
CCFF Meeting 
February 19, 2013 

11:00 AM 

SS 139 

 

Meeting called by: Solomon Namala 

Note takers: Jack Swanson 

E-Board Members Attending 
Terri Alenikov, Mike Farina, Lyndsey Lefebvre, Solomon Namala, 
Armando Soto, Jack Swanson, Georgia Well 

 

Minutes 
 

Agenda Item: Treasurer’s Report  Presenter: Terri Alenikov 

 
Discussion: 
 

See Appendix 1, “Cash Flow from 1/1/2013 to 2/18/2013.” 
 

Terri reports that our dues increase and additional members account for a healthy budget.   
 
Good news:  We have caught up with our debt for per-caps 
 
We have 270 full-time faculty members, and about 185 of them are full members of CCFF. 

 
Conclusions: 
 

Thank you, Terri. 
 

Action Items Person Responsible Deadline 
 None.   

 
 

Agenda Item: Grievance Officer’s Report Presenter: Georgia Well 

 
Discussion: 

 
There are a number of administrative reviews pending, but, of course, due to privacy 
considerations, we can’t publicly identify those under review. 
 
An administrator can initiate an evaluation of a faculty member at any time; it’s a dean’s 
prerogative.  What usually happens is that complaints come to a dean or a vice president.  
Often, these are student complaints. 
The aim of an administrative review is not to fire the faculty member; rather, it is intended to 
“improve instruction and performance and to encourage professional growth.”  A committee is 



convened, just as it is with the three-year evaluation cycle.  The dean has a great deal of latitude 
in choosing what features of instruction to review – from student rapport to assignments. 
 
Role of grievance officer to represent the faculty member and to make sure the process is fair.  
The officer should attend all meetings. 
 
A grievance doesn’t begin until “harm” is done.  Grievance Officer can only monitor process, not 
substance.  Usually multiple student complaints lead a dean or vice president to initiate a review 
or evaluation. 
 
This set of online evaluations for fall 2012 has already been nullified as a consequence of 
procedural transgressions. 
 
When a faculty member receives an unsatisfactory evaluation, that faculty member loses 
overload. 
 
The administrative evaluation is now being used to go after faculty who have a history of trouble 
but trouble has not been documented. 
 

Action Items Person Responsible Deadline 
 Continue to report on progress of evaluations. Georgia Well none 

 

 

Agenda Item: CFT Convention Details Presenter: Solomon Namala 

 
Discussion: 

The CFT has authorized the CCFF to send as many as 11 delegates to the Convention; however, 
because has been light and finances low, CCFF authorized at least three.  On the ballot are: 
 

 Sally Havice 

 Carlos Arce 

 Solomon Namala 

 [Write-In] 
 
The CCFF has allocated the funds to send these folks. 
 
Some members attending noted that they have yet to receive a ballot. 

Conclusions: 
 

Who is going will depend on the election. 
Action Items Person Responsible Deadline 

 Notify faculty of upcoming election for 
delegates.  

Jack Swanson Later today 

 Prepare ballots and stuff mail boxes 
Solomon Namala with 
help from staff 

Monday, 
February 24 

 

 



 

Agenda Item: Negotiations Update Presenter: Georgia Well 

 
Discussion: 
 

It is nice to have Mary Anne Gularte as Vice President of Human Resources and chief negotiator 
for the District, for she seems reasonable and willing to compromise – not cognitively hostile to 
a union – a great breath of fresh air from the thick heat and hostility of previous District 
bargaining teams. 
 
At present, we’re working on Faculty assignment, which is a substantive section of the present 
Faculty Handbook.  We’re looking at other contracts – Chabot, Rio Hondo, Fullerton. 
 
Two years ago, the District came with a proposal for assignment, which was quite provocative at 
the time.  Indeed, Mary Anne has said that it looks like it had been created out of anger.  But 
now, the District wants to begin anew – again, another reason to like Mary Anne Gularte’s fresh 
approach. 
 
Although the District began by introducing contracts from elsewhere, the CCFF team has chosen 
to begin with our own Handbook, looking first to see what works here and what we agree on.  
Use this as a starting point. 
 
Georgia invited visitors to today’s meeting to look at the present Faculty Handbook and to send 
us any comments and/or suggestions as to what we might be included. 
 
One of the things we’re interested in establishing is equivalency for lecture and lab.  Our 
attorney has informed us that, in the past, faculty have filed lawsuits against their colleges for 
the unequal pay, and courts did not rule in their favor.  However, that is changing.  Recently, a 
number of colleges have lost these suits.  For us, this means that we might not want to bargain 
for equity – that is, give up something for equity between lecture and lab.  The courts may settle 
the issue. 
 
In any case, the task of writing the Assignment Article is enormous; we probably won’t finish 
everything this spring. 
 
The recent MOU between the CCFF and the District has some of the part-time faculty feeling left 
out:  full-time faculty are getting a 7% raise, and part-time faculty are getting compensation for 
one office hour – a maximum of ten hours per semester. 
 
Solomon Namala noted that full-time faculty gave up pro-rata pay, not only a kind of 
compensation for which faculty in the past had sacrificed much but, for many, a substantial cut 
in annual income.  The great shame here is that part-time faculty aren’t fully cognizant of the 
extent to which the CCFF fights for them, of the District’s indifference to their plight (as 
evidenced by the paltry pay), and of the success, albeit small, that winning compensation for 
office hours means.   
 



While this District has resisted any attempt to improve pay for part-timers, the Administration 
has changed.  This inspires hope for improvement in the near future. 

 
Conclusions: 
 

The CCFF needs to reach out more to part-time faculty, and the CCFF needs to keep up the good 
work. 

 
Action Items Person Responsible Deadline 

 Keep members informed of progress in 
bargaining. 

Solomon Namala, George 
Jarrett, and Jack Swanson 

ongoing 

 

 
 

Agenda Item: 
Results of the survey of those 
eligible for the Supplemental 
Retirement Program (SRP) 

Presenter: George Jarrett 

 
Discussion: 
 

See Appendix 2 for survey results. 
 
The SRP is also known as the “Golden Handshake.”  The essential term of the SRP is this: 
 

The District is offering 80% of a year’s base pay to anyone eligible to retire. 
 
The District has a target:  there need to be 27 full-time faculty members who opt for the SRP in 
order to make the program financially feasible. 
 
George Jarrett created the survey and sent it out last week, the week of February 11th. 
 
He e-mailed the notice to the 107 eligible faculty members.  Thanks to the AFT, we were able to 
gather the responses automatically. 
 
45 responded – or 42 %. 
 
Only 8 out of 45 said they would take the SRP. 
 
The main reason not to accept the SRP is the fact that the retiree would receive on $149 per 
month to pay for healthcare if the retiree buys healthcare through the college. 
 

Action Items Person Responsible Deadline 
 Inform faculty when the District decides Jack Swanson April 17, 2013 

 

 
 
 
 



Agenda Item: Budget Update Presenter: Solomon Namala 

 
Presentation: 

 
See Attachment 3, “Budget Update” 
 
We expect $5 to $8 million in budget surplus. 
We would like to see classes added for summer. 
District seems tight-fisted and needs to open up for counseling and summer school. 
 
Overall, though, the budget looks good for this next fiscal year. 

 
Action Items Person Responsible Deadline 

 None   
 

 
Meeting adjourned to closed session at 12:30 PM 
 
  



Appendix 1 

 

  

Bank Balances

Checking Account: (as of 12/31/12) $71,884.99 COPE Account: (as of 12/31/12) $5,589.76

Cash Receipts: Cash Receipts: 

Dues Income (Jan & Feb) $69,431.90 Dues Income (Jan & Feb) $592.00

Formula Funding (Jan & Feb) $8,801.82 Interest Income (Dec & Jan) $0.60

Interest Income (Dec & Jan) $31.17

      Total Income $78,264.89       Total Income $592.60

Cash Payments: Cash Payments:

Per Cap Payments (Dec 2012) ($22,064.56)

Release Time (Fall 2012) ($18,157.83)

Payroll (Jan 2013) ($3,855.96)

Conference expenses ($1,230.19)

Office Supplies ($147.02)

Agency reimbursement ($185.42)

       Total Payments ($45,640.98)        Total Payments $0.00

Ending Balance as of 2/18/2013 $104,508.90 Ending Balance as of 2/18/2013 $6,182.36

Treasurer's Report

Cash Flow: 1/1/2013 to 2/18/13



Appendix 2 

Survey Results for the Supplemental Retirement Program (SRP) 

Have you attended the PARS general meetings? 

Yes:  12 
No: 33 

 
What is the likelihood that you will take the SRP (assuming the needed number of 

employees apply)? 

Definitely will:  6 
Probably will:  2 

Probably won’t:  11 
Definitely won’t:  26 

 

If the SRP was not funded this year, but was offered in 2014, would you take it then? 
Definitely would:  10 

Probably would:  5 
Probably would not:  15 

Definitely would not:  14 

 
If the SRP was not funded this year or next, but was offered in 2015, would you take it then? 

Definitely would:  13 
Probably would:  9 

Probably would not:  12 
Definitely would not:  10 

 

If you answered "Probably won't" or "Definitely won't," what concern(s) prevent you from 
taking the SRP? 

Other:  16 
7% salary re-allocation:  12 

Other health issues:  9 

High cost of COBRA:  23 
Not eligible for Medicare:  23 

 
Is there anything the District could do to further induce you to take the 2013 SRP? 

 
Healthcare 

 Pay health benefits until 65 

 Continue "full-time" health benefits or pay for additional health care above Medicare to make 

Medicare and additional health care equal to "full-time" health benefits. 

 The enticement of 80% of a year’s salary spread out over the next few years doesn't come close 

to the cost of health care at a time in our lives when we most need it. 
 This is the medical issue. I am 60+ with a 5 family. The cost of health insurance would be 

ruinous. 

 If I continued working, the district would pay for my health insurance. 

 SO, if the golden handshake contained FULL medical until 65, I would absolutely take it. 

 Why does Cerritos give lifetime med coverage to someone who served on our Board for 1 year in 

the '80s--and not offer coverage to employees of over 20 years? 
 Pay for retirees' health care and throw a very large party. 

 Cover full health care costs until Medicare eligibility. 

 Provide medical/dental insurance until eligible for Medicare. Much better financial package. 



 The main issue for me is the cost of health care. If the district offered to cover 50%, I'd be more 

able to retire and pay my bills. 

 The district would have to do what other districts do--provide full health coverage until Medicare 

 Health coverage fully provided for retired people. 

 offer lifetime medical....(like various high schools, state colleges, and UCI, etc. ). 

 Add free medical insurance until Medicare age. 

 A few of us need Medicare, period! 

 Offer health ins full or part. 

 At age 57, I just need to work several more years; so I'm eligible, but it's not really very realistic, 

with HEALTH INSURANCE for my husband and myself being the major concern. So besides the 
reduced income, the need to then pay for health insurance makes it prohibitive. My answer 

should be possibly would take it in 2015 versus probably. That would make a big difference 
though. 

 
Age 

 Make me 62. 

 Probably not. I plan on working until I'm 67 and that's eight more years. 

 I might consider in another 4-5 years. 

 

Other 
 Make it definite 

 Give us back pro-rata pay for summer school and return our programs during the summer to full 

load. 

 Add service two or more service years to the offer. 

 Offer the SRP to whatever number of employees want to take it in 2013. 

 Give two additional years of credit service as they have done in the past. 

 
 
  



Appendix 3 
 

CFT Research Brief 
Report on the Proposed Budget 2013-14 

 

 2013-14 Proposed Budget Notes 

COLA and growth 
While community college funding grows in 
the budget proposal, there is no specific 
COLA or growth funding.  See below. 

Statutory COLA is 1.65% 

Apportionments 

The budget calls for an increase of $196.9 
million to base apportionments.  The 
Chancellor’s office is directed to allocate 
funding to districts but is not necessarily 
targeted to COAL or growth. 

This represents a 3.6% increase 
in general purpose funding. 

Deferrals 

The governor uses half of the community 
college share of new Proposition 98 funding 
to pay down $179 million in deferred 
funding. 

Depending on your district’s cash 
flow issues, there may be savings 
in borrowing costs. 

Property Tax 
Adjustment 

Proposes an increase of $133.2 million in 
2013-14 to reflect reduced property tax 
estimates.  In addition $47.8 million is 
included to offset lower-than-anticipated 
property tax revenues from the elimination 
of redevelopment agencies. 

 

Clean Energy Projects 

Similar to K-12, the governor proposes to 
use the funding from Proposition 39 to 
support $49.5 million of new clean energy 
projects that will reduce current utility 
requirements and expand the use of 
renewable energy sources 

Colleges may use the funds to 
expand career technical 
education training and on-the-
job work experience training in 
partnership with the California 
Conservation Corps and 
participating community 
conservation corps programs. 

Technology and 
online courses 

$16.9 million to increase the number of 
courses available to matriculated 
undergraduates.  The focus is to be on 
courses that have the highest demand, fill 
quickly, and are prerequisites for many 
different degrees.  As proposed, the plan 
calls for a “virtual campus” to increase 
statewide student access to 250 new 
courses delivered through technology, the 
creation of a single, common, and 
centralized delivery and support 
infrastructure and the expansion of options 
for students to access instruction in other 
environments and earn college credit for 
demonstrated knowledge and skills by exam 

 



Census Accounting 
Reforms 

The budget proposes to change state 
funding to correspond with completion at 
the end of the term rather than the current 
census date.  Savings will not revert to the 
state, but will remain at the college to build 
higher apportionment rates for students 
who complete courses and for student 
support services. 

 

Board of Governor’s 
Fee Waivers 

Would require students applying for a BOG 
waiver to complete the Free Application for 
Federal Student Aid and include both parent 
and student income. 

 

Cap on state-
supported units 

The budget proposes to place a cap on units 
covered by apportionment funding.  After 
taking 90 semester units, students would be 
required to pay the full cost of instructions.  
Colleges could grant case-by-case waivers, 
but they would not receive state funding for 
these units. 

 

Adult Education and 
Apprenticeship 
Programs 

The governor proposes to transfer for 
current K-12 Adult Education and 
Apprenticeship Programs to the community 
college in order to improve coordination at 
the regional and statewide levels.  The 
governor believes that community colleges 
are “better positioned to address the needs 
of adult learners because that is their core 
function.” 
 
Funding would be allocated from a new 
block grant ($315.7 million) based on the 
number of students served and only for core 
instructional areas such as vocational 
education, English as a Second Language, 
elementary and secondary education and 
citizenship.  If colleges offer non-mission 
courses, students will be required to pay the 
full cost of instruction. 

 

 


