
Labor Notes - FINAL 
Labor Management 

SUNY Polytechnic Institute 
February 23, 2017  

12-2 President’s Conference Room, Utica 
 

Labor Team:  Linda Weber, Mike Durr, Kristina Boylan  

Management Team:  Bahgat Sammakia, Michael Frame, William Durgin, Rhonda Haines, 
Mark Lemire  

-Announcement- “Pilot Project” regarding course evaluations was received yesterday, 
cannot be placed on the agenda today as 5-10 days notice is needed. 

B/c it is an evaluation mechanism--procedures surrounding personnel evaluation 
(Taylor Law)--mandatory subject of negotiation--has to come to the table for 
discussion, will plan to do so in the future--labor offers to have discussions off the 
table and bring it next time--parsing out evaluating the course vs. evaluating the 
instructor (where Taylor law applies); 

Resolution:  Working group set up of Labor (Linda), Administration (WD), Human 
Resources (RH) and Personnel (Maarten Heyboer, chair) --will meet within two 
weeks to hopefully resolve this issue so that it can be brought back to the table at 
the next LM 

New Business 

1.  Discussion of the current status of the Institute, the impact on our professionals and 
academics, and the status of the search for a new President. 

Sammakia’s update to campus on 2/16, glad to share a copy.  Linda will request.  Status of 
the search for a campus president (to be in place by Jan 2018)? No--more likely 
Summer/Fall  2018.  Budget needs to be resolved first.  Sammakia will stay on until that 
point so there will be no need for another interim president.  

2.  Prioritization of the LM Agenda for the Spring, 2017 Semester (to be done at the end of 
the session or as we move along). 

Items are piled up on the table that have not been resolved.  Issues don’t get worked on 
between meetings, despite past administrative suggestions.  Labor would like to prioritize 
strategies for wrapping up old business, working session for the next LM  meeting, 



perhaps? 

 

3.  Adjuncts teaching full-time who have a “part-time” designation. ( See google.docs, 
adjunct folder.)  There are 4 individuals in Fall 2016 who are teaching what would be 
considered a FT load (4 classes).  The spring data has not yet been received.  

Labor’s Position:  This is a violation of the contract as the contract establishes a minimum 
salary for FT laborers/lecturers.  Fall 2016 payroll data -- 4 individuals --each teaching 
about 16 cr hr/contact hours. 

Minimum base salary is about $40,000 per year for a FT lecturer.  Paid at the adjunct rate of 
3k per class, this is 24k per year or 16K below where they should be at salary-wise.  

This is grounds for a class action grievance (new provision from 2011-2016 contract; has 
not been used at IT/Poly yet)--don’t necessarily want to use, want to resolve the problem, 
how can we make this work for the lecturers.  

Other background information is found in Appendix A-30 -- instructing campuses to 
appoint PT term faculty to full yr appts when they are in the position to do so.  

There’s reluctance on both sides--not to overstep faculty role in the hiring process, to have 
administration hiring or appointing people.  

Labor suggests a temporary FT appointment for those whose teaching is needed at FT 
levels for the semester.  Constraints could be put on the use of this mechanism, but would 
be triggered by practice.  The main advantages for doing so? Paying a fair wage, improving 
morale, ability to add on office-hours, and the ability for departments/programs to fill 
teaching needs.  

 

Discussion Ensued:  

Administration --would not want this process to limit possibilities for lecturers, or FT 
faculty in hiring.  Why not just cap the number of classes at 3?  (Currently, the %FT 
designated on paper per 4 credit class is 20%,  25% is more reasonable and is closer to 
DHHS standards, 25% is also the current practice at SUNY Poly. )   If the person is needed 
semester-after-semester at FT status, then the need for a FT lecturer would have to be 
addressed by admin with the departments. Do not want to undercut departmental say.  Is 
this not a back-door hiring process?  Yes, but this is a TEMP hire that would be triggered by 
practice.  This could provide justification for the hire of a non-TEMP lecturer.  Usually, 



TEMP hires are for no more than a year.  

Action:  admin will consider and bring back to UUP (goals:  next 2 weeks:  pull records, speak 
with Deans, meanwhile , Linda will draft a policy that can be edited w/in 2 weeks). 

 

4.  Academic Promotions & Salary Issues  

A.  Minimum salary increase upon promotion was approved! Great. 

B.  Problem still exists for those academics whose salaries are significantly lower 
than those peers in the field at the same level.  

Labor:  1) There are at least 2, probably more (w/in past two years)--whose salaries are 
not in the ball-park for their professions and title.  Promotion was not used as an 
opportunity to adjust salary to bring them into the ball park.  Labor would like 
Management to do a salary review at the time of promotion to see if there is a need or 
justification for a salary adjustment.  This would be an ideal time to bring salaries in-line 
with our aspirational peers as we move toward increasing the prestige of the Institute.  

Administration:  Agreed that this is a good time to do such a review.  The two cases above 
are currently in review and a decision will be made shortly (two weeks or so).  There is a 
problem with some people originally starting too low, and that is not good for morale and 
often results in people leaving when they make the discovery that they are being paid 
significantly less than their colleagues.  

TO DO:  Management will let Linda know the resolution of the cases within 2-3 weeks. 
Candidates will be informed shortly thereafter.  

 

Labor: 2) A second issue has to do with whether or not a promotion review is automatically 
connected to the review for continuing appointment.  Local culture--assumption, review for 
continuing appointment and review for promotion done at the same time--now seems that 
the two are being separated.  Could the administration provide clarification? 

Management:  Applicants should clearly indicate that they are also requesting promotion. 
In addition, administration should clearly respond to the request for promotion in the 
letter of continuing appointment/promotion.  

  

 



 

 

5. FT Lecturer proportion of FT academic staff.  What is an ideal target for the University as 
a whole, for departments, and for programs?  (As of Fall 2016, 19 out of 131 FT Academics 
were Lecturers = 15%) 

Labor:  Rapid growth of use of FT lecturer, especially at the Utica site.   There are concerns, 
about how it affects tenure line hires.  Many campuses have targets for % qualified 
academic rank, in the high teens to 20s.  Labor would like to see a target being established 
that would guide hiring practices.    Even though a preference is given to both 
Institute-wide and departmental/program based targets,  Labor is willing to forgo the 
departmental and programmatic based targets for now as Management is in agreement 
that care will be taken to not create departmental or programmatic lecturer ghettos.  

Management:  From management perspective--can see agreeing to a campus wide target; 
department targets could handicap the Institute as we push toward growth--may need to 
grow departments quickly; would like to mimic research centers -- we will need to discover 
what departments have the needs that can be addressed more adequately with Lecturers 
(e.g. Comp Sci at Binghamton, cyclical, booms and busts, shouldn’t cover by tenure-track 
hires due to lack of flexibility).  It is not the case that the Administration wants to populate 
the Institute with non-tenure track positions.  

TO DO:  Both Labor and Management will research to see what is a good target that other 
universities use and bring this to the next meeting.  

 

6.  Revision of promotion and salary increase procedures for professionals.  The existing 
procedure has a couple of problems we would like to resolve.  Linda Weber, Rhonda 
Haines, and Terry Kremer have met and discussed potential revisions.  

Management:  Rhonda Haines has  been working on revising the application--problems 
noted:  1)  sometimes information is not sufficiently complete--want to clarify so that the 
employee and / or the supervisor do what they need to do completely, not have apps 
denied, etc. 2) frequently, HR was out of the loop until the end and would like at least to be 
informed at the beginning of the process.  3) If a promotion is denied, a session should be 
setup with HR to discuss how a promotional request might be more successful next time.  

Labor:  The process as afforded opportunities for professionals to address salary and 
promotional concerns.  Any revisions have to be done so that HR is not gatekeeping, but 



rather facilitating the process (e.g. if a supervisor does not think a person ‘needs’ a 
promotion--neither that person nor HR should stop the process, review process should be 
undertaken, with clear feedback for approval or denial --  improve information flow all 
around).  It should be clear that this process does not address the problem of those who 
were originally hired in the wrong title or SL level.  

 

Old Business (These issues are still unresolved, and, as such, are still on the table. It 
is not expected to resolve these issues at this meeting, but to lay out a strategy for 
addressing these issues by prioritization and/or assignment to working groups to 
identify and generate relevant information to resolve these issues and a timeline to 
do so.) 

The meeting was running short on time, so only a couple of the following issues were 
touched upon.  

Old Business 

A. One Year Contracts for Professionals Working Toward Permanency  
 

Labor – (This same issue was presented by Labor in the May 26, 2015 meeting). Just 
as with Academics, one-year contracts for professionals are problematic, especially with 
respect to notice.  It has come to Labor’s attention that our professionals are being 
reappointed with one-year terms.  Labor would like to discuss this concern and assert the 
desire for two year contracts for our professionals.  At this meeting we had agreed that 
Rhonda Haines would prepare a report on the length of contracts for professionals.  We 
would like to revisit this issue as we thought this issue was resolved and it appears that 1 
year contracts are being issued to professionals.  To reiterate, one year contracts:  1) create 
workforce instability, 2) are a sign that the Institute is not willing to commit to the 
professional, 3) provides a burdensome review process in the first two years.  In a previous 
May 2015 LM meeting, Rhonda Haines had agreed to produce a historical report on the 
length of contracts for professionals.  We would like to see that report.  (See professionals 
google.docs folder for contract  reappointment cycles.) 
 

 

Labor:  Whereas there was significant variation in the term of contracts for professionals, 
the norm wasn’t 1-1-1-1-1-...to permanency; frequently 18 to 36 mo. contracts were issued. 
The contract allows for contracts up to 3 years.  The blanket 1 year contract to permanency 
is demoralizing and difficult to administer in a meaningful fashion.  Labor understands the 
bind of keeping someone on for two years, when it is clear that the hire is no working out. 
Perhaps, rather than 2+2+2+1, it could be 1+2+2+2; the only negative is trying to recruit 



someone on a one year contract.  Whatever the combination, the contract allows for up to 3 
years, and there should be some flexibility, especially for those who are doing well.  Labor 
would like to move the norm to 2 years. 

Management:  Management frequently can tell if the person is a good match for the job in 
the first year and, if the 1 year contract at the beginning becomes two years, then there 
would be a need to negotiate the exit and administration does not want to do that on 
someone who is obviously not working out.   The length of term contracts apparently is on 
the table at GOER for the new contract, and 1+2+2+2 could be a consideration; however, 
have been advised not to come up with anything formal at the table at this time.  HR has 
conducted an analysis--1 yr appts did exist prior to the merger; some 1.5 yr; some appts 
that require 5 yr terms (exceptional). Administration would like to know what the state 
will decide on term of contracts. 

TO DO:  Labor requests a more concrete response; administration suggests revisiting at the 
next labor-management meeting.  Labor would like to see a decision made at that meeting, 
along the lines of not blanket-issuing one-year contracts.  

B. Adjunct Compensation 

Context:   Labor would like to continue the discussion on the starting salary of adjuncts. 
Currently, the rate is set at $750 per credit hour.  The starting salary has not increased 
since 2003.  In 2015, SUNY Polytechnic was the third lowest (i.e., Delhi and Cobleskill were 
lower)  in the SUNY system and we would like to see an increase on par with those other 
University Centers like the University at Albany which recently raised its per credit hour 
starting wage to $1,200 from $933 per credit hour.  At two previous LM meetings, then 
President Kaloyeros indicated that his team would do their due diligence in evaluating the 
effect of a salary increase for adjuncts.  We would like to discuss the results of this 
investigation. (In fall 2013 - 51% of the academic staff (head count) were adjunct and it 
was 48% in spring, 2015, with approximately 35% of the sections being taught by adjuncts 
in 2015. In 2016, 46% of the headcount were adjunct.)  See the google.docs adjunct folder 
for a current list of adjunct salaries across the SUNY system.  

Labor:  Limited talent pool in the Mohawk Valley and stiff  competition with other area 
universities.  Rather than being at the bottom, we would like the Institute to try to get in the 
middle of the pack:  $1,000 per cr hr, had done some calculations, has not updated for a 
while --will cost along the lines of several hundred thousand dollars.  

Administration:  Cost of living enters into it; Binghamton, $875 (strong adjuncts there) is a 
more similar comparison than University at Albany, $1,200.  

TO DO:  Administration will come back at the next meeting after giving some consideration 



to raising the base per credit hour salary for adjuncts.  

 

C. Lecturer Reappointment Review Procedures – Update 

Context:  Labor will provide an update on the lecturer review process.  

Labor’ Position (Kristin Boylan):  Maarten Heyboer (representing FA), Kristina 
(representing local UUP), Rhonda Haines (representing HR), and Bill Durgin (representing 
Administration) have met and are working on developing a set of procedures related to 
lecturer review and reappointment.  (There are many philosophical answers that also need 
to be addressed as far as the role of the lecturer on the university campus.) We request 
clarification on whether the working group established by Kaloyeros should continue 
under Sammakia.  

Administration:  Yes, the group should continue its work and finalize the plan for 
procedures for lecturer review. 

To Do:  Labor (Kristina) will call for another meeting to finalize procedures before sending 
it to faculty assembly.  

ADJOURNED 

Issues not covered, to be addressed: 

B.  % Effort 

B.  %FTE:  Currently, the payroll designation for teaching of one class is 20%, implying that 
5 classes is a full-time workload.  According to the IRS, Department of the Treasury, 26 CFR, 
regulations regarding the implementation of the ACA, “ (see attached) . The Treasury 
Department and the IRS have determined that, until further guidance is issued, one (but not 
the only) method that is reasonable for the purpose would credit an adjunct faculty 
member of an institution of higher education with a) 2.25 hours of service (representing a 
combination of teaching or classroom time and time performing related tasks such as class 
preparation and grading of examinations or papers) per week for each hour of teaching or 
classroom tine…and b) an hour of service each week for each additional hour outside of the 
classroom the faculty member spends performing duties he or she is required to perform 
(such as required office hours or required attendance at faculty meetings). “    Using this 
approach, for the Institute, 2.25 x 4 =9 hours of work is necessary for each four credit hour 
class.  9x4=36 hours, a full-time obligation.   Whereas the Treasury/IRS guidelines are the 
actual documented attempt to operationalize the workload for adjuncts (and well 
appreciated), 2.25 appears a bit low, but is a good starting point.  Using this approach, 4 
classes (if one is doing nothing other than teaching) is a full-time load.  We would like more 
reality-based recognition of the actual amount of work to teach a class engendered by our 



part-time faculty.  The designation is not just a payroll designation but has some real life 
consequences of determining load and when an employee is really at full-time status.  We 
would like the designation changed.  The idea that 5, 4-credit classes is reasonable or 
appropriate is ludicrous.  (See adjunct google.docs folder for supporting documents.) 
 

 

C. Adjunct Titles 

Labor - Currently, the only title being used is adjunct lecturer.  However, this title does not 
well match the credentials of many of our adjuncts.  Many campuses use the titles of 
adjunct assistant professor, adjunct associate professor, and adjunct professor.  The 
utilizing of these titles will not cost the university anything and will be a sign of respect for 
the skills and education of some of the adjuncts.  See attached (link = 
http://web.mit.edu/policies/2/2.3.html ).  We would like to review this policy with 
management and try to develop an agreement.  

 

2.  Academic Issues 

 

 

  

2. Professional Issues 

 
B.  State Audit of Professional Titles 
 

Context: Labor is concerned that a number of employees may not be in their proper state 
job titles.  For this reason, we will request the state’s assistance in an audit of state job 
titles, to begin with the following units:  student affairs/student activities/student 
services/learning center; public affairs/publications; and, counseling/health and wellness 
center.  This is an initial list and by no means does this mean that this initial audit 
addresses all of our concerns, as we are also concerned about the overuse of the Staff 
Associate and Staff Assistant titles when a reasonable state title exists.  See attached listing. 
According to Pete Ludden, there are three options for outside entities to audit/review job 
duties.  The county Civil Service department can be contacted to focus on civil service titles, 
the Department of Labor to focus on exempt/non-exempt titles, and SUNY Employee 

http://web.mit.edu/policies/2/2.3.html


Relations to review the duties of any position in the bargaining unit.  Labor is happy to 
share its concerns so that management may respond.  Our list of units is just the start and is 
based upon the number of concerns that have been raised in the past.  Surely management 
sees the value in an independent assessment. To our knowledge, an audit has not been 
done on this campus within the past 5 years.  The internal promotion mechanism has not 
been working as well to remedy the problem with titles and SL levels as expected.  There 
have been a number of positions that have been eliminated and responsibilities have 
disseminated to existing positions.  Labor is willing to work with management to try to 
resolve some of these issues, but if not, we are fine with calling on the state to do so. At our 
March 2016 LM Bob Geer was to consult with Alain Kaloyeros as to how to proceed and 
respond, we have not yet heard back.  We will proceed with this request.  (See Goggle.docs 
professional folder for listing of areas to be audited that was previously submitted to 
administration.) 

 

C. Professional Workload.  

Context:  A number of concerns have been voiced by professionals regarding the changing 
nature of professional workloads.  We would like to address concerns about faculty 
workload.  The professional workload should be comprised of those obligations that can 
reasonably be accomplished within a full-time work week.   It is understood that the actual 
number of hours may exceed the 40 hour week, but reasonably so.  It is also understood 
that the actual number of hours may fluctuate from week-to-week.  The elimination of 
positions and the merging of those responsibilities to an existing workload is inappropriate 
and creates a situation of high job turnover, burnt-out employees, and inability to perform.  

 

APPROVED:            LINDA    -WEBER, MARCH -12-2017 


