Northern Arizona University

Special Faculty Senate – 3:00 PM

March 8, 2004

Kaibab Room

Present:  Virginia Blankenship, Joseph Boles, Tom Brunell, David Camacho, Jeff Carrico, Marge Conger, Chuck Connell, Bill Culbertson, Susan Deeds, Jack Dustman, Marcus Ford, William Gibson, Liz Grobsmith, John Haeger, Denise Helm, Rich Howey, Gae Johnson, Astrid Klocke, Volker Krause, Chunhye Kim Lee, John Leung, Barry Lutz, Dave McKell, Janet McShane, Eric Meeks, Larry Mohrweis, Willie Odem, Nita Paden, Brian Painter, Nancy Paxton, Karen Sealander, Martin Sommerness, Laura Umphrey, Karen Underhill, Bob Yowell, Marsha Yowell.

Excused:  Tony Parker for Mary Dereshiwsky, Rich Lei for Gloria Horning, V.P. for Reed Riner, Kym Maclaren for David Sherry.

Absent:  Roger Bacon, Jose Colchado, Joel DiBartolo, Kitty Gehring, Marty Lee, Melissa Marcus, Ray Michalowski, John Neuberger, Michael Ort, Lon Owen, Peggy Raines, Mary Reid, Jon Reyhner, Nando Schellen, Guy Senese, Sandra Stone, Peter Vadasz, Tom Waters.

Guests:  Patty Moore, Karen Appleby, Paul Helford, Mary Ann Stegar, Susanna Maxwell.
ACTION ITEMS FROM MEETING:

· Connell: Distribute faculty survey on restructuring 
· M.Yowell: Do minutes.
· Mohrweis 
· Bacon: Bring forth proposed By-Laws clarification from the Committee at March 22 meeting.
***Handouts at meeting***

1. Special Meeting 3-8-04: Discussion of Proposals for Academic Restructuring (14 points/questions raised to date).

2. Faculty Senate E-mail from Connell “Survey re: Restructuring (pink copy – one two-sided page, dated 3-5-04.)


3. Blue two sided e-mail from Lea Parker dated 3/8/04 making 8 points against restructuring as set out in Plan A or B.
4. Blue e-mail to FS Executive Committee from Gateway advisor expressing concern of HRM students to Restructuring as set out in Plan A or B.
5. Blue letter to Faculty Senate from Richard A. “Tony” Parker dated 2-26-04 citing NAU history and urging Senators to vote against current restructuring plans.
6. White paper “Draft to Faculty Senate 3/8/04 – Proposal to Maximize Organizational Efficiency at NAU (Alternative to Reorganization Plan from Tony Parker).
7. Memorandum to J. Hager from M. Sommerness RE: Tuition increase rationale dated March 4, 2004.
8. Five Page Slide Presentation Handout from Karen Appleby (Pages 1 & 2, one sided, and last three two sided).
9. One page white sheet listing Colleges, Research Centers, Other Offices, plus columns of budgeted amounts for ADM, ADV, BUS, CLER, DEV, FAC, IT, MIDMGT, RSRCH, Misc., and state-funds: with grand totals at bottom.
10. Two-sided white sheet from Karen Appleby titled “Leadership Day – February 21, 2004”.

11. Two-sided three page handout from Karen Appleby titled “Restructuring Questions and Answers”

MINUTES

1. President Connell called the special meeting to discuss restructuring to order at 3:07 PM. 
2. There was no formal Agenda. Prior to the discussion on Restructuring he announced that there would be a reception for retiring Senate Office Staff member Donna Van Dyke at the Inn at the conclusion of the meeting.
3. Opening Remarks: President Connell announced that this was to be a special meeting on Restructuring and that there were going to be three opportunities for discussion of Restructuring by Senate: Today’s meeting, The FS Meeting on March 22, 2004 (only 30 minutes were being reserved at that meeting) plus we will meet again on March 29th and if possible make a formal response to the Restructuring Proposal. He drew all Senators attention to the handouts and said that the blue ones were received prior to today’s meeting. He said that Handout #1 were questions that had been submitted to him. He also mentioned the rest of the handouts (see above) and stated that we would start with speakers who had asked for time and then allow questions from the floor or others wanting to speak to do so. He asked that speakers limit their remarks to 3 minutes. After the three minutes speakers could take questions from the floor for clarification purposes or people could comment on the remarks of the speakers. Prior to the Speakers he invited President Haeger and Provost Grobsmith to make whatever remarks that they wanted to present.

4. President Haeger: Discussed the fact that there were funding problems that were going on all over the country. He said that at NAU we are funded from two sources (1) tuition and (2) state resources. He said that the NAU administration was requesting a $475 tuition hike and that he believed some students were countering with a $350 proposal. (Secretarial note: ABOR approved a $475 hike at their March Meeting).  President Haeger stated that he thought that the future would bring a decline in the ability of NAU to get money from either of these sources. He said that this is the pattern across the country. He said that the VP’s were returning 4 million to help and that he believed that restructuring should allow NAU more flexibility in the future. 
5. Provost Grobsmith: Said that at the present they have no flexibility and can only decide to take less from one program than another, but can not give money out due to budget cuts and the lack of revenues. She said that NAU needs to return to a time when they had fewer costs. She said that she believes that one way to do this is through the Program Review Process. This would allow the administration to control costs and make changes that allow them to invest in selected academic enterprises. She said the administration needs the ability to invest in the quality of the programs & faculty & improve salaries. She said that it would be a lot more exciting if the NAU administration could build not just cut back, and that if they do not seize the day NAU will be in the same old rut for a long time (due to the current economic climate across the country). 

6. President Connell Introduced Speakers: I call on Professor Tony Parker from Speech Communication to speak first. (Secretarial Note: There is no way I can do this word for word. I have tried to paraphrase what each speaker said to the best of my ability and I assume that there will be corrections.) 
Tony Parker: The Proposal on restructuring has been made with the assertion that “Restructuring” will save us money and allow us more flexibility. I do not believe that this is true. I believe that restructuring, as proposed, will actually cost us money, not save it. I believe that we can save more money by NOT restructuring and I have brought an alternative proposal here today (HANDOUT # 6).  I do not have time to go into that Proposal fully but I have handouts on the back desk & I do want to cover a few points. I believe that any single “Restructuring Proposal” for example the proposal “A” or “B” limits the opportunities to cut inefficiencies to what will be possible under each specific plan. 
I have only heard two arguments from the Administration to support reorganization: (1) We are not like other Universities. I think that is good thing.  We have 105 years of organizational cultural development here and I think that is important we remember that, and we should not forget the lessons learned. The response I hear to that is: Well, we have too many Deans. And this response reminds me of the time I saw the movie Amadeus in which Mozart was criticized for having too many notes. Well, I never knew what that meant, except I think that was the point of the joke in the movie. (But when we look at a musical composition it is not judged by how many notes are in it, but by what sound and communication is created) It is like the criticism of we have that there are too many Deans, that some of the Deans do not have the same depth of horizontal structure beneath them as other Deans. Obviously some Deans don’t have the same expertise and there is a difference between programs, for example, in a Dean’s ability to assess diverse programs…and with education some units are extremely efficient and are producing wonderful and efficient educational experiences and the fact that their horizontal structure is different from another unit that is not as efficient --- is not a good argument to get rid of the one that is efficient and keep the one that is not.) So what I think we ought to do is refocus our attention on organizational efficiency (which is a fancy way to say save money). If we want to save money we ought to focus on our present organizational structures and concentrate on how to save money. I will give you three reasons why we ought to NOT reorganize the university. First, however, I should say that I agree with the administration when they say that there are inefficiencies in the present organization that could be eliminated.
1. Any single reorganization plan eliminates some inefficiency, but leaves others. If you adopt plan A you eliminate those inefficiencies that are addressed by Plan A but not those that are addressed in Plan B. How do you avoid this? By addressing all the inefficiencies, not those just addressed by plan A or B. How would we do this? We would do this by directing the President of the university to attempt to achieve the maximum number of efficiencies by addressing the known inefficiencies in the current structure based on the current data the administration claims to have. Then you will be able to maximize organizational efficiency.
2.   The second problem is that if you reorganize you lose the opportunity to take advantage of opportunities that do not present themselves under the new plan. An example of this would be ---if the School of Communication has a part time Development officer and staying with the present organizational structure the administration could decide that the Communication development officer could be combined with one – say in SBS. But if under plan A (or Plan B) a different Dean is in charge, that Dean following reorganization would not have that opportunity to combine Development Officers with SBS that the upper administration has today. That Dean would probably say well I don’t know what to do about this we need to wait and see what will develop in the future and that inefficiency continues. There is a delay of the possibilities for ending the known deficiencies now.
3. I think reorganization itself hides inefficiencies in the new organizational structure. Today, if you ask the administration the question “how do we know these inefficiencies exist?” The answer is because we have this horizontal structure that isn’t very deep and we can see what is going on. However, if we restructure we no longer have this horizontal structure, but a deeper vertical one. You then have more layers to hide the inefficiencies. For example, under the current structure you have a Dean and maybe an Associate Dean or two and that’s it. But under a vertical one you have a Dean, Associate Deans, Directors and then you still have to take care of administrative duties that you parcel out to faculty members by giving them release time of say 20% and you can no longer tell what is being done and not being done at all the various levels and what is efficient and what is not. It gets buried in the various layers.
Therefore for those three reasons and the ones set out in the proposal I believe you should oppose the proposed restructuring.  (Applause followed)
Connell: Thank you Tony. Remember the President’s mind is not closed at this point and is open to various suggestions and plans. Ideas are to be entertained here and forwarded on to him or the Senate. Next: Rich Lei a Professor from Advertising.

Professor Rich Lei: I’m not an orator like Tony so I will read from mine. Good afternoon senators, colleagues and guests. I’m Rich Lei from the school of communication. I wanted to take a few minutes today…and give you some of my thoughts related to academic restructuring. 

Restructuring at NAU could be the most important issue that you senators face in your academic career. Whatever the outcome, it will leave a lasting footprint on the NAU community and possibly change the political landscape of the institution for years to come. However, change for the sake of change will not solve any problems… When the blue ribbon task force was configured in November it was narrowly charged with reviewing the existing academic structure and to offer suggestions for restructuring itself. After all, it was called a blue ribbon task force on restructuring.  It’s my opinion they worked hard and within the parameters with which they were charged.

I understand that the task force considered many models and ultimately presented the best two, simply calling them plan a and plan b. Remember, these are the best of what the committee considered and importantly, in presenting these plans, they did not endorse either of them. As noted on page 3 of their final report, two fundamental considerations guided the task force: one dealt broadly with enhancing the missions (educational, service, etc.) Of the university, the other identification of significant cost savings. 

Let’s review the plans under these two standards.

1. Are the missions of NAU enhanced through restructuring? We simply don’t know.

Many benefits or “opportunities” as the task forced called them…are being accomplished today…..with our existing academic structure. Synergies exist today in service, instruction, creative and scholarly activity largely through alliances and cooperation forged between the people of NAU…that have always been part of the NAU culture. It’s our willingness to work in a cross-disciplinary manner that creates synergy….not where an individual fits on an organizational chart. And restructuring could actually threaten alliances already made. 

And as the task force noted, in plan “A” NAU could face a threat to its integrity by being identified as a trade school… and in plan “B”… the integrity of NAU’s traditional liberal arts and sciences core is threatened.

2. Does restructuring save significant amounts of money? Clearly the answer here is…no!

According to Karen Appleby and Susan Fitzmaurice (as reported in the last issue of the lumberjack) cost savings are minimal. Further, the task force reported that any cost savings was more than three years in the future. In fact, if enrollment is negatively affected by academic restructuring, it will cost us money.

So if the two fundamental considerations….let’s call them benefits… associated with these restructuring models are either unknown or not achievable…..why should these plans be considered any further? Again change for the sake of change does not solve anything. Importantly, pursuit of either plan A or B has risk associated with it. The risks, or challenges as called by the task force, are identified on pages 10-11 for plan A and page 14 for plan B of the task force’s final report.  You should read this very carefully.

As is the case in many plans, the devil is in the details. Without understanding “who” does “what” it is impossible to assess the likelihood of improved efficiency! Neither plan is accompanied by a staffing chart below that of associate dean. With fewer administrators and staff, who will do their work? 

Adoption of any reorganizational model will create enormous challenges for NAU. Whether you are in a college slated to be consolidated like mine, or left free-standing ….like education ….you could be impacted. If NAU enrollment declines, it will create a budget shortfall for us all necessitating more cuts throughout the institution. Remember 100 non-returning students will cost us half a million dollars.  We can’t afford to be blindsided as we were in the fall when enrollment declined and we were hit with a $5 million budget shortfall.

Other day-to-day functions will also change. How will promotion - and – tenure decisions be impacted? How will faculty and staff lines be reassigned? Who will stay? Who will go? What is the impact on our students? Until these and many other operational issues are sorted out, we simply don’t know if these academic restructuring proposals are Dr. Jeckyl…or Mr.  Hyde. And finally, is there enough time to effectively evaluate this complex topic and still meet the President’s end of April target date to ABOR? You tell me. 

What if other plans are developed? How and when will they be evaluated? I urge all senators to have in-depth discussions with your faculty immediately and take a leadership role in probably the biggest challenge to come before the faculty senate in 10 years. Implementation of the proposed academic restructuring models is not a foregone conclusion….unless you allow it to be.

Thank you   

(Applause followed)
There was a question from the back of the room: How can Restructuring lead to decreased enrollments? Professor Lei: It has been our experience, at least in the School of Communication, at the time Right Sizing was proposed a few years ago, that there was a great deal of confusion and miscommunication. Students were afraid that their programs would be impacted. And they left. And it took us a number of years to grow back to the numbers we had prior to that discussion. Also during right sizing faculty left, and of course others did not chose to come. Right now the trend all over the nation is to go to “freestanding” Schools of Communication with Deans, faculty and staff being able to reach out to their communities. 
Marsha Yowell. For example ASU is forming the “freestanding” Walter Cronkite School of Communication this year. Students want to identify with a School of Communication. They think of their program as one in Advertising or Photography, Journalism, Merchandising, Speech Communication, Visual Communication, etc…but they see Northern Arizona’s “School of Communication” with it’s faculty interested in such things as environmental communication --- as a reason to come here. 
Connell: Are there further questions, comments? Next Professor Lea Parker will you come forward? Lea has a handout (See handout #3 – Blue copy)
Lea Parker, Professor of Journalism, School of Communication: I am a Professor in the School of Communication. I have been teaching here since 1981. And I am worried about this restructuring plan for several reasons that I have outlined in my letter to the Senate. First of all I have not seen any proof of money savings that might occur and offset the potential losses of students or losses of faculty that might occur. It has been my experience that when this type of action has been taken or proposed in the past it has caused faculty to become concerned and leave or not come for fear of potential losses of lines down the way. I am worried that 
student losses will most certainly occur with students deciding not to return to or come to NAU because of the loss of autonomy in the disciplines the students identify with. And there may be reallocations of important student benefits such as waivers and scholarships – we don’t know what’s going to happen with that yet. Most of us are operating at bare bones right now, In terms of office support, computers systems support, where’s this going to come from in the new plan?  

Reducing the number of colleges and schools in half (from 10 to 5) will reduce the diversity in the university. We know that diversity is a necessary and healthy part of any ecosystem. We need to cover the workload. One director for each unit can't possibly meet the work demand. Sure4 we can get rid of a lot of assistant or associate deans, but the workload will still be there and I would like to know who’s going to do that? 

Curricular issues, I haven’t seen much discussion about how this is going to affect the curriculum. And I am also concerned that mergers such as this could prove to be a subtle form of death for many programs. Maybe that’s the anticipated outcome, but I hope not. After being here many years I know we have developed a strong faculty and good programs. I would hate to see all of that lost just because we are reacting to some sort of temporary budget concern that might be resolved within the next few years. 

I’m in favor of rejecting the proposal as is, and rejecting restructuring.  And in favor of taking a little more time to study what is feasible… to develop an alternative. I don’t know what that would be right now, but I believe we should take the time to resolve this correctly with due consideration & research into the larger, long-lasting issues... Faculty need time to do this in addition to our teaching and research responsibilities. So I am asking the Faculty Senate, to reject this proposal. Thank you. (Applause followed)
Comments/Questions: Is it safe to say that everyone in the School of Communication is opposed to restructuring? 

L. Parker: Pretty much so, everyone I have talked to, but we have not taken a formal vote. I am speaking for myself. 
General Discussion was invited by Connell:  

Margaret Conger, Nursing: I would like to point out that we have “step families” and “blended families”. Adding a unit to an already created unit leads to a lot of dysfunction. Whereas, if you start with a new creation a new structure you will get a “blended family” that works well together, and is not dysfunctional.  Just adding on to an already existing structure leads to a lot of dysfunction. That is the feeling of Nursing. 

Mary Ann Stegar, Political Science: I take the President and the Provost at their word that we need to do something. I also take the word of the Blue Ribbon Committee which is that there are reasons to restructure; they are the ones who have looked at the most information. At the same time the units most affected have a point in that the President and Provost have outlined their proposals, but it is our responsibility as faculty and administrators to work out an implementation, because I would not agree that the current situation is a positive one or a healthy one. There are a lot of things that don’t get done. There are a lot of discrepancies that and things that we put off or stop doing because we don’t have the wherewithal. It seems to me that we ought to take the bulls by the horns to determine how we can make our workload more equitable and our programs better under a new system. 
Connell asked if we had all read the Plans and the Senators indicated that they had.

COLLEGE OF ENGINEERING: Three out of the five Departments in Engineering are excited about Plan B – One Department is opposed to any change. 

There was a question as to whether the President and Provost had met with each of the Colleges and Schools.

Provost Grobsmith:  We are not in a position to be able to meet with each and every college separately, but we are meeting in groups and we have met with some individually. It was asked earlier if Restructuring will hurt enrollment. Only if YOU make it hurt. We have a great responsibility to protect our enrollment. We need to assure our students that their programs will not be eliminated or affected negatively. 

Our reason for doing this is to reduce our expenditures per year. This year we will cut programs by 1.5 million by taking faculty lines through attrition. We don’t want to do this again. We have a great faculty. There is no reason for students to fear the loss of a Program or a Program’s accreditation. Engineering students expressed fear that their program would be eliminated or lose accreditation under the proposed plans. The School of Mechanical Engineering is not going to go away. They are not going to lose their accreditation. This is not about getting rid of programs.
Nancy Paxton, English: There is concern among faculty about funding, particularly about how research overhead will be allocated or other resources reallocated. There is fear that operating expenses will be reduced. 

President Haeger: Overhead accounts are handled differently from institution to institution. For many institutions much of their funding is from overhead accounts. We differ from U of A and from ASU. U of A gets about 365 million a year for research and they get a return of 14-15 million for overhead that they use to fund their buildings and staff. NAU given our size does very well at about 52 million a year in government contracts & grants. But we only get about 3 million total for overhead and ¾ supports the infrastructure. So the research that we do is not creating a revenue stream. We are totally dependent on the legislature & tuition for our funding. We realize that indirect costs of projects must be looked at during this time. 

Provost Grobsmith: RCB RCM responsibility systems where you all bring in whatever you can and those that don’t bring enough in aren’t considered successful because they don’t bring in enough indirects. We all understand that there is never going to be the same opportunity for indirects in different kinds of programs---such as in the biological sciences or the engineering sciences and in the Arts. This year we established a policy that allocates these resources. This is not beyond our ability to manage it.

Connell: What are the major downsides if we do not restructure?

President Haeger: We will continue to decline as we have in the past 8-10 years. Right now we spend every penny that has been brought in.  The position of public education is that state governments are not able to fund public education as it has in the past. The cycle of decline will continue until we are able to bring an extra fund that we can reallocate. Both ASU and U of A have a rolling budget process. 
Gene Balzer, Photography:  Removing a number of Deans that does not address that.

President Haeger: Reorganization is the first step in moving to an institution that is decentralized to one that is more centralized. We will not do this all at once. It gives a strategy to attrition. 
The Senate was directed to look at Handout #9 from Karen Appleby.  There was a discussion about how whenever a vacancy opened up it allowed the administration to make choices as to the reallocation of those funds. It was argued that restructuring is not the same as right sizing where they were targeting programs. The question arose as to where the money was supposed to come from to get $500,000 to 3 million. There was a discussion and some contended that if we lost students as a result of the restructuring we could end up losing more money that we would save. Centers and Institutes were brought up. It was asked if they were being eliminated.

Provost Grobsmith: One part of the plan is to align Centers and Institutes with Schools and Colleges. NAU spends $3 million on Centers administration. Once they are aligned with Colleges there should be savings in this area. 

Marty Sommerness, Professor of Journalism: ASU needed more money and Crow went to the legislature. If we need more money why can’t you go to the legislature?

President Haeger: Actually the 22/1 funding formula that has hurt NAU for so long is not being followed right now. The Governor has proposed funding that will help NAU, but we do not know what the legislature will do. The Governor has proposed an $8 million dollar increase---but even if the legislature gives it to us, this does still not solve the problem of the trend of declining funds to higher education. Right now we are not able to fund our basics. We have only one residence hall that fits the description of a “premiere residential campus.” We must replace ancient residence halls one at a time. We must be able to fund capitol improvements. We have new buildings going up and we have to buy the furniture to go in them. And this is not small change. 

Grobsmith: We have talked about a salary increase. Faculty are leaving to go to places with higher salaries, in Nursing we have only 8 applications for 7 faculty lines. We have had some lines advertised for more than two years that we can not fill due to the low salary and high cost of living. 

Haeger: And when it comes down to being able to compete with ASU and U of A we are very different. To go back to Michael Crow --- he is in a financial crisis too, but for a very different reason. He had 7000 new students and had not gotten any money. So when he goes to the legislature and asks for more money he can talk about increased enrollment. 
Tony Parker: I don’t see why we need to do restructuring to do middle management.  

Grobsmith: It would be hard to do this if you don’t bring the units together. The BRC was told to look at where is the money? Why are we spending our money and how are we spending it? Middle management was considered as part of the larger problem. Where is the money going and how can we save money --- this was something that was revealed as a result of their looking at the data. 

Parker:  Is there somebody here from the restructuring committee that can answer a question? My question is simply was there any information given to the BRC about this restructuring? In other words was this restructuring based on cost savings and efficiencies of changing these organizational structures around, or was restructuring developed independently of that?  
Susan Fitzmaurice, Chair English & Chair BRC on Restructuring: The Committee went through several phases. In the first stage of our study concerned the feasibility of our undertaking. Did the situation as we examined it deserve we considered the study – did it warrant further looking variability and levels of support? Was it feasible to constitute? Part of the information that confirmed our feasibility was the middle management structures. We observed that there was tremendous variance across the university with regard to administrative reports. The variability was at a number of different levels. Some units had considerable support & others did not and that variability and the observation of unevenness with respect to the levels of support supplied across the university that made us believe persuaded us that we could pursue the question of restructuring. The second part then of our study consisted of the study of input from right across the university in respect to the kind of restructuring that would take place.
So those were the two stages and it was the results of the second stage that resulted in the report that was produced. Part of the information that informed us in terms of the feasibility concerned figures. The amount of money a dedicated to middle management to each position, to IT support to research, miscellaneous, the range of support that were designed to make certain that academic support occurred. As we studied the data it seemed to us that there were a number of areas that had considerable support, at a number of levels, a state support as well as other support, while there were other areas that seemed to have suffered from a lack of support for a number of years. They had a lack of state support as well as other support and so that variability persuaded us that it was in fact feasible to reallocate resources in order to more effectively support academic structure, academic administration across they university. 
Karen Pugliesi, Chair Sociology and Social Work, SBS – BRC on Restructuring: The Committee worked with a lot of data. Different frames suggested different interpretations of the same data. There is such variability on campus. I would like to urge my colleagues to look at the data. There is such variability going on across campus that if you think that what you observe in your own unit is typical of what is going on across campus you are going to be grossly misinformed. One of the things that I thought I saw is that there is a pattern of pretty “radical decentralization” in some areas, not uniformly. We already have units that are large & very hierarchal and homogeneous and others that are not. There is tremendous difference across campus. But I want to return to what Susan Fitzmaurice was saying. 
What the BRC did in putting out those numbers we generated was by putting out the most conservative numbers saved down to the assistant Dean level – not below there. 

There are differences around campus and we did not feel that we had the ability to determine what would work below the level at the Dean, assistant dean level. We could only see the different possibilities for the most part. What we have now does not look like a reasoned plan – they have changed due to exigencies that have popped up around leadership, setbacks, etc. We have changed incrementally & we have developed in ways that are not the most efficient. I believe, and this is my own belief, not the committees that with a dialogue within the colleges and with the Provost that there could be great savings down the line, than what is stated in that report.

I am troubled by the student issue. As someone who was around during right sizing I want to say this was not about targeting specific programs for elimination. The BRC believed that this was an opportunity to enhance all of our programs. The concern that I have is that in our process, in our debate about restructuring that we do not create a situation that inspires fear and distress in our students. At the meeting that was held on Friday there were a number of engineering students that were convinced that the programs that they were now enrolled in were going to lose their accreditation before they graduated. I can understand why they would be distressed and if I were in their situation I would be distressed too. The reality is that ---that’s not true. I would like to make our discussions more evidence based. I don’t believe that there is any jeopardy to program accreditation. If there are going to be made claims about accreditation issues I believe that it is an ethical issue that they not be made around students, that we not make them around students.  The last thing that I would like to say is that I have listened to our new Vice President and I have talked to students and I don’t believe that students care about what particular college their program happens to be located in, they care about their programs and what they are doing in that program. So I would ask that we investigate claims about that as scholars.

Senate VP Larry Mohrweis: Two quick questions for the President. I heard the President talk about a $15 million dollar cushion and the Provost talk about a $5 million dollar cushion (Haeger 3x5=15 million) but I also heard Rich and Tony talk about concerns that the savings would be very low, and the plan itself indicates that there would be NO savings in the first two-three years, so (1) what would your projection be that the savings would be in the next couple of years and (2) where do we go from here? Are you going to present us with a plan in the next two weeks that we can either vote up or down? 
Haeger: I have been talking to Chuck about this. I think that we will see a considerable narrowing in the next two weeks. I think that after April 12th there will have to be an Implementation Committee (with substantial representation) that will take it the next step. And do the kinds of things that need to be done as a second step. We may say it will start on July one, but in reality it will be a year or two before it is all in place. We will have to get down to that next layer, which I believe will have substantial savings, and we must get down to it or we will not reach our goal of $15 million. And that’s really our goal. And I know and everyone else knows that the first year is really a cakewalk compared to years two and three. I think that there will probably be an immediate savings of up to ½ million myself that goes up to a million. And we can be there in two or three years, and after that it will depend on the will of the institution---at NAU’s attempt to do things differently and to capture those positions as they open and to reorganize the university as a whole. And remember the $15 million is the total target, so in each year the $5 million is a total target. And that’s made up of restructuring, but it’s also made up of a lot of other things--- at the same time we are reorganizing the administration and finance. Over the last year and a half we have changed entirely our distributed Learning Operation in terms of both positions and dollar savings. And we’re moving in to areas of potential fees that we want to charge in terms of health services and other things. So I go back to what I said in the beginning -- The $5 million in any given year is part of the overall plan. And in a sense we have to get all of the pieces to really put ourselves in good shape three or four years from now. 
I want to ask more specifically about the level below the college administration. Those plans do not contain the detail. I want a timetable and a process by which this will take place. I think that’s what many of us want to know. The plans do not contain a time line or any of the details. That’s what we need to understand. How you are going to implement this. We are ending the end of the semester and we are going to be gone most of the summer so we need a timeline and how you are going to proceed. 
Haeger: What we intend to do and the reason that we picked the 12th is not to get bogged down in this process indefinitely. The first major decision is on the 12th and the faculty needs to know that before they leave. We will try to have it fleshed out by that time and an implementation committee with a charge maybe not all the people appointed to it who will take that decision and move it to the next stage. Some of the figures you’ve seen that are of the various service functions across campus. And by the way those same figures exist for other units as well. We will then begin to go down into the details of those figures and say how do we provide those services and are those pieces of those that can be centralized? And obviously for some of those they can’t be for example IT to the Sciences, so the levels of detail for that are going to be substantial. Another example of that are Budget Offices. (I know that when I first came to NAU I was desperate to find comparative figures for various departments---well it was then I found out that there were as many different budget systems as there were units.) And so we will begin to centralize some budget offices---how far down we need to go with that I don’t know.   
But I do now that as we develop new units we will address this. We now have 40 separate institutes and each one wants its own budget officer and its own development officer and we can not continue to do that. I know that when we take it to the next level I will charge the Implementation Committee to be ready over the summer to report back to the faculty in the fall. So that’s how I see it playing out.
Marcus Ford: I think that we will restructure, Plan A or Plan B or some modification. The tide of history is against NOT restructuring. But I think it’s very important whether we go with A or B. And I believe that the reason we go with one or the other must be more profound than just the size of the units or funding opportunities or something like that. I think that historically the questions that Arts and Sciences have been trying to answer are questions about: What is the world about and who are we? And how do we fit in? And that’s why the Arts and Sciences have been together although the Middle Ages. They are not trying to find out “how do we become employed, how do we get funded, how do we get grants” they are trying to answer those basic questions about the structure of reality and our identity. 

Professional Schools arose for different reasons ask different questions. Basically I am for Plan A as is the rest of the people I have talked to on North Campus and all of Biology except for one person who was ambivalent, but the rest of Biology department wants to continue as much as possible as the College of Arts and Sciences. One final statement I know that one thing we aspire to be is an excellent undergraduate institution. And Stanford (which would be an excellent role model as to that aspiration of excellence) and their largest College is the College of Humanities and Sciences and it seems to me that would be a better example for us than plan B which is in place at UNLV and I am not sure why UNLV should be our role model.
Karen Pugliesi:  I want to thank you for asking some of the most important questions. What is exciting to me is the possibility of interesting alignments. Even in Liberal Arts and the Social Sciences we are segregated.  In Sociology, Psychology, & Health Professions there are some terrific alliances going on. There may be difficulties & other tremendous possibilities. There may be some tremendous possibilities for alignments in other areas as well. For example one of the largest employers in our area is Gore and they employ tremendous numbers of engineers. I ask that we all consider what some of the benefits could be. Take time to consider some of the benefits as well.
Connell: Did you consider putting out a series of trial balloons to faculty? Did you talk about getting with faculty and talking about alignments etc and if you did why you did decide to go with the idea of two plans?
Susan Fitzmaurice: We invited faculty to tell us their ideas. We abstracted major ideas & looked at ideas where people would explore & exploit various synergies. But we realized that people had very different ideas as to major themes and plans and we really looked at what the ideals of where we are and where our colleagues want to be, and we did pay attention to what we thought our peers wanted. We looked at 
Major Themes: Professionals, Engineering-Technologies & Sciences, Liberal Arts, etc. We asked what would such a structure built on those ideas look like. How would we measure where we are? This is kind of backwards---but we did respond to major ideas & major themes that are reflected in the two plans. The University is not homogenous. We spent a lot of time exploring questions of identity and synergies.  

Susan Deeds, History:  It seems to me that you have not looked at efficiencies and what colleges would go best together in those terms. It seems to me that you might have connected the interdisciplinary programs & how they could be attached to different colleges. For example did you look at the efficiencies of the Social & Behavioral Sciences and compare them with Arts & Sciences. Did you look at how the various programs might be aligned differently than within the current structures? 
Margaret Conger, Nursing: I am from Health Professions. I think that in addition to looking at our students in didactic ways we need to look at how we teach our students. In Health Professions we have huge amounts of clinical requirements which require huge amount of faculty time to meet accreditation & professional requirements. These have very academic issues than just meeting an hour Monday Wednesday Friday. These are very different models. And I think we need to consider this before we automatically put colleges together. These programs have tremendous differences from those that are more theoretically based.
Connell: If you have any questions please forward them on and let us know what you want to pursue. We distributed a survey…Please get them back to the Senate before the next meeting. The Senate will vote on Restructuring and pass that formal vote on to the President. The decision of the Senate is forwarded on to the President as he contemplates his decision. 
Karen McClarren, Philosophy: I think I need to be educated a little. For example: How can realignment or “restructuring” actually foster alignments among departments that don’t naturally formulate them? For Philosophy it would be strange not to be with Science. There is a sense of identity that would be lost. Even if it does not affect our students in “choosing” our area it could affect the way 
Susan Fitzmaurice: Those who wish to collaborate will always do so. Part of academic restructuring can facilitate collaboration. For example, if you have a bunch of Chairs in the same room a discussion will take place – that happens in small or large colleges, in existing colleges. You can not proscribe it but you can foster opportunities. 
Barry Lutz, Senate Treasurer, and Science Professor:  There are clearly things that could be developed if Engineering was aligned with the Sciences. 

Karen Pugliesi: Deans can be able to bring us together. Any way that faculty work & serve together facilitates collaboration. Where none have adequate resources then faculty working together can facilitate obtaining the sharing of resources. Diversity can create synergies. Any kind of structure that can bring us together and create an overlap of knowledge is valuable. 
Tony Parker: The discussion of synergies and collaboration is not dependent on reorganization. If you reorganize there will be different results, but there is collaboration and shared research going on now.  There will always be collaboration between faculty members that seek it out and there will be resulting synergies. 
Connell: If you have alternative recommendations there are opportunities now to propose alternative plans. We need to receive your feedback to allow us to know what your thoughts & ideas are so we can narrow this down at the next meeting. Again you are all invited to the Inn to honor Donna Van Dyke.
Adjourned. 

PAGE  
1

