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April 2013 

Earlier this month Phil Smith and Jamie Dangler visited us to present infor-

mation on the contract and to answer questions.   
 

During the Q & A portion, it was pointed out that the economics of the change 

in DSI in this contract (not being awarded on base) negatively affect lifetime 

earnings over a career. This is a valid point. You may have heard this, you 

may have not; however, it is necessary to point out that UUP does not negotiate DSI provi-

sions of the contract. In fact, UUP has never included DSI in its contract proposals. It is the 

State, at the last moment, saying, “Oh, by the way… here.” 

Look at the larger picture. What was made clear was: The state had no intention of discussing 

ANYTHING beyond its proposal. Jamie Dangler and the team fought hard for the non-

monetary provisions that the state would not consider from the other unions. Be angry about 

the loss of income because DSI is not on base. Be angry about the loss of income because of 

the three years of 0% raises. But again, look at the overall document. 

PEF received nothing for their troubles (they defeated their first contract proposal, and on the 

day of that announcement had layoff notices sent to its members) but the shuffling of monies 

from direct in pocket to drawn out over the life of the contract. Nothing more was gained. 

It was also made clear that the State was not looking at the economy when 'negotiating'. It 

was politics of a governor that wanted a message to send.  

I encourage you to vote AND return your ballot. 
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ON NEGOTIATIONS AND THE TENTATIVE AGREEMENT 
By Lori Nash 
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On February 13, 2013, UUP and the 

State of New York came to a tentative 

agreement.  On February 15, 2013, 

UUP’s Negotiations Committee unani-

mously agreed to approve the tentative 

agreement.  I strongly encourage you to 

vote on this agreement. 

The priorities that UUP set for this 

round of negotiations were determined 

by the membership.  The Negotiations 

Team visited each chapter to hear mem-

bers input, members were sent forms to 

articulate their priorities and concerns, 

an Ad Hoc Advisory Committee was 

created to collect member input, and 

Chief Negotiator, Jamie Dangler, made 

herself available to members for discus-

sions about contract priorities.  UUP 

collected input from members from Sep-

tember 2010 to January 2011, prior to 

the end of the previous contract (July 

2011).  In January 2011, the Negotia-

tions Committee and Negotiations Team 

met to read through member input and 

determine the priorities for this round of 

negotiations.  The proposals that were 

developed by the Negotiations Team 

reflect the priorities that were set at this 

meeting.   These proposals are available 

at: 

http://uupinfo.org/negotiations/

UUPStateProposals091211.pdf 

The Taylor Law requires that both sides 

in union-state negotiations within New 

York State meet and discuss their pro-

posals.   The State’s proposals for this 

round of negotiations were developed 

based upon the Governor’s priorities.  

The Governor’s priorities were as fol-

lows: 

 

• to save money by freezing on base in-

creases to State workers in the first 

three years of a contract 

• to save money by reducing the amount 

that the State pays for State workers’ 

health care premiums and increasing 

the amount that State workers pay 

for their health care premiums 

• to save money by having State workers 

not work 9 days, so the State does 

not need to pay State workers for 9 

days of work 

Because the State’s proposals were so 

far from UUP’s proposals and the State 

was so determined to save money on 

State worker contracts it took a long 

time for UUP and the State to come to 

an agreement that both sides deemed 

satisfactory.  UUP was able to get many 

of the items that were outlined in our 

proposals.  Many of these items are 

non-monetary items that will improve 

the terms and conditions of work for 

our members.  And, with respect to the 

Governor’s priorities, UUP was able to 

convince the State to put more money 

into the pockets of UUP members.   

UUP won: 

• on base increases in the third year of 

the contract, with additional in-

creases in years four and five 

•  a delay regarding when UUP members 

needed to begin paying the increases 

to health care premiums 

• a reduction in the number of days 

which UUP members will need to not 

work and not be paid 

 

 

It is my recommendation to all of you 

that you cast a vote on this tentative 

agreement.  It is important that every 

member vote because we need to show 

New York State, and states around this 

country, that we want to work in a un-

ionized workplace.  A number of states 

have sought to limit the role that unions 

play in the workplace by enacting so 

called “Right to Work” legislation.  As 

the AFL-CIO points out “Right to Work” 

legislation is about allowing workers the 

“’Right to Work’ for less” - less income, 

less employer-sponsored health insur-

ance, and a lower standard of living. 

http://www.aflcio.org/Legislation-and-

Politics/State-Legislative-Battles/

Ongoing-State-Legislative-Attacks/

Right-to-Work-for-Less 

When you vote in a union election you 

make it clear to your state and states 

around this country that you are not 

interested in the “ ‘Right to Work’ for 

less.”  You want to retain the right to 

collectively bargain the terms and con-

ditions of your employment. 

Thank you for voting. 
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1 See p. 100 of UUP’s research, “Gender Inequity Study: A Salary Analysis for Seven SUNY Campuses and Members’ Perceptions 
and Experiences” (2009): http://uupinfo.org/reports/reportpdf/GenderInequity%20BurkeDangler%20FINAL1.pdf 

“EQUITY” AND THE TENTATIVE AGREEEMENT: THE DRESCHER VS DSI 
By Maureen Curtin 
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I remember being in 

Albany in June 2011 

for a gathering of 

new UUP chapter 

leaders when word 

began to circulate 

about the agreement 

CSEA negotiated 

with the state. We were on a trolley, 

taking a tour of Albany’s architecture 

and getting a glimpse into its political 

history, when news of furloughs 

spread. I remember thinking then that 

I would not agree to a contract that 

stipulated furloughs. Something about 

it seemed to smack of outright theft. 

I still object to furloughs in the tenta-

tive agreement. But I have also seen the 

contracts CSEA and PEF negotiated, 

and I’ve seen little evidence that we will 

secure a better agreement at this time. 

While some make the case that we have 

little to lose by continuing under the 

provisions of the last contract—

something the Triborough Amendment 

permits—I have been recently re-

minded that this is far from the case. 

Consider junior faculty, for example. 

We hired three people in my depart-

ment this year, all of whom will be eli-

gible for the Dr. Nuala McGann Dre-

scher Affirmative Action/Diversity 

Leave program. For those unfamiliar 

with the Drescher, it funds leaves of 

absence for underrepresented junior 

faculty so that they can focus on re-

search and scholarship. The program is 

designed to attract and retain greater 

diversity in our ranks. At least four 

members of our current faculty have 

received these in the recent past, and 

the diversity of our department is 

clearly one of its strengths. 

It’s true that ratifying the current 

agreement would not automatically 

trigger the restoration of the Drescher 

leave program. But if the agreement 

were ratified, the Joint Management/

Labor Committee would then meet to 

confer on resource allocations. Obvi-

ously, the sooner the agreement is rati-

fied, the sooner such decisions can be 

rendered. While it’s true that my new 

colleagues might be able to bide their 

time on the tenure clock, it’s also true 

that we have colleagues among us right 

now who are on the verge of losing this 

opportunity. It could prove the differ-

ence in their retention.1 

I’m advocating ratification of the tenta-

tive agreement in the hopes that we can 

re-activate the Drescher leave program 

as quickly as possible. I see this as a 

more viable way to redress gender ineq-

uity than holding out for DSI on base. 

There are those, however, who are argu-

ing against ratifying the tentative agree-

ment because it would mean losing DSI 

on base and that would mean, in turn, 

eroding our ability to achieve gender 

equity for our members. Indeed, many 

are arguing that DSI has been a valuable 

instrument in promoting greater gender 

equity among members. 

But a careful look at DSI suggests that 

even where faculty have made efforts to 

protect this pot of money from becom-

ing an insidious tool of management, 

gender inequities in salary persist. To a 

large extent, reversing such inequity 

requires a revision of the way we rate 

and value “invisible labor,” and until 

such a campaign is undertaken on a 

system-wide level, even DSI on base is 

unlikely to ameliorate gender inequity. 

In short, until those clamoring for DSI 

on base in the name of women become 

more seriously engaged in challenging 

the sexism that structures our everyday 

work lives, I am skeptical about this 

particular resistance to the tentative 

agreement. 

The Drescher, on the other hand, offers 

an even broader constituency the re-

sources required to make their labor 

more visible, to increase its value, and 

to secure tenure. Retaining more di-

verse faculty, in turn, will help us re-

cruit and retain a more diverse student 

body, something that will make for a 

more dynamic and rigorous intellectual 

community across SUNY. 

The fight for equity should hardly be 

confined to the terms and conditions of 

this particular tentative agreement. I 

welcome the frustrated and disgruntled 

to join a broader fight against those 

who would bargain away the last of our 

social nets. For instance, Medicare for 

all would provide cheaper and better 

health insurance for Americans. This is 

a fight worth getting in on, especially as 

we watch municipalities renege on 

health care plans for unions in the up-

state region and as we hear growing 

whispers about huge taxes on plans like 

the ones we have. Joining a broader 

fight requires fighting smarter, build-

ing coalitions, and refusing to be boxed 

in by a corporate-owned two party, 

political system. Fighting for equity by 

fighting the state for DSI on base is like 

asking a bully to buy you lunch instead 

of demanding everybody’s lunch 

money back. I can think of better ways 

to beat a bully. 

http://uupinfo.org/reports/reportpdf/GenderInequity%20BurkeDangler%20FINAL1.pdf�
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COMMENTS 
By Winfield Ihlow 

  Hello, 
 

On Wednesday, April 3, the state-wide 
UUP President, Phil Smith and the Chief 
Negotiator for our contract, Jamie Dan-
gler, visited our campus to make a pres-
entation about the proposed new con-
tract and to answer questions and con-
cerns. 

Note:  the membership has not yet re-
ceived a copy of the proposed contract 
because there are still a few details that 
need to be clarified in the State Bureau 
of the Budget.  Copies of the contract 
should be sent out soon so that we can 
all read it through before we vote on it. 

 
Personally, I thought that the meeting 
was very informative and quite well at-
tended. 
 
I know that there is negative criticism of 
the contract provisions, and I understand 
them.  But, I thought that the description 
of the negotiations process this time was 
especially important in understanding 
the details of this contract.  The gover-
nor’s office entered the negotiations play-
ing hard ball, and with rocks. 
They hired a “union-buster” to be their 
chief negotiator.  From the first meeting, 
he took an extreme hard line.  As an ex-
ample, after their first proposal, it took 
weeks and months to get a reasonable 
dental plan, vision plan and life insur-
ance plan back into the contract.  It took 
a persistently strong negotiating team to 
hold out against the evisceration of our 
benefits inherited from past contracts. 

 
The biggest criticism of the proposed 
contract seemed to be that Discretionary 
Salary Increases, if awarded, will not be 
an addition to base pay.  Any discretion-
ary awards will not compound with fu-
ture percentage salary increases, as they 

have done in the past.  For some mem-
bers, this compounding of past discre-
tionary awards has grown to become a 
significant portion of their overall com-
pensation.  This is great for them.  The 
past discretionary awards are, by and 
large, evidence of past hard work and 
success in research and publication.  But, 
the state is adamantly refusing to put 
future discretionary awards on base.  
There was an improvement in the discre-
tionary awards, in that now a percentage  
of the discretionary money available on 
each campus must be earmarked for 
part-timers based on the actual percent-
age of the membership on that campus 
that are part-timers.  Further, there will 
be Service Awards for career milestones 
(like number of years of service) which 
will start with 2011-12 and will continue 
through the Triborough Amendment.  
There are also on-base salary increases 
for members attaining Continuing Ap-
pointment or Permanent Appointment 
and some other employment milestones. 

 
Another criticism of the proposed con-
tract is the so-called “Deficit Reduction 
Plan”, where there will be a “pay extrac-
tion of nine days” over a period of two 
years.  This will be in two parts.  As I look 
at this, seven of these days amount to a 
loan to the State of New York of the 
amount of our pay, to be paid back at the 
end of the term of the contract (it looks 
like without interest).  Two of the nine 
days are in the form of two forced days 
off and will not be paid back.  But they 
are days off and “we don’t work for free”.  
But some of our sister unions have even 
more forced days off than this, for which 
they will not be paid back. 

 
There are some increases in member 
contribution to the health benefit plans.  
For example, for a salary of $40,137 or 
less, the member’s share of the cost will 
be12%. 

 
There will be some non-monetary gains 
in the new contract.  These include the 
possibility of Class Action Grievance for a 
campus, rather than multiple individual 
Grievance Actions, if ever needed.  There 
will be some procedural steps for Evalua-
tion of Professionals inserted into Article 
7 and into Appendix A-28.  These include 
completion dates for Performance Pro-
grams and well as non-evaluation of em-

ployees when Performance Program is 
not in place. 

 
Also, Sick Days may be used for time 
needed for Child Adoption and for Foster 
Care.  Employees will be able to unsolic-
ited, signed letters in their personnel 
files.  Part-time employees will be eligible 
for Term Appointments after 4 semesters 
rather than 6 semesters.  There will be 
Executive Level Review of Librarian’s  
issues, like titles, professional obliga-
tions, protected time and compensation. 

 
When thinking about the proposed new 
contract, I think we should take Jamie’s 
and Phil’s assurance that the governor’s 
office is taking an extreme hard line and 
that we would not (or will not) get a bet-
ter contract with more negotiation and 
bargaining.  In balancing wins and losses, 
this contract has more gains than losses.  
We all want better than 0-0-0-2-2 salary 
increases, but, if the contract is not rati-
fied, then we will continue under the old 
existing contract and there will be no 
monetary gains at all.  And there will not 
be any Discretionary Increases, much 
less increases on base. 

 
When your copy of the proposed contract 
does arrive, PLEASE READ IT 
THROUGH CAREFULLY.  Vote for the 
best interest of yourself, your family and 
the overall membership.  Send in your 
ballot, no matter which way you vote. 

 
Sincerely, 

 
Winfield Ihlow 
Executive Board Secretary 
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DISCIPLINARY INTERROGATIONS 
By Bruce Altschuler 

Let’s hope this never 

happens to you, but 

what would you do if 

you received an 

email from the col-

lege’s Human Re-

sources Director 

requiring you to 

meet with her for a disciplinary interro-

gation? If the college considers the po-

tential charges serious enough that 

disciplinary action is possible, under 

Article 19 of our contract, you must be 

informed of your right to union repre-

sentation. My own view is that, al-

though you would have a right to repre-

sent yourself, as Abraham Lincoln is 

reputed to have said of criminal defen-

dants who forego lawyers, they have 

fools for clients and jackasses for attor-

neys. I have seen several faculty mem-

bers who thought they could defend 

themselves without assistance, but 

wound up regretting their choice. It is 

important to understand that you must 

appear at the interrogation. Failure to 

do so is insubordination and could even 

be grounds for termination of your em-

ployment. 
 

If you choose to have UUP representa-

tion, you will have to move quickly. The 

administration has the right to require 

you to appear as soon as six hours after 

notification, even if you can’t arrange 

representation that soon. Fortunately, 

our administration has been more flexi-

ble than that. Except in cases of emer-

gency, they will try to arrange a time at 

which one of us is available. Generally 

that will be our labor-relations specialist 

and the appropriate chapter grievance 

chair, currently me for faculty and Bill 

Canning for professionals. If none of us 

is available, it may be the chapter presi-

dent or one of the vice-presidents. As 

soon as you are notified, I recommend 

your first call or email be to one of us. 
 

We try to meet with the person due for 

interrogation before it takes place. 

Most of the time, the notice he or she 

receives will state the general nature of 

the offense, but it may be as vague as 

inappropriate conduct with a student 

or a complaint of harassment by an-

other faculty member, which means we 

will try to reconstruct the event in 

question. The more forthcoming you 

are with us, the better we can represent 

you. The one exception is in the very 

rare instance where the issue is serious 

enough that criminal charges are     

possible. Although we will do our best 

to keep any conversations confidential, 

if we are subpoenaed to testify in court, 

we do not have attorney-client privi-

lege. If you fear being charged with a 

crime, consult an attorney immedi-

ately. 
 

The disciplinary interrogation is decep-

tively informal. First you will be in-

formed of your rights by the HR direc-

tor who will ask you to sign a form that 

you have been so notified and electing 

to either accept or decline union repre-

sentation. You will then be asked a 

series of questions about the events in 

question. It is important to answer 

these questions as honestly as possible 

without volunteering additional infor-

mation or trying to explain your way 

out. This is not the time to put on a 

defense as any charges against you will 

trigger a disciplinary hearing at which 

you can present a complete and well 

considered response. If any questions 

are inappropriate or if it appears you 

aren’t doing well, your union represen-

tative will either object or ask for the 

hearing to pause for a private caucus. If 

you feel you need some help during the 

questioning, you too can ask for a 

pause to confer with us. Remember 

that even though this is (I hope) your 

first disciplinary hearing, your repre-

sentative will have considerable experi-

ence as will the HR director asking the 

questions. 
 

Once the hearing is over, it will be up to 

the administration to choose what to 

do. Sometimes they decide that there is 

no reason for further action, but they 

may not tell you right away. Alterna-

tively, they may decide to give you 

counseling. In that case, someone from 

the administration will meet with you 

to tell you what you have done wrong 

and what you should do in the future. 

Since counseling is not considered dis-

cipline, you would not be entitled to 

union representation, but you are enti-

tled to write a rebuttal to the letter 

placed in your personnel file. We will 

be glad to help with that rebuttal. 

If the college deems the matter more 

serious, it may send you a notice of 

discipline by registered or certified mail 

or deliver it in person. It must specify 

the charges; provide a detailed descrip-

tion of the alleged misconduct includ-

ing dates, times and places and tell you 

the penalty being requested. You have 

the right to file a grievance which will 

trigger a hearing at which the college 

must prove just cause and you can de-

fend yourself. At this hearing you have 

a right to union representation and we 

will be glad to file the paperwork on 

your behalf. Again, it is important to 

act quickly as you have only ten days to 

file your grievance. You can find out 

more about these grievances in Article 

19. 
 

This can be a very daunting process. 

If it happens to you, remember that  

the union is here to help. 



Mayday! This is an emergency call for help! We face a dangerous crisis in higher education. It affects almost every university, 

college and community college. It is not limited to any city, region or state. It is called contingency: the majority of teachers in 

higher education today are grossly underpaid, at-will employees, lacking any meaningful job security and the academic freedom 

essential to quality education. The tenured jobs of the past have been outsourced to a contingent academic labor force. Many so-

called “part-timers” teach twice as much as their “full-time” colleagues. Similarly, many “temps,” whose short-term contracts typi-

cally extend for a year or less, have been teaching for decades—often longer than permanent teachers on continuing appointments. 
 

The results of this crisis should be known to everyone. It has been a dirty little secret for far too long, but nothing will change until 

the facts are widely understood. The vast majority of college teachers in the United States today—over a million individuals—are 

paid poverty wages, earning an average of $2,700 per three-credit semester course. Most adjuncts make $12,000 to $20,000 a 

year. Some 80% lack any health or retirement benefits, and academic freedom is meaningless in the absence of any job security.  
 

Poorly-supported contingent teachers undermine the quality of education. Their miserable working conditions adversely affect 

student learning conditions, thus short-changing our students and threatening the future of our nation. This is no way to prepare 

the next generation for an increasingly competitive global economy! By short-changing our teachers, we are short-changing our 

students and the security of our country. Funding education on the cheap has resulted in most American students no longer being 

competitive with even the top twenty countries around the world. 
 

To reverse this disastrous trend, the undersigned urge that the following steps be adopted on a priority basis: 

 Increase the starting salary for a three-credit semester course to a minimum of $5,000 for all instructors in higher education. 

 Ensure academic freedom by providing progressively longer contracts for all contingent instructors who have proven  

      themselves during an initial probationary period. 

 Provide health insurance for all instructors, either through their college’s health insurance system or through the Affordable 

Care Act. 

 Support the quality education of our students by providing their instructors with necessary office space, individual develop-

ment support, telephones, email accounts and mail boxes. 

 All college instructors need fair and equitable access to unemployment benefits when not working. 

 All college instructors who have taught for ten years, during which they were repaying their student loans, should qualify for 

the provisions of the federal Student Loan Forgiveness Program. 

 After a probationary period, all college teachers should become voting members of their faculties and their academic  

      departments. 
    

The signatories urge a comprehensive, cooperative effort to end the staffing crisis in higher education for the sake of all our stu-

dents and all our citizens. Mayday! Mayday! Mayday! 

 

The Mayday Manifesto is part of the national Mayday $5K! campaign that was launched in the spring of 2013. Its goal is to ensure educational qual-

ity, fairness and equity by improving the wages and working conditions of all contingent faculty in higher education. They are the majority of college 

teachers and currently number about one million, including part-time adjuncts and full-time lecturers not on tenure-track lines. 
 

The campaign welcomes the support of everyone, whether they are students, members of the general public or teachers, regardless of their  

employment status. 
 

The campaign goals of the Mayday Manifesto are endorsed by a variety of unions and other organizations, including New Faculty 

Majority: The National Coalition for Adjunct and Contingent Equity. 
 

Please add your name to the list of supporters! 

https://docs.google.com/a/oswego.edu/forms/d/1kPaUl21SMpBNNWh3mqqkdkt-FX3hNLWeu5KHLYKXsWY/ 
 

In solidarity,  

 Peter D.G. Brown,  

Mayday $5K! Coordinator 

UUP Chapter President 

 SUNY New Paltz 
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WORKING CONDITIONS NOW? 
 By Stephen J. Rosow 

 
How should we  

understand working conditions 

now? 
 

In general, there are the three traditional 

elements:  money, benefits, and protec-

tions, including grievance procedures.  

In recent years, several others have been 

added:  disability relief; bullying and 

coercive behavior by supervisors,  

especially important for women facing 

male supervisors; and various forms of 

subtle or not so subtle discrimination 

that create hostel work environments. 
 

There are also some that are traditional 

and important in our specific professions 

in the university.  Most important of 

these are those that go under the rubric 

of academic freedom.  These include our 

abilities to organize our classes and teach 

them without interference from political 

or administrative forces, and our ability 

to write, publish and speak without 

threat of reprisal or preemptive censor-

ship.  We might also include here the 

questions surrounding the relation of 

teaching and research, including how 

new cultures of the university, in so-

called “public/private partnerships” for 

example affect teaching, research and 

their relations. 
 

We should add here the questions sur-

rounding intellectual property, including 

the right to control our lectures and our 

publications.  Increasingly, the question 

of intellectual property rights have been 

especially important for those of us de-

veloping software and writing code, as 

well as for those in the sciences seeking 

to patent their discoveries and inven-

tions.  Most of these are  and have been 

the subjects of  negotiations between 

faculty and professionals and the state, 

and clearly will continue to present  

contentious issues in the future. 

 

 

 

With the current shift to information 

economies it stands to reason that 

working  conditions would change as 

well.  Let me suggest what I see as some 

elements of a broader approach to  

working conditions in the corporate  

university. 
 

How is the corporate culture of 

administration 

 changing working conditions  

in the university?  

  

Here we might think about a disparate 

set of issues, all tied together by the  

increasing dominance of business  

rationality in university administration, 

from issues connected to the growing 

and increasingly intrusive assessment  

culture, the bottom-line thinking and 

“administrative flexibility” that dictates 

reliance on part-time and at-will  

employees with few job protections, and 

that justifies increasingly workloads in 

the name of “productivity.” 
 

External funding  and 

 working conditions  
 

We should certainly include here the 

question of the conditionality of grant 

funding and who gains what and the 

ethics of government funding, for exam-

ple.  We should also consider the ways 

current regimes of knowledge that  

demand “tangible” (usually meaning 

profitable) results put pressure on the 

humanities and more humanistic social 

sciences either to adopt certain kinds of  

research that is more likely to produce 

material benefits   
 

 New community interfaces  
 

How should universities participate in 

community development?  How can and  

 

 

 

must the university be a site of  

democratic learning, civic engagement 

and social justice? 
 

How are media, information  

systems, and digitization  

redefining working conditions  

in the university?  
  
 This, of course, includes all of the issues 

surrounding on-line courses as well as 

the way new technologies in the class-

room are changing working conditions 

and redefining academic productivity. 
 

 The ethics  

of academic work 
   
We should certainly include here the 

questions of the ethics of research raised 

by external funding sources or the  

regimes of truth that define our  

disciplines, privileging certain kinds of 

research questions and marginalizing 

others.  But we also need to include the 

ethics of teaching and the implications  

of the way we teach and what we teach  

in the larger social world.  What is the 

responsibility of the academic in the  

current world?  How might we best go 

about performing responsible work in 

the current context? 

 

I think we need to engage these  

and other issues.  Let me know if you 

agree. 
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The opinions expressed in In Touch are those of  

the writer. They do not necessarily reflect the position or  

policies of the United University Professions. In Touch  

encourages letters to the editor about union, campus and 

university issues, politics and other membership con-

cerns. Letters should be emailed and include the writer’s 

name, telephone number and e-mail address. Limit the 

length, when possible, to 500 words. In the competition 

for space, shorter letters most often will receive  

preference. Letters will be published based on the  

following criteria: the order in which they are received, 

  space availability and timeliness of the letter’s topic.  

  Letters submitted by first-time writers may also  

  receive preference. Names of writers will be withheld 

  upon request. Inappropriate pieces will not be  

published. In Touch reserves the right to edit  

all letters. We cannot guarantee that all letters  

will be published. The final decision is at the  

discretion of the editor. Please send your letters to 

uup@oswego.edu. The Editorial Policy was liberally  

borrowed from SUNY Potsdam’s Within The Ranks. 

In the past, I have been the UUP coordinator of the IDAP process. This is a Joint Labor/Management Program between both UUP 
and the Governor's office. 
 
I am sorry to tell you that there will be no IDAP funding until the negotiated contract is ratified by the membership. 
 
Unless I am mistaken, that means that we will not have an IDAP process until the Fall semester, to be applied for activities that 
occur between July 1, 2013 and December 31, 2013. There will be a second process for activities that occur between January 1, 
2014 and June 30, 2014.  Applicants must only apply for the first or the second, but not both. 
 
If you have any further questions, please contact me at my e-mail address: winfield.ihlow@oswego.edu  
or my office phone:  312-2558.  My office is located at 174 Poucher Hall. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Winfield Ihlow 
UUP Oswego Chapter Executive Board Secretary  

A NOTE ABOUT IDAP  
from  

Winfield Ihlow 

September 20, 2013 
3:30 pm - 7:30 pm 

UUP Chapter Fall Gathering 
at  

Fallbrook 

Ticket information 
will be announced  

in the Fall. 

Editorial  Policy 



  Message from: 
Statewide UUP President, Phillip H. Smith 

April 04, 2013 

 

Colleagues.... 

 

Please be advised:  Because NYS has not yet provided UUP with the necessary 
information concerning two critical aspects of our Tentative Agreement (e.g. 
details on the Deficit Reduction Leave Program and the plan for retroactive 
payments on Health Insurance Premiums), we will not be able to print and 
distribute the Negotiations Bulletin as quickly as we had originally anticipated. 

The Negotiations Bulletin will contain the exact language of the Tentative 
Contract--with annotated areas that explain new features of the 
agreement.  Plus, the Bulletin also will contain an extensive Question and 
Answer section.  We want to have this vital document in members' hands prior 
to the mailing of the Ratification Ballots.  Therefore, because of the state's delay, 
we've decided to postpone the time line of the Ratification Ballot. 

The voting for Ratification will be handled by the American Arbitration 
Association (AAA) according to the following schedule: 

 --Ballots will be mailed on May 1st. 

--Completed ballots will be due back at the AAA offices by close of business 
(5PM) on June 3rd.   

--Ballots will be counted on June 4th. 

We regret this delay, but due to circumstances not under our control this 
postponement is necessary to provide complete information to our members. 

 

In Union... 

Phil 
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