









April 11, 2006

IBB Notes

Welcome to IBB Notes 

IBB Notes is an extension of Table Talk devoted to negotiations. As you know, the District and UF negotiating teams have been meeting for several months, first to orient themselves in the IBB (Interest-Based Bargaining) process and since February 27th, for the formal negotiating process.  As you also know, the IBB process, as instituted for our negotiations, has required a joint communications update wherein any and all information shared about the actual negotiations is decided and agreed upon by the two negotiating teams at the end of each session and then typed up and distributed via email in a Joint Communication - Negotiations Update form.  You have thus far received two joint communications via email. (Copies of those joint communications are attached to this IBB Notes.)

Since negotiations are of the utmost importance to the membership and since the IBB process requires a different way of understanding the status and progress of negotiations, IBB Notes will keep you apprised of the key developments in negotiations and direct your attention accordingly. The ongoing charge of IBB Notes is to continue to explain and demystify the IBB method and principles and to let you know the reasons behind the UF negotiating team’s decisions.

Joint Communication - Negotiations Update #1

To begin, a refresher on the IBB method is in order. To those of you who have attended one of the IBB workshops, this material will seem very familiar.  The key steps of the IBB process are presented below with examples from Negotiations Update #1 (and one from Negotiations Update #2) to illustrate the process as it’s practiced:

1) Identify the issue or issues:  In this step, the parties discuss and define the issue until it can be stated in an open-ended, non-positional question that becomes a statement of the issue and defines the scope of the discussion.  A good example of this is the question at hand reported in Negotiations Update #1:  What shall we do about communication?  The question is phrased in a way that does not presuppose an answer. The issue arose because while IBB often relies on joint communications to keep all constituents informed, the UF did not want to give up its own communication with its members to provide background information, generate discussion, and  solicit input from the membership. 

2) Present and share interests:  In this step, the parties present a list of their interests in regards to the question at hand or issue under discussion.  It is a given that interests may vary or coincide. These lists are recorded and explained, and overlapping interests are noted. From the two lists of interests comes a set of shared interests and if needed, a list of interests that are not shared. There is an example of a shared list of interests in Negotiations Update #1 around the issue of communication.  Negotiations Update #2

shows both the faculty and management lists followed by the statement that “[b]oth teams agreed that all of these suggestions were mutual interests with a few exceptions:  management did not agree that ‘job security’ or ‘consistency and equity in standards for evaluating full and part-time faculty’ were their interests, and faculty did not agree that ‘management input into reemployment decision’ was one of their interests.” 
3) Develop options:  In this brainstorming step, any and all options that address one, several, or all interests are created and recorded. All members of both negotiating teams can put forth options.  Many options may be generated. It is from these options that eventually, after a process of evaluation with team-developed criteria, a plan for a solution is derived. This part of the process will not be shared in joint communications.

4) Create a “straw design”:  In this step, the teams create a straw design or a proposed plan for a solution. It is the last step before a tentative agreement is reached and allows the parties a final check with constituents to ensure all crucial interests have been raised, adequately addressed, and are reflected in the straw design. An example of a straw design is in Negotiations Update #1 as regards the question of communication.  This straw design was ultimately agreed to as a solution after each team consulted with its board.

There are a few additional points of clarification for Negotiations Update #1 that may interest you. When members of the UF’s negotiating team were asked by members of the UF Executive Board if the ground rules as devised by the teams in consort with the facilitator were being adhered to, the response was a clear “yes.”  All agreed that the existence of the ground rules and the presence of the facilitator were contributing to a positive tone in the negotiating sessions.  Team members report that the ability to raise elephants (see #8, "Ground Rules") keeps the air clear and enables both sides to speak frankly about issues outside of negotiations that directly impact negotiations.  Instead of disappearing into the undergrowth, elephants are duly noted by the facilitator for inclusion into the process at a later and appropriate time, enabling both sides to focus on issues at hand. Finally, it may be instructive to consider the last item in Negotiations Update #1, an agenda for the succeeding session on March 10th.  Of the three proposed agenda items, only the first, the implementation of reemployment rights for part-time faculty members was discussed at that session, and as can be seen from a quick look at Negotiations Update #2, those discussions were extensive and focused primarily on interests.

Joint Communication - Negotiations Update #2

Negotiations Update #2 is the agreed-upon record of the second IBB negotiating session which identifies the interests of both sides regarding implementing reemployment rights for part-time faculty.  As you know, this item has been included in negotiations since 1998, and the UF and the District finally reached agreement on providing reemployment rights to part-time faculty in the last round of negotiations.  Since the UF and the District have been unable to reach agreement on how to implement reemployment rights, both sides agreed to make it the first priority for IBB negotiating sessions.  

In developing the UF's list of interests (see final list in Negotiations Update #2 attached to this IBB Notes), the negotiating team considered the problems that have arisen for departments and programs as well as for full- and part-time faculty as the number of part-time faculty has risen dramatically over the past five years due to the systematic decline of the number of full-time faculty. Here are some of the key issues that have resulted:
· Increasing numbers of part-time faculty to be hired and evaluated by fewer full-time faculty;

· A more complicated scheduling process as a result of the attempt to accommodate the needs of more part-time faculty;

· An increasing demand for mentoring larger numbers of part-time faculty and orienting them to department programs by dwindling numbers of full-time faculty;

· A more burdensome communications process to maintain course and program standards because of the increasing numbers of part-time faculty who turnover at an increasingly higher rate;

· An increased difficulty in recruiting and retaining high quality part-time faculty with current salaries for hourly faculty in the bottom half of the Bay Ten and due to our lack of rehire rights, a right awarded to eligible part-time faculty members at other Bay Area colleges;
· 2/3 of our faculty teaching over 50% of the courses offered in the district lack the protection of academic freedom, a safeguard that full-time faculty enjoy;

· A growing  number of complaints about unfair assignment practices as scheduling has become increasingly complicated; and

· Difficulty  attracting and retaining students to the ever-increasing numbers of courses taught by "staff."

The list of interests identified by the UF team was based on the perceived concerns named above. The UF believes that a fair system of reemployment rights for part-time faculty will go a long way towards maintaining a high quality education, recruiting and retaining high quality part-time faculty, and increasing student enrollment.  Part-time faculty who have some assurance of being rehired are more likely to make a stronger commitment to our programs and our students, thereby reducing the strain on full-time faculty to continuously recruit, evaluate and train new part-time faculty.  A reemployment rights system should also demystify the scheduling process and make it more transparent, so part-time faculty can understand why they receive the assignments they are given.

While reemployment rights will benefit both part-time and full-time faculty as well as students and the district, the UF has heard a number of legitimate concerns about implementing a system of reemployment rights from department chairs and from management.  Most often cited are concerns about limited flexibility in course assignment, the adverse impact on staff diversity within departments, and the system’s perceived permanence that will require departments to keep mediocre part-time faculty once they have received re-employment rights.  This input is critical because these concerns affect both the options developed during the IBB sessions and the straw design that is ultimately created from the options.  The UF negotiating team urges all members to express their concerns and interests about each item to be negotiated during this round of negotiations to the Executive Board and negotiating team members. (Please do so by contacting the members as listed at the end of this IBB Notes.)
As reported in Negotiations Update #2, after sharing and identifying mutual and individual interests, the teams spent the rest of the March 10th IBB session developing options to address the interests identified by both sides.  As you will see in the Negotiations Update #3 to be released via email later this week, the third IBB session held March 10th focused on developing aspects of the straw design based on the options generated at the March 10th session. At the next IBB session, scheduled for April 13th, team members will continue to build the straw design, using the options generated and addressing the concerns and interests recently identified by UF members.
Remember that IBB negotiating sessions are open to anyone who has attended the IBB training.  Since participants will be bound by confidentiality rules that apply to team members, observing a session will provide a first hand look at the process as well as the interests and proposed solutions discussed.  Both teams welcome observers.  Upcoming negotiation sessions will be held on Thursday, April 13th and Friday, April 28th from 1:00 - 5:30 pm at the District Office. 
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