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Weld Singles In a letter dated February 11, 1991, to Chancellor Randolph W. Bromery,
. Governor William F. Weld wrote, *‘l am writing to inform you that | cannot
OUt Hl her recommend to the general court that it appropriate the monies requested to pay
Education the incremental costs contained in the sixteen Higher Education collective
.’ bargaining agreements submitted to Governor Dukakis on December 27, 1990. In
Agaln light of the extraordinarily difficult fiscal circumstances now facing the
Commonwealth, for both the current fiscal year and the ensuing one, and in light of
other significant cost items for existing employee benefits which the Administration
cannot support and which would be continued under the recently signed
agreements, | do not believe that the incremental cost items in these agreements
can be funded. | therefore refer the request back to the parties for further
bargaining.”

Though Governor Weld has recommended that the contracts not be funded, he
submitted agreements from the Alliance, NAGE, and MOSES. All unions expect to
be receiving calls soon ordering them back to the table to bargain the money and
benefit items in their contracts.

The MCCC has also filed a demand to bargain over the impact of the unilateral
implementation of the one-college concept and the transfer of day bargaining unit
work to DCE.

Higher Ed On Friday, February 15, 1991, at the Best Western Hotel in Marlborough,
Lea d ers representatives from the 28 public colleges and universities met to discuss the
A many proposals which have been put forth concerning changes in public higher
Set Their education, and to come to a consensus on as many items as possible. This
A en d a conference was designed to outline those issues and to provide the MTA lobbyists
g with a unified opinion from higher education. After listening to legislators from
House Ways and Means, Education, and Public Service Committees, approximately
70 people broke into groups to discuss four topics—structure; finance and student
access; tax policy; and collective bargaining—with the primary objective of creating
a unified public higher education policy agenda.

What has become apparent in the past two weeks is the lack of uniformity of
opinion concerning higher education and the scarcity of people or groups speaking
out on behalf of a quality public higher education system in Massachusetts. There
are a myriad of questions (and as many opinions) of how higher education should
be structured: should all tuitions go back to the campuses; should scholarships be
turned into loans; should the regents (a lay board) be eliminated; should the local
boards have more power; should the state colleges be blended with the university
system with satellite campuses; should there be an Education Secretariat; should
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¢ Higher Education Sets even address the obvious and immediate concerns of the employees: furloughs;
Agenda increased health insurance costs; funding of pending contract; termination of

¢ DCE Implementation employee/family tuition waiver; repeal of “‘anti-rollback’ law; and mandatory use of

spousal health insurance. The process of working on a consensus was further







