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I Mua Mānoa (IMM) is a collective of dedicated students, faculty, and staff determined to improve 
the quality of the University of Hawaii at Mānoa (UHM). We volunteer our skills, knowledge, and 
time to develop a shared campus government, which is transparent and ethical in its operations. We 
strive to develop a positive campus community where the concerns of the students, faculty, and 
administration are addressed equally and fairly.
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I Mua Manoa Testimony to the Board of Regents July 16, 2015 
Submitted by Dr. Marguerite Butler 
 

RE: Annual Evaluation of the President of the University of Hawai’i 
Attachment: AAUP Statement on Faculty Participation in the Selection, Evaluation, and 
Retention of Administrators 
 
Aloha Regents, 
Our group, I Mua Manoa is an advocacy group for the university community. Our membership 
has been working hard all year to follow matters of great concern to the faculty, students, and 
staff. 
 
We were surprised to see on the agenda for the July 16th meeting a review of President 
Lassner. Has the evaluation been completed, or is it the process for the evaluation that is up for 
approval. If so why is it in closed session? 
 
We are greatly concerned because as of yet, we are unaware of any stakeholder group that has 
been consulted in such an evaluation.  These groups that we belong to include: Manoa Faculty 
Senate, Pukoa Council, the Graduate Student Organization, Associated Students of UH, among 
others.  
 
Is the President not responsible for the health and wellbeing of the entire university enterprise? 
That the missions of the university are strengthened? That he or she has assembled an 
effective leadership team? How is it possible to evaluate such a complex enterprise without 
broad input from stakeholders? 
 
We are greatly concerned because at times the language emanating from administrators is that 
their primary responsibility is to please the board. Of course the board does oversee the 
operations and have ultimate responsibility over the university, and of course their directives 
must be followed. However, how is the board to be informed of the state of the university without 
a critical and honest appraisal from sources other than the person being evaluated? The 
President needs to feel the responsibility for the success of the students, the faculty, the 
programs of the university.  
 
Stakeholders should not be viewed as complaintants to be dismissed.  We are the footsoldiers, 
the partners in the collective effort to enlighten and enrich the lives of youth of Hawai’i and the 
world. We must work together for the university to flourish.  
 
Please involve honest, meaningful broadbased stakeholder input in the evaluation process of 
the President. There must be sufficient time for stakeholder groups to reach out to all of their 
constituencies, and this is best done during the school year when people are back on campus. 
However, some consultation is better than no consultation. We implore you to obtain a complete 
picture. It would be improper to guarantee a multiyear renewal to a President without it.  
 
Sincerely, Marguerite Butler on behalf of I Mua Manoa 



Faculty Participation in the
Selection, Evaluation, and

Retention of Administrators

The statement that follows, a revision and expansion of the 1974 statement on Faculty Participation in
the Selection and Retention of Administrators, was prepared by the Association’s Committee on Col-
lege and University Governance. It was adopted by the Association’s Council in June 1981 and endorsed
by the Sixty-seventh Annual Meeting.

The Association’s 1966 Statement on Government of Colleges and Universities rests largely
upon the conviction that interdependence, communication, and joint action among the
constituents of a college or university enhance the institution’s ability to solve education-

al problems. As one facet of this interdependence, the Statement on Government asserts the expec-
tation that faculty members will have a significant role in the selection of academic administra-
tors, including the president, academic deans, department heads, and chairs.1 As a corollary, it
is equally important that faculty members contribute significantly to judgments and decisions
regarding the retention or nonretention of the administrators whom they have helped select.

The Selection of Administrators
The Statement on Government emphasizes the primary role of faculty and board in the search for
a president. The search may be initiated either by separate committees of the faculty and board
or by a joint committee of the faculty and board or of faculty, board, students, and others, and
separate committees may subsequently be joined. In a joint committee, the numbers from each
constituency should reflect both the primacy of faculty concern and the range of other groups,
including students, that have a legitimate claim to some involvement. Each major group should
elect its own members to serve on the committee, and the rules governing the search should be
arrived at jointly. A joint committee should determine the size of the majority that will be con-
trolling in making an appointment. When separate committees are used, the board, with which
the legal power of appointment rests, should either select a name from among those submitted
by the faculty committee or should agree that no person will be chosen over the objections of
the faculty committee.
The role of the faculty in the selection of an administrator other than a president should

reflect the extent of legitimate faculty interest in the position. In the case of an academic
administrator whose function is mainly advisory to a president or whose responsibilities do not
include academic policy, the faculty’s role in the search should be appropriate to its involve-
ment with the office. Other academic administrators, such as the dean of a college or a person
of equivalent responsibility, are by the nature of their duties more directly dependent upon fac-
ulty support. In such instances, the composition of the search committee should reflect the pri-
macy of faculty interest, and the faculty component of the committee should be chosen by the
faculty of the unit or by a representative body of the faculty. The person chosen for an admin-
istrative position should be selected from among the names submitted by the search commit-
tee. The president, after fully weighing the views of the committee, will make the final choice.
Nonetheless, sound academic practice dictates that the president not choose a person over the
reasoned opposition of the faculty.
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The Evaluation of Administrators
Institutions should develop procedures for periodic review of the performance of presidents
and other academic administrators. The purpose of such periodic reviews should be the
improvement of the performance of the administrator during his or her term of office. This
review should be conducted on behalf of the governing board for the president, or on behalf of
the appointing administrator for other academic administrators. Fellow administrators, facul-
ty, students, and others should participate in the review according to their legitimate interest in
the result, with faculty of the unit accorded the primary voice in the case of academic adminis-
trators. The governing board or appointing administrator should publish a summary of the
review, including a statement of actions taken as a result of the review.

The Retention of Administrators
A more intensive review, conducted near the end of a stated term of administrative service,
may be an appropriate component of the decision to retain or not to retain an administrator.
When used for such a purpose, the review should include such procedural steps as formation
of an ad hoc review committee, with different constituencies represented according to their
legitimate interest in the result; consideration of such added data as the administrator’s self-
assessment and interviews with appropriate administrators and faculty and students; and sub-
mission of a report and recommendations, after the subject administrator has had an opportu-
nity to comment on the text, to the board or appointing administrator. The board or appointing
administrator should accept the recommendations of the review committee, except in extraor-
dinary circumstances and for reasons communicated to the committee with an opportunity for
response by the concerned parties prior to a final decision. The report should be made public,
except for such sections as the board or appointing administrator and the review committee
agree to be confidential, together with an account of actions taken as a result of the review.
All decisions on retention and nonretention of administrators should be based on institu-

tionalized and jointly determined procedures which include significant faculty involvement.
With respect to the chief administrative officer, the Statement on Government specifies that the
“leadership role” of the president “is supported by delegated authority from the board and fac-
ulty.” No decision on retention or nonretention should be made without an assessment of the
level of confidence in which he or she is held by the faculty. With respect to other academic
administrators, sound practice dictates that the president should neither retain an administra-
tor found wanting by faculty standards nor arbitrarily dismiss an administrator who meets the
accountability standards of the academic community. In no case should a judgment on reten-
tion or nonretention be made without consultation with all major constituencies, with the fac-
ulty involved to a degree at least co-extensive with its role in the original selection process.
The president and other academic administrators should in any event be protected from

arbitrary removal by procedures through which both their rights and the interests of various
constituencies are adequately safeguarded.

Notes
1. According to the “Statement on Government,”

Joint effort of a most critical kind must be taken when an institution chooses a new president.
The selection of a chief administrative officer should follow upon a cooperative search by the gov-
erning board and the faculty, taking into consideration the opinions of others who are appropri-
ately interested. . . .

The selection of academic deans and other chief academic officers should be the responsibili-
ty of the president with the advice of, and in consultation with, the appropriate faculty. . . .

The chair or head of a department, who serves as the chief representative of the department
within an institution, should be selected either by departmental election or by appointment fol-
lowing consultation with members of the department and of related departments; appointments
should normally be in conformity with department members’ judgment. The chair or department
head should not have tenure in office; tenure as a faculty member is a matter of separate right. The
chair or head should serve for a stated term but without prejudice to reelection or to reappoint-
ment by procedures that involve appropriate faculty consultation (AAUP, Policy Documents and
Reports, 10th ed. [Washington, D.C., 2006], 137, 139).
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To: Board of Regents <bor@hawaii.edu>

Aloha BOR, 

I am attaching the third attachment from the testimony of I Mua Manoa regarding the evaluation of the president.
It was not included as part of the original submission. Thank you very much for communicating this to the
regents.

Thank you,
Marguerite

Begin forwarded message:

From: I Mua Manoa <imuamanoa@gmail.com>
Subject: Testimony for July 16th meeting on Evaluation of the President
Date: July 16, 2015 at 8:54:06 AM HST
To: Board of Regents <bor@hawaii.edu>

____________________________________________
Dr. Marguerite Butler
Convener, I Mua Mānoa
imuamanoa@gmail.com
FB:  https://www.facebook.com/IMuaManoa
Twitter: @IMuaManoa
Website: https://sites.google.com/site/imuauhm/

I Mua Mānoa (IMM) is a collective of dedicated students, faculty, and staff determined 
to improve the quality of the University of Hawaii at Mānoa (UHM). We volunteer our 
skills, knowledge, and time to develop a shared campus government, which is 
transparent and ethical in its operations. We strive to develop a positive campus 
community where the concerns of the students, faculty, and administration are 
addressed equally and fairly.
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Dr. Marguerite Butler
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I Mua Manoa’s Evaluation of 
UH President David Lassner’s Mid-Year Performance 

!!!
i. Financial Management 

i. President Lassner continues to make large investments in duplicating 
administrative positions at the System level that already exist and should reside 
in individual campuses.   

ii. President Lassner continues to make large investments in the West Oahu 
campus with no clear evidence that the enrollment demand exists and at a time 
of increasing budget woes across other campuses. 

iii. President Lassner proposed $3.5M to launch an IT research project (Hawaii 
Research and Innovation Initiative or HI2) at the System level, with no clear 
purpose or proper oversight structure.   

iv. President Lassner continues to propose $1.3M for “guarantee games” even 
after the frivolous “guarantee games” practice had raised broad criticism for 
wasteful use of public funds from the UH community and from State legislators.    

v. The recent biennium budget process was not inclusive of stakeholders. Campus 
constituencies were not consulted for budgetary needs for their programs in 
support of the missions of the university.      

We consider President Lassner’s performance in financial management Failing, for his 
short-sighted budgetary leadership for the University, which compromises the teaching 
missions and financial stability of its flagship campus at Manoa, where a significant deficit 
is expected for the next fiscal year at the rate that the cash reserve has been depleted 
over the recent 3 years, and where there is no connection between accomplishments and 
budget allocation for G-funds and tuition dollars so that many academic units that bring in 
the majority of student tuition monies suffer a disproportionately high impact from the 
current budget strains. Many units are now underfunded to support their operations, 
despite generating revenues beyond their expenses. 

!
!

ii. Personnel Management 
i. President Lassner has endorsed a drastically reduced scope and intensity for 

the review of the Cancer Center, compared to the scope initially announced for 
“assessing the financial resources, human resources, facilities, policies, 
practices and management capabilities”.  The review is now reported to be 
limited to financial records since 2011 and will not address the more than 
doubled operating costs in 2009-2011 by, or any of the 25 grievances against, 
the Center director Michele Carbone.  As Interim President, Lassner 
undermined former Chancellor Tom Apple’s line authority to fire the Center 



director in December 2013 and implemented a “new structure to strengthen the 
Cancer Center”, by assigning two high-salary ($300K/yr each) administrators to 
assist the director, after which at least 6 new grievances have been filed by 
several faculty members.  Lassner also supported the Cancer Center director in 
June 2014 to start the process to hire 16 to 24 new faculty members, despite 
the director’s projection of a $9M/yr deficit within 2 years, even before 
accounting for these hires. 

ii. President Lassner fired Chancellor Tom Apple abruptly without consultation with 
stakeholders and created a great instability at the Manoa campus.  It is clear 
that Lassner did not have (and still does not have) a well-thought plan to restore 
stability when he fired Apple.  Such action reveals his  lack of understanding of 
management prudency.  One of the reasons that Lassner cited for firing Apple 
was that Apple was not able to assemble a cohesive leadership team.  So far, 
Lassner has not been able to assemble an effective leadership team as 
evidenced by worsening of the budget crisis and protests by faculty and 
students. 

We consider President Lassner’s performance in personnel management Failing.  His 
personnel management has shown a repeated pattern of band-aid treatments in dealing 
with the most problematic administrator at UH, who has eroded faculty morale and 
productivity and mismanaged large state resources (Cancer Special Fund from cigarette 
tax at $15M-$19M/yr).  President Lassner has shown utter disregard for principles, line 
authority, and accountability.  His repeated defense of Dr. Carbone, until his recent abrupt 
resignation, clearly shows opportunistic gestures toward outside influences that support 
Carbone, including Queen’s Medical Center CEO, Art Ushijima, State Senator Roz Baker, 
and donor Barry Weinman.   

!
!

iii. Shared Governance 
i. President Lassner removed former Chancellor Apple without cause and without 

seeking input from the faculty, students and community. For this action, he 
received a Censure resolution from the Manoa Faculty Senate and 
overwhelming No Confidence votes from the Graduate Student Organization 
and the Kuali’i Council. 

ii. President Lassner stopped meeting with the Kuali’i Council, the central 
representative group for the Native Hawaiians and Hawaiian studies at UH 
Manoa, and marginalized the community voice by meeting separately with 
individual groups of Native Hawaiians across the Manoa campus and the 
System.  He is also the first UH President since the creation of the office in 
2001, that has ever declined to support any Native Hawaiian programs in the 
UH budget proposal. 

iii. Under his leadership, UHM administrators have replaced stakeholder engaged 
governance (e.g., the faculty-led strategic planning process that involved 1400+ 
stakeholders) with top down dominated decision-making.   



We consider President Lassner’s performance in shared governance Failing, for his 
dismissal of shared governance (AAUP Guidelines on Faculty Participation in the 
Selection, Evaluation and Retention of Administrators; AAUP Statement on Government 
of Colleges and Universities), for his undermining of Manoa Chancellor’s line authority, 
promoting an atmosphere of limited inputs from stakeholders, and for his inability to 
acknowledge the contribution of the Native Hawaiian community at UH and across the 
State of Hawaii. 

!
!
http://www.aaup.org/report/statement-government-colleges-and-universities


