Senate Minutes

February 6, 2003

Abstract

Report of the Chair. Agenda approved. Minutes corrected and approved. Reports from Associated Student Chair, Chair-Elect, Statewide Senator, EPC, APC and SAC. Resolution Regarding Provost Search Committee Chair Selection unanimously approved. Opposition to a Decrease in CSU Funding Tied to an Increase in Student Faculty Ratio endorsed. Student Fees in the California State University (CSU); Mitigating Their Effects discussed. New staff Senator introduced.

Present:  Wanda Boda, Noel Byrne, Jan Beaulyn, Robert Coleman-Senghor, Marilyn Dudley-Flores, Eric Freed, Victor Garlin, Robert  Karlsrud, John Kornfeld, Rick Luttmann, Eric McGukin, Susan McKillop, Robert McNamara, Edith Mendez, Scott Miller, Jen Minnich, Birch Moonwomon, Catherine Nelson, GerryAnn Olson, Peter Phillips, Elizabeth Stanny, Elaine Sundberg, Gregory Tichava, Tim Wandling, Art Warmoth, Helmet Wautischer, Steve Wilson, Steve Winter

Absent:  Ruben Arminana, Bernie Goldstein, Larry Furukawa-Schlereth

Guests:

Meeting Began:
 3:04 p.m.

Summary of Actions:  Resolution regarding Provost Search Committee Chair Selection passed.  

Report of the Chair:
N. Byrne spoke about the upcoming meeting of Senate Chairs to take place next Thursday at the Chancellor’s Office.  The budget will be discussed and he hopes to have information regarding campus planning.  The free speech area will be named tomorrow by the Campus Planning committee.  It may be named after Mario Savio.  Included in today’s packet are two Statewide Senate Resolutions, which need to be addressed today. They are very important resolutions. Noel will report on these at the Statewide meeting next Thursday.

Approval of the Agenda:  Approved

Approval of the Minutes of the 14th:
Steve Wilson would like more of his remarks included.  He will provide the necessary copy.    Robert McNamara also would have liked his remarks included.   Approved as corrected.

Reports

Ruben Arminana:
Absent

Bernie Goldstein:
Absent

Larry Furukawa-Schlereth:
Absent

Jen Minnich reminded the committee that on Wednesday, from noon to 1:00, there will be an information session held at the ICC for University employees regarding student issues.  Please come and participate and encourage others to do so.  

C. Nelson  Structure and Functions appointed Professor ________ to the Disabled Student Services Committee.  We also put forward a resolution to the Executive Committee regarding changing the terms of lecturer representatives on the Senate from one to three years.  

Statewide Senator, Susan McKillop gave a summary of the last meeting.   CPEC put out an interim report.   It is interim because two CSUs have not yet turned in their comparative figures but they have responded verbally and CPEC believes the figures they have are very accurate.  If it is a percent apart it will be a big surprise to them.  If you take our current status by ranks we’re 19.1% behind for full professors. A better job has been done for trying to bring up the assistant and associate professors. When you look at only 6.4% lag we say that’s good, however, a few years ago we thought that was terrible.  We are 12% behind as a total institution. 

She has been to Sacramento two times this last week.  At a  fiscal CPEC subcommittee meeting the Community Colleges sent their top people to discuss the budget problems.  The UCs sent representatives.  We didn’t send anyone.  That was the day the Presidents were meeting down south and so they had the two legislative people there, and I assume they had everybody from the fiscal affairs office down south.   I don’t understand why they could not have reached down five layers.  I was astonished.  They just left a sheet of paper with the consultant for CPEC and said “read it”.  The Governor has taken away most of the staff for CPEC.  The sign is that the governor will do in CPEC because they have had some very unfortunate  leadership over the past five or six years.  We also had a meeting with the Assembly Higher Education committee.  We sent Alison Jones who does admissions in the system.  K-12 people are very active.  I don’t know  what the CO is doing .  Maybe there is a plan but I haven’t seen it.  I think we missed the boat.  

Art Warmoth  EPC and GE subcommittees established a joint task force to look at GE/Freshman year.  Anyone who is interested in this can speak to us.  We want a broad cross section from the faculty.

Robert Coleman-Senghor APC is moving forward and will be bringing the assumptions document and all the details.  Planning will be incorporated into the document.  With Lynn Stauffer we will identify an individual we can work with in terms of developing a growth and allocation policy.  This is one piece of what has been going on in EPC.  The faculty are greatly concerned with the relationship between growth and allocation and we want to explore that more fully.  The retreat was a very positive event..  Information on the retreat is posted on the APC web page.  I want to publicly thank all of those who participated especially the group leaders.   Sasha Von Meier’s and John Winngate’s documents were very well received as were others.  They will all be on the web.  Please look at the documents and be prepared for the continuing discussion of those issues.  Larry Schlereth promised that faculty and staff will no longer have to stand in line behind students.  He asked people to let him know if that does not happen.  Also classrooms in Salazar will not be locked.  N. Byrne noted that it is not only a matter of privilege.  He stood in line forty-five minutes to hand in grades.  It is a misuse of faculty time.  

Elizabeth Stanny:   No Report

Karen Thompson  The Student Affairs Committee is working with the Campus Climate committee on the Diversity Report.   The AS Resolution is being worked on and a response is expected by March 31.  Plans for the faculty recruitment of lower-income students are moving forward.

Business Item #1
 Resolution Regarding Provost Search Committee Chair Selection

N. Byrne – second reading

University processes must be taken into account.  The appointment was not consistent with well-established practice.  The merits of the chair who was selected are not being criticized.  The President has been requested to change his mind but he is adamant.  R. Coleman-Senghor – As much as I fought to get this document cleaned up I am going to argue against us setting forth this Resolution because I would like for us to think of another action.  In effect what The President has done is made  us technically absent by deciding that he will chose the people who will govern us in bodies that have traditionally been faculty selected.  I would like to recommend to this body that we withdraw our representatives from the Provost search as a way of saying very clearly if you do not respect the faculty the faculty has no obligation to perform its contract -  that is its  obligations to you as the Executive officer.  By putting this resolution forward it will fall on deaf ears.  The one action that we can take is to call our representative back to take a look at the governing document to revise it to make sure there is no silent sanction – to move forward then to another election and insist that the chair be elected according to the rules that we as faculty have established.  .  He referred people to look at the document written by former President Benson regarding past practices with respect to the Chair.  The President is trying to argue that he has used deans to serve in the deans searches.  That’s within his prerogative according to our own document.  It is not within his prerogative with respect to the vice president search.  He wants to carry over the argument from one category to another, an action that he would not permit us to do.  I recommend to this body that we do not pass this Resolution but that we in effect take another course of action.  V. Garlin is not out of sympathy with either of the two sentiments that have been expressed  but does not think the policy that either one suggested is  the best.  Knowing that the President is going to ignore this Resolution  is not a reason for us not to pass it.  Secondly, I don’t think that withdrawing participation is going to help us in any way.  I think what will help is our insistence that we do participate and that we  participate in the traditional and conventional way.  I think the way to go here is to pass the Resolution and then if it is ignored collect this and other  resolutions that the Senate has recently passed with respect to presidential conduct and aggregate them all into a pattern and practice of contempt for this body and then take appropriate action which that pattern and practice requires.  Notwithstanding the fact that the President has already said that he is not going to pay any attention to what we have to say we say it anyhow.    I vote on this Resolution.    E. Freed asked if the faculty withdraw from the committee would the committee be able to proceed?    R. Coleman-Senghor not according to policy.    H. Wautischer Both are very interesting  and don’t exclude each other.  P. Phillips agrees with V. Garlin with regard to building a case.  We have several resolutions that have been ignored by the President over the past few years.  They seem to be increasing and he seems to be more defiant of the faculty in terms of our wishes.  I think it’s important for us to pass this and continue to build that case.  There are procedures we can follow.  This University censured a president and that censureship stayed on for several years.  That can be quite an effective procedure over all.  I don’t think we should withdraw.  We should participate as completely as possible.   If the President ignores the advice of the committee as a body we should make a serious objection.  

M. Dudley-Flores likes the case building idea.  How would we operationalize the case?    V. Garlin Possible scenarios  are: further resolutions of the Senate expressing concern; expressing censure; expressing no confidence; expressing varying degrees of rebuke of the President for the action.   That would be a different matter that would be debated here as to what level of rebuke by the Senate would be appropriate  in view of the pattern and practice that seems to have developed here.  This is a traditional way for Senates in this system to express their feelings about presidential prerogative .  A number of presidents presently in the system are under censure for no confidence.  President Suzuki was under a censure for many years and he has recently resigned.    Some presidents consider a rebuke by the Senate a badge of honor.  Others take it more seriously.  At major research institutions a president serving under some form of rebuke by the Senate would be considered to have his days numbered.  The higher the prestige of the institution and the longer the tradition of faculty governance the more seriously presidents and boards take Senate action.  The less the prestige of the institution the more contemptuously do presidents and boards take faculty action.

R. Coleman-Senghor  The  style of this document is basically a plea.  That’s the wrong stand.  We should separate the issue of a censure process from what we are trying to do now which is to respond to a breach.  You respond to a breach by putting something in its place immediately.  The case building – the action that we would be taking – namely the one that I am recommending would be a part of any case building because in effect by withdrawing ourselves we would be making a statement.  We could be very explicit about why we are withdrawing and the condition under which we will return.  I don't want to plead with the President anymore.    I’ve watched the growth of contempt for the will of the faculty and  diminuation of the faculty for ten years..  It’s time for the faculty to define itself through its actions.  Case building is not going to be the most immediate way that we can do it.  We can respond to what is happening to us with respect to the most important executive officer for us.  Basically what the President is saying to us is that the second most important officer on this campus is the financial officer.  We need to say to him that the Provost is the second most important officer  on the campus.  I am not interested in censuring Ruben.  I don’t think that is going to get us very far.  

B. Moonwomon appreciates H. Wautischer’s observations that these actions are not mutually exclusive.  We can both appeal to reason and fairness and at the same time we can take this direct action.  I wanted to know if anyone here knows what is meant by “that committee then cannot go through with the search by policy” – written policy or custom?   Could they get away with searching and hiring a provost?  The answer was affirmative.  B. Moonwomon  Then if we took Bob’s suggestion and decided on something like that are we prepared to then make that not happen by some further action? 

What would we have to do if there is a search and someone is hired?

V. Garlin It would require a Writ of Mandamus in the Superior Court of Sonoma County.  I doubt anyone here is prepared to retain an attorney to prepare such a writ and argue it in the Superior Court.  The fact of the matter is that the President can do pretty much what he wants unless someone tries to stop him and the only way he can be stopped is through the intervention of his bureaucratic superiors.  He is after all a mid-level bureaucrat in an educational bureaucracy.  He reports to the Chancellor.  We cannot prevent him from doing anything here.  He is in power by the education code.  We can only stop him bureaucratically or through the judicial process so showing him policies and procedures with David Benson’s name on it is not going to govern his conduct.  It is his job to appoint the provost and if we withdraw from the committee he will chose a provost you can be sure, notwithstanding faculty withdrawal from the committee.  So that’s not going to do anything. What it might do is to inform applicants for the position of the nature of the environment on campus.  Whether it would discourage people whom we would want to come and encourage people whom we wouldn’t want to come is an open question.  There are indeed, as you know, some people in the academic profession who trade on their ability as faculty breakers and they sell that skill to boards who have recalcitrant faculty.  There are people who would be only too happy to come here in the midst of a crisis of governance between the president and the faculty.  We’ve already seen and I am surely convinced that the president views his role as running this institution with or without faculty consent.   That is why I am not in favor on the proposal to withdraw.  If I felt that this would pull the president up short and he would perhaps reconsider his deteriorating relationship with the faculty then I might be more inclined to support it but I don’t think it’s in his character and concept of role as President. One of the things he has expressed to me a number of times is that he feels a historic responsibility to the presidents of other campuses and to future presidents of this campus not to cede any legitimate authority to the faculty which he does not have to cede.  It is arguable.  I think the strategy that may work is the strategy of passing this resolution.  I wouldn’t have put the word request in there.  In a resolution I had something to do with recently I had the word insist in there and he hit the ceiling.  He said that faculty have no right to insist that he do anything and that’s why I suspect that the drafters of this resolution, in an effort to appear polite and congenial, put in the word “request”.   I think a resolution of this sort must be passed in part to create the record of miscreant behavior on the part of the president y.  N. Byrne makes a friendly amendment to change the word.

S. Winter is in favor of passing the Resolution.  It’s a very important issue.  This dysfunctional relationship has been discussed in three meetings.  It is disheartening.  His position that it is in our best interest, when we responded that it was not, is that of a parent and child.  He believes it is very important that the Resolution be passed.  He does believe that the President will ignore it however and ask where the Resolution will go besides the President’s desk.   N. Byrne If the document goes to the President the Secretary of the Senate can publish and/or it can go to the CO.  S. Winter It’s pretty obvious he will ignore it.    E. Freed The Resolution should be made stronger and passed.  The word “insist” is good.  

H. Wautischer With regard to the amendment, I still consider both avenues good to pursue.  To fear that withdrawal from the committee will result in the hiring of a faculty breaker - we need to make sure that the person not succeed..  I would suggest as a friendly amendment the second clause re consequences of faculty not participating if President ignores.  This actually  adds to the case building.

N. Byrne invites people to respond.  R. McNamara question with consideration of  the first friendly amendment.  Makes a motion for amendment.  “Insist” should replace “request”.  Motion is seconded.  He requests a vote on that amendment. R.Coleman-Senghor There should have been discussion of that amendment and so the question is, is he calling the question on the amendment or is he calling the question on the document.  If he is calling the question on the document it is out of order.  R. Luttmann technically there is no such thing as a friendly amendment unless everyone agrees.  R. McNamara makes a motion that “insist” replace “request”.  The motion is seconded.  

A. Warmoth agrees that “request” is too polite but insisting on something that won’t happen is quixotic.  G. Olson agrees.  P. Phillips We should say we insist he reverse his decision.  That’s what we are asking.  I think we should take the hardest possible stand and maybe there should be a consequence amendment to this.  We’ve done this many times and he’s just ignored us.  We need to bring this to a head and absolutely insist, absolutely say that if you don’t do this then we’re going to withdraw..  S. Winter I did like the amendment of the word “insist”.  It should be insist that he reconsider.  It is still polite.  We need to take a polite route.  This will be published.  He will have to respond to the public if he does not change his action.  R. Coleman-Senghor suggests “The Academic Senate calls on President Arminana to honor the historical practice of composition and processes of the search committee and reconsider his decision to appoint the committee chair.  A. Warmoth seconds that as an amendment.    R. Coleman-Senghor makes substitute motion that we call on President Arminana to honor both the composition and the operational integrity of the search committee and to reconsider his decision to select a chair.   V. Garlin seconds. R. Coleman-Senghor wants the total clause to be amended. The above will replace the whole paragraph.  

S. McKillop makes a motion  to amend “conform to historical policy”.  Conform is better than honor.  P. Phillips seconds the motion.  R. McNamara Susan’s amendment should be approved or not.  N. Byrne Is there any objection to closing the debate?  A two-thirds vote is needed to close the debate.

In favor of closing the debate 27

Opposed  0

Debate closed re word

In favor of  “conform replacing “honor”

Voice vote taken – no’s have it.  

In favor of new clause

None opposed, one abstention, ayes have it.

V. Garlin moves the question - There will be discussion of the amendment.  Point of order, I made a motion.  Is there a second?  G. Olson seconds.  

In favor of closing debate 13                opposed 11

Move to move back last clause seconded by E. Mendez.

H. Wautischer suggests “he acknowledge the committee’s historical…….”

V. Garlin seconds.

R. Coleman-Senghor We are trying to find a way to address a recalcitrant individual.  I disagree with Victor Garlin that we are powerless.  The State grants us very specific powers.  Honor is an interesting term.  It shows it’s in place.  Policies set in place should be adhered to.  V. Garlin Enforcement is at stake.  There is no way to get him to follow the rules.  Having his boss tell him to comply - he will come before the Senate and give a heartfelt speech.  Then we would be hard pressed to say he was acting contemptuously.  We need to pass a resolution that will mark his action. The phrase needs to include a result to show he is out of compliance with the Senate.   Once the Resolution is passed it’s off the floor.  

R. McNamara Recognizing the importance of the Resolution we have other important matters before us.  N. Byrne Are there any objections to closing the debate?

Ayes 15   -  No’s 11

E. Freed suggests “acknowledging the committee’s right……..”

T. Wandling The Senate cannot decide for the faculty on the committee.

H. Wautischer withdraws his motion - no objections to withdrawal

Request to go back to discussion of R. Luttmann’s amendment to add that “he permit the committee to select it’s own chair is discussed.  

H. Wautischer 1sts.  T. Wandling seconds.  S.W. objects.

R. Coleman-Senghor Point of order - we need a time limit to allow other speakers.  Vote taken to add R. Luttmann’s amendment

Voice vote taken - ayes have it.

Back to original amendment.  R. Coleman-Senghor agrees with Victor Garlin “reverses action” gives it teeth.  He reverse his action of appointing the committee chair instead of “consider”.

No objections, V. Garlin moves.  Seconded.

R. Coleman-Senghor It’s time to table this to next meeting.  Members need to fashion wording and bring back.  He motions to table.  H. Wautischer seconds.  

W. Boda It’s a bad idea to wait two weeks.  R. Coleman-Senghor withdraws motion.

Resolution is passed unanimously.  Applause.

Item #6 Position on Two Statewide Senate Resolutions – N. Byrne

N. Byrne asks the members to consider the two Resolutions so that he can be prepared with comments at the Statewide Senate meeting. 

1.  Opposition to a Decrease in CSU Funding Tied to an Increase in Student Faculty Ratio

R. Luttmann moves to endorse.  E. Mendez seconds.  A. Warmoth Can we add that the situation at SSU is acutely dire?  N. Byrne We cannot change the resolutions, we need to respond to them. T. Wandling I want the SFR to go up.  It’s visible.  I’m afraid they will cut other important resources.  A. Warmoth basically agrees with T. Wandling but SFR is the only variable.  Assigned time is not relevant at statewide level.  R. Whitkus also supports T. Wandling.  We shouldn’t have to grow and cut at the same time.

N. Byrne wants to note the gun to head, back to wall approach.  Governor’s budget includes revenue increase to CSU to offset reduction is tied to increase in enrollment.  No strings should be attached.  

S. McKillop This was done once before.  Almost every campus took back pay except SSU.  Farish said “no, too expensive”.  We were able to stay smaller than anyone else.  R. Karlsrud  We suffered greatly from it.  V. Garlin This is a matter for the Campus ____________ Committee to address.  Once money comes in that ___________ is completely forgotten.  It’s possible to get an increase in money and yet still have our student faculty rate increase  if there is not sufficient vigilance on the part of the faculty to see to it  that the money coming to the campus for increased enrollment goes to  instruction.  The argument that Larry makes is that when there is increased enrollment all the campus services are stressed as a result and so that when money comes it shouldn’t all go to instruction.  Some has to go into his shop.  Some has to go into Rand Link’s shop.  Some has to go to the President’s office and there are other demands, debt service for land we’ve acquired in future years, and so forth.  All that needs to be taken into account and we cannot rest on the view that we are going to get this money because of increased enrollment.  I urge the Senate Budget Committee to be especially vigilant in this particular period because there are going to be enormous demands put on this campus budget in the next year and as we all know the easiest thing to do is to cut classes.  There are those on this campus and those in the system who believe that no one notices a rise in the SFR from 20 to 1 to 21 to 1,  But if building projects are suspended, if strategic objectives are interrupted that’s significant.  

Of the growth money last sent N. Byrne pointed out that instruction received only $1900 per student out of $8,000.  It’s a losing proposition to accept growth money when it doesn’t get to instruction.

T. Wandling  - notes not clear and voice on tape not audible.  R. Coleman-Senghor requests to move agenda.  R. Luttmann moves to endorse the Resolution.  Seconded.  

Voice vote taken 

Ayes have it.

Second Resolution

2. Student Fees in the California State University (CSU); Mitigating Their Effects

Revenues raised by student fees should stay in the CSU system to support instructional programs on the campus.  K. Thompson  SAC reviewed his question re second resolve clause.  Concern re third clause if only instructional programs get revenue.  Student services should be added.  N. Byrne asked for suggestions by email.  S. McKillop They think that if you are going to put this burden on students and if you have a CAL Grant they are going to cover it.  The money will go up but what about that little group who are just above the cutoff for CAL Grants.  They are going to suffer a bundle and what they are trying to do is to make sure there is more money in there to help the larger group of students.  This isn’t the last time they are going to raise it, probably at least two more times.  It’s going to be very tough on those kids at the bottom of that heap.  That was the reason for trying to get more of that percentage available.  

Introduction of Greg Tichava

He is happy to be here.  Unfortunately it seems that things have deteriorated.  There is more animosity.  As staff we feel Administration has taken a “like it or leave it” attitude.  “Take a hard line, fight for the students.”

Meeting adjourned
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