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Meeting Minutes

Call to Order

Deborah Belcher, 2009-2010 Faculty Senate President, called the meeting to order at 4:36 p.m. in the Faculty Senate Chambers.  Senators signed roll upon arrival.

Approval of the Minutes
Deborah Belcher made a request for approval and corrections of the October 12, 2009 meeting minutes. Alfred Lutz made the motion to approve.  Ken Rushlow seconded the motion, and the minutes were approved by majority vote of the Senate.
Treasurer’s Report

The current operating expenses are $128.24.  Travel $400.00.  Foundation Balance $849.48.
President’s Report 

· Announcements
· D Belcher: Hope everyone read e-mail sent out to address questions from last week’s Steering Committee meeting.
· Ground breaking ceremonies for College of Education (COE) and Student Union have occurred.
· United Charitable Giving Campaign: all have received this information; D. Belcher has more information if desired.
· TUFS: UT/TBR Task Force Document.  FS members can have discussion on this document, as desired, after the meeting.

· Updates
· From the Steering Committee/President’s Cabinet Committee:  Buyouts: for this year only; opportunity will not be available next year.
· Post-Retirement: Based on contracts; persons in contracts will finish these up based on their contract; new people will only get 1 year of post-retirement; process will end in July 2011.

TBR Representative Report/Larry Burriss
· Budget charts have been e-mailed to each senator. 

· On the charts, MOE stands for  Maintenance of Effort - money the state had to add to higher education in order to receive ARRA funds, stimulus monies that go away in 2011–2 012.  This means that TBR funding in 2007-2008 was $757,141,000, but will be (projected) $577,440,000 in 2011-2012.

· State revenues are currently 2 percent below projections, which may necessitate another 9 percent reduction in TBR university budgets in 2010 - 2011. 

· Any proposals for a TBR-UT merger will have to be approved by the state legislature.

· Some discussion of workload forms. 

· Paula Short, Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs, said it was her impression the forms had to reflect actual faculty work.  This will be an item for further sub-council discussion.  

· Old Business
· Positioning the University for the Future: Proposed Restructuring of Colleges
· New Business
· Positioning the University for the Future:  Proposed Restructuring of Colleges

· Dr. Diane Miller Presented
· D. Miller thanked group for opportunity to talk with the Senate; this is like coming home, having been a member of the Senate previously. Will answer questions, have conversations.

· Brought slides of latest proposed configuration of colleges; changes from document presented last Thursday based on meetings held around that time. 

· D. Miller covered latest proposal: went over colleges one at a time.
· Principles guiding proposed model: difficult to list everything--degree programs, centers, etc. identified with departments were not listed. New PhD programs were put in latest proposed structure. Does not show every detail through the slides.

· Major difference in proposed Arts and Sciences College: original had School of Physical Sciences. If we start with this, then in the future, the school of physical science could move to a separate college; suggestion was not that the depts. lose autonomy.  Questions about internal reorganization within a college, disciplines that were common to depts., etc.  What responsibilities could be raised to a school level?  What responsibilities need to be maintained at a dept. level?   Jill Austin is chairing a committee that is discussing these matters.

· As result of meeting with Chemistry department, took larger approach of including departments that would contribute to the new PhD programs--put 5 departments together. Currently Geosciences does not have a MS program--where would they go? Still comfortable with Geology in a School or Division of Sciences (new proposal).

· Geology with 5 other departments in School of Science.
School/Division of Liberal Arts: 

· Next college: Communication and Fine Arts

· Open to change of names; titles of each college just happen to be in alphabetical order (functional names).
· From Thursday’s proposal: Meeting with Organizational Communication that had been in Speech and Theatre. Had originally been put elsewhere--ongoing discussion of them being placed in the College of Business. Have also met with people today who thought both communication areas should stay together and stay in Communications.  Initially, in the proposal (in meeting with Deans, Chairs, etc.) first model--was calling the areas disciplines (currently departments)--label was there for conversation, feedback is welcome in respect to name of college(s).
· Applied and Professional Studies: Different from Thursday’s proposed configuration.  Suggestion came in to group disciplines by whether they were an applied or professional program; nothing has changed about discipline groups; some disciplines wanting to maintain internal working. Health and Human Performance is now back together as one department.  Faculty in Communication Disorders are comfortable being added to HHP department (symbolized by + sign).  Human Sciences remains the same with Early Childhood potentially moving to the College of Education.  Psychology is talking about moving to Applied or staying in Arts and Sciences--met with them this past Friday. 

· Education: New Dean of college will have opportunity for input into organization.  Curriculum and Instruction--currently remains as is, plus early childhood education.  In interviews with Dean candidates, everyone asked why early childhood was not in the COE. Response to Dean candidates: currently going through discussions about restructuring.
· Education Leadership and Research--everything that was listed previously plus professional counseling programs. 

· College of Business: Met with Business Communication and Entrepreneurship: They provided a convincing argument about staying together. Dean Burton asked to have an internal conversation with all departments about College of Business reorganizing within itself. Met with people today that thought organizational communication should stay with communication studies in the proposed college of communication & fine arts.

· Note about the restructuring proposal: D. Miller: Do not want to add concerns or contribute to concerns--will send out revisions/reports to campus every so often (next month) instead of sending out each and every revision. This revision shared with Faculty Senate. Clarified that implementation of this restructuring will also be extended based on the extension of the proposal deadline in today’s e-mail from President McPhee. He did not wish to give a date today for implementation.

· University College: Nothing has changed; more a reflection of changing from Continuing Education/Distance Learning to University College. Discussion in Dean’s retreat, this was the one college for which there was unanimous support. Adding components from Student Services is a conversation to better/best serve student needs. Feedback about placement of General Education, EXL, and Student Support Services still coming to D. Miller.

Opening of discussion for questions from Faculty Senators and responses from D. Miller:

Ken Rushlow: In discussion from last FS meeting, with the 20 million cut and additional cuts, this proposal is to fit better with the master plan--do not see anything that makes this fit better--why this, why now? Anticipate $250,000 savings, with 20 million dollar plus deficit, why put this forward? In the context of costs that will also be incurred? Why this, why now? 

Response: Miller: Start with third point first--the President has said all along, going back to last Spring,  college restructuring, proposed changes were not all targeted to budget cuts. Some changes might take us down a path that would be costly at first, but better in the long run. College restructuring was never solely about saving money. The first proposal that was presented by D. Miller to a small group--took departments and put them under different colleges--feedback was that there was no cost savings. First document disseminated to university was a reduction from 36 to 29 departments, with a potential cost savings of $250,000.  Responsibilities of a chair could be shifted, less re-assigned time, etc., might save some monies.  $250,000 compared to 19 million from last year and 6 million for July next year--25  million total--this is a drop in the bucket.  May be 4 faculty positions--savings was not the focus, but made a contribution. First point: Why now? President’s vision years ago--was to make our College of Education a signature program in the state, region, nationally ranked.  McPhee called a meeting in Fall 2002 or Spring 2003 in Alumni Center and challenged faculty members  to bring forward a proposal to meet this goal--did not receive  a proposal other than the creation of COHRE.  President McPhee decided he would create a college that focused on teacher preparation and those professions that support teacher education. Would need to pull out the other departments that make up the Behavioral Sciences part of the current college. Took this as an opportunity to look at college structure and see if there is a better structure for the future, for the next 100 years.  Why not take this as an opportunity since there were 4 departments that had to be placed elsewhere anyway. Question is can we restructure? Opportunity.

Kim Nofsinger: If Organizational Communication moves to Department of Business, question about their placement given that they are an inter-disciplinary program… 

Miller: Refer to faculty in Organizational Communication for where they prefer to be placed. At other universities they are placed in Management. 

Kim N: There have been issues at the curriculum committee level due to the fact that this is an interdisciplinary program and not a stand alone program

John Pennington: What does this proposed plan do to help us to restructure for the future? Be stronger? Facilitate communication between dept? Interactions? 
Miller: Hope that the answer is part of what you were saying--communication, interaction. Hope we have created some new synergies that have not evolved or been realized to date.  Miller has gotten a lot of positive feedback particularly from units in the proposed College of Applied and Professional Studies   New synergies are created by making changes--getting people to look outside of comfort zone. External funding opportunities.  How did she get to first proposal?  She presented first proposal as her personal creation so that she could gather input, criticism, etc., and then build a better model.  First proposal came with input from Deans, Chair’s Council, D. Belcher from FS--conversations throughout summer--D. Miller listened to conversations (did not talk), asked people to speak freely.  No one wants to do anything that is detrimental to the University or hurt programs, etc. University is looking for ways to stimulate new synergy, growth, etc.  Asked people in meetings to think from “outside of the university”… “outside of their roles,” etc.--these factors resulted in first model for restructuring.
J Pennington: Is it fair to say that some schools are set apart in order to highlight certain programs, signature programs, etc.?

Miller: Highlighted history of College of Education earlier--no other proposed restructuring is meant to bring any program to the forefront.  Someone asked in Psychology meeting--is intent to take focus off the signature programs?  Response was that this is not the intent to change any focus from the signature programs—administration wants these to continue--perhaps repositioning will create new synergies and new signature programs. 

John Maynor: Political Science.  Why merge Political Science with Geography?
Miller: Discussion during Dean’s retreat about geosciences and geology--potential for synergy between Political Science and Geography with Geology as a stand alone. Since have met with the Department of Geosciences--Miller is comfortable with putting this department back together.  Has kept them apart for now--having on-going conversations--Geosciences will provide further information. 

Maynor: Welcome D. Miller to visit with Political Science and get on their schedule to share their response.  Chair has sent an e-mail.  No one to this date has asked this department if they think this is a good arrangement. 

Miller: Have told Allison to set up meetings with anyone who calls.
Maynor: Chair is under impression that he is to go through the Dean.  The department is confused about how to conduct a 2-way dialogue.

Miller: I want to keep the deans in the loop for all conversations in their colleges.  Political Science is not left out of dialogue with any intent.

Warner Cribb: Geosciences: Geologist are interested in keeping GIS tool in department; working hard to come up with a proposal to keep GIS aspect of Geography in Geosciences.  Working hard to achieve what they want but working to see how they fit in the model.

Maynor: Seems odd that they (Political Science) are not being included in the dialogue.

Cribb: Would be happy to meet at any time.  The issue is under discussion each day in the department. Chair is out of town--working hard to develop a proposal to focus on what they want, but to still fit with aspect of Geography working with Political Science.

Miller: Involve/communicate with Dr. Harris.  Communicate when chair is available-- wants to keep Deans in the loop.  Idea is to keep Chairs and Deans together and communicating.

Maynor: (Meeting with Deans) This meeting already took place last week.  Proposal from Political Science is that there is a better fit for where Geography would go--with History.  Political Science can see nothing in the academic plan that would merge Political Science and Geography together.  Mechanism to have input does not seem to be working.

Cribb: Meeting--he was not there--understanding was that Geography would remain in Geosciences.  Following that--try to keep part of Geography with Geosciences and see how they fit in their current place in the college restructuring proposal. 

Maynor: Where does the aspect of Geography go that Geosciences does not keep?

Alfred Lutz: Suggested that this conversation needed to be between departments—becoming bogged down.

Alfred Lutz: English professor.  What is the goal for restructuring?  Quoted from President’s e-mail: necessary steps to position...benefit from unique opportunity...on the horizon…organized based on current best practices and anticipated needs of students and faculty.  Master plan on pg. 9…respond to emerging needs in the region.  Question: What do these phrases mean? We could understand model if these phrases were clarified. Not sure where we are moving to…

Miller: Recognized that Alfred sent a response to the President and he responded.  She is not responding to the correspondence.

Alfred: Pleasant correspondence.

Miller: Will try to articulate what these phrases mean in the December release of the revised discussion document. .

Ronda Henderson: Business Communication & Entrepreneurship: Secondary education is gone from model.
Miller: Secondary education is a set of courses that had been in Education Leadership, those wanting to be secondary teachers…just an attempt to clean up the document.  ED Leadership will remain intact.  Faculty from Ed Leadership, Ed Psy, Foundations of Ed, Instructional Methods, General courses across secondary teacher preparation…filled in information about course titles/examples.
Chuck Higgins: Physics: Question about Arts and Sciences: Do you see a warm body/person in the position over the directors of the schools?  Will this be another layer of approval, management chain?

Miller: Can be handled either way.  Waiting on report from the committee working on this.  Hesitant to say…(still gathering information) models--one model is to have an Associate Dean for College of Arts and Sciences (similar to College of Education, currently with two associate deans).  Does not have to be at this level.  Committee is trying to tease out responsibilities common to all department Chairs--could these be raised to the next higher level?  Could the discipline role then have very specific responsibilities?
Paul Fisher: Recording Industry: Vision of the future one has is really important.  Part of the problem we have, even when your report is finished by April 1, and you hand it up... What comes down from above may not have anything to do with the recommendations put forward.  If a rationale is being put forth about the vision of the future--needs to be more in the President’s voice.

Miller: Will carry message forward.

Fisher: Some may want to interrogate.

Miller: Stated she keeps the President updated about the process and conversations taking place. he has talked to deans, department chairs and faculty senate.  She would be surprised if Academic Affairs does not have the support of the President when the report is put forward. 
Fisher: Sat next to President in Steering Committee meeting for an hour last week.  He made it clear that he is intentionally avoiding specifics for clear reasons in this part of the process.  Does not want people to think it’s a done deal. (Fisher) Maybe he (President) needs to be specific in regard to conceptual specifics.

Miller: Thinks the President will…if model is convincing to us as a community, has a strong rationale, etc…support the model.
Fisher: As tactfully as possible, some people in this room do not share this idea of his support.

W. Cribb: Take this as an opportunity to go to our departments and see how we can do our job better, better prepare college students for the next 20 years, etc.  We can think about what this future will be; hoping that the administration is looking for input from us about the opportunities that may be.

Fisher: Operating under same set of instructions--just speaking to the past history of surprises. 

Roland Untch: In terms of shaping our input, is this task force report--the UT/TBR report shaping the restructuring.  Prefer this report (clarified to be the TUFS report) not refer to us as a masters large (?) university—wishes it to be corrected in report.  
D. Belcher: Will ensure this language is corrected.  
B. Haskew: Process (restructuring) may contribute more heat…due to fear of job elimination, etc. fears from other proposal--may not get the kinds of creative responses hoped for due to fears.  In the very first master plan, learned--created about 8 different groups that were to meet--found that people in university did not know each other at all in these meetings--however, even though the boxes are rearranged--still may be in silos--do not know each other.  Trying to do more cross-study, energy--people do not know each other who would profit from knowing each other--makes organizing them difficult--may need to have some cross-discipline courses. 

Burris: We are meeting with Art/Music and see how courses overlap, etc. got on phones and talked with colleagues; do not understand why other depts. do not call on the phone, etc.  Dr. Miller has asked for input.

Miller: Asked Deans to facilitate conversations in their colleges--deans have been asked to help facilitate and manage the process--open to meet with individuals, small groups, etc. at that time trying to think of a mechanism to facilitate the process.

Rushlow: At some point during this process--can you start listing advantages to this plan?  We are hearing the negatives.  However it is dispersed, see advantages/positives of this plan.  “It’s going to happen whether we like it or not “ (stated by some others)…so we could focus on the positives.

Badley to Haskew: Three new PhD programs--consciously designed to be interdisciplinary; looking at future of TN and technical corridor from Oak Ridge through MTSU to Tullahoma.
Deborah Belcher thanked Miller and Badley for coming; thanked in return.

Adjournment

D. Belcher adjourned the meeting at 6:11 p.m.
Minutes Recorded by Tara Perry on behalf of Stephanie Taylor.
Edited: D. Belcher
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