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Attack on the workload formula

Management hasastrange notion of “ under-used
capacity” that isthe basis of itsworkload demands.
Thereisno suchthing.

Management looksat thetotal teaching contact hours
(TCH) per year alowable and sees 648 for post-
secondary and 760 for those not in post-secondary.
Theannual average TCH system-wideis463 (for the
year 2000-01).

Management seesthisas’ underused capacity’. They
wishtofind waysto usethat capacity.

Thisview isshort-sighted and confused.
M anagement does not recognizethat thereason TCH
per week are not higher isbecause of larger classsizes.

Total workload includesameasureof classsizeto
accommodate eval uation and feedback. Looking only
at teaching hoursasameasure of work iscompletely
mideading.

Management seekstoincrease TCH by negotiating
individualy with faculty memberstoundothe
safeguardsof our workload formula. They would permit
any variation of workload so long asit did not exceed
the maximum annual teaching contact hours.

Overtimewould no longer exist because 44 hours
would no longer betheweekly workload limit. Weekly
teaching limitswould not exist. Restrictionson classsize
would not exist. With each teacher doing moreteaching
hours each week, fewer full-timeteacherswould be
needed. Thoseteachersthat wereleft would be
assigned unbearableworkloads.

Management claimsthat individuascould smply
ingst onmaintaining theformula. Redlly? Consder the
pressuresthat could and would be brought to bear on
faculty to‘ accept’ workloadsthat exceed thelimitsin
theformula. Thethreat of financial pressuresand
program cancellationswould bejust the start.

Bargaining news for OPSEU members in CAAT Academic

Individua bargaining ismanagement’smeanstoan
end—theend of theworkload formulal Doescramming
moreteaching hoursinto aweek enhance quality? Does
cramming more studentsinto the classroom enhance
qudity? Doesincreasing workload enhance quaity?

Management knowsthat thisisadirect attack on
collectivebargaining. They havetriedtodisguiseitasa
matter of ‘ scheduling.” Nonsense.

Management wantsto gut theworkload formulaby
allowing managersto coercefaculty, oneby one, to
waivetheir protectionsunder theformula. They haveno
interest in negotiating lower workloads. They could do
that now.

Here are the consequences of management’s
proposa . Teacherswith aload of 15 teaching contact
hoursaweek could be assigned 42 weeks of teaching—
theentire 10 month academic year. Teachersin
programsthat are limited to two 15-week semesters
could be assigned 21 teaching contact hoursevery
week.

Thisisnot just ashort-term responseto the
increased student numbers. Thisisan attempt toturn
back the clock to pre-formuladaysand destroy al the
gansof theworkload formula

Back to Bargaining

Now that the provincia electionisover,
meeting dates have been scheduled for October.




Seniority for managers? Don’t think so!

Would you want the person who can disciplineyou,
who can manipulate your program budget, who can
control your workload assignment, to be gathering

faculty seniority at thesametime?
Apparently, management thinksyou would.

They would have managersaccumul ating seniority on
thefaculty seniority list. Faculty turned thisdowninlast
spring’ srejection vote, yet management continuestotry

toforcethisinto the Collective Agreement.
Currently, membersof the bargaining unit who

becomemanagershavether seniority frozenfor six
years, a which point they comeoff the seniority list.

Management’sproposalsdo two things:

* membersof the bargaining unit who become manag-
erswould continueto gather seniority for two years,

e personsin management positionsdeemed by man-
agement to be non-permanent could maintain senior-
ity indefinitely, escaping thesix-year limit.

Seniority should reflect your timeonthejob, not time
inmanagement. Incredibly, in management’ sscenario,
themanager could end up displacing afaculty member

who hastaught the coursesfor moreyearsbut whois

deemed junior ontheseniority list.

Thisproposa underminesseniority. Only membersof
thebargaining unit should accumul ate bargaining unit

seniority. Wewill not sacrificethisprinciple.

The presidentsof the collegeshave not been shy
about their salary increasesover the past four years.

Thepresidents' salariesarereported by the
Ontario Government onacalendar basis. Faculty
salary increases have been converted to acalendar

College presidents get nice raises

basisfor comparison purposes. Theaveragesdary
for presidentshasincreased from $134,291.36 to
$183,715.13 between 1999 and 2002, a hike of 36
per cent. During the same period, salary ratesfor
faculty haveincreased by 10 per cent.

College President** Salary* % Raise
1999 2002 1999/2002
Algonquin Gillett 147,293.02 198,917.04 35.0%
Boreal Chretien 116,307.91 167,213.64 43.8%
Centennial Johnston 139,358.74 164,002.43 17.7%
Conestoga Tibbits 133,111.00 205,640.03 54.5%
Durham Polonsky 137,541.00 170,436.02 23.9%
Fanshawe Rundle 122,430.00 176,744.12 44.4%
George Brown Sorochinsky 147,483.99 195,483.98 32.5%
Georgian Tamblyn 115,853.69 184,092.47 58.9%
Humber Gordon 144,390.54 214,510.62 48.6%
La Cite Lortie 126,789.84 164,434.32 29.7%
Loyalist Auld 130,053.22 179,158.71 37.8%
Niagara Patterson 148,838.94 185,171.70 24.4%
Sault McGuire 136,796.21 179,477.18 31.2%
Sir Sanford Desbiens 133,831.14 186,723.94 39.5%
Faculty Salary Maximum 68,006.00 75,051.67 10.4%
* Exclusive of allowances
**  Only colleges whose presidents have served throughout the time period have been
included. — figures released under the Ontario Public Sector Salary Disclosure Act




Health care costs make retirees sick

Nearing retirement? Consider
this

A married collegefaculty
member who reaches mandatory
retirement agein 2003 issuddenly
faced with an annual bill of $4,260
to continuethe benefit coverage
that had been paid by the employer.

Thecost of retirees hedth care
and dental insuranceis 3v2times
what it waswhen retiree benefits
werefirstintroducedin 1988. That
cost hasrisenfivetimesmorethan
salarieshaveincreasedinthesame
period. Although pensioners
recognizetheneedtoretaintheir
coverage, the high cost forcesmany to drop out.

When membersset ahigh priority on premium relief
for retirees, they said the employer hasan obligationto
ensureretiring employees can continuetheir heath and
dental insuranceat an affordabl erate. For theemployer
to abandonlong-term, faithful employeesisshameful.

Retireesfrom the Ontario Public Service havethair
benefitsfully paid for by their former employer —the
Government of Ontario.

Thisround of negotiationsisprobably our best —

perhapsour only —
chanceto achievegains

inthisarea

The percentage of
academic employees
likely toretireduring the
term of agreement weare
negotiating isprobably
thehighest it hasever
been or ever will be.
Faculty will never have
greater pressureto reduce
the cost of post-
retirement benefits.

Thebargainingteam
hasproposed premium
sharing, in proportionto thelength of serviceof the
retiring employee. Any employeeretiring after 10 years
of servicewould enjoy some employer-paid supplement
of the premium—2.5 per cent for each year of service
inexcessof nineyears. The maximum supplement
would be 50 per cent, for employeeswith 29 or more
yearsof service.

Theteamiscommitted to achieving reduced costsfor
all retirees. Wewill need your committed support to
succeed.

OnOct. 7, college support staff overwhemingly
rejected management’s settlement offer. Over 95 per
cent of the votersturned down aproposed three-
year ded offering a3-per-cent increasein each year.

Thisisthe same sdary offer management has put
onthetablefor faculty. Clearly, management isgoing
to haveto do moreto avoid labour conflict with both
the support staff and the faculty bargaining units.

Thefaculty and support staff bargaining teams
continueto work together and keep one another
apprised of positions. We believethat support staff
must continueto beanimportant and integral
component of quality education and servicesinthe

Support Staff reject 3% offer

colleges.

Faculty rejected management’soffer back inthe
spring. Faculty will not tolerate concessionsor
rollbacksonworkload. Faculty requireaCollective
Agreement that addresses both issuesof fair
compensation and quaity. Support staff haveaso
voted aresounding “No” to amanagement
concession package. They toorequireafair and
reasonabl e contract.

If college management wishesto settle contracts
with support staff and with faculty, they must cometo
thetablewith offersof settlement whichredigticaly
addressthe needs of each group.




Return-to-Work

Our proposal would cut costs,
help members back to work

Thepremiumsfor our Long Term Disability (LTD)
plan haverisen dramatically and continueto beborne
entirely by faculty. Thenumber of LTD recipientshas
increased significantly. Thelack of cons stently-applied
returntowork (RTW) programsat the colleges
perpetuatesthese problems. Without agood, solid
RTW program, recipients spend ever longer onLTD
and it becomeslessand lesslikely they will ever return
towork. Our premium costswill continueto skyrocket.

Two union-management workshopson managing
disability failed to temtherising cost of our plan.
Bargaining attemptsto havethe collegespay the LTD
premiums have not succeeded. However, inthelast
round of bargaining, ajoint task force was created to
examinetheissueof returntowork. Thetask force
gathered and examined thevariousRTW programs,
policies, and practicesin the college system. It found
them lacking in substance and effectiveness.

With the expertiseof an external consultant, thetask
force devel oped and unanimoudly endorsed asystem-
wide model returntowork program. Theunion
adopted thismodel asthe basisof areturntowork
programto beincluded inthe Collective Agreement.
Support staff tabled anidentical RTW proposal.

Management dismissed the union’sproposal to use
themodd RTW at dl colleges. They claimed that some
collegesaready had “ excellent” RTW programs.

Theteam asked for copies of these* excellent”
programs. Management replied that the* excellent”
programshad aready been givento theunionthrough
thetask force.

Thesewere, infact, thevery same programsthat
werefound to beinadequate by thejoint task forceand

the professiond consulting expertsinthisfield, Mercer
Human Resource Consulting, who were selected by
management.

Althoughin setting up thejoint task force,
management agreed to “ attempt to agree on aprocess
for implementing any joint recommendationsof thetask
force,” their bargaining committee claimsmanagement
never intended to imposeaRTW program.

Management’scommitment beginsand endswitha
statement that every collegewill haveaRTW policy
withinsix monthsfrom dateof ratification.

Management’srefusal to adopt asystem-wide RTW
programishbizarre. It would reducetheir LTD costsfor
managers and support staff on LTD and would further
reducetheir costsfor faculty on short-term disability.

Their pledgeto support injured andill employeesis
worthlesswithout an effectivereturntowork program
at every college. If weareto reduceour LTD costs, the
model returnto work program needsto bein place.

Togetintouchwiththebargainingteam, senda
messageto: caata@opseu.org
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