Roseburg Public Schools
Roseburg, Oregon

CLASSIFIED EMPLOYEE BARGAINING MEETING
April 15, 2008

Summary of Classified Employee Bargaining meeting held on April 15, 2008, 5:00 p.m. at the Roseburg
Public Schools Boardroom.!
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District bargaining team members present:! @;A<!5-* 4- # #41(%-0!0 % B 7* 9o H#B

v’ Nancy Cook, Board Director and Bargaining Chair v' Judy Kulluson, Assoc. Librarian at Eastwood Elementary,
Chapter Vice-President and Bargaining Team Chair

Denny Austin, School Board Chair Tim Stoelb, Network Technician and Chapter President

Charles Lee, Board Director Karen Glassman, District Tech and Chapter Treasurer

Heather Bemetz, Instructional Assistant at Fremont Middle
School

David Hanson, Assistant Superintendent for Human
Resources

Kelly Leest, Office Manager at Joseph Lane Middle School

AN RN NEN

Lance Colley, Business Services Director

AN RN NEN

Jill Weber, Principal at Eastwood Elementary Marge Miller, Food Service Manager, Fullerton Elementary

Jessica Nieling, OSBA Personnel Service Rep was not present, but serves as a resource for the District.
Bill Todarello, OSEA Field Rep was a member of the audience.

Members of media present: none

The bargaining session began at 5:08 pm with a review of the minutes of the previous meeting. The
minutes stood as printed.

Article 8 — Vacancies/Assignments/Transfers

The Association stated that emailed copies of job postings are currently being sent to the Association
president and they want the proposal to reflect that. They stated that they view Article 8 language as
“bumpy” and they examined language from other districts in Oregon. They feel their proposed language
would be helpful and make the process clearer to employees. They feel that seniority should weigh
heavily in the selection process. In the past, experience trumped evaluations and seniority for new jobs.
They stated that this was demeaning and impaired employees’ job performance. They cited a food
service selection a few years ago as the example. They said that the district has been good at trying to
work on this, and it doesn’t reflect things that are bad now. The written explanation of why they didn’t
get the job would provide an opportunity for employees to improve.

Article 8.1.B.4 — The Association stated that this added language provides for a trial period when an
employee moved into a new job classification group (i.e. a custodian moving into maintenance). If the
employee is not successful in the new job, they would return to their previous job. The District asked
what happens if the former job is no longer available, because a replacement has been hired and there is
no available position for a great length of time, perhaps years? The Association didn’t have a solution.
They stated that this was Dave Hanson’s idea in Labor/Management. Dave stated they had discussed an
“internship” position in Maintenance. Dennis Randolph had success with this is his previous district. The
District stated that there were further issues with this proposal and the Association’s Article 2 proposal
regarding temporary employees. The Association stated that, “It’s not there yet.” They used the example
from this year of a former custodian who now has a tech position. An internship could be beneficial to
both the employee and the District in this sort of situation. They are working on another version of their
Article 2 proposal.




The District again expressed concern about the employee going to a position in which they’re not
successful. The District has no other choice but to leave them in the position in which they are not
meeting standards, and this is very difficult for the employee and the employer. The current proposed
language leaves them there until something opens up (who knows for how long). The Association
responded that they see people now who are failing in their jobs for months or more and others pick up
the slack. Tim stated that it’s an idea proposal, and they’d like to work with it. Denny stated that he
wants what’s best for district, children and employees—for all. The Association agreed that they want
what’s good for kids as well.

Nancy stated that over the years, the District has tried to hear and improve the issues that have been
brought up during bargaining. Even though there might not have been a contract change, they’ve still
tried to make things better. The Association acknowledged that it has gotten better and they see that the
District is making an effort.

8.5 Reclassification Committee - The Association expressed a concern about a position being
reclassified, but it’s not substantially different. They see positions evolving and don’t want to reclassify
someone out of their job. The District asked for a current example. The Association explained that with
all of the new tracking of textbooks, an Educational Services secretary’s job might be changed to a
“textbook manager” position. Would that employee be eliminated from that job or would she be the
number one person for that job? They feel their stance is future oriented when the current board and
administrators might no longer be with the district.

The two groups have different definitions of reclassification. The District sees reclassification as a move
from one job classification to another existing job classification (from box to box). The Association feels
that the reclassification process could also involve creating new jobs classifications and salary lines for
jobs that “evolve” and increase in responsibilities. They have been told by their state-wide union advisors
that this can also be defined as reclassification. They used higher accountability as an example such as
more safety responsibilities in Food Service, the office managers have more accountability, etc. They
stated that they need this definition. Charles stated that the Food Service example was an interesting one.
They have always had the responsibility to keep the cold food cold and the hot food hot, we just test it
more now. The Association stated that they are not looking for a reclass in Food Service. They realize
that a heavier workload does not constitute a reclass—the complexity issue is what they are trying to
address.

The Association also wants to add that they can initiate a reclass request for a group that fit their
proposed definition instead of having individuals work on it. They also want every reclassification
request to go to committee review eliminating the option for administrative approval without committee
review. They also want to change the process of the committee with requestors being able to plead their
case to the committee. They also want the committee to hold regular meetings instead of waiting for
requests. The Association stated that they have a stack of requests. The District asked for specifics on
those requests.

The Association stated that they had one from the library assistants at RHS that came from a former
Association president. The District stated they had never received that request. The Association said
that requests from the administrative secretaries and the office managers had been turned down by Dave.
Dave explained that those were requests for raises, not requests to be reclassified to a different existing
job classification.

Dave referred to the technology positions that were created in 2001, and the Association explained that
the job descriptions were created in conjunction with bargaining at that time. As new positions during a
CBA they had been placed in the Maintenance salary schedule. With the advent of the internet, jobs have
increased in complexity. The administrative secretaries also asked for the increased pay because they
were left out of the shift in pay methods when the less-than-twelve-month-employees were shifted to

Classified Bargaining Minutes 4/15/08 Page 2 of 4



hourly rates. The office managers ended up with an increase and the administrative secretaries were left
out. The Association stated that because they didn’t show up for bargaining last time, they got left out of
the loop. They are separate. They are not part of this. The elementary and secondary office managers
are trying to get reclassed into a new class. It should be like confidential who got a change in salary.

The District reiterated that they feel reclassification is trying to move people who are doing a particular
job to another job. Can the reclassification process modify the contract? If employees are looking for a
raise, that’s a bargaining issue. The Association brought up the Campus Monitor position that was added
with a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU). The District explained that that was an interim step to
modify the contract between bargaining cycles. The Association said that they don’t see any difference
between the “classic reclass” and their proposal. The secondary office managers would like to have their
own box. The District responded again that that is bargaining.

The Association stated that they see it as reclassification. People are expected to wait for many years.
Judy stated that an administrator told me in the 1990’s that elementary librarians had to wait until
bargaining to address increases in their jobs and they waited 3 years. They feel that was a reclass — it had
to do with the complexity of the job. She said that other employees treated them badly after those raises.
She said they paid librarians what looks like a lot more money, more than others got, but wasn’t really
very much. She said she hoped those people (who get increases through reclassification) don’t get the
same treatment.

8.7 Job Description Reviews — The Association stated that this is important to them, and they want to
make sure they are involved to prevent problems. Employees have trouble figuring out what their jobs
are and having a great job description is really important.

Caucus at 5:54 p.m., and bargaining resumed 6:24 p.m.

The District addressed their definition of reclassification as an employee moving from one box to another
existing box on the salary schedule. If groups in one box want to negotiate that their jobs are a lot more
(like the librarians did), that’s a bargaining issue. They expressed concern about getting all tied up in
what’s reclassification and what’s a new classification. Their concern is about how particular groups are
paid, and in this bargaining cycle they’re proposing that some groups get more of an increase than other
groups. They are talking about large groups. If there’s a perception that some jobs in a box are harder or
easier, at the end of a contract that can be bargained. They don’t want to get into adding a bunch of new
boxes all the time.

The Association stated that’s not their intent either. They don’t think that the District’s classic example
applies. The accountability piece is making jobs more, and they want to anticipate what a reclassification
is. Somewhere else uses this language, and it’s a positive approach that sets the limits for their members.
If they do more complex jobs they should be reclassified. They asked about the change with confidential
employees a few years ago. The District explained that there were only one or two job description
changes, but rather as a result of market surveys there was an upward adjustment to their salary
schedule, not a COLA or a reclassification. Because of the market adjustment, the board decided to put
most of them back to step one. They were set back and they have eventually moved back up the salary
schedule. They don’t have bargaining. It was done through the superintendent and the board.

The Association asked about the middle school office managers’ reclassification request. Dave explained
that they asked for a new box and a pay increase. That’s bargaining. He stated that it was just like the
elementary office managers who asked for a pay increase, and the District told them that was bargaining
as well. In last bargaining cycle the District had proposed to make a change to their salaries, but the
Association responded that they didn’t want to increase any one group. That is how it was carried over,
just like the administrative secretaries who are now asking for higher salaries.

The Association stated that they have much better understanding now, and cited bargaining in the
summer and retirement of an elementary office manager as the reason for confusion in the last cycle.
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Their union assures them that this might be our district’s perception, but the rest of the world does not
see it that way. Their proposed language exits elsewhere. The District asked if a definition of
reclassification as a move from one existing job classification and range would be acceptable to the
Association. It would be clear. The Association wants to stay with their definition. Dave explained that
they believe adding a new box (job classification) is a mandatory subject of bargaining. If a committee
creates new cells, it takes away the board’s right to bargain with the Association to set the responsibility
and pay. The Association responded that their proposal leaves the superintendent in the process. It
allows him to make the final decision no matter which version is used. Waiting for years is unwieldy.
They stated that they think it can happen outside of the bargaining process and not circumvent the board.

Denny stated that it looks like the Association is looking for opportunities to provide redundant systems
within the contract to do the same things. We can open the contract to create an MOU. Do we place
wildcard boxes within the contract to give people the opportunity for new boxes? Of course, the board
can not put in placeholders in the salary schedule for these things that come up. If it came up that we
needed a new box we could do it in an interim process. He thinks we’re trying to resolve every issue that
might eventually come down the pike; we’re trying to anticipate every out. He agrees that a clear
definition of reclassification is needed. We just need to come up with wording both sides can agree to.

The Association suggested a sub-committee to craft that language. The board deferred to staff on that
decision because they have the hands on experience and represent the day-to-day operations. The District
explained that each group needed to be on the same page philosophically to have a subcommittee to work
out language. They also stated that we need to look at the law that explains what are mandatory subjects
and permissive subjects of bargaining.

The Association stated that this was a good discussion. The District said that there is no way we can hit
everything in a document. No matter what you do, you’re going to leave out an eventuality. Let’s talk
about the job description reviews. All employee groups have job descriptions. People have been
working on getting them up to date. The Association mentioned that one person at a school might do
something different than a person with the same job at another school. We can just do job descriptions
with the general overview of the job. The Association said that the unstated things were covered in other
duties as assigned. Some descriptions are old, and having the duty to review them regularly would keep
them up-to-date. They think their proposed language would help do this. Tim said that he was looking at
job descriptions last year, and people were assuming things they shouldn’t. He used the example of a
new thing like School Master. Whose responsibility is it to do the data entry on that? The duty was
assumed by office managers, but could a clerk do that? He stated the review is important to even out the
workload if nothing else. They support the right of the district to assign duties to employees.

Lance gave the association a copy of a paycheck that shows where “T” is showing on temporary jobs or
temporary hours. The next session will start with the District speaking to their Article 8 proposal

The bargaining session adjourned at 7:02 p.m.
Next meeting: April 22, 2008

Other meeting dates — April 29, May 13, 20, 27
Respectfully submitted,

/s/
Myrt Thames, HR Specialist

Classified Bargaining Minutes 4/15/08 Page 4 of 4



