
Minutes of the Special Meeting 
of the 

Oakland University 
Board of Trustees 
October 2, 1984 

The meeting was called to order at 2:40 p.m. by Chairman 
Ken Morris in Lounge 11 of the Oakland Center. 

Present: Trustees Donald Bemis, Phyllis Law Googasian, David 
Handleman, Patricia Hartmann, Ken Morris, and Wallace 
Riley 

Absent: Trustees Alex Mair and Howard Sims 

Prior to resenting the agenda, Chairman Ken Morris P extended the Board s welcome to the newly appointed Trustees, 
Donald L. Bemis and Phyllis Law Googasian. 

Chairman Morris stated that the agenda would be as 
follows : . 

1. Approval of minutes of August 8, 1984 

2. Consideration o'f resolution on "Voter's 
Choice" constitutional initiative 

3.  Approval of proposed agreement with Detroit 
Symphony Orchestra, Inc., regarding performances 
at the Meadow Brook Music Festival 

Approval of Minutes of August 8, 1984 

Chairman Morris asked if there were any comments on the 
minutes as presented. 

Mrs. Hartmann moved approval of the August 8, 1984 
minutes. Mr. Handleman seconded the motion which was voted on 
and approved by all of the Trustees present. 

Mr. Riley asked if any action needed to be taken on the 
August 8, 1984 agenda items that were passed when a quorum was no 
longer present at the meeting. 

Mr. John De Carlo. Secretarv to the Board of Trustees 
stated that ratification f6r those items would be requested at 
the next regularly scheduled Board meeting on October 17, 1984. 



Consideration of resolution on "Voter's Choice" constitutional 
Xnitiative 

Chairman Morris called upon Mr. John De Carlo to open 
the discussion with some background information on Proposal C. 

Mr. De Carlo stated that the proposed amendment would 
require a popular vote on the adoption of any new tax or any 
legislative change in the base or rate of a State or local tax 
that would increase its yield. This provision would be effective 
retroactive to December 31, 1981. Any tax increase passed since 
that date would remain in effect for ninety (90) days following 
the adoption of the amendment and could be continued only with 
voter approval. 

The amendment also requires a popular vote or a 415 
approval by a legislative body for the adoption of any new fee, 
license, user fee or permit or for any legislative change that 
would increase the yield from any such source in State or local 
government. This provision would also be effective retroactive 
to December 31, 1981 and any increase adopted since that date 
would remain in effect for ninety (90) days following the 
adoption of the amendment and could be continued only with voter 
approval or a 415 legislative body majority for all such actions 
not adopted by a 415 vote initially. In addition, the amendment 
prohibits a local non-resident income tax rate of more than 0.5%. 

Mr. De Carlo stated that the full text of the amendment 
is in the agenda material provided the Trustees. 

Mr. De Carlo added that the University has been advised 
by a variety of sources including the State of Michigan 
Department of Management and Budget that the Voter's Choice 
Proposal would reduce State revenues by approximately $1 
billion. (An additional $600 million in unemployment taxes may 
also be subject to the provisions of the amendment.) Local units 
of government may also have their revenue base reduced and this 
would have an impact on the cities of Detroit and Highland Park, 
community colleges and school districts. 

In discussions with the Department of Management and 
Budget, the institution has been informally advised that current 
projections indicate that the appropriations for State agencies, 
including colleges and universities, would not increase but 
rather, college and university revenue would be reduced by 
approximately 7 to 8% of the current level. 

It should also be noted that the amendment is not clear 
with respect to its application to other revenue sources approved 
by constitutional bodies such as State college and university 
boards. There is a body of opinion that contends that the 



limitation on fees and user fees would include tuition and fee 
charges at colleges and universities. The attorneys from the 
State colleges and universities have reviewed the proposed 
amendment and it is their general conclusion that this assumption 
lacks merit since the amendment is not specific with reference to 
colleges and universities and speaks in terms of "the legis- 
lature" and "political subdivisionstt, which terms would not 
appear to include colleges and universities. A note of caution 
should be added in this regard, however, since no one can predict 
whether litigation may be brought against the colleges and 
universities with respect to tuition and other fees. In 
addition, one cannot predict the outcome of a judicial decision. 
The language is vague enough to at least provide some basis for 
contending that colleges and universities are included since the 
Board of Trustees does possess "legislative" powers which permit 
it to pass "laws" relating to the university. (As a matter of 
interest, Wayne State University has adopted the practice of 
referring to its actions as "statutes".) 

There is also the general contention that the 
constitutional status of colleges and universities elevates the 
governing bodies of these institutions to the same position as 
the legislature and the executive branch of government. One 
could argue that a logical reading of the amendment that requires 
a 415 af f irmative vote of the "responsible legislative body" for 
the approval of any increase and, in the absence of that action, 
approval by "a majority of the qualified electors voting on the 
questiontt would imply that the intent of this provision was not 
to include colleges and universities, but only generally 
recognized legislative bodies. This position is being challenged 
by those who state that the colleges and universities are 
legislative bodies and are acting as the State with respect to 
education. On this basis, they contend that fees should.be 
subject to the actions of electors if they become excessive. 

Mr. De Carlo drew the Board's attention to Attachment E 
which sets forth the action taken on Proposal C by the governing 
boards of Wayne State University, Michigan State University and 
Ferris State College. He also noted an article in the 
"University of Michigan Record" which stated that the Regents 
adopted a resolution in opposition to Proposal C. 

According to the Department of Management and Budget, 
passage of the proposed amendment would result in a reduction in 
University revenue of 7 to 8%, or approximately $1.8 million. 

Mr. Riley asked if the reduction would be "across the 
board" to State universities or if the funds available would be 
reduced $1.8 million before apportionment is made. 



Mr. De Carlo answered that the intent is not to reduce 
funds to Oakland University more or less than to any other 
institution. The state could cut Oakland and other colleges and 
universities more or less than other State agencies. The present 
projected reduction in funding will be "across the board". If 
the proposal passes there could be some changes in the reduction 
to an agency, such as Social Services, based on emergency needs. 

Mr. Bemis asked President Champagne how he would reduce 
his budget if there was a 7% reduction in funding. 

President Joseph E. Champagne stated that if the cut 
occurred during the current fiscal year with the present budget 
that has been adopted which encompasses a $525,000 deficit, 
Oakland would have a $2.5 million deficit. The University would 
definitely be faced with a cash flow problem and entire programs 
would have to be eliminated. He added that he did not wish to 
speculate on the areas which may be involved since this would 
result in severe employee morale problems. 

Mr. Handleman stated that if funds were borrowed to 
cover the loss, interest payments would compound the University's 
fiscal problem. 

President Champagne responded that the University would 
be forced to raise tuition significantly; however, other steps 
would also have to be taken in order to try to prevent serious 
cash flow problems. 

Mr. Handleman asked if it would be possible to raise 
tuition. 

President Champagne stated that if Proposal C were 
applicable to the University, it would be possible to raise 
tuition with a 415 affirmative vote of the Board of Trustees. 

Mr. Bemis asked how the University would withstand a 
$1.8 million decrease in revenue without increasing tuition. 

President Champagne stated that due to contractual 
commitments with all employee groups and due to the fact that 
approximately 78% of Oakland's budget is made up of salaries and 
employee compensation items, it would be impossible for the 
University to immediately reduce fund requirements by almost $2 
million. The University would simply have to go into a deficit 
position. It would be impossible to eliminate enough employees 
to make up the difference. Since 1980 some of Oakland's programs 
have been reduced due to the economic conditions in Michigan, but 
the passage of Proposal C would require Oakland to "surgically 
amputate" entire blocks of programs. 



Chairman Morris stated that the issue under discussion 
was initially scheduled for the next Board meeting to be held 
October 17, 1984. However, he felt that waiting until that date 
would have weakened the impact of the Board's decision on any 
action to be taken regarding Proposal C. This proposal is 
sufficiently serious, for Oakland University and higher education 
in general, to warrant asking what the role of the Board of 
Trustees is in such a matter. Mr. Morris stated that he believes 
that the role of the Board is to protect Oakland University and 
higher education in general, and that the Board must take a 
position on the question. Mr. Morris expressed personal 
opposition to Proposal C and stated that it is his opinion the 
passage of the proposal would harm this institution and higher 
education in general. Mr. Morris stated that the duty of Oakland 
is to educate as many people as possible on this subject. If 
Oakland's Board is dedicated to this premise, it is incumbent 
upon it to take a position on Proposal C. 

Mr. Morris added that passage of Proposal C would also 
have an effect on Michigan's unemployment compensation system, 
which would result in an additional cost to Oakland. In 1982 a 
solvency tax was enacted to defray a large debt of the 
unemployment system to the federal government. This tax has 
begun to solve the debt position of the unemployment system. 
Passage of Proposal C would undermine the tax and cause chaos for 
employers. It would provide some extremely serious consequences 
to the business community and to this State. A strong education 
system is important in order to attract business into the State. 
He stated that it is imperative that this Board take a position 
of opposition to Proposal C. 

Mr. Morris cited an editorial from the Detroit Free 
Press which stated that passage of Proposal C would eliminate 
representative government by allowing legislators to pass all tax 
issues on to the people for vote. Mr. Morris stated his oppo- 
sition to the proposed amendment in order to save our system of 
representative government as we know it. 

Mr. Bemis stated that, if Proposal C is passed, this 
University faces a potential loss of about $2 million in 
revenue. The Board of Trustees has an obligation to inform its 
constituents of this fact through an aggressive information 
campaign. Mr. Bemis said that he supports the proposed 
resolution provided to the Board. 

Mr. Riley stated that he believes the Board should 
definitely take a position and let the people know the potential 
impact of the amendment on the University. Mr. Riley then asked 
who wrote the resolution included in the agenda material. 



Mr. De Carlo stated that he drafted the resolution based 
upon discussions held with various individuals, including 
Chairman Morris. The resolution is a "point of departure" for 
the Board to work from in developing its position. 

Mr. Riley stated that he believes the resolution is too 
broad and goes beyond an educational program. He said he does 
not believe the Oakland University Board of Trustees should take 
a position on what is going to happen to other units of 
government, and this Board should be concerned with what is going 
to happen to Oakland University. Mr. Riley added that he would 
like to see the Board "come on strong" but with its efforts 
limited to education. 

President Champagne commented that past experience has 
shown that when the State incurs revenue problems, education is 
the first to be cut. He added that he is not optimistic about 
the cut that will be made in education and believes it will most 
likely be more than the projected 7 to 8%. One reason is that 
the State has certain fixed costs and emergency programs that 
cannot be changed. Funding for education can be adjusted in the 
minds of some people. 

Mr. De Carlo explained that the reason for referring to 
other units of government in the resolution is that if they are 
impacted by the proposal in question, the students being prepared 
to enter Oakland University will be affected. School districts 
and community colleges will also be affected by the proposal. 

Mr. Handleman stated his belief that the Board of 
Trustees has an obligation to the entire community and should 
include other institutions in the declaration of the Board's 
position. 

Mrs. Googasian said she does not wish the Board to take 
a position on Proposal C which is only concerned with Oakland 
University. She expressed a concern for other units of 
government and educational institutions. 

Mr. Handleman added that passage of Proposal C would 
affect all institutions of higher education and not just Oakland. 

Mr. Morris stated that he is in favor of the resolution 
as presented with possibly a few small changes. He recommended 
approval of the resolution's concept subject to ratification by 
the Board of any changes that may be made by President Champagne 
and Mr. De Carlo who would more clearly define the Board's 
position based on the discussion at this meeting. 

President Champagne stated that because of the sensitive 
nature of this resolution, he would feel much more comfortable 
having the recommendation passed today in order to have a clear 
understanding of the Board's desires. 






















