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Labor Notes*-Final 
UUP Polytechnic Institute Chapter 

Labor-Management Meeting 
10-12 AM; Tuesday, April 3, 2018 

Albany Campus 
 

Present for Management:  Bahgat Sammakia, Interim President; Bill Durgin, Provost;  Mike Frame, COS 

& COO;  Rhonda Haines, Associate VP HR 

Present for Labor: Linda Weber, President;  Maarten Heyboer, VP of Academics;  Scott Tenenbaum, 

CNSE Faculty Representative; Dan Smith, CNSE Professionals Representative; Susan DeCarlo, LRS 

Announcements - None 

Business  
 
1)  Reorganization Concerns:  Status of the President & Status of the Provost 
(Relevant Materials:  Review of the Memo from the President - dated March 16, 2018, Board of Trustees 
Article IX, Title D. ) 
 
For Labor-  Labor has interest in understanding the organizational structure of the Institute as such does 
affect the conditions of work.  According to the Policies of the Board of Trustees, Article IX, Title D, the 
administration is responsible for preparation of an organization chart of the college.  We would like to 
request such chart and to understand more completely the recent organizational changes.  More 
specifically: 
 

1. What is the status of the current Interim President?  Is there an end-date and what is that date? 
2. What about the structure of the organization as a whole?  The Chancellor’s committees? 
3. What are the leadership plans for the next year? 
4. What is the relationship of the Provost (and COO/COS and VPFRA) to the new leadership 

structure? 
5. The Interim Vice-President for Finance and Research Administration (VPFRA) so referred to in 

the memo, what is this position’s relationship to the Research Foundation (RF)? 
 
For Management - The President indicated that he would have a “hard stop” date either at the end of 
May or beginning of June and, after that point, he would not be serving in any formal leadership 
capacity for the Institute.  The Interim President also clarified that the two so named in the memo were 
not to be understood as those who would be acting in an interim leadership capacity.  He indicated that 
whereas he was pushing for a new president, it was up to the Chancellor to approve the search.  If she 
did not feel we were ready for a viable search....due to our ongoing financial problems, she may appoint 
another interim president or an Officer-in-Charge.  (So, we should not assume that the two on the 
memo would be acting in that capacity, it was up to the Chancellor and she has not made that decision 
yet. )  The Provost would still be a direct report to the President or Officer-in-Charge.   As the 
organizational chart was a Middle States requirement, the Provost would make sure that the updated 
chart was forwarded to labor and governance.  The Institute would stay as one into the foreseeable  
-------- 
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future; the Chancellor’s committees he had referred to in a previous setting were being replaced by a 
President’s committee.  Finally, the VPFRA position was 90% RF and 10% SUNY funded off of both RF 
and SUNY monies, respectively using separate contracts.  In his capacity as VPFRA, on the SUNY portion 
of his job, Paul Kelly would supervise some SUNY employees and would oversee the finances of the 
academic side of the Institute.   
 
 
2)  Money – (The Budget - SUNY Loans - Salary Increase Requests) 
 
Labor -  Labor requests that the budget be made public as soon as it is approved by the Chancellor.  The 
President had indicated in a previous meeting with faculty that the budget would be released some time 
in the beginning to middle of April.  It is Labor’s understanding that approval of the budget by the 
Chancellor’s office would engender the release of the $25 million dollar loan to the Institute, is this 
money to be used just for debt-service or can some of it be used for academic development?  The 
anxiety about the fiscal situation of the Institute, if alleviated, could go a far way toward improving 
morale.  Finally, the recent 90-day freeze on professional positions and the recent meetings with we had 
with academics who requested a salary increase, perceived by them as disrespectful,  further reduce the 
morale of the Institute’s employees.   
 
For Management -  The President indicated that it was his intent to release the budget upon its approval 
by the Chancellor’s office, approval that had not yet happened.  The 25 million dollar loan would be 
used for debt realignment that would free up monies for growth.  There was a misunderstanding coming 
out of the faculty meeting at Utica that growth would not be supported by additional monies for faculty, 
classrooms, etc. ; this was not the case.  Monies would be made available to support growth.  Another 
misconception that the President would like cleared up is that the Albany campus was solely the reason 
for the debt; even with the economic development debt set aside under a different budget, the Albany 
campus’s debt was still significantly more extensive than the Utica campus’s debt, but both campuses 
are spending more than they are taking in from whatever sources are available.  Initiatives on the 
Albany campus to reduce debt include the decisions to no longer fully fund freshmen,  to not replace 
faculty in Albany, and to no longer have freshmen living on the Albany campus.  The Institute would be 
sustainable at 4,000 students - so that was the target.  More students at the Albany campus would help 
offset some of the deficit, so growing enrollment without residential freshmen and sophomores was a 
goal.  The 90 day freeze on professional positions has ended.   Finally, the President had heard that the 
faculty-HR meetings regarding salary increases had not gone well, and he did not agree with HR that it 
was solely because faculty were told “no.”  He would work with HR to redesign the way that salary 
reviews for faculty were occurring and to fix the problems in the process.   

 
3)  Procedures Regarding the Evaluation and Promotion of Faculty – a Mandatory Topic of Negotiation 

Student Driven Faculty Surveys & Discussion Groups 
 Relevant Materials:  Email regarding discussion groups – will be placed in google.docs folder 
 See – Labor Notes Feb. 23, 2017 – Working Groups Set –up   

 

For Labor -  Last February, the President agreed to set up a working group with representatives 

from labor, management (Provost and HR), governance to review the procedures for student 

evaluations of faculty.  It was stated then, and is restated now, that the changing of procedures 

related to the evaluation, reappointment, and promotion, are mandatory subjects of negotiation.  

At that time, it was decided to move the IDEA evaluation online.  No other procedural changes 

were agreed upon.  We are hearing talk of changing the periodicity of evaluation for tenured 
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faculty, that is a mandatory topic also.  So we are encouraging administration to discuss these 

initiatives before implementation.  However, recently,  Labor has become aware of a student 

initiative to run “Major Themed Meetings” wherein students, assisted by administration, would 

be gathered together to discuss “a department[’]s infrastructure and instructors” wherein the 

organizers would “be recording and documenting every student[’]s compliments and concerns to 

create an anonymous transcript”  that would then be provided to “Dr. Du[r]gin, college deans, 

each major[’]s department chair, and the reappointment/tenure committee (email correspondence 

from student)” [ ] indicates edits added.  Students have a right to organize and discuss whatever 

they want;  however, when administration is facilitating the process, this crosses the line and is a 

violation of the contract.  We are asking you to ask the SGA to 1) stop the collection of 

administratively assisted data collection, and 2)to inform the SGA that this information cannot be 

used in the evaluation of faculty for reappointment and promotion.  Upon the informing of the 

SGA of the inability to use such data, Linda, representing Labor, will meet with the SGA to 

discuss their concerns.   

 

For Management -  The President has recently become aware of this issue and will inform the 

SGA president (cc’ing the chapter President) that the administration will not be able to use this 

information in the review process for faculty.   

 

 
4)  State Titles, SL Levels and Job Responsibilities -(We started running out of time at this point, so 
discussion on the following items was kept short.) 
 
For Labor -  Given that time is running short, this is just a notice to say that we are concerned about the 
misalignment of state title, SL levels and job responsibilities for our professionals.  We are working with 
the statewide UUP to investigate how to approach this issue on a larger than individual level.   

  

For Management - So noted.  

 
5)  Employee Turnover & Hiring Practices  
 
For Labor -  One of the consequences of low morale is high employee turnover.  We are concerned with 
the number of positions that have disappeared as well as the number of employees that have left the 
Institute since the merger in 2014.  We have started compiling a list and will be ready to present a more 
detailed overview at the next LM.   
 
For Management - So noted.   

  

 
6)  Lecturer Issues - Finalizing 
 
For Labor - The lecturer procedure for evaluation & reappointment was finalized in December of 2017 
with the exception of coming to a decision regarding who would be the last in a chain of reviewers (as 
opposed to a signatory).  It was agreed upon by the Provost that the Deans would be the last reviewer, 
and that the Provost and President would serve as signatories.  It should be noted that if the Provost or 
President had a significant concern, they could still review the lecturer, it would just not be a normal 
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part of the process.  We would like to finalize the procedure for use next fall semester.  In addition, we 
would like to proceed with the development of a promotional pathway for lecturers. 
 
For Management -  The President and Provost are in agreement that the Dean will be the last reviewer 
for the lecturers and that the Provost and President would serve as signatories.  They are also in 
agreement, along with HR, that the development of a promotional pathway by the existing lecturer 
working group as a good next step.   
 
Respectfully submitted,  

Linda R. Weber, President  

 


