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In attendance:

* David Rubiales, President

* Graham Larkin, Vice President of Private Institutions

* Pat Sanders, Vice President of California State University System

* Lacy Barnes-Mileham, Vice President of Community Colleges
* Marcus Harvey, Acting Secretary/Treasurer
Ruth Wilson, California Faculty Association Liaison, North

Fernanda Bustamante, AAUP Staffer

* denotes voting members

Call to order

President Rubiales called the meeting to order at 1:15 p.m. on Saturday, September 25, 2004.  Harvey proposed that the meeting be designated a combined meeting of the Executive Board and the Steering Committee.  The reason for this was that only the Executive Committee is authorized to make decisions regarding the composition, size, and charges of Committees.  Since the Executive Board and the Steering Committee differ only in that the Executive Board includes Committee Chairs, both bodies included the exact same set of people in attendance that day.  Sanders moved that the meeting be designated a combined meeting of the Executive Board and the Steering Committee.  Barnes-Mileham seconded the motion.  Wilson asked why it needed to be combined.  Harvey explained that another requirement stipulated in the CA-AAUP Constitution and By-laws is that the Steering Committee hold two annual meetings.  Upon hearing no further discussion, a vote was taken to accept the motion.  Motion passed unanimously.  Barnes-Mileham moved that the agenda be adopted after adding item 7c), “Million Worker March Endorsement and Contribution” upon request by Harvey and item 9.5 “Good of the Order/Discussion/Announcements” upon request by Barnes-Mileham.  Motion was seconded, and passed unanimously.
Approval of Past Meeting Minutes

Wilson asked for explanation of the phrase “CFA memberships going unused.”  Harvey explained the nature of the CFA’s affiliation with the AAUP and the issue of unused memberships.  Harvey also reported that he has spoken to some CFA staffers about using these unused memberships as a recruiting tool to get non-CFA members to join both organizations.  Rubiales moved to approve the agenda, motion was seconded by Barnes-Mileham, and passed unanimously.

Reports: Financial

Harvey explained that the reasons for the unusually low starting balance reflected a large, one-time contribution to the CFA’s Political Issues Campaign and the CA-AAUP’s first annual meeting (which was held in October, 2003).  Further, Harvey explained and distributed reimbursement checks owed to some members of the Board.  Harvey asked Board members to please add the following expected charges/credits to the financial spreadsheet:

$1,500 credit from Assembly of State Conferences grant

$3,000 debit for 2004-05 Annual CA-AAUP Meeting expenses

$1,000 debit for Steering Committee Meeting expenses

$500 debit for miscellaneous West Coast Office expenses

Harvey also suggested that, in the future, the Conference might want to consider adding an extra $2,500 yearly expense payable to national AAUP to help cover the cost of the part-time West Coast Office staffer, who is taking on a good portion of the CA-AAUP work.  Rubiales asked if it wouldn’t be prudent to include money for members to attend Conferences.  He suggested designating $3,000-$5,000 for such expenses.  Sanders asked if that expenditure was realistic in light of the Conference’s current and projected balances.  Harvey asserted that it was an issue of spend-down, and that the Conference could be comfortable with that spend down if it considered the increased revenue that will be generated with the move to a comprehensive state dues structure.  He asked if Board members thought $2,000 would be enough to cover such expenses.  Rubiales suggested designating $3,000.  Sanders commented that a nationally organized Campus Equity Week would not be taking place this year, so that $500 earmarked for a contribution for such an effort could be cancelled.  Sanders asked if more money should be allocated for advertising/outreach/recruiting efforts.  Harvey explained that overlap with National’s objective in this area is large, and that there were other pots of money he could tap to cover some of those expenses.  Wilson asked if most of the CA-AAUP’s budget came from National.  Harvey explained that, technically, it’s separate, but that the actual financial mechanisms at play were complicated by a variety of agreements for funding the West Coast Office.  Harvey also reported on increased activity in organizing the University of California system.  He said that, in part, that was attributable to the CA-AAUP’s financial support for the Berkeley project.  
Report: Membership/Organizational Report

Harvey reported that the Association has appointed a new General Secretary and hired a professional staffer (starting in the New Year) for the West Coast Office.  He expressed the belief that this new staffer would be able to take on some new projects and help build strength where we are already established.  

Harvey then explained the membership reports.  He said that these reports were useful in understanding the “depth and breadth” of our membership, but also where we need to work harder to organize.  He suggested that the lapsed member report showed those members who, perhaps, would be most willing to come back to the Association.  Sanders asked about the College of the Redwoods.  Harvey explained that their unusually high termination rate was due to their disaffiliation from the Association.  Barnes-Mileham asserted that perhaps more community college faculty would be interested in joining if a Legal Defense Fund was developed.  Harvey then pointed out that we should keep a close eye on the termination rate for this year because it was unusually high.  Wilson said she thought that it might reflect an increase in retirement.  Harvey promised to look into it.  Harvey reported that some organization projects look promising.  Particularly City of Hope and CUCFA.  He said that CUCFA is entering a moment of transition which gives us an opportunity to get more involved with them.  Eventually, this may lead to the affiliation of more UC faculty associations.  Harvey told the Board that he and General Secretary Bowen would be visiting UC Irvine and possibly UC Riverside as well next month.  He asserted that in two years, the AAUP should be in a position to affiliate the UC system.  Another positive organizational development was the assistance of an AAUP national staffer in a recruitment effort at UC Santa Cruz.  Harvey reported that less than 25 hours of work yielded 9 new SCFA members and 1 new community college member.  
Report: Communications

Website

Bustamante reported on the newest additions to the CA-AAUP website.  In particular, she pointed out the new page dealing with  the Academic Bill of Rights issue highlighting Larkin’s piece.  Also, she described the page on Chapela’s tenure case.  Harvey interjected that it is important that more private institutions take up the Conference’s offer to host websites.  

Ads and Contributions

Harvey reported that some money has been spent to raise the AAUP’s profile with other advocacy organizations throughout the state.  Most recently, some $500 was allocated to run an ad in the upcoming issues of the CPFA’s newsletter.
Newsletter

Harvey stated that we are coming up on a newsletter deadline, and that finding a newsletter editor is something we need to talk about.  Also, content for the newsletter is going to be needed.  Since there were no further questions, Sanders moved to approve the financial report, Barnes-Mileham seconded, and motion passed unanimously.  
Break

New Business

Leadership Development

Harvey reviewed last meeting’s decisions.  Sanders stated that she thought Patricia Hill would be a good nominee for the Nominating Committee.  Barnes-Mileham said she would speak with some colleagues and let the Board know who she could appoint to the Nominating Committee.  She said that maybe Chris Storer would be interested in participating.  Harvey and Larkin promised to work together to find an appointee from the Private sector.  Harvey mentioned David Bernstien might be a good candidate.  Harvey also said he would try to find a designee from the UC system.  It was decided that, since we were behind the schedule stipulated by the CA-AAUP Constitution and By-laws, election procedures would run one month behind schedule.  Harvey then asked if people on the Steering Committee would be interested in continuing.  Board members affirmed.  Harvey then said that it was an unstated assumption that Sanders would assume the President’s office in this round of elections.
Elections

The logistical question of how to go about the elections was then raised.  Harvey said that ballots could be distributed either by mail or electronically, but that there were some problems with electronic balloting.  In particular, we do not have a compilation of email addresses for all CA-AAUP members.  He stressed the need for an election plan.  Rubiales suggested that he could speak with Tom Guild in Oklahoma about it.  Harvey said that we could distribute the newsletter electronically (with the possibility of ordering hard-copies for recruiting purposes.)  He said that, if we proceeded in that fashion, ballots could be mailed out.  Also, he mentioned that the move to comprehensive Conference dues needed to be approved by the membership, and that it would be wise to combine that issue with the election on the same ballot.  Sanders said she thought the newsletter should update people on what the CA-AAUP has been doing.  She suggested that it might be appropriate, then, to send out ballots with the newsletter.  She said that then we could also ask people to advise us if they would perfer to receive the newsletter electronically, and to provide their email addresses in that case.  Harvey invited a motion to define the balloting procedures.  Rubiales asked if this “election packet” would include election materials (names, bios, etc. of candidates), newsletter, reutrn envelope, ballot, and comprehensive dues information.  Wilson asked if sending election packets out to large groups of constituents via a central office, such as the CFA, for distribution would cut costs and increase efficiency.  Rubiales said that he would prefer that the CA-AAUP be responsible for all distribution and election procedures.  Harvey asked if the return envelope should be stamped and self-addressed.  Sanders said that she felt that those who cared enough to vote would find their own stamps.  Then she suggested including some of the election materials (names, bios, etc. of candidates) in the newsletter in addition to letting the membership know what has been done.  Harvey asserted that the intent of the Board seemed to be clear, and that a motion would not be necessary.  Rubiales nonetheless invited a motion that the Executive Director be directed to develop this packet (which would include election materials, newsletter, return envelope, ballot, and comprehensive dues information.)  Larkin moved, Sanders seconded.  Harvey asked for a friendly amendment changing the title Executive Director to Acting Secretary/Treasurer.  Upon solicitation for further discussion, Larkin asked what the future holds for the newsletter: electronic or hard copy?  Rubiales asserted that it is always necessary to have hard copies of some materials.  Not everything can be electronic.  Motion was put to a vote and was passed unanimously.  Harvey then clarified that the newsletter last year was distributed electronically, posted online, and 500 hard copies had been made available upon request.  Wilson asked if it would be possible to place a counter on the webpage.  Bustamante promised to look into it.  
Committee Charges

Harvey said he had looked to national committee charges, but that there was not much material there.  He believes that the charges would be more useful if they were kept general.  He informed attendees that, acting as the Executive Board, they would be recommending these charges to the membership at the next meeting.  He also mentioned that the annual report to the membership should be produced by the Secretary/Treasurer, and so he did not include that task under the Communications Committee charges.  He also called attention to the stipulation in the charges that the Newsletter Editor should chair the Communications Committee.  Rubiales asked if people were ready to vote.  Larkin suggested some typographical errors be corrected.  Barnes-Mileham moved to accept the charges as presented, Larkin seconded.  Harvey asked for a friendly amendment to correct typographical errors.  Then Sanders asked if we would be discouraging people to serve by making terms three years long.  Harvey reminded the Board that, at the last meeting, it had been suggested that we replicate the national committee guidelines, which stipulate three-year terms.  Wilson asked if, once people are on the committees, they couldn’t appoint someone to continue in their place if they wanted to leave.  Harvey explained that, technically, the President is responsible for appointing committee members, and so, in a case like that, the President would take a departing committee member’s suggestion under advisement, but that, ultimately, the replacement was the President’s decision.  Sanders indicated that she felt recruiting people for the committees would be made more difficult by this long term commitment.  Rubiales said that these committees should eventually attain a high level of prestige, and that people would be happy to participate on them.  Bustamante added that the committee charges had been left so open, that committees were really free to set their work at a level appropriate to a member’s goals and time constraints.  Sanders asked if it would be possible to move towards a three year terms, starting with some lower level of commitment.  Larkin suggested giving the option of serving for 2 or 3 years, but Harvey indicated that the coordination of such a proposal would be complicated.  He also said that, on the one hand, longer terms may make recruiting more difficult, but that, on the other hand, the best work comes out of people after they have served for some time.  Barnes-Mileham also pointed out that, in her experience, it is harder to recuit people for longer terms, however, once volunteers are found, their work tends to be more valuable over time than the work of those who commit for shorter periods of time.  Sanders then asked how confident other Board members felt about getting volunteers to participate on the committees.  Rubiales said that he felt the difficult part was getting people to help, but that the length of the term was less relevant than many other considerations on their decision to serve. Bustamante pointed out that the charges as written could be adopted and later amended if term length was found to be a limiting factor in finding participants.  Harvey asked for further discussion.  Upon hearing none, motion was passed unanimously.  Then Harvey asked the Board if they preferred to wait for membership ratification or just begin finding people willing to serve on the committees.  It was generally agreed that everyone should start their recruitment as soon as possible. 
Rubiales asked about StateNet.  Harvey explained that, due to personnel changes at the National office, StateNet materials are not currently being distributed.  Harvey said he would work on the issue.  Barnes-Mileham asked how it worked, and Harvey responded that it was a digest.  Rubiales indicated that he felt it was important to receive those updates because he sees the CA-AAUP driving and affecting legislation.  Wilson suggested that sending the text outline of the committee charges to the Board members might help in the recruiting process.  Harvey stated that members should also try contacting people who, although they might not be able to serve, could provide names of other faculty members who may be interested in helping.  Harvey mentioned some people like Chris Storer or Lantz Simpson may be good for this.  Barnes-Mileham said that perhaps Rich Hanson could provide some names for the Government Relations Committee.  Sanders said she would check with the CFA Vice Presidents for each of those areas for names.  Rubiales requested that Board members please send names with short bios to him.  It was decided that this was an action item.
Communications

CA-AAUP Mission Statement

Harvey reminded people that the last annual meeting the membership voted to adopt a Mission Statement.  He stated that he had been unable to draft one himself, and that he felt the effort should be more collaborative.  Harvey suggested that the Mission Statement should be charged to the Communications Committee.  Rubiales asserted that the Mission Statement should state what the CA-AAUP stands for and what the CA-AAUP does, and that the national AAUP has already articulated much of that.  Rubiales then said that issues such as tenure, academic freedom, and due process should be included.  Barnes-Mileham reminded the Board that a Mission Statement was to have been drafted by the next annual meeting and offered to work on a rough draft with the suggestions that had been made.  Harvey suggested that the Board start working on the Mission Statement via email.  Larkin stated that he would like to see the Mission Statement include an historical overview of the college and university systems in the state and how the CA-AAUP should provide an “umbrella” for the various systems.  Rubiales agreed.  The CA-AAUP is the only organization that represents all the sectors of higher education in the state.  

Keep California’s Promise Initiative

Harvey gave Board members the context in which this initiative was presented to him.  Originally, it had been suggested that CUCFA oversee the project, but Harvey felt that the CA-AAUP might be a better vehicle.  Harvey mentioned that he wanted to ask the Board how they felt about making this one of the Communication Committee’s first duties.  He also reported that the KCP Initiative was primarily interested in raising money to continue advertising the benefits of maintaining quality higher education across the state.  Sanders asked Harvey for more information about what exactly the CA-AAUP’s role would be, and Harvey responded by saying that this was what he needed the Board to discuss.  He also said that fundraising was a major part of the campaign, and that the CA-AAUP would probably be involved in some way with that aspect of the project.  Harvey invited a motion to direct him and some of the Board members to begin this negotiation and do some outreach with those parties involved with the initiative.  Barnes-Mileham asked if he meant that he would gather more information about the project.  Harvey said that if the initiative organizers wanted money, the CA-AAUP could not be of much help, but if they wanted help fundraising, the CA-AAUP could be effective.  Rubiales asked if this was a realistic proposition.  Sanders said that this would a Communications Committee duty.  Wilson said she thought that this was a project that the CA-AAUP should be working towards anyway, so that getting involved would give us a good starting point.  Rubiales agreed that it was basically a good idea, but that he was approaching it cautiously because the CA-AAUP is still in the early stages of organization.  He suggested that the CA-AAUP may be ready to commit to something like this in 3-5 months.  Harvey said that he thought that in three months when the new staffer started working this project would become much more feasible, because the objectives have a large overlap with national AAUP objectives.  Sanders said she saw this as being in an exploratory stage and that the Board might only endorse the exploration of the project.  Rubiales said that he just wanted to be sure that the time be “spread” so that the CA-AAUP would be ready for the project after the initial exploration.  Harvey reiterated that this involvement would be primarily the responsibility of the Communications Committee.  He then invited a motion that the CA-AAUP endorse the Keep California’s Promise Initiative and affirm its objectives.  Sanders moved, Larkin seconded, and the motion carried unanimously.  
Million Worker March

Harvey reported that ILWU has put out a call for a march on Washington, DC.  In June, the Executive Committee of the Collective Bargaining Congress of the AAUP endorsed the march, as did the NEA.  Harvey reported that he has pledged $1000 and promised to contact many organizations to see if they would want to endorse if not donate.  Sanders asked what the MWM objectives were.  Harvey replied that there is a list of demands, but that the march is really just a starting point.  The hope is that the march would be the first in a series of actions.  Rubiales expressed his concerns about giving a donation because of a right-leaning constituency at his college and a fear of losing those AAUP members.  Larkin agreed that from a tactical point-of-view it was a sticky issue because of the possibility of losing support.  Sanders asked Larkin if he would be willing to endorse.  Larkin answered that it would depend on the wording.  Barnes-Mileham moved to adopt and endorsement of the Million Worker March in its efforts to advance the value of higher education.  Sanders seconded.  Sanders stressed the importance of supporting the labor movement as well as academia because of the threat posed by neo-liberal economics.  She added that she would be willing to ask her chapter for a donation.  Harvey stated that he felt an endorsement would help him get more money out of other organizations.  He also added that an endorsement would not have to be visible to members depending on how the endorsement is represented.  He also pointed out that the CA-AAUP would be the third AAUP organization to endorse the march, so that the image would be consistent.  Rubiales maintained that he could support a general statement of endorsement.  Harvey suggested a friendly amendment: strike “the value of”.  Motion passed unanimously.  
Dues/Revenue

Harvey explained that CA-AAUP dues are currently voluntary.  At the same time, the Conference dues structure in CA is less progressive than in other states because it differentiate by member type.  Harvey proposed that we move to a model where mandatory comprehensive dues that would be based on membership category.  Wilson asked how this change would affect membership drives.  Harvey replied that, in other states, it has had almost no effect.  However, he conceded that, if people haven’t been paying until now, it would seem significant.  In those cases, he said, it would be a political problem, and, therefore, it may be a good idea to ask the opinion of the leadership group first.  Harvey added that, in the long run, comprehensive Conference dues should create more revenue.  Harvey further stated that, if the Conference were to move to comprehensive dues, the question would have to be put to a vote.  Barnes-Mileham moved that the Acting Secretary-Tresurer be directed to take steps necessary to move California to a comprehensive dues state and use the upcoming election cycle to ballot the membership.  Sanders seconded.  Harvey explained that comprehensive dues would not actually start until January 1, 2006.  Barnes-Mileham asked if that timeline should be included in the motion, and Harvey replied that it would be included in the voting materials.  Motion passed unanimously.  
CA-AAUP Annual Meeting

Harvey reminded Committee members that October 23 had been suggested as a good date for the Annual Meeting.  He expressed his concern that there wasn’t very much time to publicize to such an event, but that last year’s meeting was well publicized, though not very well attended.  Harvey asked if people thought a lot of effort should be put into organizing this year’s meeting.  Rubiales asserted that a good location and an interesting topic would be necessary to get a larger turnout.  Sanders asked if St. Mary’s might be a good place to hold the meeting.  Harvey felt this was a good idea.  The discussion then moved to possible topics/speakers.  Sanders suggested Norm Pineda or Nuñez.  Harvey then asked what date would be good for the meeting.  Rubiales felt that a good date would fall near the end of January or the beginning of February.  Larkin also pointed out that if the annual meeting fell around that time, Erika (the new professional staffer in the West Coast Office) would be at the meeting.  Sanders asked if the annual meeting may be a good time for committees to have their first meetings.  Barnes-Mileham asked about the budget for the meeting.  Harvey pointed out that $3,000 had already been budgeted for that item.  Rubiales stated concern that Moraga would not be a good option for attendees from Southern California.  Sanders said that maybe Stanford would be a good back-up option.  It was decided that the goal would be to hold the annual meeting either at Stanford or St. Mary’s.  Larkin promised to ask about venues on the Stanford campus.  Harvey indicated that Stanford is big, and that the annual meeting might be overshadowed by other events, whereas at St. Mary’s the meeting would be a big event.  
Discussion

Barnes-Mileham asked the Committee to think about how the CA-AAUP might help the California Community Colleges on legal issues.  She stated that, as the business model continues to succeed, the CA Community Colleges need more help.  
Barnes-Mileham noted that she had been asked by the Senate to investigate possibilities for a legal defense fund in response to problems at a number of campuses (IVC, DVC, Long Beach, etc.)  
Barnes-Mileham moved that the CA-AAUP create a Task Force on Faculty Legal Defense to investigate options for CA-AAUP involvement and to report back to the Executive Board.  Motion seconded by Sanders.  Motion passed unanimously.  

Harvey suggested Wendy Gabriella from IVC for the Task Force.  Barnes-Mileham also agreed to serve. 

Sanders moved to adjourn.  Seconded by Barnes-Mileham.  Passed unanimously.
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