating with the UF.  Responding organizations (in alphabetical order) are the American Association of University Professors (AAUP), the California Community College Independents (CCCI), an organization with which we are already affiliated, the California Federation of Teachers (CFT), the California Teacher’s Association (CTA), the Faculty Association of California Community Colleges (FACCC), and the University Professional and Technical Employees (UPTE). 

The AAUP is an “organization primarily dedicated to protecting academic freedom in America’s accredited institutions of higher education,” serving many four year universities including the Berkeley Faculty Assoc. (UCB) and the California Faculty Assoc. (CSU). One California community college, Yuba College, is affiliated with AAUP (http://www.aaup.org/). CCCI is “an association of independent bargaining agents for California community college faculty.”  Its main focus is networking around negotiation issues and contract matters and “establish[ing] a statewide voice for the Independent faculty unions (http://www.cccindependents.org/).  The CFT is the statewide affiliate of the American Federation of Teachers and “represents faculty and other school employees in public and private schools and colleges, from early childhood through higher education.” Many California community colleges are affiliated with the CFT including Santa Rosa Junior College, Cabrillo College, and San Jose/Evergreen (http://www.cft.org).  The CTA “represents faculty who teach in the California Community Colleges and the California State University,” among other teacher groups and “promote[s] the well being of faculty in collective bargaining, lobbying, and representation activities” (http://www.cta.org). FACCC “represents all California Community College faculty on issues that affect the profession, the students, the colleges, and faculty members themselves” (http://www.faccc.org/). “UPTE represents UC's 4000 technical employees, 2000 health care professionals and 4000 researchers. Staff and administrative professionals are organizing for UPTE representation as well” (http://www.upte.org/aboutupte.html).

After reviewing the questionnaire responses, the Affiliation Exploration Task Force and UF Executive Board will invite each of the groups to an interview scheduled for Thursday and Friday, March 16th & 17th from 2:00 – 5:00 pm at DVC and open to all UF members (exact location tba).  Following these public interviews, the UF Executive Board and Task Force will invite some or all of the groups to a second round of public forums at which each group will make a presentation to the faculty. These forums will be scheduled to take place in late March and early April, before Spring Break.  Watch for more information on dates, times and locations.
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UF Past President:  Marge Lasky
“The Advantages and Disadvantages of Affiliation”: A Report

On Thursday, February 2nd, Katie Quan, chair of the Center for Labor Research and Education at UC Berkeley’s Institute of Industrial Relations, talked to the UF membership about the basic types of affiliation and the role power plays in understanding what type of affiliation is best for any given organization. Katie is also a labor specialist at the Center and heads the Labor Center’s education and training activities. 

Katie began the discussion by stating that this is an interesting time to consider affiliation because of the recent marked changes in the union movement. Whereas in previous decades, affiliation was most commonly undertaken with the few large and powerful federations such as the AFL-CIO, Teamsters, SEIU, etc., now, the boundaries are in flux and previous assumptions about affiliation are under review by the labor movement in general.  Groups are affiliating for reasons not previously considered, so careful review of the reasons and requirements of affiliation is necessary.

After facilitating a discussion defining the problems of our union, Katie began to discuss the types of power a union wields: rank and file power, social movement power, and political power. A good example of rank and file power is the Transport Worker’s Union in NYC who were successful in organizing a limited strike in support of the health benefits of future workers.  Any problem identified in our union that relates to member participation and commitment would relate to rank and file power.  Another type of power unions wield is social movement power. For example, the United Farmworkers, despite its rather meager numbers, was able to force social change by allying itself with other forces in society.  The third type of power that a union wields is political power. Unions financially support and rely on elected officials to assist them with issues ranging from communication with Governing Board members to State educational funding, etc. None of these types of powers is mutually exclusive.  

A quick review of the problems facing the UF membership led to two tentative conclusions. The first is that solutions to a fair number of the named problems would be helped by strengthening the rank and file sector of UF power. However, that said, it was also noted that forces outside of the county play a huge role in the financial realities of the District, thus the specter of political power is also significant. The UF would be served by an affiliation that addressed both of these power needs. Katie suggested that the UF be aware of negotiating alliances that could broaden our political power and also that particular attention be paid to any proposed affiliating organization’s track record on developing rank and file power. Different types of affiliation lead to different types of power.  The process requires understanding what type of power is needed and then forming an affiliation accordingly.

Katie then introduced the most important things to know about affiliation:  

1) There are many different types of affiliation.

2) In an affiliation agreement, everything is negotiable. The purpose of the negotiations for the agreement is to get in return what will make you more powerful. 

3) The critical issue in the process is what makes you more powerful.

Following those golden rules was a brief description of the different types of affiliation in fairly broad brush strokes:

1) All-embracing: Two often-similar organizations become one organization. Pros: Staff can be streamlined.   Cons: Each side loses its identity; compromise is necessary to the process; and the traditions and history of the original organizations begin to be subsumed into the new whole. 

2) Divided House: Two different unions/organizations unite. Since they are different types of organizations the merger requires different allowances/requirements for each union. Pros:  Usually there is a monetary gain for one union; some autonomy remains; and some saving of some resources Cons: They are still divided houses, so there is less blending and some double staffing.

3) Almost Autonomous:  The union still run autonomously and pays some dues to a larger organization.  Pros: Maintains complete autonomy i.e. retains name, officers, budget, etc.; and negotiated benefit from larger organization. Cons: Additional fees to larger organization.

4) Direct Affiliation: Retains independence but affiliate directly to a larger federation at whatever level preferred, local, state, or national.  Pros: Maintains independence. 

5) In with an Out:  An agreement that is time-defined with an out clause. After a pre-defined amount of time, either party can opt out. All of the above types of affiliation can be combined with this option and it’s common to have an opt-out clause.

Katie spent some time in response to several questions addressing the reasons an organization would want to affiliate with us besides the addition to their coffers of our money.  She suggested two scenarios and noted that there could be others.  A union that represents other community college teachers and currently has 80% of community college instructors as members in their union might be interested in affiliating with the UF because the affiliation would give them greater density in the sector (community college instructors). Greater density in the sector translates to greater clout in negotiations for that union. Another union might want to affiliate with the UF because of a regional consideration. A union that has a large regional representation among educators or various professionals and is looking to increase their influence in the region might look to the UF to increase their educational or professional membership in the region. Again, increased representation in the region increases negotiating clout.

The video of Katie Quan’s entire presentation is available at the colleges and SRVC.  Contact Fritz Pointer at CCC, Barry Goldstein at LMC, the UF Office at DVC and Emmanuel Akanyirige at SRVC for details on viewing it.  Attend the interviews with the six organizations currently being evaluated for affiliation on Thursday, March 16th and Friday, March 17th from 2:00 – 5:00 pm at DVC (exact location tba).  Please submit any suggestions for questions for the interviews to the UF Office by March 10th.   Public forums will be held in late March and early April at which time selected unions and associations will have an opportunity to make presentations about their organizations to the UF membership.
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