ASC and USC Combined Meeting: Proposed Academic Restructure
October 30th, 2026
10:00 a.m. 
Welcome & Opening
Chancellor Mike, Provost Kate, and CFO Kent Bond on Academic Restructure

Question: How would the proposed restructuring affect advising?
· Leadership indicated that the goal is to minimize disruption for students.
· Further decisions regarding advising structures will be made after the vote, with a focus on maintaining services and creating an effective model for students.

Question: How will administrative support roles (ADAs and Dean’s Assistants) be affected if the restructuring moves forward?
· Dean’s Assistants will report directly to the Associate Deans.
· Associate Deans will continue to report to the Deans.
· For Amy I., her responsibilities will remain focused on the same areas she currently supports within CSET, but her role will extend across two divisions.
· For Holly K., Fine Arts will be added to her area of responsibility and will be supported alongside CSB.

Question: For the survey you mentioned, will campus see the results of this survey? Could you please clarify who will receive the voting email on Nov. 5? Faculty, university staff, academic staff, full-time and part-time employees? Temporary employees or just permanent? Thanks!
· Voting emails will be sent to all faculty and staff with appointments of 75% FTE or greater.
· Human Resources and SOFAS will review and aggregate results.
· Survey results, including comments, will be shared with the campus community.
· A draft of the survey is being sent to University Committee (UC) for review.

Question: I will speak for those within my department how would you feel someone like an "SSC member" would be affected by this?
· SSC members would not be directly affected by the restructuring.
· There may be changes to reporting lines or points of contact for questions.
· The model would provide year-round leadership support through trained directors.

Question: So the restructure seems to be more heavily affecting the academic areas.  How will the restructure affect other areas on campus?
· Leadership emphasized that the proposed changes could significantly affect the university's future direction, which is why campus input is being sought through a vote.
· If campus feedback indicates the model would not be successful, leadership stated they would not move forward.
· The proposed model shifts away from a traditional hierarchical structure toward one that gives more authority and decision-making at the local level.
· Leadership noted that universities often function best when decisions are informed from the bottom up rather than top down.

Question: Work under director already with nursing, if vote goes through as a no, will this change current structure?  
· Leadership stated that Nursing's current director structure would remain in place regardless of the vote outcome.
· Nursing's existing model helped inform aspects of the proposed restructuring.
· Other temporary director arrangements within CHESW would need to be evaluated if the restructuring does not move forward.

Question: Also regarding the survey/vote:  Is this a plurality vote?  i.e. if the vote is 401 to 400 voting not in favor of the restructure, would the administration still move forward with the restructure seeing as the campus is so close?
· Leadership indicated that no decision had yet been made regarding how a narrowly divided vote would be addressed.
· Discussions with governance groups are planned to determine how results would be interpreted.

Question: One potential benefit of the restructuring that has been discussed is moving budget/ funds closer to the students and the people most connected to their day-to-day experiences. Can you talk a little more about what that means in practice?
So...I like the idea of moving funds closer to students, where they can have more impact. When there's many oars in the water, sometimes they paddle in opposite directions — how will the university ensure funds are used to work together?
· Budget authority currently resides largely at the dean level. The restructuring would move more decision-making authority to the local academic level.
· The model would allow funds to be carried forward from year to year, supporting longer-term planning.
· Leadership emphasized the importance of collaboration across divisions.

Question: The Resch institute of music has had an interim domain director for a little while now. Has this position served as a test run for directors? If yes, do you feel it has been successful?
· Leadership indicated that the experience has been successful.
· Having local disciplinary experts in leadership roles was described as beneficial because of their subject matter expertise and direct connection to the academic area.

Question: Who will oversee the Timetable in each Division?  Will that duty remain with the Associate Deans?
· The current CHESW model may serve as a template. Directors would receive additional training related to scheduling and timetable responsibilities. Scott Ashmann would continue providing university-level oversight.
· Directors would assume more internal operational responsibilities, while deans would focus more on external engagement, partnerships, and broader strategic leadership.

Question: Thank you for being here, Chancellor and Provost, and for your responsiveness throughout this process. I'm wondering if you can talk about how this change might potentially affect programming efforts that are currently structured by college/major (e.g. commencement, GBAPS visits, company tours, etc.). How might attendance change in programs like these; how might budget allocations limit student participation from other majors (or reduce limitations, if that's the case); how would we communicate which commencement ceremony students would participate in to them and their families?
· Leadership believes the changes could improve participation and attendance.
· Prospective students generally identify with programs rather than colleges, and the university may need to communicate more through program identities.
· Commencement structures would be reviewed to determine the most effective program groupings and ceremony sizes.

Question: Does this mean we would get rid of the four colleges CSET, CSB, CAHSS, CHESW? Or...just keep the named schools like the Cofrin School of Business and Resch School of Engineering?   I think it is hard to talk about CSET, CAHSS, or CHESW in a way exterior audiences understand.
· The proposal would replace the current college structure with divisions.
· Leadership indicated that named schools such as the Cofrin School of Business and Resch School of Engineering would remain.
· The current college structure can be difficult to explain to external stakeholders and donors.
· Leadership stressed the importance of creating a structure that is more easily understood by external audiences.

Question: Can you confirm, will survey responses be anonymous or identifiable? If responses are identifiable, what measures will be in place to ensure faculty and staff feel comfortable providing honest feedback without concern about potential professional consequences, including how their views may be perceived by leadership or colleagues?
· Responses will be kept confidential.
· Only Human Resources and SOFAS will have access to vote information to ensure one vote per person.
· Leadership stated there would be no professional consequences for survey responses. Any retaliation related to survey participation would be addressed.
· Leadership emphasized the importance of honest feedback from all employee groups.

Question: If I’m hearing correctly, the argument seems to be 1) we need to reorganize so that we can move to a director model and get the funding closer to the students, and 2) in the new model the specifics of the organizational structure won’t be as important. So why the reorganization? Why split, for instance, science and engineering under two different deans when that may feel disorienting to people?  Is it possible to move to a director model but keep the structure as similar as possible?
· Leadership agreed that moving toward a director model is a primary goal.
· Budget realities require reducing some administrative positions to fund director positions.
· The proposal also seeks to redefine the role of deans, focusing them more on external relationships and strategic work.
· Leadership noted that funding allocations have largely remained unchanged for many decades and that the proposal aims to better align resources with current needs.
· Community connections and external partnerships were cited as important considerations for areas such as the Resch School of Engineering and Cofrin School of Business.

Question: The Cofrin Center for Biodiversity already has a director.  Why is a director reporting into another director? (NAS on the visual)  All other directors show reporting into a Dean.
· Leadership stated that the title "director" is used broadly due to system and HR classification requirements.
· The reporting relationship is intended to leverage resources and create synergies within Natural and Applied Sciences.
· Leadership acknowledged that additional discussions are ongoing and adjustments could be made if the proposal is implemented.

Question:  In the email that was sent out on 10/19 it was mentioned you would like to give out professional development funds for staff of $220.  If this is only affecting the academic areas will they be the only ones that will be receiving the $220 for professional development?  Or will ALL staff on the campus benefit from this?  What does this mean for the University Staff Professional Development  Committee?   Will the Division/Director manage those PD fund or will things route through the committee?  (Unsure if Academic Staff also has a PD Committee)
· The announced funding applies to academic areas.
· Funding would be allocated to divisions and managed by directors.
· The goal is to distribute funds more equitably based on staffing levels rather than historical funding patterns.

Question: On the topic of getting more of our voice, could you speak to whether or not there are plans to incorporate more opportunities for direct voice/involvement (not disparaging governance but to empower everyone to speak up) in this model? I recall during Heather Butterfield's interview for HR director, she talked about stay interviews. Would that be one of the methods through which you'd demonstrate that value for our voices going forward?
· Leadership reaffirmed the importance of shared governance.
· The director model is intended to place decision-makers closer to employees.
· Leadership expressed support for ideas such as "stay interviews" as a way to gather employee feedback.
Question: With regards to your comment about equitable size colleges, if the restructure doesn't go through, how will you work to make the colleges more equitable?
· Leadership stated that progress would depend heavily on collaboration among the deans under the current structure.

Question: Hearing from faculty sessions, lack of trust/loss of trust, step forward to rebuild this. Part of the university does not feel support.  What are next steps no matter how this goes over?
· Leadership acknowledged concerns regarding trust and support across campus.
· Open dialogue, free expression, and constructive disagreement were identified as important values.
· The goal is to gather input, make a decision, and then work together to move forward as a university community.

Question: AS and US that are not affected by restructure change, how able to vote yes or no?
· The survey will include a "Prefer Not to Answer" option.

Question: Nursing/health studies – have had director position and good model. Administratively have not had enough staff.  Will have opportunities to hire more staff?  If the colleges stay the same, will admin support be adjusted to help with the unequal sizes?
· Leadership stated that the new structure would provide greater flexibility for local leaders to determine how resources are allocated.
· Discussion also highlighted the valuable perspective dean assistants have regarding operational challenges and similarities across colleges.

Question: If restructure goes through, area won’t be affected, but points of contact will be affected.  Hope for continued conversations continue about those outside of academic restructure to help support.
· Participants emphasized the importance of continuing conversations with employees whose areas may not be directly affected by the restructuring.
· Leadership agreed that ongoing communication will be necessary regardless of the vote outcome.
· Increased enrollment, changing operational needs, and improved communication between areas were identified as ongoing priorities.
· Leadership acknowledged that both the current structure and the proposed structure include potential benefits and challenges.
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