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Message From The President

Déjà vu: An Expose of the March 4, 2015 Council of Trustees Meeting
Lately I have been experiencing déjà vu. Now I wish I could tell you that this strong feeling of déjà vu was from an exceptionally good experience, unfortunately it is just the opposite.
The last Council of Trustees (COT) meeting on Wednesday, March 4, 2015 was extremely interesting. The
dinner had been cancelled due to weather and only three of the Trustees were physically present while
others participated by telephone. I went since I live close by and was anxious to hear about the presidential search, the Strategic Plan and the Shared Governance Plan. I also went to speak as I always do.
According to the CBA Article 9J, if APSCUF requests to be put on the COT agenda they are to be granted
Barbara Hess
that request. However I have petitioned to be put on the agenda and have been denied each time. I have
APSCUF CAL U
been told that being permitted to speak first during Public Comments fulfills this article. I deny this, as
Chapter President
Public Comments are supposed to be short and I cannot, like others who do have a place on the agenda,
give an extended report complete with either a video or PowerPoint slide presentation. So the wonderful graphs I show you, I
cannot show to the COT unless I send them a copy of this newsletter which I plan to do this time.
Action items at the meeting on March 4, 2015 included a capital project plan of $85 million over the next five years. This includes $10.9 million to renovate Coover Hall, $34.5 million to build a new science building to replace Frich and the New Science buildings, $12.7 million to renovate Morgan Hall and $23.7 million to renovate Keystone Hall. The plan passed unanimously with no questions asked. Now this is a two edged sword because I laud the fact that the capital projects are all academic buildings but the huge question is, where is the money coming from?
So APSCUF brought this question to Meet and Discuss last Thursday. We were told that the capital project plan would not
increase our debt. We were told that the state would provide a majority of the money and we would only have to pay a percentage. We were told that the projects would occur over time and that there would be time to raise funds. I was given an
example where Pepsi gave a million towards a capital building fund project in the past. When asked what would happen if
there were no Pepsi donation in this instance, we were told that money is already being set aside, that the money for pro-
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grams such as Covey and the Smithsonian exhibits that were cut during
Interim President Jones first year of
office, was set aside for these capital
projects. It was pointed out to administration that at the same COT
meeting where the $85 million capital project plan was unveiled that
the university has already used $1.5
million in reserves this year. So I
guess I am very confused. If the
university is setting aside money
then is this not the money in reserve? And if we are using the
money in reserve then where will
the money that California University needs to raise for its capital
building projects come from? Are
we wining and dining donors? I am
not hearing or seeing that reported
at the COT meeting if we are. Our
past track record leaves me gravely
concerned. The answers I received
at Meet and Discuss left me puzzled. Administration acts as if these
projects are several years down the
road. This is not the case. These
projects are to start in 2015-16 academic year and continue until the
2018-19 academic year. So this
means whatever portion we need for
the $10.9 million for 2015-16 is
needed immediately not in some
distant future. Now maybe we don’t
need anything for the first project, I
don’t really know, but what is worse
is that APSCUF talked with those
who should know and the answers I
am receiving don’t make a whole lot
of sense. I don’t know what makes
me more upset, the fact that administration cannot answer these
questions coherently save for one
person, VP Thorn, or the fact that
administration does not ask these
questions, at least in public. So
then what is to keep from what happened during the Armenti era from
happening again? It seems to me
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we as faculty, as APSCUF, have a moral
obligation then to ask hard hitting
questions about the budget since all
other conversation concerning the
budget occurs behind closed doors at
the COT meeting or some other high
level administration meeting. Sounds
familiar does it not? So we are to take
the word of administrators who do not
appear to know what percentages of the
capital spending plan we need to pay,
that we will not incur more debt. So
just where will the money come from?
Why doesn’t the plan say what percentage we will have to pay?
It seems we have reverted back to Armenti tactics in just a few short years.
But should we not expect that since the
current administration are pupils of
Armenti? They cannot seem to think
any other way except the Armenti way.
Maybe it behooves us to give a few suggestions the first of which is, don’t go
spending more money than we have.
Secondly, has anyone dared to even
investigate whether the white elephant
at the end of campus could be repurposed into a state of the art science
building since we cannot make a go of it
as a convocation center and make it
fiscally viable? Would it cost $34.5 million to do that?
So if we don’t have a Pepsi donation
and we need money right away for the
portion of the capital spending project,
where will the money come from? The
Theater department faculty will have all
retired with the exception of one by the
end of this summer. In the Social Work
department one has declared retirement and there is the potential that two
others in a department of five will retire
by the end of December 2015. One faculty member asked about being able to
advertise for more than one position at
a time in Social Work and was not answered. What I don’t hear is news of

replacements. Ten searches are under
way for this year but I know for a fact
that one of these searches is going to be
cancelled. The Theater and Social
Work departments have not been
granted tenure track searches for 201516 for tenure track faculty. So what
does this mean? It means any gains we
made in lowering the student to faculty
ratio will be obliterated come this fall.
It means we will be in violation of Article 11 F 1 which states that only 25% of
the full-time equivalent (FTE) of all faculties can be filled by temporary and
part-time faculty members. We were
barely in line this past semester. It
means departments and department
chairs need to start filing for searches
under 11H and when denied, file a grievance. It means Interim President Jones
is trying to keep her promise of not retrenching current faculty but it appears
that retiring faculty will not be replaced. May I remind you once again,
last year we had 254 full time tenure
track faculty, this year we have 245. All
during the presidency of Angelo Armenti we stayed at around the 250 mark
of full time tenure track faculty.
Where else can you get money? Graduate assistants have been cut back more
than once. We have news that even
more graduate assistants are being cut.
These are ones that are actually being
used like the one for the Science Olympiad that was cut last year. Cutting the
graduate assistant for Science Olympiad
was a stroke of genius! This is one of
the showcase events on our campus
where hundreds of high school students
and their teachers come to campus. An
event that can be used as a good recruitment tool, yeah that’s the place to
cut! This event suffered because of the
loss of the graduate assistant. So am I
and the rest of the university community to think that the cut in graduate
assistants indicates that we will only
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have online graduate programs? That
we will no longer entice graduate students to graduate programs that meet
on campus? That is what appears to be
the case if you cut graduate assistantships. I thought we needed students. I
guess we need more online students
because every time I hear the Interim
President speak she talks about developing more online programs. If this is the
route we are going then why bother
with the proposed capital building plan?
That doesn’t make a whole lot of sense.
If we want to become the next University of Phoenix then boldly say so and
steer us in that direction. Don’t say one
day that we need more online programs
and then the next advocate an $85 million dollar capital building plan for academic buildings on campus. It confuses
everyone – students, faculty, staff and
administration. But I forgot, we don’t
have a strategic plan. In fact, the strategic plan was supposed to be discussed at
this Council of Trustees meeting but
was deferred to the next. Do we really
want and need more online programs?
Is this the only way we will get more
students? The equation we have been
fed over and over again is that more students = more dollars. If this is the way
we are going then we need to be spending money on things such as new computers for faculty, increasing the staff in
the Teaching and Learning Center, increasing the amount of money spent on
equipment for video recording, professional development of faculty to offer
quality online courses, etc. This is the
problem when there is no strategic plan,
money is spent all over the place. We
have no vision, we have no mission.
I want to take a moment of diversion
here and laud Dr. Adnan Chawdhry who
is currently conducting a survey on integrity in online courses. It’s about time
someone raised this issue. There are no
checks and balances here at California

with our online programs and courses,
for all we know the person on the other
end of the computer could be a person
who was paid by the student to take the
course. This is not far fetched. A few
years ago in a chat room office hour a
student revealed to me that his brother,
who was also in the course, offered him
$50 to take the course for him. The
brother declined saying $50 was not
enough. So just how do we know that
the person on the other end of the computer is the one who registered for the
course??? I remember a speech by the
late Burrell Brown when he was
APSCUF president. In that speech he
spoke about the drive through degree.
The student drives up to the beginning
of campus, pays tuition and drives to
the other end and picks up a degree.
Have we become that? Have our standards sunk that low?
The next source of revenue for California University was also approved at the
COT meeting unanimously with no
questions. I am counting on you as faculty to make our students aware of this.
A flexible academic support fee was
approved for students. Students now
pay an academic support fee per credit
but it is capped at 12 credits. The flexible academic support fee will charge
students an additional academic support fee if they take beyond 12 credits.
When this was brought up for discussion at Meet and Discuss we were told
that this plan was on hold because of
Tom Wolf’s plan to increase support for
PASSHE. We were told the Chancellor
has put a moratorium on increases of
any kind for student tuition and fees.
Nevertheless, this plan looms out there.
APSCUF has been told the plan has not
been sent on to the Chancellor. So why
was it brought to COT in the first place?
Shouldn’t COT have questioned this if
they knew the Chancellor wasn’t approving increases? Now here’s the ra-

tionale for this and I am quoting
directly :
“The Academic Support Fee helps to
cover general instructional operations, academic facilities’ needs, instructional equipment, required
course/university test and examinations, laboratory supplies, courserequired field trips, student teaching,
clinical experiences, and related activities. These costs tend to be variable in nature and increase directly
with student enrollment. Charging
the Academic Support Fee on a percredit basis better aligns the revenue
and the variable costs associated
with the fee in order to provide the
appropriate level of support at the
instructional level.”

So here’s my problem, the line in the
middle that reads, “These costs tend to
be variable in nature and increase directly with student enrollment.” But
student enrollment has dropped the
past few years so wouldn’t that mean
that instructional costs have dropped?
If more new faculty are not being hired
to replace retiring faculty that would
also lower instructional costs. The
proposed change would result in an
$884,000 increase in Academic and
Instructional Fee revenue for 2015-16
and $874,000 in 2016, based on a 3%
increase in the fee and a reduction of
4% in total credits above 12. Please tell
your students to write to the following
persons to make sure that this plan
never sees the light of day in the Chancellor’s Office:
President Geraldine Jones
Box 95
California University of Pennsylvania
250 University Drive
California, PA 15419
Phone: 724-938-4400
e-mail: Jones_gm@calu.edu
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Commissioner Lawrence Maggi,
Chair of the Board of Trustees of California University of Pennsylvania
Courthouse Square
100 West Beau Street
Suite 702
Washington, PA 15301
Chancellor Frank T. Brogan
Office of the Chancellor
Dixon University Center
2986 North Second Street
Harrisburg, PA 17110
Phone: 717-720-4011
e-mail: Chancellor@passhe.edu

Last thing I will mention here is the
cut in budgets is not only occurring in
the academic realm but also for athletics. Our coaches right now are in the
midst of setting up their own Meet and
Discuss to discuss budget issues. Their
budgets have been slashed so badly
that they must go to and from games
played within the state in one day.
Not so bad if you are on just the west
side of the state but if you have to
travel to Millersville or Bloomsburg,
we are actually putting our student
athletes in danger since the bus driver
would have to drive the students to the
game, wait while the students play the
game say three or four hours and then
drive back. Literally could easily run
into a 12 – 16 hour day with 8 or more
hours of driving with no sleep. If students need to stay overnight, teams
will have to sleep four students to a
room with two students in each bed.
Coaches will not be able to purchase
new equipment to replace old and
worn equipment. So how do you play
soccer with no new soccer balls?
The last thing that caught my eye at
the COT meeting was not mentioned
orally but buried on page 6 of the Student Affairs Council of Trustees report.
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I quote verbatim from the bottom of that
page. “A total Of 357 cases were adjudicated through the Student Conduct process for the fall 2014 semester and approximately 60 cases have been processed
through the spring 2015 semester, which
will be reported in the next report. The
number of cases adjudicated for fall 2014
(357) represents an increase of 136 cases
from spring 2014 (221) for an increase of
61%. This also represents an increase of
53 cases from the fall 2013 (304) for an
increase of 17%.”
Now I realize that there is usually a dip in
student enrollment between fall and
spring but a 61% increase in the number
of student conduct cases seems alarming.
Even the increase of 17% from last fall
seems alarming given that we have had a
drop in student enrollment. Again I don’t
know what alarmed me more, the report
or the fact that administration seemed
surprised when I pointed this out, like
they had not read the report themselves.
So how can we have an open honest discussion about this if administration is
unaware of materials in reports of which
they are given copies? We had quite a
lively discussion on this at Meet and Discuss. I applaud our coach’s president,
Glenn Francis, for one of the most sensible suggestions to come out of this conversation. I do want to say publicly that
my heart goes out to our student athletes.
If there is a problem with student conduct
and the press gets any kind of a hint that
the students are athletes our coaches and
sports programs take a huge hit. It seems
unfair. No one would report that there
was an altercation involving 3 mathematics majors and 2 psychology majors. That
isn’t interesting for a news reporter but
our student athletes are held to a higher
standard. At any rate, the discussion centered around having activities for students and more support services for students. If we recruit students from cities
such as Pittsburgh, Philadelphia, Wash-

ington D.C., New York, Harrisburg, etc
then we need to provide a source of
support to help these students to transition from an urban to a rural environment.. This report also verified reports that I have been receiving from
you about student conduct in the
classroom. We need to have the confidence to stand up for ourselves and
not tolerate student disrespect and
classroom disruptions. Administration
stated at Meet and Discuss that they
would support faculty who would ask
disruptive students to leave their classroom.
So where does this leave us? It left me
emotionally and physically spent from
our last Meet and Discuss meeting. It
left many of our Executive Committee
members frustrated and alarmed. It
leaves a lot of unanswered questions
and an uncertain future for faculty and
students here at Cal U. Questions that
could possibly be answered if the
planned for shared governance was
implemented, which by the way was
also diverted until the next COT meeting.
As for the presidential search (another
reason I attended COT), no news – no
news at all. So is this what we are
waiting on, a new president? A savior
that will clean up the budget, make
transparency in administration more
than just something to be talked about
and will make budget cuts in areas
other than instruction and athletics?
At this point, who knows? At this
point, I’m wondering how long we will
even have a university with the current
leadership.
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