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Readers are referred to the FactBinding Report of Chair, Jobn Kagel, and the
Panel for the 2008-2009 year (Union Exhabtt 14}, That report outlines i quoted detail

the relfevant portions of the parties” collective bargaimng apreement

and the “Compaet’
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Buring the factfinding proceedings, the CFA produced 8 proposal which it laid
out v&rb&ﬁy éi:ea;i would produce gégﬁ%?* and SSE {ﬁ{}ﬁ%asg E}ﬁgﬁges} aégﬁgueﬁis
There is no provision for 5 GSI .- Tk i 4
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1. Salaries of other professors, especiafly in the West (AAUP Survey indicating
‘comtmuing taculty saleries of 2 3% for 200071 1)
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&ﬁmmﬁmwa% waossl to restive mfiﬁﬁhﬁtﬁmﬁw

mmpﬁam _

ntent of CFA’s smﬁm§ is %isa& mgm& wm gﬁ%ﬁﬁ? mm? wWag gz&@%mﬁeﬁ o futtive 838 should gt a
full §51. For this model, only those rdividuals who received benchmark awards {or stipsriels} in year 1
and who have 351 eiig;b:%ﬁy nOW are. in¢laded: Year-of-entry recipients gre not m{riwied in year 2, all
recipients who have S5t ﬁiig?%ﬁz%y are included.

' ,%ééxh@ﬁ m&w m@m sﬁcmaws, safarsﬁafaféd i

'heneﬁz‘s, mﬁizﬁeem;am@a;é arbecur mﬁmi}tﬁmx oty

_Tota% ‘cost of a full 2,55%?5; was sesimzmé 35 i:@%; 407, %?*3 “’i‘%m waa extrapolated from the éstimated SSt

Total base cs::st.s
51:3 139 315

f?emafﬁmg 5% m:sis fﬁ@ non-base f;sgf;gs}

i:éﬁt%t {}?ts W a::%: wge mgiaﬁaﬁ i mﬁ mmﬁs @gzwmg ﬁ@ﬁwﬁa@e Emfmﬁes are mt treaﬁeﬁ a5
income subject w retirement.}

Tetfai-;isﬁ;SZﬁgﬁ%&ﬁﬁé .
Budget estimates 15 costs a5 $15,510,000 for 2010/ 11

sation and base cost & G654% of Uhit 3

Therefore cost of CFA. proposal is 1 33%.of Unit 3 compe:
campensa‘t;eﬁ

Note: The CSUhas &%ga @g‘?i%‘%fatﬁé %?zai: the odditio "é” cast of | providing 55t to everyone who received an
Equity 3 award andl ndiwe Hak e a&gﬁ%ﬁ&? wauld be 51 800058 raising the cost of providing SS1s to the
Equity 1 pﬁgpﬁ?&ﬁ%@n to 87, m,z 71. This would <hift the wngoing base costs of the proposal to

511,939,371 {0.77% of Unlt 3 compensation pobl} and drop the one-time tosts to % 956,021, Total cost
would increase shightly to $20,895,332.

Academic Human Resources, C5U Office of the Chancellor, july 6, 2011
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noted in his report.  CFA stressed the importance

those oligtble to help mitigate co

Char K&g@i cited herein, wrge é}% par

- Diring the Bethindiag prodess CFA made a modest proposal, as Chair Tamoush

of completing the equity program

begun m 200708, and urged the Chancellor to previde 2 one-time 551 payment to

mpensabion stagnstion o faculty whe have bad no

salary increases for three years, while many administrators have received equity

imfeases: and rais&s f;i?;% %}@%@y %%ﬁ%%g&g posals reflected an honest assessment

@f %Iéze CSE,E ?még{%% inr 2000. W and Wf}iﬁé w epresent po ha

riies to negotiate §§g§f‘§y &?@é ﬁ&ﬁﬁsﬁy even in

tatives refused o move off the

éiiﬂ%miitmég@i times. The chaacellor’s represen

position they had maintained for the past three years.

/s/ John Travis
Jobe Travis, CFA

Conour X



rerpranenditions of the Panet Chalr. When the parties

regotiated the 2007-2010 Collective Bar
smtﬁ o find the &:%sg%w i‘ij

pafﬁ;@s to mee*t and f;ﬁs:g%es' o s ORS

-té;e f"‘Eé} m&&mmés 5

eﬁe;;ﬁ} Opéﬁiﬁg g@af@m&t m @g
k{ifnéﬁ}& Kag@?ﬁ? ,.,., ,,,,,,,,,,,, e :3:,.-, PO

ﬁsmémgiy,, ”iﬁgf z{fse ?mefé i:%aif% own _
; gm'm&mmaﬁﬁyﬁsﬁfﬁw
v, fnshiad, the Panel Chalr invites the parties o

record of ti“%ﬂ‘ %zegn% s é@% ;ﬁz =
parties’ res;ae%:fﬁf% poEitiGns @8 presen

“offer their own posttions in writing” and theréafter review them “In an attempt 1o further resofve their

b At the Begiredng of the fact-finding peocess, CE8 s demand was for 580.7 million for 20112017,



gﬁmﬁ? %&‘%&%& msﬁﬁéﬁ ’2;%}5: CBeE : o E%@m& Esies and, E‘%&eﬁw@:&% after mﬁ?ﬁi’pf&
: ; e am@é@m @mﬁgpmm%&%@%ﬁ&mz@m%ﬁ; can be presumed to
md&mﬁaﬁ&tﬁé*ﬂ%ﬁ% @@}gﬁﬁm ﬁx&z sicint: m i%é*i“@ is %iwe the €24 snd CEA fﬁﬁﬁ:&ﬁ&ﬁmﬁg és&agme

with one another over the méef%wgg plerpends of this dispute. The 05U sotersd this provess in the
hf;;;m that a timxa% ;@ar’é’:g pegtrals %@%&% of %%%.% ?m would help each side better understand the relative
stfengtm and weakness of their positions.and, at a minimuen, help the &ﬁ?%ﬁa{rm@éaﬁ#n thelr points
f}f ::ﬁsagfaemetﬁ: B %ﬁa? mﬁ%‘m&% i{’} ﬁ%&ﬁm’m ousr m The ?fzmgé fié"z%%fg failure - 1o mﬁéﬁc%: &

I: Factual inaccorachas

4} n. t?}e ’Wi"? ’E»irsi; seﬁteﬂﬁé of iﬁe 5&@%’3"’{ the: f&ﬁi@*ﬁﬁ&&? stabes, i reference to the 2007-2010
Collective Bargaini

Faw, gzﬁzz;” i é;ggi, e Agreenieit vy
e}@i&ﬁd@sﬁi %}*g’ BGL was the grie .
Froan the evidence. ?f%ﬂ?ﬁ%’%&ﬁ@i B m&?ﬁ@&% %ﬁ? m& £




%i{%ﬁ?y, i‘?’ze t’aﬁ‘éﬁﬁdmg?m wiss w&sﬁyﬁg@ weitht e

Vear} c&mhzneé with *ths::ﬂ very s@a% -&

i b paraprapk: 7 of the report, the Panel Chickr states

“Yiile this current process I Bndeed ol pro fuemp b oty respectitis dleéar thot it s port of the
cyele af annual negoticlions which must by ployed sut before the porties con enguge in more
definitive, spedific sond “seious™ ingﬁsxm% i which they sre anipiged wmmgig, Just s there
have been }‘mﬁf%;&f;g Wm&éﬁ%ﬁgs i &‘féﬁ af ﬁ'ﬁ@ gmtf I years, gf i wm;:@am tfz&t zﬁe gmmes
wi &@gﬁw & ﬁm,}i::; ﬁf&g@@sﬁg fw ZEOFETY ﬁm

Eirstly, tﬁe?e.;:'%éw not been iggﬁ%ﬁggﬁg proceedings “in each of the @&s‘i 10 yesrs”.  Factfinding
am::eﬁéiﬁgs %%méﬁﬁiﬁg &m-?&é«% o four o 7y b e S 2UURIOE over Eﬁeﬁﬁi{ﬁﬁéf@qaﬁy

7 %&&%F Sybvia Skratek);

.s:ef.:ws” bﬁfg&mfﬁ@ F3 wﬁmﬁ giwy ﬁ?f’&f B
suggestion that these are not “serfows” negotistions, of any suggestion %:-%fza‘étim CEA's demand in these
gf&m&d&ﬁ% fﬁgfﬁé‘sﬁﬁ% Y pipimnd solory editmen?” . The T8 takes thess negotistions sxtremely
ok cure ‘%%’«i& %ﬁ?{}m@& State ﬂawemrzy in th;s

. - -@? a ?mm ;%:%@53 m%ﬁwﬁ m& #t sm g.;em@ m;gi~§fear W{thm

this context, 520.6 million doflars in o wery substhntial ainount of money even for an organization as

*--%‘»éé- agxgsg&m azééﬁ? 245 full-time tempo
Fealb- E?W students. it strikes the

large a5 the CSU, equating as it does

3,150 course &edmm}; or thee mafgmai c&% éﬁmﬁﬁg for more than 2

CSY as mcengewsbie that there shoitd B 10 consi : Qﬁi’% of Eveny rmgaﬁgﬁﬁ of these andisputed

fakts ariywhere in Fhis report

: ﬁ?@wﬁﬁm that there is actually no current
i negotistions on satary ihoreasas for 2010

dgs;mte between the partiesinthe ﬁéé’?&ﬁ
11. Both parties, in thelr weitten proposals, buave agm&é vk thisre should upt he any salery Inoraoses
for 2010-11. Based on this wndisputed %&ﬁ{; {5EE B mpaln 2% 2 oty fiss to understand the Panel Chair's
 for 203611 soon” other than to note that these exhibits were

comment about & “Sitniler proceeding
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nthé fﬁ‘é&iﬁﬁcﬁ 'i’i 3%‘5523%& 3%@@&3%@%-' §

submitted fafer in the procesdings and, %&%ﬁ:&%ﬁ%@, were untortinstely not among the CSU's "opening

“documents and eerly exhibits” velied upon by the writer for the preparation of this roport.

i) As & final point of information, the bargeining an® does not consist of “Some 24000 feculty
members”. For 2010, bareafvdar undt heatcouwsd was 22,092, This formalion wis presentad to the
parnel in &Siﬁ_ex%ibét(ﬁfiﬁi 12, Pyenthe OFS in s submizsion chaims ondy *20,000-plus faculiy®,

i Misrepresey atho

{i} The CSU z:‘aiégﬁfkaﬁ? refutes -ﬁ”{ai at any stage B ;ﬁg}z’mﬁ%ﬁ% that “student Joe sevenue incregse wos
msmmai’ Sw;:%t a ﬁaﬁm&:& 5 ﬁ:%a@?‘? ;nmm@ aﬁ«@i zmg;x@m%%ﬁ %43 ?&&%ﬁ&%& m%%z the very zzieas evidence -

,pres&n%eﬁ to the pareh an ﬁﬁ% student %%a mﬁ%&@% %%@3@ %?1% i‘f&% %;aﬁ been ﬁé}%gaé e imgﬁege ?{}%anmg__

%&g _%ﬁ%&“ﬁ% zxf %”mﬁ@% immé stﬁdgat f‘aes %}? 8 .

: whends, but uliimately felt that such ?nﬁre:a{&eg
were sssential iy order to maintain the ability of the Undversity Yo fullill s core mission. To suggest that -

(:SU in any wass mgﬁ;e&mﬁ&é t%%aﬁ %z%s%a ;zmm were “nivirol s a gmss; ﬂ‘%‘sst’&pfeﬁﬁﬁi&%}ﬂ of the

fastﬁ thai: m&&ta@é ieftumﬁaéi&sg@é ‘%’?;&‘m%i& is. %:%m%i m&z wmmg tﬁaﬁa&t&ﬁ wgfe ga ﬂﬁ%ﬁ%@g&k

it ?&@?& i teken ;ﬁi&i’ﬁ :m%g’ mﬁiﬁgie VEArs,
o2t that i recebved for the 109899 fiscal vear while

response ti;s ?;he r&éam i g%:g%ﬁ
jeaving the-i:&ii-w?:h the same level of date 2y
serving an aﬁéfmma% F2000 shudents,

{11} The CSU niever wsod the word “savings” in respect of the sieps ook 1o reduce expenditures in fiseal

year 2009-10. The G54 was regiired W e res 1o match s redyced Gperating revenues

for that year, in that context, there are no “savings” being mads in any sense of that ward's usage.

{iif) 54 does z‘x&f aﬁéerszaﬁﬁ w%&aﬁ: the Panel ﬁ%&ﬁ%‘ m&g é%y *Whuch of the increased revenue Igid out by
o shewing fimds and o
which do not aetuolly woke fends gyaiobie™ TS9O 10 ssouins thay this serbence is the Panel Chais's
attempt 1o deal with the evidence presented during the hearlag sround CFA's reliarce on the 7010 CSU
Financial Statement as evidence of C5U% ability to mest CFR's salary demands, and #s insistence that

the OFA ¥ gg{:tﬁg;‘iy @ﬁ?séf” m&y Froin j fication of accounting devices

CSU can somehow pay for salary Incresses out of onetime federsd grants under the American Recovery




and Reinvestment Act {ARRA}, sponsored programs, and the Contiming Education Revenue Fund. In

"'{&E}u%iai st mddnoed edensive evidence ooaxglaln the diferences betwesn finencial staterment
;-epartmg and state budeet reporting mﬁ%m% the legal and equitable Bmitalions on the use of
monies held in desipnated funds; the T2 thet the one-time monies received i fiscal year 08/10

pursuant to ARQA were & direct offset for the 5716 miliion that the leghiature %;@é reverted to the siate
- treasury in-the 2009 Budget A and the caltulation and campus: use of indirect costs from sponsored
gamgrams afd exiem%eff edacativny. By biv cwn M&% the Panel Chair makes fio serous effort
analyze the extersive evidence W@S&‘%“éﬁé o %%zxa aver mm {igyg on. these ss&ues, or draw any
meanmgm§ conchusions in respect of tht ea%é&ﬁm instead he chooses to des! with these critical issues
by ﬁimpi‘gf staﬁs;g that that b fingds 1 “urtyally: fmm&é o review ard disggres with efther party’ s
;}f}gfﬁgﬂs” Nevm?s@ﬁss ﬁeﬁg&’%ﬁ ?ﬁ% a@m%’z%@é %ﬁa&% i é’s&g@m with O35 ms’zmﬁ fe then goes on

. .,i:a e;enciude tEm wﬁgfﬁ Qﬁg&ﬁ@f éﬁﬁ?‘%ﬁiﬁ L8 gﬁﬁg&% fi% 3.3% CFA g,gg??ef’ in zﬁese ;}smémgs Given
,g‘:m@%é“ ﬁg i:%'ggz ﬁ&%ﬁ m&g% Wﬁ? %ﬁ% xzﬁ%% ﬁ@%%ﬁfs; wm% of aa?aw %m&a&% at a t;mé' :

= -%‘za* hets e

woild be “sppropriste” 1o meke these payments 1o this lenited population of facully at this ime?

sation:

i The Limited Scope ofthe isues b ol Sar s Advizory Serom

There is fio dispiite between the parties that the only contractusl provisions in dispute in these

procesdinigs are Article 31,11 which provides that

"‘?ﬁe Genersl Sulary Increnses provided in .. 09/30 shall be recorsidered if the CSU does not

recejve..”
and Article 31.26, which further provides shat |

“The Servive Solary incregses provided in .. 09710 shall be reconsidered if the CSU does pot

receive...”

The CBA is clear that these are the only bwo Hings sublect %o reconsideration a5 2 rosult of the state
failing to meet its obligations under the Higher Fducation Compact. After the commencement of this
hearing, the CFA presented & modified salary demand in which it dropped its demand for @ G5E and

proposed 2 form of $5i in which the payment does not forn part of the faculty member's base salary.




‘. %@mty;?mgm 8@%’%&8&%@ iblishi ;._'i,ﬁ B ﬁ@@& mm” uﬁ? ;ﬁa@%mﬁﬁi gﬁm fsuey @ﬁi&%@% ﬂf the very

%;m:ted mg@e of bargaiving reaagfgé g@g the mm gl m?&z" a@&g@%&s &g&*‘e&é fo by both {’:?ﬁ and €84

in: Amﬁe& 33, E,:% 3%{? 31, 75, %&a 2&@;@ is afg%&@%&%‘g % techn cal %::e&s" w iz Puniet {;‘?%mz maim?‘g an

, aﬁvmm mmmmmasm ?fha%”z?sﬁ C5i iizméﬁ gg%gga e mﬁ&f% %&zgamm ower these issues, the

8L &ﬁ’&f?ﬁ%‘g’ mﬁ%&m i‘EZ?; ﬁg?&:s iﬁ-’ﬁaﬁ;ﬁ&% é{;ﬁ@} 3&"’3&5 %{3&? g%%@_ﬁ% % t%b@: §&ﬁgasga t%%:at ﬂ: égreeé o'

P over t&m zﬁsaes L

C5U takes issue with gaégﬁégémﬁg%:

;’}‘&@ z‘fﬂg&f megam m@ .fm? mfggﬁfﬁfw mei@r 2%@ Eﬁf%ﬁﬁf mgw;’& mmf ,fm* maﬂy f}j i?zzsz ﬁn{mﬁmﬁ

f“gwa vehiich, c;f nﬁcessﬁy are i;{g}é&i’ed bis aarration, leading to-his recormmmentiations, ore olso

| incorporated hersin.”

'fhe f’ rst ;:mm% %ﬁ&% tﬁé i:ﬁ%é w&&;@é m&ke ss t?ﬁi éi‘%m &m @eﬁgf& %%@e Kgg:@:% ?aﬂe% w&m ssgmﬁ::sﬁtiy .

;}rﬁgmm was) g}s‘ap@ﬁ? %&%@m f:?&:e Kagaé %m%

The second point is that while # is true that the pardies were the same i ths fwe pricesses, the
evidence and arguments advanced by both parties i thix heariiig were substantislly differerd from

those prasentad o the Koagel Danel
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made by the Kagel Panel withint gmsg%ﬁgxﬁm@m for this decision. I the Kegel report, the key

recommendation s that

_b,fe .eésgfﬁie-. jggr ez;w-fy incregses since ggﬁ%&% end other solary odiustments would
have occureed, omd. ﬁﬁﬁ&{ﬁ?ﬁ%&ﬁS as to whose selory wos inverted or compocted

 compuared to athers woukd necissarily hové gémgeg;#

Following ﬁ}a publication of the Kagel ﬁéﬁéﬁ et in 3016, €5 made  good Fiith proposs taflored o
respond to this recommendation by w...-q SPrut the partios pool some 3195 million of ressdasa

maonies ieﬁ fmm thﬁ ot @m@:&m gmﬁ %‘zz*fsz a;m sa‘i tﬁ:@a @%&ﬁﬁg proga, %mé Trenarpet this m&n@? atthe

2 mﬁw &{gsxﬁ‘g sues. The Panel Chair's advisory
- B ‘é%‘s&m?amg & recommendation that is

or: for a 56 million equity program, and

However, in addition to making an advsory
equity related 581 payments of over SSillion, the Panet Chair goes on to recoramend  the payment of a
general “one-time” S5 payment totally snconnected to emuityfinversionfcompaction issues of some $10




52k o why it is %@m@ﬁgf&-’" o

there was- m'.i}aﬁs For {zmmmﬁmﬁag 2 g&m&i o4 ;’3%?2‘5‘%&%%‘%% & ?&% W i’%‘%ﬁ C4EF s m}i éé@ mg
with a potential $750 wmillion dolfar redudiion in s state appwopriation.

i ‘%?%@ Wﬁ}ﬁ&‘“{%? ?m&i E‘:haﬂ’g
is %%w ?&m@ Qﬁmy’s r&mm:ﬂemjatmﬁ #5.
Pursuant to HEERA, the C5U confirms that it @iﬁ% review %?%@3 dischar

i cmc%zsszm t%se é’:ﬁ%.ﬁ mz%ﬁ% mﬁ%ﬁg %m

@ ‘ii’zr;”f %m; i?za%fs' _;m{mte- for His

time s;:eat in t%a%s ma&%&n
For the California State University,

. Js) Bill Candalla

Bill Candella, Sr, Director - Collective Bargaining




