Executive Committee Minutes

January 31, 2002

Present: Rick Luttmann, Noel Byrne, Phil McGough, Sam Brannen, Robert Coleman-Senghor, Ruben Armiñana, Susan McKillop, William Poe, Tim Wandling, Catherine Nelson, Peter Phillips

Absent: Bernie Goldstein, Larry Furukawa-Schlereth

Meeting began 3:05

R. Luttmann - I'd like to welcome our new members. Sam Brannen will chair SAC for this semester and Robert Coleman-Senghor will chair APC. 

Approval of the Agenda - Additions of FSAC's draft of policy on evaluation of temporary  faculty, revised resolutions from SBC - Approved.

Approval of Minutes - Approved.
Correspondence Received - None

REPORTS

1. Chair of the Faculty - (R. Luttmann) 

No report.

2. President of the University - (R. Armiñana) 

A. Armiñana - As usual I would like to hear any questions about my comments at convocation.

P. McGough - I was not here, but in the written statement you said something like construction will be underway on campus, such as the music center. Is this true?

R. Armiñana - Yes, I said that. I stand by my statement. I believe there is a strong sense of possibility,  but at this moment I cannot deal with the details but, I am highly optimistic that this summer the money for lots of projects will be in place. Watch and see.

R. Luttmann - Any other questions?

C. Nelson - Is the 1.4% budget cut permanent?

R. Armiñana - Things have changed. The answer is yes and the number is different. The number I mentioned, 35 million is now  29 1/2  million dollars. Both the Assembly and Senate have approved it and the Governor will sign it. He was asking for 2.4 billion that was approved. There are changes in that but some numbers went down, some went up. We came out of that at 29 1/2. That changed us from $740,000 to $650, $660,000, about a hundred thousand difference. That is a one time reduction. In the proposed budget of 2002-03, the 291/2 becomes permanent. And that 29 1/2 is composed of two numbers. One is the 02-03 budget for 20 million dollar for natural gas that did not materialize, that 20 million the Governor reduced. The other 9 1/2 not that specific. On the other side we still have major issues. If this budget happens I will say hallelujah. Despite Enron's bankruptcy, they have supported the contract on electricity which ends in March. Here we will go back to bundle energy purchases, back to PG&E or at this moment an unknown third party provider of electricity. However it happens it will be at a much higher cost for next years cost of energy. Energy costs don't fit an academic year. So he's taking 20 away and adding 24. It could be 22 or 25.

3. Provost/Vice President(B. Goldstein) 

No report.

4.
Statewide Senator - (S. McKillop, P. McGough)

B. McKillop - I'd like to mention to you that the master plan is coming close to action now. There will be three more working groups, hearings, and background discussions with consultants. The next step after the hearings, they will secretly write the master plan. I did have a long conversation with Charles Ratliff, but the master plan that we know is gone, finished. It's one plan with no segments, just levels of one organization, pre - k through graduate school. They are talking about giving a number to a youngster that would stay the same all the way through. They would know who didn’t do their job. Will they use performance or budgeting? We're going to watch that language. Not clear to me how the CSU is going to fit into it. You are going to see a lot more where we are teaching upper division work. A lot of changes. When I feel good we are going to get a better break, and when I feel bad we are linked to k-12 and community colleges.

R. Armiñana - The Committee on Finance and Facilities has been quite responsive.  We will turn out something that will be satisfactory to higher education. Higher Education is literally four pages in a hundred page document. If this were to happen there will be no master plan for higher education. We're not the main thrust or main interest, the battle is all around k-12. They don't feel we are broken, if anybody is broken it is the community colleges. They don’t feel the CSU and UC are broken. I wouldn't be surprised if it goes nowhere. Many members will be out of office. It has no sponsors. The Governor has  shown zero interest in this master plan. Burton who has allowed this to happen has shown no interest. Vascos is on the margins anymore. Therefore this could be exactly as the constitution commission. They prepared a similar report that went to the legislature and didn't have a hearing. And from a very parochial perspective of higher education it might not be the worst thing that happens to us.

P. McGough - There is an undercurrent that the Governor's budget is maybe unrealistic. That the State may have to bite the bullet that it is underfunding Higher Education in California. It might have to be student fees. Connect that to the Post Secondary Education committee I sit on as a Statewide Senator where we found comparative salaries between the CSU and UC have a 10-11% discrepancy.

R. Armiñana - In terms of the budget, this is a political budget, an elections budget. There are deficiencies in it, but it can work, structurally it can work. It has implications for years to come in terms of higher cost interest payments, but the math of it internally would probably be off by about 2 billion dollars. The Feds are not going to give us a bill, prop 98 is off. This budget internally could work. And the legislatures historically can never put a budget together. They can play with margins. You deal with the Governor's budget. In the absence of anything else it will happen. It's the best budget SSU could get at this point. If this budget is mucked up we will be on the losing end.

A. Warmoth - What are forces driving situations on actually biting the bullet?

P. McGough - The State has decreased 4% of the budget we used to get. All sorts of maintenance is being deferred. There is a problem getting permanent faculty to come when there is a 10% difference in salaries and highest cost of living in the country. I hear that the rational approach is to have students pay a higher percentage and more money goes to financial aid. Politically, it has been an impossibility.  West again and again talked about the fragility of the budget. It is counting on the economy turning around mid year, money from the Feds. The state is not giving enough money to the CSU.

R. Armiñana -Do not expect student fee increases. That was the only question the Governor asked of every one of his appointment, you will not support fee increases.

4. Chair-Elect of the Senate - (N. Byrne)

N. Byrne - We have not meet this semester yet. 

R. Luttmann - What about the APC appointment?

R. Coleman-Senghor - It is the natural sciences seat. We are working on that.

5. Vice President, Admin. & Finance - (L. Furukawa-Schlereth) - 

No report.

6.
Chairs, Standing Committees - (Coleman-Senghor, Warmoth, Brannen, Poe)

APC

R. Coleman-Senghor - We are trying to redirect our efforts. I sent out a memo to members about ways to redefine ourselves. I'm working with the committee to begin moving to creating  a culture of planning at SSU. What we want to do is organize our responses and plans in a framework, to identify topics of greatest concern. We want to organize planning by identifying specific tasks the group could provide to the university as a whole, with a planning schedule, increase communication between units about initiatives that come forward. The committee should function as clearing house, both for the Senate and for administration, moving away from a coordination body in order to do analysis and offer up plans. How to educate faculty in planning and the role of faculty in planning and administration. How they might identify initiatives and inform the faculty. We want to make sure faculty understand the different kinds of planning. I spent the entire intercession scanning planning documents from around the system and identifying those that were similar, trying to suggest a way w e can take a look at what our planning initiatives might be. We tentatively identified two areas of academic planning with institutional implications - What does it mean for SSU to become a residential campus, and what are the institution implications of shaping and delivering a GE program. If we as faculty do our work, we will have a document for WASC.  We will work as a committee on a document that is subject to ongoing revision and cyclical activity. Finally in this we  might be able to bring in more communication between administration and faculty. We have accepted the proposal from Provost Goldstein and Rose Bruce as an administration document in the context of planning documents and a planning culture.

R. Luttmann - I'd like to stress to all committee chairs that you have the opportunity at this forum to exchange information about what you are doing and if you see something coming also that concerns your committee, let us know.

R. Coleman-Senghor - There is nothing appearing on this campus that should not be of concern to academic planning faculty. Planning cannot happen when long range plans are taking effect. Doesn't  mean we make a determination. Our task is one of analysis and reporting.

R. Luttmann - Planning can't be done in a vacuum.

EPC

A. Warmoth - I'd like to thank both you and Peter for your remarks at the GE retreat, and Laurel for her logistics. For those that didn't make it, we enjoyed that conversation. There will be a high level of coordination between the GE subcommittee and EPC looking at assessing what is going on before saying what goals should be. We want to get people involved in GE instruction to talk about how they want to assess what they are currently doing. That is the main thrust of where the two committees are going this semester. There is some feeling we should have a mission and goals, but my personal feeling is that goals would be nice, but we need to know what we are actually doing before we go making policy. We are interested in developing a culture of planning that gets everyone involved. That's where there is intersection between APC, EPC, SBC and other committees.

R. Luttmann - I was pleased with the success of the retreat. People were engaged, there were articulate statements and passionate statements. I didn't see as much convergence as I was hoping. The goal, of course, was to come up with a mission statement for the GE program. Then to move into the problem of how to do we know what we’re doing and whether we're meeting our goal.

A. Warmoth -I see it differently. There is a dialectic relationship between mission creating and assessment. We need to get some information going around assessment, then see what we want to do. At this point the language you observed is highly divergent, but whether underlying there is more consensus, we need to look at that. Who we want to be as the university community? This intersects with the residential community - if we are looking at a lower division major curriculum and another issues.

T. Wandling - I'm encouraged to hear you both talk about that. The group Noel and I were in had lots of convergence. When I reported out people didn't say we were wrong. Most had to do with the mission rather that how we're doing and how do we support those who are teaching GE. There needs to be a broad response beyond just the report for WASC.

R. Coleman-Senghor  - I was disappointed. There were not enough new faculty at that meeting. The future of GE is tied to the new faculty. There was not enough wide ranging thinking about the way in which the institution manages the financial side to support whatever philosophy we have. New faculty are out on that. They have a foot in where they've come from. They're getting bogged down with how departments stay alive through GE. We need to call for the administration to at least give a position on how one can rethink this without negative effect on departments and Schools. What we have now is continued entrenchment in the old approach, how the distribution system is tied to the allocations system.

A.  Warmoth - On the EMT review and how to wrap that up. It will be our first agenda item of next week. Its clear were are in a situation now that current EMT sees itself as any other program subject to regular committee processes.

BUSINESS

Emeritus Dinner 

R. Luttmann - I'd like to start with this as Katie Dunn is here to be available to discuss this.  (the body was presented with a list of new emeritus faculty and possible sites for the dinner off campus)

K. Dunn - I called a bunch of different places and asked them to send menus. There are four I've presented to you which include the Doubletree, Luther Burbank Center, Red Rooster in Petaluma, and the Petaluma Country Club. The best are the Doubletree or Luther Burbank as they do not charge a room fee. All the others charge for the room. I've provided the options for buffets and sit down dinners. On the second page, the  date proposed is Friday May 17th, but also when looking maybe you can give other options, as places may already be booked. 

P. McGough - The meals seem expensive.

K. Dunn - I looked into restaurants, but the problem was finding a place to sit everybody. I looked at places for 100 people.

R. Luttmann - How many did we have last year?

L. Holmstrom - We had about 45 Emeritus faculty.

K. Dunn - We pay for the honored emeriti and a guest.

N. Byrne  - If 100 guests came with 45 honorees, let say 2/3 showed up, 30 honorees with guests, what is the cost to the guests if same conditions held?

K. Dunn  - It is not the responsibility of other guests to pay for the honorees. The Senate pays that.

P. Phillips - May I suggest two others? The Los Robles Lodge and the Flamingo - both have accommodations for that. Also the Green Mill in Cotati.

P. McGough - A central location essential.

K. Dunn - The Doubletree seems better, they are willing to accommodate us. They tend to do a lot with SSU.

R. Luttmann - I agree the closer to campus the better. If we could work it out with Doubletree or the Green Mill that is better than farther away.

R. Luttmann - May 17th has been proposed. Any objections?

It was determined that May 16th would be the best date.
Spring Election

R. Luttmann - I proposed to the Senate last semester that we use electronic voting and I didn't want to get into a jurisdiction spat. I would rather have the Senate approve that.  If approved I've asked Laurel to get on it right away. Every year we have to get our fall schedule together earlier and earlier. We need to know who is in various positions. In the case of campus wide selections, we need a chair-elect who will get 6 units release time. We need to know very quickly. The same applies to the At -Large and Statewide positions and so on. The secretary has release time too. I want to encourage the chairs of standing committee to hold your elections soon for chairs for next year. 

P. McGough - Sometimes that is easier to do that after the Schools have done their elections.

R. Luttmann  - That’s true, that may not be practical. We may have to go with whose definitely going to be on the committee or who thinks that may be reelected. What has happened on occasion is to have a conditional election.

S. Brannen  - There are members of SAC that can't decided if they want to be chair of the committee unless there is going to be release time.

R. Luttmann - Structures & Functions will have a report for us soon.

APC recommendations - attachment

R. Luttmann - I can't remember where we are at with these.

C. Nelson - The SBC made a response to these.  At that point this committee wanted to defer it. This committee wanted to debate this.

R. Luttmann - My apologies to the SBC. (document was produced)

R. Coleman-Senghor - The phrase I wanted to bring up was having faculty on the Extended Cabinet. I'd like to go back and review minutes of the meetings and see how the committee reviewed this issue. I spoke very strongly at one meeting that I do not want to get into the President's business any more than I want him getting into ours. As Chair when I looked at this I couldn't understand its status.

R. Luttmann - Between now and the next meeting, Bob, do that research, take that document and bounce that off of APC. 

(document will go to APC and the Executive Committee)

Senate Budget Committee revised resolutions

C. Nelson - We met and discussed the resolutions proposed previously at the Senate. We split the first into two motions. We felt it was useful if the whereas clauses were rewritten to reflect the current budget situation.

R. Luttmann - 1A was originally defeated, but we’ve redone it.

C. Nelson - 1B is a rewrite of the resolution defeated for stopping the search for the Director of Development. The issue still seems to be of concern. People still want the opportunity to express concern about the choice. 

R. Luttmann - I got an email from Larry today saying there are some factual errors he wanted to correct. I trust SBC as well would want factual errors corrected. 

W. Poe  - What is the status of these resolutions at the Senate? 

R. Luttmann - They were listed as a first reading at  the  last Senate. 1A, 2 and 3 are up for second readings except this language has been modified. Catherine on behalf of SBC will substitute. 1B is a brand new motion, a new submission from SBC.

(discussion of parliamentary procedures regarding these resolutions)

R. Coleman-Senghor  - The point I was going to make, is there is a substantial shift in tone, a way of reconsidering the defeat of the original item. The position of the Senate was the horse was out of the barn, we were moving forward devising  a statement about what we want to have with reference to future searches. Only 1A can be introduced as reconsideration. IB should not be a document to the Senate.

R. Luttmann - In the proposal from SBC  we include the redrawing of 1A, 2 and 3 in the Senate packets because is intention of SBC to introduce them as a substitute motion. The  justification is the substantial change in the budget environment.

R. Coleman-Senghor  - We should include a note to this effect to the body. 1B was defeated. 1A constitutes a discussion that can be opened again by someone who voted against it at the last meeting.

P. Phillips - Most of what I wanted to ask has been clarified. 1B is substantially different from what we voted for at the Senate. I support bringing that forward as a regular motion.

S. Brannen - I'd like to point out that Larry thought only item 2 had factual errors.

T. Wandling - Listening to this discussion is a presage of what will happen next week. Is it practical to find someone who voted against it last time? If we can't find one who voted against it to bring it forward we're wasting our time. Can we give the Senate a sense of the kind of consensus that was build about this document? 

C. Nelson - It comes out of the collective experience of people on the SBC, and people sitting on other budget committees. 

T. Wandling - It would be good to know if SBC unanimously approved this or other budget committees. Is there a way to include writing about the collective sense? Was it controversial? Unanimous? The Senate needs to know that. Several Senators I talked with told me they would have changed their vote if they knew that information.

C. Nelson - We felt it should be substantially different to address specific concerns raised by people who voted against it. Faculty wanted to make a statement about this particular issue. This part of the issue is the symbolic thing we're talking about. How to integrate faculty opinion in the budget process, or at least be listened to. I heard this from people who voted against it.

T. Wandling - It is good to know if a consensus is building behind a document.

R. Luttmann - I suggest, if you wish, you could include a statement in the packet. 

A. Warmoth - I really like the idea of including the vote, it's useful information. All I want to suggest is I'm perfectly happy if SBC wants to present it in a separate memo. 

N. Byrne - It happens that what Catherine and Tim had to say I agree with completely. Let's separate them.

W. Poe - In dealing with issues that are management issues where the Senate or faculty or Executive Committee have a difference with the President or another party, the proper forum is a candid conversation in the Executive Committee. It is not the proper forum to deal with this in the Senate. Resolutions traditionally have been candidly discussed in the Executive Committee.

S. McKillop - From my experience in Statewide, the way we do it in Statewide now is we look at the resolve clauses. Think about how we put on a resolution in the first place. This is want we want to do, resolved with a rationale. Then at the Statewide we don't change the rationale we argue the resolved. Here I think that it might be good to rethink and see if we have a simple straightforward document for what we want to do.

R. Coleman-Senghor  - What is the status of this document now? How will it move into the Senate in accordance with Robert's Rules and Senate procedures?

R. Luttmann - It is the body's desire separate our 1B here and the remaining three will be introduced by SBC as a substitute for motions still on floor. 1B will be part of a separate document.

R. Coleman-Senghor  - Technically you can’t do that. The motion has been defeated by the Senate. Only someone voting against that document can reintroduce it.

R. Luttmann - It is for the chair and this body to decide if it has been substantially changed.

R. Coleman-Senghor  - You can't endlessly reshape and reword a resolution.

C. Nelson - Let me provide some background. The impetus on all these resolutions is a lot of conversation among faculty on budget committees and the experience of SBC and the budget crisis since beginng of last sesmter. The impetus is to provide faculty with a forum for discussion of these matters. If we are in a position to have a frank conversation with the President on these issues, perhaps a resolution like this would not be necessary. Faculty want an opportunity to talk about this. The defeat was secondary, at least we talked about it. 

R. Coleman-Senghor - The President is right here. If he has said no, why are we moving forward in the way in which we are?

C. Nelson - Symbolically this decision is problematic. We are responding to continued concern. I'm happy to engage in conversation with President Armiñana now. This committee can say this resolution does not go to the Senate.

R. Armiñana - No one has come to me to talk about any of this. I have only had a conversation with Bill Poe about the marginal cost formula. The Chair may have a conflict of interest in putting the motion forward if the Chair wrote the motion.

A. Warmoth - The last point Bill introduced deserves considerable discussion. Up until that point I believed this committee manages the agenda for the Senate. Bill outlines a different function in conjunction with administration. (agendize for next meting - R. Luttmann)

T. Wandling  - We could decide this is a new document. We are doing our job when we prevent the Senate from being bogged down. Don't put it in the packet, find someone who voted against it and bring copies.

N. Byrne - Regarding conversations with you President Armiñana. When you (Catherine) referred to such discussion it may have referred to deliberations of the VPBAC. All faculty took strong positions of opposition concerning these matters. Remy Heng, President of the Associated Students also stated his agreement with the faculty. Provost Goldstein assured us that he had communicated these matters to you.

R. Armiñana- She asked if anyone talked to me. Just the conversation with Bill is the only one I have had with faculty.

C. Nelson - I said I understand that these concerns had been communicated to you President Armiñana.

R. Armiñana - The advisory committee gives advice.

P. Phillips - I'd like to have President Armiñana explain and justify the $100,000 at some point. It might be appropriate to agendize 1B for the next Executive Committee and invite President Armiñana speak to it and let him hear our faculty concerns and see if we want to disagree with the President or take on his explanation.

R. Armiñana -I'm delighted to engage in conversation, but I will not be at the Executive Committee next time.

N. Byrne - I'm in agreement with Peter and would like to make one observation. Instead of  designating it as 1B it should just be independent of 1, 2 and 3.

A. Warmoth - I'd like to make an editorial comment. It seems very useful to have more background information such as what processes they've been through, etc.

R. Luttmann - We have agreement on sending 1A, 2, 3 to the Senate packet. The other matter we do not have consensus around.

C. Nelson - As chair of SBC I recommend to the Executive Committee to refrain from submitting 1B until we have a conversation with President Armiñana about the issues the resolution addresses.

Second

R. Coleman-Senghor - I call the question.

Motion from SBC to refrain from submitting their resolution 1B - Approved

Standing up at the Senate meetings

R. Luttmann - The problem here is not one of the most profound matters we have. We're getting bigger and bigger and frankly it is getting very difficult for people to hear, especially difficult for Laurel to hear. I suggest a rule that people who speak at the Senate must stand up.  The theory was that is hasn't worked to encourage people to speak up. If we have a rule you stand up that might make people more prone to speak in a senatorial mode.

W. Poe - You could remove the chairs from the room too. There is a distinct parliamentary benefit. We don't have a good mechanism for preemptive motions. You could stand when some else was speaking.

P. Phillips - I'm pretty negative about it. It seems far more formal. For new senators and people not use to speaking before such a distinguished body it might make them more nervous. To require them to stand up could make it more difficult. 

S. McKillop - People have bad backs too. I think that could be difficult for some people.

R. Luttmann  - There used to be a rule in the by-laws.

S. Brannen - There are some people who aren't going to be able to do so, so is making a rule wise?

T. Wandling - It think it would encourage more bombasting and makes it a more formal atmosphere. I like to have conversations and not just debates. What is identified as the problem? Do we need verbatim notes? If people aren't speaking clearly, Laurel could contact them. The minutes could just say such and such was discussed. 

R. Luttmann - That issue is somewhat of a separate matter.

N. Byrne - I'm in strong agreement with Tim and with most comments. I would like to offer a slightly different suggestion. Your point that the principle difficulty is permitting the recorder to hear. Perhaps another way of doing this is to permit chair with discretion to ask people to stand. This will provide an incentive for those who don't want to stand. This is a serious suggestion. 

R. Coleman-Senghor - The most practical way is to move the recorder to middle of room. Court recorders are between the bench and the advocates. 

R. Luttmann - It seems like for the time being we’ll move Laurel into the center and at the Chairs discretion those who do not speak loud enough can stand.

T. Wandling - I like Bill's suggestion that when you want to make a preemptive motion that you stand in order to do so.

R. Luttmann - Our current system does not have a system for hierarchy of motions. If what you want to do is offer a preemptory motion then you really are entitled to move ahead on the speakers list.

P. McGough - At statewide we are much more formal. Their method for preemptory motions is you shout it out.

FSAC proposal on Evaluation of Temporary Faculty

W. Poe - We worked on this item last semester and were urged not to calendar it until we could have success. FASC is required to conduct evaluations of temporary faculty. The major cases are temporary faculty on annual appointments, temporary full time faculty in one department. This is the place where faculty will see an increased burden. The evaluation looks in many ways like an RTP document. We surveyed last semester and found seven individuals in seven different departments. We thought we should include that it is really a compliance issue. It was adopted unanimously. 

R. Luttmann - We could calendar it as a business item to the Senate or we can hold it.

A. Warmoth - I'd like to hold it.

T. Wandling - I'd like to talk one more time.

W. Poe - If it goes to the Senate, it goes as a first reading. There's nothing that urgent about it. FSAC and Faculty Affairs have done a good job. There will be questions as people will see it as additional work. It is not a likely candidate at the Senate as a consent item.

R. Luttmann - So it will be on the Senate agenda next time as a first reading. 

Senate Agenda- attachment

Resolutions from Senate Budget Committee - second reading

Electronic Voting - second reading - attachments

Evaluation of temporary faculty proposal from FSAC - first reading - attachment

ADJOURNMENT 5:05

Respectfully submitted by Laurel Holmstrom
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