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Dispute at SUNY New Paltz
parallels controversy in
California over 60% law

CPFA leaders and observers have frequently
speculated that the real reason many full-time faculty
members in the California community colleges are
opposed to raising the 60% FTE limit on part-time faculty
course loads is that if these “temporary” faculty were
carrying full-time loads, the pay discrepancy would
become much more obvious both to these exploited
instructors and to the general public. This line of
reasoning is confirmed by a recent dispute at a public
university in New York.

One SUNY campus administration now openly admits
that the reason for putting a cap on the number of courses
that can be taught by non-tenure-track faculty is that “if
adjuncts taught a “full” load of three courses, they might
start demanding to be paid the same as our full-time,
tenure-track faculty,” according to Peter D.G. Brown,
Distinguished Service Professor in the Department of
Foreign Languages at State University of New York at
New Paltz.

In an article in the SUNY New Paltz student newspaper
The Oracle, Brown says that the administration eliminated
its 2-course cap on adjunct teaching assignments in 2005,
but that now the administration claims no such agreement
was ever made. Vice President David Lavallee responded
to Brown’s article with a letter to the editor claiming that
the “college administration has consistently rejected
[Brown’s] proposal to have us hire part-time faculty to
teach a larger number of courses... as a normal course of
events. Professor Brown is reluctant to accept this
decision. We have agreed only that we would hire part-
time faculty to teach more than two courses in a semester
in emergency situations.”

Lavallee asserts that SUNY New Paltz pays part-time
faculty “as much or more than other colleges in the area,”
that the base pay rate for them has risen by nearly 70% in
the past ten years while the consumer price index rose
only 30%, and that the college provides health benefits
to “many” of its part-time faculty. He acknowledges that
colleges and universities have come to rely too heavily
on part-time faculty, saying that “inadequate funding for
public colleges does not allow them to hire enough full-
time faculty to teach all classes. We are constrained by
the disinvestment in public higher education that has
occurred over the past three decades.”

on the employees’ highest annual salary, but adult
education teachers who teach more than 30 hours are
placed in a singular, discriminatory category? All of this
is blatantly unjust and does not compensate these teachers
for the “actual” time they have worked.

Is the solution complex? No, if the definition for
full time in education code 21853.5 were changed to “30
or more hours,” or “30 to 40 hours,” the injustice would
be remedied, and it would generate no further costs to
the district and minimal costs to STRS, as few adult
education teachers work more than 30 hours a week.
Moreover, the law does not forbid a broader or more
equitable definition of the vague and limiting term “full
time,” so STRS only needs to concede that the practice is
unfair and to expand its definition of full time.

How can we change this? Write a letter to your local
assemblyperson, include a copy of this article, and turn
to your local teachers’ association and demand help. Also
write STRS, individual STRS board members, CTA, and
any other advocacy group you can find. Since the law
dictates that all teachers in a single category must be
treated equally, this policy and practice is a shameful
violation of our rights and an outrageous denial of equal
benefits.

Ron Russell has taught ESL full time in Monterey at the
Naval Postgraduate School and teaches part-time for
Monterey Peninsula College.
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AFT, Local 1828, AFL-CIO

A leader in better working conditions and rights for part-time faculty

Leading the way in closing the pay equity gap

(805) 650-8035
<www.aft1828.com>

Health Care -cont. fromp. 1

thus preventing low-income employees from obtaining
insurance through the pool and requiring them to buy in
to the employer’s plan at whatever cost the market will
bear. Presumably this is something the legislature intends
to be addressed either by the ballot initiative or by one of
the new regulatory boards and agencies.

Price categories are to be based on age, family size,
and location in the state. Other than the parameters on
actuarial methods of determining risk there are no
controls on prices outside of the statewide pool.

Eligibility will be established once a year, generally
speaking. So people who are intermittently employed may
be stuck paying large premiums for most of a year while
unemployed, based on the previous year’s income.

One of the better measures in the bill deals with pre-
existing conditions. Insurance companies will not be able
to exclude people based on pre-existing conditions, but
they can impose a “risk adjustment factor” of up to 20%
based on such conditions. They can only consider
conditions diagnosed, treated or recommended for
treatment within the past 12 months. This provision will
probably help those part-time faculty members who are
working part-time because they are partially disabled;
these are some of the people who find it impossible to
purchase coverage under the existing situation.

It is possible that employers in some businesses will
try to convert part-time employees to “independent
contractor” or “consultant” status so as to avoid the health
insurance obligation, as has happened in past decades as
part of the overall shift to reliance on contingent workers.
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exemption) will be assigned to a plan; when the state has
to pay premiums on someone’s behalf in that situation,
the state will recoup its payments through tax collection
procedures incooperation with the Franchise Tax Board.

The next few weeks may be crucial in determining
whether this plan can be rendered viable.

You can find contact information for your senator at
www.legislature.ca.gov. The bill itself - ABX 1 - is
over 100 pages long; those brave enough to read it can
find it at www.leginfo.ca.gov.

Federal Poverty Levels (FPL):
100% of FPL
Family of 1 $10,210
Family of 2 $13,690
Family of 3 $17,170
Family of 4 $20,650
250% of FPL
Family of 1 $25,525
Family of 2 $34,225
Family of 3 $49,925
Family of 4 $51,625
400% of FPL
Family of 1 $40,840
Family of 2 $54,760
Family of 3 $68,680
Family of 4 $82,600




