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CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY, STANISLAUS

ACADEMIC SENATE MINUTES

April 13, 1999

PRESENT: AbuKhalil, Asher, Bettencourt, Borba,
Brockman, Broin, Campbell, Cruz, Erickson, Farrar,
Hilpert, Hor, Jaasma, Keymer, Klein, Katsma, Li,
Littlewood, Luo, Nelson, O’Brien, Pallotta, Peterson,
Phillips, Russ, Savini, Sundar, Thompson, VanderMolen,
Wade, Weikart, Wolf, Zarling 
PROXIES: Klein (Thomas)

GUESTS: Durbin, Giventer, Mello (KCSS), Shams
(Signal), Tuedio, T.Young, Watkins

Recording Secretary: Diana Saugstad

2/AS/99/SEC–Resolution of No Confidence
in Chancellor Charles B. Reed, APPROVED
3/AS/99/SEC–Resolution on Non-
Implementation of Imposed Terms and
Conditions of Employment and System-wide
Initiatives, APPROVED

Next Academic Senate Meeting: 
Tuesday, May 11, 1999
2:30-4:30 p.m., South Dining Room

Minutes submitted by:

Marjorie Jaasma, Clerk

The meeting was called to order by Speaker Hilpert at 2:34 p.m. It was MSP VanderMolen/Thompson to
amend the agenda by moving Items 5 a) and b) before Items 4 and subsequently moving the remainder of
the items down one. This was accepted by the body. It was MSP Farrar/Klein to approve the minutes of
March 9, 1999 as attached.

FIRST READING ITEMS

a. 2/AS/99/SEC--Resolution of No Confidence in Chancellor Charles B. Reed

It was MS VanderMolen/Wade:

Whereas: Chancellor Charles B. Reed has denigrated and has demonstrated contempt for the faculty; and

Whereas: the Chancellor has demonstrated a complete lack of understanding of collegiality; therefore be it

Resolved: that the CSU, Stanislaus Academic Senate declare "no confidence" in Chancellor Charles B.
Reed; and be it further

Resolved: that a vote on "confidence" or "no confidence" in the Chancellor be submitted to the CSU,
Stanislaus teaching faculty, librarians, and counselors by means of a referendum on 19 April 1999; and be it
further

Resolved: that the results of that referendum be distributed to the campus President, to the Chancellor, to the
Chair of the CSU Board of Trustees, to the Governor and area legislators, to the Chairs of all CSU
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Academic Senates, and to the CFA.

After a brief discussion, it was MSP Thompson/Russ to waive the rules and go to a second reading.

AbuKhalil suggested adding after faculty "and disregard for the welfare of students" to the first Whereas
clause. 

Zarling questioned if it was clear if and when Reed showed disregard for students and Thompson replied
that if you look at the transcript from his San Luis Obispo comments, he remarked on the culture of
students. AbuKhalil added that Reed and the Board want to show that faculty are purely motivated only by
money. The point is by suspending negotiations, his whole behavior shows disregard for the welfare of
students.

Klein suggested adding "and as a result" before "and disregard for the welfare of students."

Sundar suggested adding "utter disregard" rather than "disregard."

The phrase "and as a result, disregard for the welfare of students" is accepted by the body as a friendly
amendment.

Thompson pointed out that we can keep this resolution brief. If passed, we have a chance to add a list of
pros and cons as to the confidence in the Chancellor.

Savini advised that a number of resolutions from other campuses regarding No Confidence in Chancellor
Reed have been sent out over email. Specifically, CSU Fresno has a very good resolution. We might want
to review it and add the Whereas and Resolved clauses to our resolution.

It was MS Savini/Russ to insert the Whereas clauses from the CSU Fresno resolution as follows:

Whereas: on 7 March 1999, Chancellor Reed made public criticisms of the CSU faculty in regard to faculty
work loads and work practices, and

Whereas: Chancellor Reed's critical comments reveal ignorance about faculty work loads, and

Whereas: the Chancellor's judgments and misinformation have been given wide publicity to the perhaps
irreparable disadvantage of the faculty, and

Whereas: not withstanding the Chancellor's apology, the Statewide Academic Senate on 12 March 1999
voted to rebuke the Chancellor for his remarks and to request that he conduct himself in a more collegial
manner, and

Whereas: the Statewide Academic Senate called upon the Board of Trustees and the Chancellor to continue
bargaining in good faith and to refrain from imposing their "last, best offer" or any other terms and
conditions of employment that have not been approved by a majority vote of the membership of the
California Faculty Association, and

Whereas: on 17 March 1999 the Chancellor recommended to the Board of Trustees that the last offer of the
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CSU negotiators be imposed unilaterally in spite of the Statewide Academic Senate's request that he not do
so, and in spite of the faculty's rejection of
the Tentative Agreement and the fact of continuing negotiations, and

Whereas: such a unilateral imposition of CSU mandated work conditions has a devastating effect on faculty
morale now and for the future, and makes a mockery of negotiations for a contract acceptable on both sides,
and

Whereas: the Chancellor has, through his misrepresentation, challenged the professional integrity of faculty
and denied the fact that faculty are committed to high standards of teaching and academic responsibility and
the rigorous assessment of meritorious achievement over the length of a faculty member's career, and

Whereas: the Chancellor has, through his misrepresentation, denied the credibility and undermined the
legitimacy of the carefully established Retention-Tenure-Promotion program of faculty assessment
performed by both peer faculty and administrators, fully defined by due process, which contains periodic
and varied methods of strict appraisal of the quality of faculty for possible promotions and regulated pay
increases, and

Whereas: the Chancellor has rejected strong faculty opposition regarding the importance of and entitlement
to due process and has proceeded to impose a so-called merit pay program that grants tremendous powers
of discretion to individual campus administrations in awarding salary increases and bonuses with no faculty
participation in any appeals process and no specific regulations on the comparative amount of pay increases
and bonuses that can be granted to individual faculty,

Zarling expressed his opposition to using the CSU Fresno resolution as ours.

AbuKhalil agreed. Our resolution is very clear and succinct. The CSU Fresno resolution tells the entire story
that everyone already knows. We don't have to repeat it.

Savini disagreed stating that many faculty on this campus are not aware of the issues. This is our
opportunity to refer to the key issues thereby advising the faculty. 

Peterson expressed concern that creating a list could create problems--people may perceive it to be
comprehensive and the things not there would get left off. We should start with something simple and clear
and possibly build a list of our reasons as a separate document.

Savini stated that if we are asking for removal of the Chancellor, we should state why.

Broin questioned if this is the place to create a comprehensive list. We have a time issue.

Tuedio suggested the results of the balloting could be in the form of a press release.

Savini noted that our resolution does not require resignation by the Chancellor.

Tuedio stated that our resolution is clear. What more do you need to say?

Question was called by Klein. Vote on the amendment failed by voice vote. Return to the main motion.
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It was M AbuKhalil to delete "understanding of" from the second Whereas clause. Motion died for lack of a
second.

It was MS Tuedio/Farrar to delete "lack of understanding of collegiality" and adding "complete indifference
to collegiality" to the second Whereas clause.

Thompson suggested that the Chancellor was not indifferent.

Vote on the amendment failed by voice vote. Return to the main motion.

Borba stated that this resolution addresses all points we want to make. No wording changes are necessary to
say what we want to say.

Savini suggested the resolution should ask for the Chancellor's resignation and removal.

It was M Savini to add a fourth and fifth Resolved clause to read:

Resolved: Ask the Chancellor to resign or be removed and,
Resolved: Ask the Board of Trustees to meet to reconsider their unilateral decision to impose salary and
working conditions on CSU faculty.

Amendment dies for lack of a second. Return to main motion.

It was MSP Farrar/Erickson to close debate. Vote on the resolution as previously amended passed without
dissent. 

This resolution will be sent for a general faculty vote on April 19th.

b. 3/AS/99/SEC--Resolution on Non-Implementation of Imposed Contract and System-wide Initiatives

It was MSP VanderMolen/Thompson:

Whereas: the CSU Chancellor has broken the working relations between the CSU Administration and the
faculty by unilaterally imposing a contract upon the faculty; and

Whereas: the CSU has thereby arbitrarily imposed work rules on the faculty; and

Whereas: the Chancellor has denigrated and has demonstrated contempt for the faculty; and

Whereas: the CSU Academic Senate has reacted to the above by urging the faculty not to implement
system-wide academic or personnel proposals until a CFA/CSU contract has been approved; be it therefore

Resolved: that the CSU, Stanislaus Academic Senate concurs with the CSU Academic Senate's resolutions
regarding CSU academic policies and personnel proposals; and be it further
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Resolved: that the CSU, Stanislaus faculty will not participate in the implementation of the imposed
contract; specifically, they will not create policies or structures for the implementation of "merit" pay until a
contract between the CFA and the CSU is approved; and be it further

Resolved: that the CSU, Stanislaus faculty will not participate in the implementation steps of the
Cornerstones Implementation Plan, in the implementation of Year-Round Operations, or in any other
system-wide initiatives until a contract between the CFA and CSU is approved; and be it further

Resolved: that the preceding two resolved clauses be submitted to the CSU, Stanislaus teaching faculty,
librarians, and counselors by means of referendum on 19 April 1999; and be it further

Resolved: that the results of the referendum be distributed to the campus President, to the Chancellor, and to
the Chairs of all CSU Academic Senates.

After a brief discussion, it was noted that the previous motion by Thompson/Russ to waive the rules and go
to a second reading also applies to this resolution.

VanderMolen advised that there was extensive discussion by SEC on this resolution. SEC felt it was
necessary to give leadership to express what they thought might be acceptable for faculty. This resolution is
a product of considerable giving and taking by SEC.

Savini noted that technically we should not refer to "contract" in the second Resolved clause, but rather
"rules and conditions." Young clarified that the correct term would be "terms and conditions of
employment." This should be noted in the title of the Resolution, the first Whereas clause as well as the
second Resolved clause.

This correction was accepted as a friendly amendment.

Thompson explained that by approving this resolution, the Senate urges that faculty not participate in setting
up the structure for merit pay or setting up committees for the review of merit pay applicants.

O'Brien noted that he had already received a Faculty Activity Report (FAR) form and memo saying that
criteria would be distributed by April 15. He asked for clarification. Hilpert advised that although
administration has asked members of SEC to participate in these discussions, we have not. 

Sundar pointed out that in the FAR, it reads like we have been doing this for some time, but in reality, this
is the first time we have been mandated to do the FAR. Are we really mandated to do it? Klein stated that
Associate V.P. Bowers has asked the Speaker and SEC to consult with him about the criteria. We have
refused to cooperate.

Sundar asked if the FAR was sent because of a decision by the Chancellor, and Klein replied yes.

Russ explained that if we had a contract, it would have been mandated. Some provosts are demanding it be
submitted; ours has not demanded--it is our choice. CFA is coming up with a plan.

Thompson urged Senators to read the Bowers letter carefully. This document could be used as an official
document. Some things are mandated and some are only requested.
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Peterson referred to the second Resolved clause and advised that her department is continuing to work.
Klein clarified that in that Resolved clause, it states the Senate is taking action only on the areas of creating
policies and structures related to implementation of merit pay until a contract between CFA and CSU is
approved. Individuals and CFA can take other action.

Savini advised that it is the faculty's prerogative and responsibility to define policy and we should retain that
right. 

Young stated that there is a role for local Senates to comment on the criteria and standards for merit pay.

Klein suggested deleting in the second Resolved clause "participate in the implementation of the imposed
contract; specifically, they will not." It would then read "that the CSU, Stanislaus faculty will not create
policies or structures for the implementation of "merit" pay until a contract between the CFA and the CSU
is approved; and be it further."

Zarling stated that at the time the Board of Trustees said we are not making progress, they decided that all
power would be theirs. We need to rethink whose best interest would be met. We need to take control over
evaluation of our peers and what the merit process should be.

Peterson agreed that that gets at the problem--we fear an arbitrary system, yet if we have no input it's more
arbitrary. 

VanderMolen stated that in the "real world," the President does have the final decision, and the Board of
Trustees do have legal authority. Are we going to cooperate in the real world under the current situation
when they broke our working situation or not? The point is, we should not do anything until we have a
contract.

Savini stated that he didn't see how we could handle this without discussing principles. 

Thompson replied that the President already has the power. The lack of due process is the sticking point.
The third Resolved clause on Cornerstones and YRO may not be the right language. Look at the new
accountability section in the Cornerstones document. We should not say we'll participate in this until we
have a contract.

Zarling stated that those are not faculty initiatives. Salary and merit issues we all have a vested interest in,
and we need to have a voice in it. If we develop a system and the President turns it down, then we have a
case with the Governor.

Russ noted that previously we had input into the merit plan, but we were still dissatisfied. Nothing has really
changed. When do we stand together? Why can't we all just ask for 2% for everyone, sign and date the
forms and send them forward.

Erickson advised that we need to be more proactive and doing what will support our position. In terms of
the resolution, some things are good. We have got to do what we can to support our position or we will not
look good in terms of the public and legislature. Then we can come back with a resolution.
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Zarling stated that the current program is quite different from PSSI. In the current program we just fill out
the activity form and if we have been doing what was assigned to us, plus committee work, then we would
get a merit raise. If faculty develop a form, questions about class size won't be there (as they are on the
systemwide form).

Thompson replied that it is a systemwide form with systemwide criteria. Sometimes you just have to say
you're not going to play until there is a different configuration of the playground.

VanderMolen stated if the system is irrational, why participate? We have to get the message across that we
want to be faculty. 

Klein clarified that in the third Resolved clause, it says we will not participate in systemwide mandates, but
we will participate in budget process, space allocation, etc. We haven't cut everything off; only at the
systemwide level.

Sundar referred to the fourth Whereas clause; would this refer to teaching programs? Russ replied that
systemwide initiatives that impact students are at the discretion of departments. 

Peterson referred to the first Resolved clause. After the CFA meeting we had, there was still questions about
activities that would be supported. Thompson replied that locally, we would take the same stance as the
statewide senate. Peterson replied that overall, faculty here have not been told what the stance of the
statewide senate is. Also, keep in mind, our campus passed the contract. Peterson suggested surveying
faculty to see what they want to do. Klein replied that by this resolution, that is what we are trying to do.
This resolution will go to a faculty vote, and the results will tell us how they feel.

O'Brien asked if approving this resolution would effect the work of a lot of faculty. Klein replied that it
would effect UEPC and possibly other committees.

Savini said that there is not enough opportunity for faculty to be informed. This could be done if the
Whereas clauses contain principles as well as circumstances. 

Erickson recommended faculty develop criteria and send them to the administration. Then the onus would
be on them. That would be a positive step. We could promote collegiality by doing this. 

VanderMolen replied that we had our working relationship broken. This has to be corrected. We have to say
things aren't where they should be. Let the faculty vote. This gives the faculty a chance to express how they
feel.

Tuedio suggested having a very simple criteria--satisfactory performance of duties. Erickson replied that if
we did that, it would be up to the administration to turn it down. 

Zarling stated that this document is asking the wrong questions. The Academic Senate and faculty should
take a proactive role in developing the FAR in lieu of the one we have been given. Just ask "have you been
doing the duties you have been asked to do?" It is extremely important that faculty maintain control over the
RPT process, and faculty should have the opportunity to vote on making their own criteria.

Borba stated that it's time to show our disagreement with the terms. This is as strong a document as this
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campus can pass. To ask for anything more here will cause it to lose.

Peterson stated that we want to pass something we all agree on but I am not sure the majority will support it
as written.

Thompson, in reply to Zarling's comment to make our own FAR, said that the administration will say that it
is not in the terms and working conditions we are under, and that we already have a systemwide form.

Klein replied in response to Peterson that not everyone will like the resolutions before them. That is fine.
However, I don't know what we can do better or clearer. It is up to the faculty to approve or not approve.

Erickson suggested asking faculty if they want a committee to send forth an evaluation sheet in lieu of what
they have now.

The question was called by Klein/Nelson and vote to close debate passed with a vote of 21 yes, 5 no and 1
abstention. Vote on the resolution as amended passed with a vote of 18 yes, 8 no and 2 abstentions.

The resolution will go to a general faculty vote on Monday, April 19th.

REPORTS AND ANNOUNCEMENTS

Speaker/Senate Executive Committee (Hilpert)

1. The SEC has reserved the Quad from 11:30-1:30 on April 15 and 16. The purpose is to hold an open
forum to discuss the impending general faculty vote or other matters related to business before the Senate.
Students, faculty and staff are invited.

2. Trustee Goldwhite and Statewide Chair Dinielli had been invited to our campus on April 27. But, April
27 has been designated as Lobby Day in Sacramento. Many of our faculty, including members from the
SEC, are planning on attending. Should we continue with our invitation to Goldwhite and Dinielli or
reschedule? Should we cancel the Senate meeting on that day? Consensus was to cancel the Senate meeting
and reschedule the visit by Goldwhite and Dinielli.

3. Thompson advised that there was some talk at the Statewide Senate meeting for faculty to invite members
of the Board of Trustees to campus, and to put faculty in control of the agenda of what they might do on
campus. Previous visits by Trustees on some campuses have been controlled by the administration.

Meeting adjourned at 4:30 p.m.


