
CCFF Meeting 
May 7, 2013 

3:00 PM 

SS 307 

 

Meeting called by: Solomon Namala 

Note takers: Jack Swanson 

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

Guest: Scott O’Neil, chair of the Math Department 

 

Minutes 
 

Agenda Item: Student Evaluations of Faculty  Presenter: Solomon Namala 

 
Discussion: 
 

See Appendix 1, MOU “Student Evaluations of Faculty,” April 30, 2013 – edited/clean 
See Appendix 2, MOU “Student Evaluations of Faculty,” April 30, 2013 – changes tracked 
 
Solomon passes out both copies, one with corrections and one without. 
 
1.  The results from the student evaluations of faculty conducted on-line during the Fall 

semester 2012 shall be set aside by the District for use in adjunct and regular full-time 
faculty peer evaluations. The results from the student evaluations of probationary faculty 
may be used in peer and administrative evaluations. All adjunct and regular faculty may opt 
to have their Fall 2012 student evaluations used in their peer and/or administrative 
evaluations.  
 

2.  During the Spring semester 2013, all probationary faculty student evaluations will be 
conducted by paper.   
 

3.  During the Fall semester 2013, all probationary faculty student evaluations will be 
conducted by paper.   
 

4.  During the Spring semester 2013, student evaluations of adjunct faculty will be conducted 
by paper. (Note: Student evaluations of adjunct faculty teaching the first nine-week term 
were conducted online with the opportunity for adjunct faculty to opt for paper 
evaluations.) 
 

5.  During the Fall semester of 2013, adjunct faculty and regular full-time faculty with the last 
names beginning with letters “A” through “M” will have their student evaluations conducted 
by paper. Adjunct faculty and regular full-time faculty with the last names beginning with 
letters “N” through “Z” will have their student evaluations conducted through an on-line 



process using TalonNet with faculty notification to students of the timeline for this 
evaluation. With proper notification, both adjunct and regular full-time faculty may opt to 
use the on-line or the paper procedure for their student evaluation. 
 

6.  All of the evaluation criteria, whether on paper or on-line, will be listed without numbers 
and presented in the order of the paper evaluations used prior to Fall 2012. 
 

7.  The data gathered from the Spring 2013 and Fall 2013 semesters shall be aggregated and 
used institutionally for all faculty.  
 

8.  The Student Success Center will avoid conducting on-line Student Learning Outcomes (SLOs) 
and/or student engagement surveys at the same time as faculty using TalonNet for their 
student evaluations. 
 

9. The CCFF and the District will put together a Task Force that will propose future processes to 
be used in student evaluations. Recommendations will be presented by the task force to the 
District and CCFF no later than December 6, 2013. 

 
Suggestion:  #10.  Should the CCFF and District fail to agree with the recommendations of the 
Task Force, bargaining between the CCFF and District will resume. 
The purpose would be to be sure that the District is obliged to continue bargaining. 
 
Question: 

Do we accede to the use of TalonNet to garner student evaluations of faculty, a 
procedure that we know is flawed? 
Or, do we object because we know the procedure is flawed? 

 
Online courses will have their evaluations online in spring 2013, even at this late date. 

 
Conclusions: 
 

Whether or not we add #10 or accede to whatever the District may propose will depend on the 
District’s response to our proposed MOU. 

 
Action Items Person Responsible Deadline 
Offer the MOU at the next bargaining session. Georgia Well  

 
 

Agenda Item: 
Student Success Center/ 
Compensation for the 
Instructional Specialist  

Presenter: Solomon Namala 

 
Discussion: 

Scott O’Neil reports on Chaffey College visit. 
 

A team of two Success Center experts came to Cerritos College in October 2012 



Just before Christmas vacation of 2012, Bryan Reece handed Scott O’Neil a description 
of what has come to be known as the Instructional Specialist, and Bryan told Scott to 
“Make it happen.”  No discussion; no rules.   
 
Scott offered up lab assignments to those in the Math Department who wanted them. 
 
Secretaries arranged for full-time faculty to receive overload pay. 
 
Bryan then offered part-time faculty lab hours for the hours not covered by full-time 
faculty. 
 
At the time, the job description did not include compensation. 
 
Chaffey’s experts recommended “two full-time administrative positions” in the Success 
Center, each with clerical staff.  Chaffey’s experts recommended that the tutors be full-
time faculty. 
 
Scott O’Neil says there was a discrepancy between the report provided to the Faculty 
Senate, which did not include the two administrative positions, and the report provided 
by the Chaffey experts, which recommended the positions. 
 
Scott’s own conclusion is that there should be two positions:  one for English upstairs 
and one for Math downstairs. 
 
190 FTES are going to the Success Center. 

 
At issue is the section on Compensation for Instructional Specialists.  The following 
understanding comes from e-mail exchanges among the E-board: 

 
5.0 Compensation and Professional Responsibilities 

1.1 Compensation 
Instructional Specialists work between 40% and 80% reassigned time in 
the center (40% reassigned = 16 hours per week. 60% = 24 hours; 80% = 
32 hours). 
In general, Instructional Specialists are expected to spend about 60% of 
their reassigned time on the floor tutoring and making sure the Center 
run [sic] efficiently.  About 40% of their time will be dedicated to other 
professional responsibilities. 

 
In the past, an English Department faculty member who spent time in what used to be 
called the Writing Center was paid at a lab hour rate.  For full time faculty, this meant 
that, if the hour in the lab were part of the base load, that lab hour would equate to 
0.75 TU or 0.75 of an hour of pay.  If it were overload, that hour would equate to one 
full hour of overload because overload is paid on an hourly basis.  For part-time faculty, 
that hour in the lab would be paid as a full hour at the hourly rate. 
 



However, Bryan’s proposal is abandoning the former means of determining 
compensation and taking a new tack, which includes a new position with a new name:  
“Instructional Specialist.” 
 
Consider a faculty member from the English Department who has been given 60% 
reassigned time.  Ordinarily, 60% reassigned time would be regarded as 9 TUs – 9 
lecture hours per week.  However, if those 9 TUs are lab hours and they are part of 
one’s base load, those 9 TUs mean not 9 hours but 12 hours per week, for every lab 
hour counts only 0.75 lecture hour:  12 hours @ 0.75 TU per hour equals 9 TUs.  Every 4 
hours of lab equals 3 lecture hours.  Multiply the 3 lecture hours by 3, and you get 9; 
multiply the 4 lab hours by 3, and you get 12. 
 
But Bryan’s proposal does something entirely different.  He has abandoned both lecture 
hour and lab hour calculations; he has abandoned the idea of 15 lecture hours plus 3 
office hours per week; and he has predicated his calculations on the 40-hour workweek.  
That’s how he comes to 60% reassigned time meaning 24 hours:  60% of 40 hours = 24 
hours. 
 
Bryan’s proposal asks the Instructional Specialist, with 60% reassigned time, to work 
60% of that reassigned time on the floor of the Student Success Center.  60% of 40 
hours is 24 hours.  And 60% x 24 = 14.4 hours.  Bryan’s proposal wants the Instructional 
Specialist with 60% reassigned time to work 14 hours and 24 minutes per week in the 
Success Center. 
 
By contrast, historically, the lab assignment necessary to achieve a 60% load would be, 
as noted, 12 hours per week.  Bryan’s proposal stipulates that the Instructional 
Specialist’s stint in the Success Center would be 14.4 hours per week.  That’s 2.4 more 
hours per week for the Instructional Specialist than for a traditional lab assignment:  a 
20% increase in hours for the same pay.  That’s for full time. 
 
For part-time faculty, a 60% assignment in the lab is paid as 9 hours because the part-
timer is paid by the hour worked, whether in a lab or in lecture.  (Note:  a full-timer is 
paid hourly when the lab hour is overload, but Bryan avoids that calculation by having 
the reassigned time understood as a percentage of the full-timer’s base, not overload.)  
The part-time Instructional Specialist, then, would work 14.4 hours for what would 
traditionally be 9 hours pay.  That’s a 60% increase in hours for the same pay. 
 
Consider:  Our highest paid part-timer now makes $60.33 per hour.  A 60% teaching 
assignment would mean 9 TUs or $542.97 per week.  If this part-timer got instead a 60% 
assignment as an Instructional Specialist, per Bryan’s proposal, he or she would earn the 
same $542.97 per week but would have to work not 9 hours but 14.4 hours.  This person 
is not making $60.33 per hour; this person is now making $37.71 per hour, 62.5% of 
what he or she was making before.  This is a 37.5% reduction in pay. 
 
 
 
 
 



Scott O’Neil offers the following proposal: 
 

Bryan Reece’s proposal breaks the reassigned time into two components, as follows: 
 
In general, Instructional Specialists are expected to spend about 60% of their 
reassigned time on the floor tutoring and making sure the Center run [sic] 
efficiently.  About 40% of their time will be dedicated to other professional 
responsibilities. 

 
Propose that 60% be paid as lecture, 40% as lab. 

 
Conclusions: 
 

Bryan Reece’s proposal should be challenged, using Scott O’Neil’s proposal. 
 
Action Items Person Responsible Deadline 
Invite Scott O’Neil to the next bargaining session as an 
expert. 

Solomon Namala  

 
 
Meeting adjourned at 5:30 PM 
 
  



 
Appendix 1 

 

MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING 
BETWEEN THE 

CERRITOS COMMUNITY COLLEGE DISTRICT 
AND THE 

CERRITOS COLLEGE FACULTY FEDERATION (LOCAL 6215, CFT/AFT, AFL-CIO) 
 

Student Evaluations of Faculty 
 

April 30, 2013 

This Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) regarding the procedures employed for student evaluations 

of all faculty, shall clarify the usage of results, and evaluation methods for the Spring 2013 and Fall 2013 

semesters. 

The parties to this MOU understand and agree to the following: 

1.  The results from the student evaluations of faculty conducted on-line during the Fall semester 
2012 shall be set aside by the District for use in adjunct and regular full-time faculty peer 
evaluations. The results from the student evaluations of probationary faculty may be used in 
peer and administrative evaluations. All adjunct and regular faculty may opt to have their Fall 
2012 student evaluations used in their peer and/or administrative evaluations.  
 

2.   During the Spring semester 2013, all probationary faculty student evaluations will be conducted 
by paper.   
 

3.   During the Fall semester 2013, all probationary faculty student evaluations will be conducted by 
paper.   
 

4.   During the Spring semester 2013, student evaluations of adjunct faculty will be conducted by 
paper. (Note: Student evaluations of adjunct faculty teaching the first nine-week term were 
conducted online with the opportunity for adjunct faculty to opt for paper evaluations.) 

 
5.   During the Fall semester of 2013, adjunct faculty and regular full-time faculty with the last names 

beginning with letters “A” through “M” will have their student evaluations conducted by paper. 
Adjunct faculty and regular full-time faculty with the last names beginning with letters “N” 
through “Z” will have their student evaluations conducted through an on-line process using 
TalonNet with faculty notification to students of the timeline for this evaluation. With proper 
notification, both adjunct and regular full-time faculty may opt to use the on-line or the paper 
procedure for their student evaluation. 
 

6.    All of the evaluation criteria, whether on paper or on-line, will be listed without numbers and 
presented in the order of the paper evaluations used prior to Fall 2012. 



 

7.   The data gathered from the Spring 2013 and Fall 2013 semesters shall be aggregated and used 
institutionally for all faculty.  
 

8.   The Student Success Center will avoid conducting on-line Student Learning Outcomes (SLOs) 
and/or student engagement surveys at the same time as faculty using TalonNet for their student 
evaluations. 
 

9.  The CCFF and the District will put together a Task Force that will propose future processes to be 
used in student evaluations. Recommendations will be presented by the task force to the 
District and CCFF no later than December 6, 2013. 
 

Signatures on the memorandum of Agreement by designated representatives of the District and CCFF 

shall be binding on both parties effective upon execution of this document agreed to on April 30, 2013. 

 
 
For the Cerritos Community College District: 
 
 
 
 

 For CCFF, Local 6215, CFT/AFT, AFL-CIO: 

Dr. Mary Anne Gularte 
Vice President, Human Resources/ 
Assistant Superintendent 

 Ms. Georgial Well 
Vice President, Chief Negotiator 

   
 
 
 

Dr. Linda L. Lacy 
President 

 Dr. Solomon Namala 
President 

 
 


