Northern Arizona University

Special Faculty Senate – 3:00 PM

March 29, 2004

Chemistry Room 113

Members Present: Roger Bacon, Virginia Blankenship, Joseph Boles, Tom Brunell, David Camacho, Jeff Carrico, Charles Connell, Bill Culbertson, Susan Deeds, Jack Dustman, Pauline Entin, Marcus Ford, Liz Grobsmith, Gloria Horning, Richard Howey, Gae Johnson, Astrid Klocke, Volker Krause, Chunhye Kim Lee, John Leung, Barry Lutz, Melissa Marcus, Janet McShane, Eric Meeks, Larry Mohrweis, John Neuberger, Nita Paden, Nancy Paxton, Mary Reid, Jon Reyhner, Reed Riner, Nando Schellen, Karen Sealander, David Sherry, Martin Sommerness, Sandra Stone, Laura Umphrey, Karen Underhill, Bob Yowell, Marsha Yowell.
Excused and Substitute:  Diana Anderson for Michael Ort.
Absent: Jose Colchado, Marge Conger, Mary Dereshiwsky, Joel DiBartolo, Kitty Gehring, William Gibson, Denise Helm, Marty Lee, Dave McKell, Ray Michalowski, Willie Odem, Lon Owen, Brian Painter, Peggy Raines, Guy Senese, Peter Vadasz, Tom Waters.
Visitors: 
ACTION ITEMS FROM MEETING:

· Connell: Follow up on the guiding principle to be developed with FSEC & others
· M.Yowell: Do minutes.

· Mohrweis: Guiding principles development – Collection of Nomination Ballots.
· Bacon: Guiding principles development.

***Handouts at meeting***

1. Pink Nominating Ballot: NOTE CORRECTION DUE FS OFFICE 4-19-04 Positions of Vice-President (President-elect); Secretary; Treasurer; Parliamentarian and At Large member FSEC; plus position on Faculty Rights and Responsibilities

2. Considerations and Principles articulated by the Blue Ribbon Committee PLUS Proposed “20 ADDITIONAL GUIDELINES requested by FS be applied to the Restructuring Process”


MINUTES

1. President Connell called the special meeting to discuss restructuring to order at 3:10 PM. 

2. There was no formal Agenda. President Connell said the major purpose of the meeting was for the Senate to discuss & consider Restructuring. 
3. The Minutes from the FS Meeting on March 22, 2004 were discussed. They had been distributed via e-mail prior to the meeting. The minutes were corrected to include Viro Perez attending for Senator Reed Riner on page one, and on page two the Senate vote will take place on May 3rd.   Also Senator John Leung asked that the minutes make it clear that all the paragraphs after President Haeger’s name were his remarks on pages 4-5 until Senator Bill Cullbertson’s name appears. The Minutes were unanimously accepted as submitted with Senator Leung’s request.
4. Vice President Mohrweis explained the Pink nominating Ballot and the need to hold elections. Senior Senators in each unit are responsible for getting out the Ballots and holding the elections as set out on the Senate Website. See Senate Bylaws:   Section 4.1 Election of Senators through 4.5.2 Selection of Replacements (http://www4.nau.edu/facultysenate ).  Elections will proceed this Spring regardless of restructuring and any adjustments that need to be made will take place in the fall after units have been changed as necessary.
5. The Discussion on restructuring follows (Secretarial note: I have centered the name of the Speaker above their remarks and used a different font for the speakers). President Connell said that he was going to invoke Presidential Privilege to address this with some extended remarks.  
Charles W. Connell - President of the Senate, 2003-04 
            It has been  both an honor and a major challenge to serve as your President this year.  The honor comes from being a part of a recent line of Senate Chairs and Presidents who have struggled to enhance the level of the faculty role in shared governance at Northern Arizona University.  Earlier this year, the focus was on issues of faculty welfare, including salary enhancement, and curricular change, such as UC 101 and the new diversity courses requirement for all students.  However, the challenge of maintaining focus on the enhancement of the quality of the role played by the Senate in University governance has been increasingly daunting.  The faculty interest in governance waxes and wanes, though not very poetically.  Today, we are faced with yet another opportunity to demonstrate how the Senate can act responsibly in its capacity to advise the President on a matter that will affect all faculty and all students.

      The role of the Senate is to represent the entire faculty.  It is constituted of members elected from within existing colleges and schools to represent approximately fifteen faculty each. In the process of representation, each senator is expected to attend all monthly meetings, to read and evaluate information provided to the Senate in support of various proposed actions, to serve on at least one standing committee, to solicit input from her/his constituents and to speak to issues that concern those constituents.  Above all, perhaps, each senator is asked to consider the general welfare of the University community, rather than her or his personal interests, as information is gathered and actions are taken by the Senate that affect the broader community.  Not all issues brought to the Senate present the potential for major change in the entire culture of the University, and it is sometimes difficult to determine the level of impact.  However, today we are being asked to consider one that clearly does impact broadly---the question of whether to restructure most of the academic units.  The major problem presented to us is that the Senate is being asked to compromise its traditional role regarding the issue of whether a unit should be restructured in its composition.  Normally, the Senate does not consider whether an academic unit (department, college, school) should move forward with a major change until a plan is drafted, faculty give their assent, a budget has been worked out, and all issues concerning the potential impact on academic programs, student welfare, and potential impact on other academic programs have been addressed.  In this case, however, we are being asked to give our assent to a major restructuring effort that will affect all of the units in the University in one way or another, and none of these issues has been addressed.  Normally, the Senate is asked to respond to completed plans for restructuring, not undeveloped proposals.

       My response to the proposals brought forward from the Blue Ribbon Task Force of well-respected faculty from across the campus is based on the following experience:  1)  over thirty years of service as a faculty member, teaching and mentoring students from the Freshman to the PhD levels,  and in all levels of academic administration in five different universities; 2) service on the Boards of Trustees for three different kinds of not-for-profit organizations; and, 3)  reading and applying the literature of change and strategic planning.  

       Change is necessary, change is constant, change is difficult.  The Blue Ribbon Committee has presented the University community with a series of ideas about how the current academic units at NAU might be changed.  Some changes are subtle and ongoing, but major organizational change requires human intervention.  If change is to be successful, there are certain lessons to be learned from long-standing studies of transformational efforts in education, business, and industry.  Most successful cases go through a series of PHASES that require TIME, and SKIPPING STEPS provides only an illusion of speed that is never satisfying in the long run, and CRITICAL MISTAKES in any step lead to DEVASTATING RESULTS. 

Eight steps are laid out as essential for successful organizational change.

1)  Create a sense of urgency.

2)  Form a powerful guiding coalition.  Develop a shared commitment to excellence and include people 

      that cuts across  the organizational hierarchy, not just those at the top.  Operate outside the normal 

      hierarchy.

3)  Develop a VISION.  If you cannot communicate it within five (5) minutes and get a reaction indicating

      it is understandable and interesting, you need to continue working on it.

4)  Communicate the Vision. Clarify the direction the organization needs to move.  People need to

      believe that change is both USEFUL and POSSIBLE.

5)  Remove obstacles to the NEW VISION.  Examples include bureaucratic thinkers, rules, and practices.

6)  Plan for and Create SHORT-TERM “WINS”.

7)  Don’t Declare Victory too soon.   Quantify desired results, measure and report outcomes regularly. 

8)  ANCHOR Change in CORPORATE CULTURE.

      Change theory is based on theories of individual behavior.  INDIVIDUALS must change in order for cultures to change.  Therefore, one must target renewal at the level of the organizational role played by individuals, the responsibilities of individuals, and the relationships among those individuals.  The work organization is important, but the organization MUST SHOW CONCERN for PEOPLE.  Thus, the organization must reflect how those people share the vision, are committed to its accomplishment, and see a role for themselves in that new organization. Thus, to summarize, the keys to success are found in a clear vision, not skipping steps, long-term commitment, willingness to adapt details while maintaining focus on the vision, and remembering that INDIVIDUALS must change in order for a culture to change.  

       Do not think that I am opposed to change.  In fact, I am not.  My career includes roles in founding new organizations (The National Academic Advising Association from 1980 on), and,  in developing new organizational structures in universities (including the development of the interdisciplinary undergraduate curriculum at ASU West in 1988).  I have published on the role of the change agent.  What I am opposed to is change for change's sake.  I advocate strongly an ongoing planned change strategy that is entrepreneurial and strategic in nature.  NAU does need to change, but more than ever, it needs the latter kind of change, not change for change's sake.

       President Haeger in his many presentations to the campus about the status of the University in the past year has made the case for “urgency”.  My reading of the surveys coming to the faculty Senate in response to the Senate request of March 15 for feedback on the Blue Ribbon recommendation for restructuring confirms that many faculty agree that there is a need for change.  What those 150 plus responses so far reflect is that the case for the kind of change---namely restructuring of the academic units---has not been made yet.  Over 60% of the respondents indicate they do not think restructuring is necessary at all, and many of the others that favor it, only do so if more information is provided to document both the rationale for it, and the benefits to be gained from it.  Moreover, those who favor restructuring do not at all agree upon the form that restructuring should take.  Of those faculty members who did not respond, I note that the Education faculty (76), for example, apparently decided not to respond because neither of the proposals from the Blue Ribbon Task force recommended that those faculty be moved from the existing unit, nor that other faculty be joined to it.  Those in SBS may have decided not to respond for similar reasons.

      President Haeger has made the case that NAU is not any different from most public institutions of our type with respect to the need for change.  Internally as well, we all seem to recognize that we have long-term problems that require long-term solutions.   In a more recent article in CHANGE MAGAZINE (2002) co-authored by Guskin and Marsh, several aspects of entrepreneurial, strategic, and transformational change are outlined.  NAU has already, and for some time now in fact, recognized several key aspects of the “future” of higher education.  We have created committees and task forces, for example, to study curricular efficiencies, faculty workload issues, and, the use of technology to improve campus effectives in providing access.  As well, we have a Freshman Year Task Force operating, a charge from the NCA to improve the quality of our assessment of student learning outcomes, and the internal desire expressed by many to develop a more focused diversity effort.  All of these are seen as crucial by Guskin and Marsh to the success of institutions like ours.  But we have not yet seen the results of these studies, or at least not examined the implications of those studies for any new actions that we should take.  Some of those reports may very well recommend some form of restructuring that is not currently considered in the Blue Ribbon Report. The Blue Ribbon panel was asked to focus on structure, with the notion that units were out of synch, improperly sized, and dysfunctional.  It was not asked to consider the question of vision.  In turn, the panel presented concepts, dreams if you will, about how we might better operate a more equitable span of control, but it did not present a true plan or a rationale for the campus to consider.   In fact, the Blue Ribbon panel itself urged no action without two key considerations being taken into account:  1) rationale; 2) plan to achieve significant budgetary savings to be reallocated for the good of the University, at least 50% of which should be returned to the academic units themselves.

         Should we do nothing in response?  No. But a leap into a major structural change that might produce a major cultural change that will last for years to come, without a clear rationale, without a business plan, and without a sense of how restructuring will address our major fiscal concerns, is premature at best.  Putting the cart before the horse only leads to an angry horse pushing a heavy cart in an unknown direction.

We do need action, but I submit that we NEED ACTION that first and foremost CREATES a CLEAR and COHERENT VISION of the FUTURE (i.e., the focus on the student learning model that we will pursue, the quality of faculty work life that we desire, and the cost/benefit  formula for the education we will provide).   THEN, we should create an educational delivery system (hybrid use of technology, etc) that is CONSISTENT with OUR VISION of the FUTURE, and then, an ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE THAT BEST SERVES THAT VISION.

          How are we to respond to the idea of whether to recommend that the University proceed with restructuring of most every academic unit without a business plan to consider, without a list of pros and cons, without an indication of faculty support, etc.?  Try to put yourself into the shoes of the President himself for a minute.  If you went to him as one academic unit, or one committee of concerned faculty, and said “we want to restructure, or we want to realign our units with another set of units, here is our proposal in outline form”, what do you think he would say?  I guarantee you it would be something like this:  “Interesting.  I think it may have potential, but I need to see a business plan.  Is this consistent with our mission, our strategic plan, and our budget concerns?   What are the costs of doing this, and how will it impact your faculty, students, and academic programs.  Is any other University doing this?  Have others tried it, and with what impact?   Have you talked to other faculty on campus who may want to be a part of this unit?  How will these changes go into effect, etc.--- and on, and on, and on.”  Or, to put it in very simplistic terms, if you are overspending your income and want to cut back, do you not create some “vision” of what you are trying to accomplish with your income, and then develop a “business plan” to accomplish your vision, including an indication of how the savings will be reallocated?  If you do not do this, how does it all work out?  The proposals before us do not address these issues. 

         If we do not act right now, immediately, tomorrow--- are we hurting the University?   I refuse to be cast in that light.  The Faculty Senate has an absolute responsibility, a keen obligation to act as it sees fit, listening to the concerns of the faculty and students for the good of the University overall.  If the University is not strong enough to deal with differences in opinion, or if it refuses to recognize its true fiscal responsibilities, then we would all be hurting the University long-term.  If we say no, right now, we are not saying no to change itself, or even no to restructuring per se.  What we are saying, is that we cannot responsibly affirm the idea of restructuring as necessarily a good idea, without first seeing a CLEAR VISION, a rationale for change, a sense of how it will affect faculty and students, and a sense of what is to be gained. We are operating in a twofold role as “employee stockholders” here.  If we act without sufficient information to sign a blank check, we are hurting the University.  The year’s news in other sectors of the nation’s economy have demonstrated over and over again what a “head in the sand” approach can do to harm not only the corporation, but those it serves as well.  

         We are not adverse to risk; what we would be asking for is a reasonable risk assessment.  Is the pain and agony caused to numerous faculty and students who do not see the benefits, and who do fear a worse outcome based on the failed results of similar restructuring at other institutions, reasonably worth doing?  Are there any short-term “wins”?   Do we not need more stability of the organization at this point in time as we move to deal with another tuition hike and potential loss of students for that reason?  Do we want to add the additional “un-assessed risk” of losing more students due to their perceived loss of prestige, support, or resources for the units to which they “belong” now?   In the long run, do the benefits offered appear to outweigh the costs in time, uncertainty, and loss of resources?  Make no mistake here---restructuring will result in a loss of resources to those units targeted for a move into another unit.  Do the faculty of those units who see themselves as “not affected” really understand and accept the costs to their fellow faculty as measurably for the “good of the University” as a whole?  The Senate has taken a stance for decades at NAU that changes in academic unit structures should not be forced upon the faculty those changes will adversely affect. Is there any other alternative?  Yes. 

1)  Take the work of the Blue Ribbon Committee as a major resource to be used in a more careful 

development of a VISION for NAU.  Refine that vision with input from the various committees that are in the process already of addressing parts of the vision (e.g., Freshman Task Force as related to our objectives for student learning).  Get feedback from units across campus, as drafts are developed, etc.

2)
Take advantage of the momentum created by the work of the Blue Ribbon group and the discussions that are now ongoing about other possible ways to combine units.  Use these to build a true consensus about a new structure that has a vision about what  the new structure will achieve, and consensus and a commitment among the faculty of the new units to proceed with some enthusiasm and energy to accomplish mutually agreed upon goals and a plan to achieve those goals..  Develop a business plan for implementation that is consistent with NAU’s newly established Vision, Mission, and Resources.   Have a working retreat to discuss, modify, refine, get agreement upon, build trust, etc. around the vision. Complete by Fall 2004.

3) Begin immediately to examine other potential sources for cost-cutting in areas already identified by the central Administration as too costly, inefficient, ineffective, or not related to the mission of the University at this time. Do a careful cost/benefit analysis of those units.  Complete by June 2004 and feed this into the process of an overall review of the need for restructuring as a means to accomplish savings, and/or a better organization that is designed to move us forward toward the accomplishment of a clear vision.
4)   If organizational units (such as centers, institutes, etc.) can be more effective via alignment with an

      existing school or college, then work with them to determine “ best fit”.  If ready, move them now.

      If those units are no longer deemed essential to the vision, mission, strategic plan, then consider 

      abolishing them to accomplish cost savings that can be reinvested for the good of the University.

5)   Charge all units to produce a plan to address the potential for creating new resource sources through 

       new courses on line, research funding, private donations, work with Alumni, etc. and connect it to the 

       new overall VISION statement for the University.

7)    Finally, if all these are accomplished, then determine whether we are truly in need of and ready for a major restructuring.  If desirable and a sound business plan can be developed, it will be the right time and NAU will benefit from it.  However, if not, the failure of this major restructuring could cause irreparable harm. 
        Yes, the need for change is demonstrated and already in progress in the form of the announced "ATTRITION STRATEGY" to recapture major resources (ca. $5M for 2003-04) for reallocation.  The Blue Ribbon Task Force called for two "considerations":  1) a rationale for restructuring that clearly indicates how it would improve instruction, program development, etc.; and, 2) a plan to recover significant resources that could be reallocated to other needs of the University.  So far, THIS HAS NOT BEEN PRESENTED by the President or the Provost.   Let us assess the outcomes of the attrition strategy first, then other potential cost-saving or resource-growing opportunities.  We need to focus our attention on initiatives that may result from other groups (curricular efficiency, faculty workload, Freshman Task Force, Assessment Committee, Curriculum sub-committee on Diversity, etc.) and should inform the development of a powerful vision for NAU’s future.  The case has not been made for the need to restructure academic units.  The potential dangers of such are real, especially without a clear rationale or a business plan.   

          In sum, in March of 2004 we are not yet prepared to restructure most of the academic units at NAU for very sound reasons.  Since the case has not been made, as reflected in the responses of over 60% of the faculty to the February 16 Report of the Blue ribbon Task Force, let us advise the President accordingly.

President Connell then formally moved that the Senate NOT respond to the current Blue Ribbon Committee Task Force Report --- until President Haeger actually presents a plan on April the 12th.

Senator Mary Sommerness Seconded Connell’s motion.  Connell said, “The motion is on the floor for discussion and asked that anyone who wished to talk come down and speak. At NO LATER THAN 4:30 the question will be called and we will vote on the motion.” He also said that the executive committee recommends that if the President goes forward with restructuring that a number of guidelines be followed in relation to the implementation of his plan.” And President Connell distributed Handout #2.  He said that we will act on the Guidelines proposed ONLY after we had disposed of the current motion. The discussion then continued with some comments before speakers came down and took the Podium. 
Senator Nondo Shevin-College of Music, Fine Arts
Here is my problem. I have a feeling President Haeger has an urgent financial problem. We need a vision. My room needs to be cleaned ---I think we need to convince ourselves that our vision is part of our financial problem. But we also need to hear from the President. At all the meetings that I have attended I hear fear. I think the leadership of the University has a duty to share with us a vision so we do not decide out of fear.
Robert Yowell –Member of Blue Ribbon Task Force & FSEC 
I believe that we simply cannot continue operating the way we have.  We have lost approximately eighteen million dollars in the last few years, and I’m sure that more cuts are on the way.  We must find a solid financial base on which to operate the university.  As it stands now many departments cannot hire qualified faculty because of our low salary base.  All departments have had devastating cuts in part-time instruction, equipment, and travel and in departmental basic budgets.  We have cut staff members that are essential to our operation.  NAU does not have adequate funding for university sponsored research and there is virtually no funding for the enrichment of our campus.  We must change the way in which we do business or we will continue to lose student enrollment, staff and faculty.  I believe that restructuring is a step in the right direction.  I know that it is controversial.  None of us can see or foresee all of the minute details of this endeavor.  Some argue that a comprehensive business plan should be developed before we act.  I fear that if we engage in extended discussions to try to reach consensus it will take months, possibly years before all parties can agree. And quite frankly we cannot afford more years like the last few. 

I believe the restructuring that is being proposed is part of the Regents’ Changing Directions initiative.  The University of Arizona has been designated to be a division one-research institution.  They will also teach graduate and undergraduate students.  ASU will continue to grow as a major urban research institution that engages in research centered on business issues and they will have a variety of missions and campuses. There is no doubt that Phoenix has the population base to achieve these goals.  NAU is expected to be the state’s rural residential undergraduate institution, with a few selected graduate programs; electronic distant learning and we will continue to have satellite campuses in Yuma, Tucson, Phoenix, Safford, and now Yavapai.  Further, I believe that NAU is slated to be the Arizona University that welcomes first generation students.  Hopefully Changing Directions will help each university to define and refine each campus’s individual mission and if NAU knows its goals and embraces its mission we will be a stronger university.  We need to look beyond the present issue of restructuring and articulate a faculty vision of what we want restructuring to help us achieve. To many of us Restructuring is much more that saving money in the short run, it is about making NAU a better university for years to come. To that end, I would now like to propose to the administration goals that I believe restructuring will help us to achieve. 

1.   Faculty salaries must improve.  We must set a reasonable goal that is attainable.

2.  Staff salaries must improve.  The faculty knows and appreciates the importance of our staff within the university. We must have clean rest rooms as well as qualified people who work with student recruitment, residence life and indeed in all aspects of the university.

3. Part-time teaching salaries must improve.  What we pay part part-time instructors is not just an embarrassment it is exploitation.

4. The Administration must work with the Regents and the Legislators to develop a new funding formula.  We cannot survive on the present system of more students, more money. We should have an enrollment cap on the mountain campus with stable adequate funding to fulfill the Changing Directions mission.

5. We need faculty housing.  Real Estate values have exploded in recent years and if we could hire new faculty very few of them could afford to purchase a home in Flagstaff.  We have the land on our campus and there are creative ways to build and mortgage housing.

6. We need affordable student housing within the Flagstaff community.  The cost of renting in and around our campus is not just high it is almost criminal. Clearly the cost of housing is a major factor in attracting or discouraging students to attend NAU.

7. We need more diversity within the Administration.  I’m convinced that diversity in leadership will bring new and fresh ideas to our campus.

8. We need diversity in our student body.  NAU should look like the populations that we serve.  Perhaps we should adopt selected high schools within the inner cities so that qualified students find their way to our campus. Other universities across the country have had success with similar programs.

9. We need to encourage faculty who are working with Flagstaff communities and we must develop more connections in social services, environmental sciences and the arts to name only three possibilities of many.

10. We need more enrichment in campus life.  Our campus should be a vibrant one hosting speakers, debates, conventions, concerts, professional artists as well as athletic events that are common on most Universities of our size.  

These ideas are not new, but with Restructuring I believe that they are reachable goals.  If we are to become a viable university we must have practical goals that we can attain.  Everyone knows that NAU faculty engages in many discussions.  This is the ivory tower where we discuss great ideas, and sometimes no so great ideas.  However, given the problems that we now face, I feel that it’s important that we act and act now.  I am not suggesting that we act without thought and deliberation, but we cannot anticipate every bump in the road and we must not get mired down in minutia.  I have faith that as we strive to make NAU the best possible university we will stumble, but I’m also convinced that we have the will and the intelligence to pick ourselves up to continue toward our goals.  I urge the Senate to approve the Restructuring concept.

Barry Lutz – Treasurer Faculty Senate
My name is Barry Lutz, and I currently serve as Treasurer of the NAU Faculty Senate. As specified by the Senate Bylaws, Senate Officers do not represent any academic unit, but rather represent the Faculty at large.  It is within the context of this charge that I am speaking in favor of restructuring.  I do so, not on the basis of any financial savings (although there can be substantial savings over the course of time), but on the necessity for the future health of NAU’s academic programs and their relevance to future students.

As an institution committed to providing the highest quality of education to its students, NAU has reached a critical juncture in its development.  It has grown rapidly over the past years, but without a comprehensive, university-wide plan.  In doing so, it has evolved into an amorphous entity that lacks definition and cohesiveness.  Instead it has become a collection of unconnected programs, departments and colleges, each on its own path without regard to global university needs and priorities.

This penchant for unit autonomy is now undermining NAU’s future.  We lack the identity considered necessary to recruit new students effectively, and we lack the flexibility to respond to the needs and expectations of these students. If NAU is going to survive the 21st Century as a successful university with quality programs and diverse educational opportunities for its students, it has no real choice but to reorganize itself into a more effective and well-defined institution.  Restructuring is the first step towards this goal.

A faculty committee that was comprised of a broad range of unit interests and viewpoints has recommended restructuring. The committee had at its disposal the data and information required to make an informed and considered decision, and it made its recommendation in the context of university citizenship, not unit partisanship. 

It has proposed two possible options that could take NAU forward into the next stage of its development.  Personally, I prefer the elements of plan B because they best address what I consider an important principle for facilitating faculty collaboration, current student opportunities, and new student recruitment: colleges would be defined by the common affinities of mission, goals, objectives and nature of disciplines. But either plan would be a workable first step towards restructuring as would be one which draws on the best elements of both.

Will restructuring be difficult and uncomfortable? Of course!  Change is hard for us all. Will restructuring take time? Yes, as do all major shifts in structure. Will restructuring cause units and programs to lose their currently established identities and lose students?  No, unless the faculty of those programs chooses to make it so.

Will restructuring eliminate programs or compromise accreditation?  No, unless the faculty chooses to pursue that direction. Will restructuring help the university deal with its current crises and move it forward into its next phase?  For me, that an unqualified yes. As fellow senators, I ask that you view this question from the perspective of what’s best for the university.  I urge you to vote for restructuring.

Secretarial Note: The tape was not recording after this point. Due to the poor acoustics in the room --- I was not able to hear much of what followed Marcus Ford’s speech.
Senator Marcus Ford
I have two things to say before I read my speech. FIRST: Some people seem to think I said that Biology supports Plan A at our last meeting. I did not mean to say that and if I did say it, it was apologize. It is pretty apparent that Biology faculty supports Plan B. SECOND: I love NAU and I am somewhat hopeful for the University. I am very committed to the University even though I sometimes oppose some of the Administration’s plans. 
NAU is currently facing many challenges. The biggest challenges we face, according to President Haeger and other administrators, in the area of recruitment, retention, faculty and staff salaries, budget, and I would add, faculty workload and morale. 

The restructuring plans we are discussing today, do not address any of these problems, which is to say it is largely a distraction. Plan A or Plan B or Plan A+ will not bring about greater salaries for faculty or staff. Plan A or Plan B or Plan A+ will not wil not help us attract or retain students. And the savings associated with Plan A or Plan B or Plan A+are at the best minor and several YEARS out. AT worst all three Plans will actually cost slightly more, or will have no net effect. 

So this brings us to our last major problem, faculty workload and morale. How will restructuring affect these problems? Many faculty are opposed to all the restructuring plans. HRM, Communication and Electrical Engineering are all on record as being opposed and there are others. It does not seem likely that their morale will be improved by moving to any of the plans. Likewise there are departments such as Humanities, Arts and Religion, Geology, History, Philosophy, and Environmental Science who strongly support A or A+. Should the University adopt this structure faculty morale in those areas might improve, but it certainly will not improve if we go with Plan B or something like it. Likewise there are those in Physics, Biology and Computer Sciences who are supportive of B, but not A.. If we go with B they will be happy, if we go with A they will not. So whatever plan is adopted faculty morale will in most cases worsen! 

So what difference does faculty morale make in the long run? One possibility is that those faculty who are unhappy here will leave. Their lines will, in most cases, be captured and some of their savings might go to faculty and staff salaries---and administrative salaries---but so will their workload. And this could well have a snowballing effect, which from a budgetary standpoint, will be good news for the taxpayers of the state and for the administration. It would not, however, be good news to the students and the future of the welfare of the state and the nation.

This administration believes that faculty morale is closely tied to low salaries, and that when we receive our modest raises next year, if we do, that morale will soar or at least stabilize. I have long advocated for increased faculty and staff salaries. But I do not believe that the morale will much be affected by these modest sums. Everyone richly deserves these raises, which amount to little more than cost of living increases if that, and I am NOT speaking against them.  But just as important as the money is the sense that we are in control of our lives, that our voices matter, and it is this feeling that what we say does not matter that is a major source of low faculty morale. When ABOR decided to hire President Cargol despite or because of the strong objections of the Faculty Senate, and the Council of Deans and others, faculty morale suffered. Likewise when President Haeger said that regardless of what support there is for the Plans --- we are to adopt a plan to restructure the University --- that does not reflect the will of the majority. It is a mistake.
So my argument is this: None of the plans address student recruitment or retention, none address faculty and staff salaries, and none will help solve our budgetary problems. In short, restructuring has become a major distraction from what needs to be addressed---and will continue to be so for years to come. Moreover restructuring will create issues. Faculty morale will in some cases benefit, but in most cases will only further deteriorate. No doubt here is room for some restructuring, but it must proceed judiciously and thoughtfully. There is no need to rush to judgement. We have more pressing problems to address. 
Senator Nita Paden – College of Business Administration

Just a few short comments – I would like to speak in support of Restructuring. I agree with Barry, David and Bob & many others that there are needs that must be addressed and what we lack is a plan.


I don’t believe it will undermine our programs. I don’t believe restructuring will decrease faculty morale. I value greatly our ability to work together. I feel that the expressions of differences are a positive sign. However, I worry that our faculty’s perception of problems will be transmitted to students and that it is their reaction that will cause problems. The College of Business faculty members are generally accepting of Restructuring. While some do not believe that there would be a problem with either A or B, generally the College of Business faculty prefers Plan A over Plan B.

Senator Nancy Paxton 

It seems that what’s before us is whether we vote now or after April 12th when President Haeger releases his plan --- But many of the speakers don’t make it clear WHEN way they want to vote --- what they are discussing are Plan A or Plan B or to restructure or not restructure. I would like to know what their stand is on the Motion before the Senate.
Senator Marcus Ford

I personally would like to wait until the President puts forth a plan. But I don’t want to lose the opportunity to advocate for one plan over another if it will have any affect. President Haeger has said that we will restructure---regardless of what the faculty says.

Barry Lutz – Treasurer Faculty Senate
Our remarks were created to respond to a different question than the motion on the floor. Until 2:45 today I though we would be addressing the question of restructuring and which plan would be best. That was what the Faculty Senate Executive Committee agreed on. But when I arrived right before the meeting I was informed by President Connell that he was putting forth his own motion--- the one that is on the floor. 
Charles W. Connell - President of the Senate
The reason I put forth the motion that I did is that if the Senate voted yes or no on Restructuring it puts the members in the position that:

1. If we vote No --- before even hearing the President’s plan we will be considered to be abstructioists; and 

2. If we vote YES --- we are giving a blank check and avoiding the responsibilities of our elected offices.
I feel very challenged by being kept in the dark while being put in the middle of a process with a situation where we are supposed to vote on something without knowing even what it is. I do not want to approve a shot in the dark.

There followed a general discussion on the timing of a vote and the need for the faculty to put forth their support or disapproval of specific options before President Haeger is to make a decision on the Plan that the Provost said will be put to ABOR on the 29th or 30th of April. Senator Paxton wanted to know if there were anyone present who is on the workload committee, the Changing Directions Committee, & the Distance Task Force & other Committees who could comment on the affect of the specific Restructuring Plans. Connell said that the Freshman Task Force has made its first presentation. The Provost said that the workload Committee was to look at workload across the campus. There is no standardized plan regarding workload at the University and the administration had NO PLAN to try to standardize workload --- restructuring will not affect workload it will still be set by the individual units based on their needs and priorities. 
President Connell said that it seemed to him that workload issues are critical. That faculty morale is being affected by unreasonable workloads in some cases and perceived inequities and yet restructuring is not even addressing these issues. He asked: “What is the vision of what Restructuring is addressing?” 
Senator Culbertson wanted to know the consequences of not approving a plan A or Plan B before the ABOR meeting. The Provost said that there is no plan which has been presented to the Campus by the Administration as yet. She said the Senate could wait until the 26th but they do not know what ABOR will do --- and regardless of what the Senate does, it will not prevent ABOR from acting. David said that he feels blind sided because he came to the meeting thinking that we would be voting today on Restructuring and he is feeling anxious if he has to go back to the colleges and say that the Senate passed up the opportunity to voice the views of colleges. 
Senator Janet Mc Shane said that she was confused --- She thought President Haeger said Restructuring would go forward and that therefore the Senate’s only obligation therefore was to give President Haeger information about the various choices that Haeger is going to chose from. We really have no voice on restructuring itself---that has already been decided regardless of what the faculty wants or what the Senate says about it. There was further discussion of the over 140 responses that came in through the Senate and the other responses communicated directly to the administration. The Provost said that per Haeger’s instructions she is putting together a notebook of the faculty responses she has received through Connell and other sources. 
One Senator wanted to know if there was any reason the President could not give us a specific plan to vote on before the submission to ABOR. MJ said that the President has promised student bodies to give input before he chooses a plan and therefore there is no time. After more discussion the question was called. A roll call vote was taken. 

NO – 19, YES – 16, ABSTAIN 5 – Motion failed.
Vice President Larry Mohrweis then made a motion that the Senate support Restructuring. Senator Bob Yowell Seconded the Motion. Yowell said that he thought it would be a powerful action for the Senate to support the President.  He said: “The Blue Ribbon Committee met with Regent Calderon & John Haeger did not Dream this up---This is based in ABOR’s Changing Directions Initiative and the need for NAU to have the flexibility to meet the challenges it faces.” Bob urged the Senators to support Restructuring. Joe Boles asked if the Principles on the handout would go along with the vote. Larry said no. But a friendly amendment was accepted.  
MOTION: What ever the outcome of the vote principles (like those on handout 2) would be developed & go forward to President Haeger, 
There was more discussion and then the Motion was changed from to “approve” the concept of restructuring to “accept” the concept of restructuring. The Motion that went forward was: “The Senate accepts the concept of restructuring with the guiding principles to be developed.” There was a voice vote and some paper ballots handed to the Secretary and Parliamentarian Bacon. 

Final Vote: all signifying Aye except two nays and 3 abstentions. Motion passed.
Meeting was adjourned.    
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