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Bargaining news for OPSEU members in CAAT Academic

No settlement reached yet

On Aug. 31, the parties agreed that they would not
be ableto reach asettlement that day, the day of expiry
of thecurrent collective agreement.

Asaresult, talks have broken off for the moment.
M ediator John Mather hasadvised that hewill remain
availablewhentaksresume.

The Unionteam isdisappointed that the partiesdid
not reach an on-time settlement. Webelieved it was
possible and made every reasonable effort toreach a
dedl. However, management werenot willing at this
timetoremoveall of their odious concession demands.
Neither werethey prepared to address our workloads
and salariesin areasonableway.

We succeeded in backing management off on some
of their demands. In August, management proposed to
kill then-Service Teacher Training Program. They have
withdrawn that. Management al so proposed to convert
teaching positionsto thelower-paid Instructor
(renamed Teaching Associate) category. They have
agreed towithdraw that aswell. They continueclinging
to severa other takeaway proposals.

Management proposesafundamental shiftinthe
workload system away from standard protection
againgt excessveloads, to asystem of individual
bargaining over workloads. [Detailsare provided in
the articleentitled Workload formulaon Page 2]

Faculty want our workload system improved. We
want controlsthat will enhanceor restore quality to the
education we provide. Wewill not accept attackson
the protection we have already gained.

Management proposesto introduce adrug card that
would block our accessto new and better medicines.

M anagement proposesthat newly-appointed
managersshould continueto accruefaculty seniority.

Management proposesto impedethe expeditious

resolution of grievances.

Management proposesto reducethesick leave
benefit for new hires.

Management’ssalary proposa would drag our salary
back to the high school level. [Seearticleentitled
Salary offer on Page 3.] Their 3 per centin each of 3
yearsisbelow theannua rate of inflation.

In addition, they offer:

 Nothing on reducing the cost of retiree benefits.

 Nothingthat protectsjob security.

» Nothingto protect partial-load membersfromunfair
workloads.

 Nothingto stemtheconversion of full-timejobsto
part-time.

 Nothing to addressthe new issuesof eectronicaly-

based teaching.

Nothingtoimprove benefit coverage.

Nothingfor counsellorsand librarians.

Nothingtolimit classsizes.

Nothingfor quality education.

Thefaculty team plansto returnto thebargaining

tableto continueto advanceyour positions. Weare not

ever going to go backwards on workload or salary

If management does not addressfaculty
compensation and workload issues, if management
intendsroll backs, wemust preparefor astrike. Really,
thisshould not be necessary. Faculty positionsarefair
and reasonable.




Workload formula was hard won;
We’re not giving it up

Overcrowded classes, yearsof forced cutbacksto
curriculum and gross neglect of academic programs
have done serious damageto the quality of education
weddiver.

Faculty recognizesthe need to improve our contract
intheworkload area. Management refusesto consider
any progressive changesto our workload formulato
better reflect today’ steaching redities. Instead, they
want theright to coercefaculty into even higher
workloads.

The Uniontabled contract languageto addressthe
profound workload issuesarising from electronic
teaching. Management refusesto consider SWF credit
for eectronicaly mediated
ingtruction. Incredibly, they say

From Negotiation News, May 17, 2001

No undermining the Formula:

“Before 1984, therewasno limit to workload hours.
Theonly limitsthat applied wereweekly and annual
maxi mum teaching contact hours.

“Therewasno recognition of thetimerequiredto
prepare, or evaluate, or engagein complementary
functions.

“Theworkloadswere unacceptably highand the
qudity of education suffered terribly.

“In 1984, wewent on strike and consequently won
theworkload formula

“Management wantsto turn
the clock back those 17 [now

that thisisnot aconcern.

M anagement continuesto
increase classsize but refusesto
acknowledgetheadditional

Electronic teaching ‘nota
concern’- Management

19] yearsand eliminateall the
advanceswehave madein
workload control. They want to
enshrinethe concept of individual

work created. Quality is
jeopardized.

Management isproposing anew clausethat would
allow asupervisor to assign aworkload that “ varies
fromtheprovisonsof Article11.” Management says
thisis intheinterestsof “flexibility” and*” diversity.”

They would diminate every workload limit—teaching
hours per week, teaching weeks per year, weekly
workload hours, preparation and eval uation credits,
complementary function credits, classsze—everything
except an annual teaching contact hour cap. And the
only way to reach that cap would beto teach 18 hours
every week for al 36 weeks.

Under our workload formula, larger classeshave
lowered the average weekly contact hoursto 14
teaching hours per week. Theimpact, and actual intent,
of management’sproposal istoincreaseteaching hours
whilemaintaining larger classes. Management’s
approachisto bargain theseincreasesthrough one-on-
onemestings.

M anagement made this same demandin 2001.
Here' swhat thefaculty team said then:

workload arrangementsthat
ignoretheworkload formula.

“ Supposethat the application of theworkload
formula, save and except the annual teaching contact
hour limit, could be set aside.

“Managers could use budget consgtraintsand the
threat of program cancellationsto coerceindividual
teachersto agreetoincreased workloads. Imaginethe
pressure management could put on teachersto takeon
additiona work if the protection provided by the
workload formulawereremoved. That istheessence
of one of management’skey proposals.

“Management insiststhat their proposalswould
improvethequality of education and better meet the
needsof students.

“No—the proposalswould only better meet the
wishesof managemen.

“ Although management assuresusthat any teacher
who wantstheworkload formulaand its associated
limitsto apply totheir workload could insist onthat
right, if theteacher ‘thinksit isappropriate,” weknow

See Workload, Page 3




Salary offer woefully inadequate

Sdary levelsneed toreflect theredlity that,
increasingly, collegefaculty have morein commonwith
university professorsthan with high school teachers.

At demand setting, you gavethenegotiatingteam a
clear mandateto move salary levelscloser to those of
university professors.

Accordingly, in April, the negotiating team put
forward asalary proposal that would satisfy the
demand whilebeing redisticin comparison to recent
settlementsinrel ated sectors.

Despite our requeststhat they respond to our salary
demand, management adamantly refused. Finaly, on
Aug. 25, after four monthsand with only afew days
left until theexpiry of thecollective agreement,
management tabled aresponse on salary that doesnot
inany way acknowledgethefaculty concerns.

Itiscommon ground between the partiesthat
Collegefaculty saaries should be between high school
teachersand university professors. Recent contract
settlementsfor high school teachershaved| but

Workload: We're not
backing down

Continued from page 2
the opportunitiesfor abusewould be endless.

“Workloads of someteacherswould far exceed the
current levelsand someteacherswould losetheir jobs
asaconsequence. Thiswould certainly not lead, as
management ingsts, to animprovement inthequality of
education. Quitethecontrary.

“If weallowed their changes, the system would be
cast back into untenable and unmanageable workl oads:
the conditionsthat led to thefaculty strikein 1984 and
the demand for aworkload formula.

“Thereisabsolutely noway wecandlow
management an opportunity to destroy what we
worked so hard to achieve.”

Faculty in 2001 resoundingly rejected thisproposal.
It had no merit then. It hasnonenow.

eliminated the gap between high school teachers
salariesand those of Collegeteachers.

In onerecent settlement, high school teachersat the
Superior Greenstone school board receiveda7.17 per
centincreaseover twoyears. Thiswill bringtheir
maximum salary to $78,381 by Feb.1, 2004.

Management’ssalary offer of 3 per cent ayear over
threeyearswould|eave our maximumvirtudly identical
asof Feb.1, 2004 ($78,864).

If high school teachers continueto receiveincreases
of 3.6 per cent ayear, and we accept management’s
saary offer, then by September 2006, their maximum
will exceed oursby $450!

We are not about to abandon our principlethat we
should be paid at the midpoint between high school
teachers and university professors saaries.

Furthermore, their offer does not even meset the
current rate of inflation.

Management’ssalary position cannot formthebasis
for asettlement. Throughout thefina daysof
negotiationsin August, theUniontried to achievea
sdary agreement but management would not movein
any significant way towardsthe Union’ssaary position.
Management’ sintractable position andinexplicable
delayscallsinto question their seriousness about
bargaining afair andjust contract.

Toget intouchwith thebargaining team, send a
messageto: caata@opseu.org

Onbehdf of the Bargaining Team:
Ted Montgomery, chai rm

Authorizedfor distribution:

LA AL

Leah Casselman, President




