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Form for Providing Input on Proposed Academic Organizational Structure 

Comment Period: September 11- 22, 2008 

 

MCC Employees are invited to respond to the following four questions regarding the proposed plan: 

 

1. What benefits do you see in the plan as proposed? 

 The Library and Distance Ed are a logical combination.  Both deal with educational applications of technology.  It is a 
positive that the Dean of Instructional Technology reports directly to the VP of Academic and Student Affairs. 

 It is more fiscally responsible.  Some of the departments seem more logical. 

 The 2 most obvious benefits is that full-time instructors will now be in the classroom more often, and the cost savings 
associated with using stipends over release time for departmental duties of lead instructors. 

 I like that it saves the college money while not putting undue work burdens on most employees.  I like that you crystallized 
3 main points of interest which ultimately seemed to distill down to our main goal: Education.  We are educators and this is 
what we do and what we will continue to do (even better) in future.  I wish we all thought of ourselves as educators or 
significant contributors to this mission. 

 It seems to offer a more balanced management of disciplines. 

 Returning faculty to the classroom is a good idea.  If 40% would have been the maximum release time as determined by the 
chair matrix advisory committee two summers ago this may not be an issue. 

 I believe the new organization structure makes a number of improvements over the present.  The plan also addresses the 
issue of some full-time instructors receiving an inordinate amount of release time. 

 Better balance among areas. 

 Returns some full-time instructors to the classroom 

 Eliminates some unnecessary faculty reassigned time 

 Puts in place a process through which anyone can apply for department chair positions (this is more fair to faculty than 
chairs being appointed) 

 Creates an administrative leadership position for distance education: Dean of Instructional Technology (and 
Interdisciplinary Studies?) 

 Plans/makes room for growth (new programs are slotted into the chart) 

 I agree with the proposed designation of “The College Experience” (MCC 101) as an area to be supervised by the new 
position – Dean of Student Success.  This is a good fit with the other programs and services, i.e., Advising, Counseling, the 
Sage Learning Center, and the Test Center.  Our goals are similar and there already is a strong working relationship between 
these other areas and “The College Experience.” 

 I also support the concept of “Lead Instructor” in some areas such as language arts, life and physical sciences, and visual 
and performing arts.  Clearly, there has already been a great deal of thought and discussion devoted to the preparation of 
this proposal and to the redefinition of current and new positions of responsibility.  However, I cannot directly comment on 
these other areas because I have not taught nor have I served as a department chair in these other disciplines.  I assume 
that other individuals will submit their own comments related to their discipline, department, and/or current division. 

 I am thrilled the committee recognizes the importance of the benefit of both credit and noncredit classes for the 
community.  The benefits of this reorganization are improving the academic structure, elimination of redundant or 
ineffective areas, and most of all, full-time faculty in the classroom.  In the long run, MCC will be a much healthier and 
thriving institution. 

 I feel that we are organized better.  It makes sense.  I know a lot of thought was put into this and I appreciate it. 

 In our department, the CLC and ECE/EDU department report to the same dean.  I think that is very important to maintain 
consistency between what is taught in ECE classes and what students observe in the CLC. 

We have grave concerns about the elimination of the ECE/EDU chair position under the Dean of Education for the 
following reasons: 

a. The dynamics of departmental discussions about issues that affect our department or should be “department 
driven” will be drastically changed if the discussion is with our direct supervisor rather than with our 
colleagues.  In our case, this could include discussion about appropriate course and degree development, the 
merits of various accreditations available to our area, etc.  It is possible the dean might decide to make those 
decisions for us without discussion or input.  This happened under the Director of Education several times 
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when projects were initiated without department input or knowledge.  Input by faculty into these decisions 
directly affects morale and collaboration which is necessary to have a cohesive department that is innovative 
and collegial.  It also affects our ability to serve student needs effectively.  Of course, the Executive Dean or 
Dean of Education has the final decision and we respect that, but we are very concerned that we will be forced 
into decisions our department would not normally support because the person in those discussions is our 
supervisor rather than a colleague.  If it is not possible to have both a department chair and a Dean of 
Education, we support moving to a “super chair” format for our department (see suggestions identified in #3)  

 I understand the goal is to focus on making it clear to the students where to find programs.  I believe some programs like 
the non-credit online do not fall under one department.  Therefore, non-credit online needs to be categorized in several 
departments. 

 Overall organizational schematic offers a clearer picture of MCC structure. 

 Listing actual faculty/staff names in positions good idea. 

 Getting instructors more into classroom good for college as a whole. 

 As a fairly new employee, I do not yet feel qualified to offer an opinion on the restructuring of programs. 

 Reducing the amount of reassigned time.  

 Restoring the internal career track for someone moving from faculty to administration, which was lost (unintentionally) 
when the Associate Dean position was abolished ten years ago.  

 Possibly making the various organizational divisions more coherent, overall, in terms of what departments are grouped 
together. 
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 Defines job responsibilities for the proposed positions. 

 Address some of the concerns as relating to lack of consistency and organization. 

 Offers opportunity for interested parties to participate.  
Saves college money.   
 

2. What parts of the plan do you view as detrimental and why? 

 Not necessarily detrimental, but something to monitor – will the new Dean of Instructional Technology be able to directly 
supervise the number of people in that area and the different types of personnel and the different functions of these areas. 

 My only concern is MCC 101 – having an office across from Marilyn Zopp and knowing how much time she puts into it I’m 
wondering if a lead teacher might get overwhelmed with all that extra responsibility plus teaching a full load. 

 I worry about chairs not being completely knowledgeable about specific disciplines they have merged with, however with 
time, a chair should become more acquainted and acclimated to the new departmental structure. 

 A big concern with me is that I don’t want to see chairs only teaching one class to put them at 100%.  You can still do an 
effective job with an overload.  As long as chairs are fairly compensated for teaching overloads, then I believe they will 
teach overloads. 

 At first glance, the new job of the Dean of Student Success seems overburdened and without resources from the 
Institutional Effectiveness side of things.  I don’t see room in it for an emphasis on proactivity or see dialog with K-12 built 
into this role.  You are asking a lot of this area and a lot of your educational mission is riding on it.  Also, there are no 
directors working together to steer this thing.  It looks like lots of little specialized silos.  I’ve worked in this area as Sage LC 
tutor and saw a great need for all directors under Dean of Students to link up more closely with Sage LC.  Sage LC is a 
tremendously underutilized, underfunded, and underdeveloped resource which is crucial to the college mission. 

 None at this time. 

 Isn’t this just really Associate Dean infusion in the guise of faculty – if it quacks it’s a duck.  Change for change’s sake is not 
always omnipotently beneficial. 

 I am only familiar with my division, the math-science division.  In any technical area, especially in an area with laboratories, 
the chairs should have expertise in the areas they supervise.  Having a super-chair may result in a situation where, for 
example, someone with an expertise in biology supervises earth science laboratories.   
Up until the present year, the chemistry-physics-engineering, biology, and earth science chairs all took their chair stipends 
as overloads.  The proposed new structure may result in less full-time instructors in the classroom. 

 Lacks a measurement criteria for showing when release time is warranted. 

 Dean of Instructional Technology supervises academic disciplines (Interdisciplinary Studies) 

 Lumps together unrelated student activities and academic programs: International Studies, Phi Theta Kappa, Honors, 
Learning Communities, HUM, LAS, IND 

 Removes department chairs from the classroom 
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 Enables work-from-home department chairs 

 Lead instructor and department chair duties overlap but cannot be shared (e.g. hiring adjunct faculty). 

 Lead instructor is unsupervised. 

 Modern Languages and English Departments are combined but share no curriculum. 

 The combination of these two groups failed in the past.  Collaboration among these groups would have no benefit to 
students (see below for other options). 

 The Tartan receives less faculty attention, as the faculty advisor must advise the newspaper during overtime hours. 

 MCC 101 is retained as a separate department.  What is the future of this course? 

 Links Philosophy and History with Social Sciences, not Humanities 

 Continues the isolation of Adult Education from academic programs. 

 In my review of the Responsibilities for “Lead Instructor” and “Department Chair” and the recent memo describing the job 
responsibilities for the new “Dean of Student Success”, I must express my concern for the future of “The College 
Experience.”  There seems to be a gap between the Lead Instructor responsibilities and those of the Dean of Success.  
Please see the attached document (below bullets) for a list of those items of concern. 

If there is no department Chair, who will assume those responsibilities that are listed in that category, i.e., schedule 
classes, prepare the budget, coordinate the assessment of student learning, provide oversight for a program review?  
In addition, there are other tasks that have been the responsibility of the College Experience Department Chair over 
the past 3+ years: 

o Instructor Training (a requirement for all MCC 101 instructors) 
o Syllabi Review (to insure that the course is consistent across all formats; and includes necessary components) 
o Instructor Packets (prepared for each 8 week session) 
o Seminar Schedule (developed and coordinated with the schedules for library dates and CAAP administration; 

needed for each 8 week schedule of MCC 101 sections) 
o Seminar Packets (prepared and distributed to all seminar presenters) 
o Academic Resource Team (ongoing; responsible for assessment and improvement of the course) 
o Student Restrictions – meetings with students via phone or office hours to discuss their personal situations; 

maintaining a database of students with notes reflecting conversations and meetings; requesting a computer 
scan each semester to impose a restriction on student accounts if they have not completed the MCC 101 
requirement 

o Draft letters/postcards to be sent to students (2
nd

 week hybrid students, students who have not satisfied their 
MCC 101 requirement, etc.) 

o CAAP – coordinating the completion of the test with the assignment of a grade in MCC 101; requesting a 
computer scan each semester to impose a restriction on student accounts if they have not taken the test, and 
with instructor permission submitting a grade change form (currently a restriction is imposed if the student 
has achieved a passing grade in MCC 101 but has not taken the CAAP; calls are made to the College Experience 
Chair who maintains the list of students who have taken the CAAP and also maintains contact with the Test 
Center to update the list and notify the Assistant Vice President of Learning and Student Support Services to 
remove the restriction when appropriate 

o Trak Dat – regular updates 
o Textbook revisions – coordinate discussion and revisions to the textbook that is printed in our Copy Center 
o Brochure revisions – annual review of the brochure; maintain an adequate supply of brochures for 

orientations, the Advising and Transfer Center, etc. 
o College Experience Website – regular updates 

Note:  These are in addition to the responsibilities that are listed as responsibilities for a Lead Instructor.  
Without a Department Chair, does this mean that the Dean would assume all of the above mentioned 
responsibilities?  If so, then the benefits of having a faculty driven program will be lost.  I might also add that for 
the past three years I have spent well over 50% of my time assuming responsibility for these areas (for which I was 
given only 20% reassigned time).  I am very concerned that a shift in the way that we address these areas of 
responsibility will negatively impact the success we have had in a very important program for our new students. 

 I question if there are enough substantial and meaningful responsibilities for a full time Dean of Education.  Without a job 
description, this is difficult to fairly assess. 

 Possibly moving Traffic classes to Shah Center.  I don’t know if there is truly enough room.  They would need to add two 
classrooms and we would need to use their big conference center.  The way the area is laid out I am not sure (2) 50 student 



4 
 

classroom and storage is possible.  We now have 1287 sq. ft. per classroom and 994 sq. ft. for storage.  It is not necessary 
that traffic assistants be there.  They need to be where I and others can help them. With just 1.5 staff it is hard to keep up 
with the onset of online.  And if it is possible for traffic classes; will we lose the revenue of others (healthcare etc.) if we 
don’t have room?  Possibly having Catherine and I work with the architect. 

 (See attachment) I am very concerned that some faculty have department chairs and some do not – see attachment. 

 Non-credit online has a vast audience.  Students take classes for various reasons: personal enrichment, personal 
development, continuing education, career training, and career development.  Courses offered have different audiences.  
MCC currently has two online partnerships-ED2go and Catlin-two URL’s.  Cengage Learning owns Ed2go and recently was 
purchased Gatlin Education Services.  The two companies will merge in time and will be under one URL.  Online has a vast 
audience and would fall under several departments.  Online is just not career training.  Cengage Learning offers Ed2go-pro 
which can be a customized website that can be marketed to business and professional markets for specific employee 
training needs.  Ed2go-pro online would fall under Economic and Workforce Development.  MCC does not currently offer 
Ed2go-pro this would be a great opportunity for MCC and would focus on a specific target audience.  The Gatlin Certificate 
Programs and Ed2go classes will eventually be merged into one website.  The website will serve a vast audience, since 
courses are offered for: personal enrichment, personal development, continuing education, career training and career 
development. 

 Distinction between Dept. Chair and Lead Instructor not real clear – looks to be overlap in duties that may be difficult to 
manage. 

 Faculty may need to make choice now regarding a change to Dept. Chair role but then face uncertainty of what happens 
over the 3-year term and their status position-wise at the end of the 3 years. 

 I would consider any move that would put Traffic Safety School employees in a separate location from Connee Meschini 
and other team members to be very detrimental.  The recent relocation of TSS employees to the University Center has been 
extremely positive for many reasons, including providing us with the long needed backup for Traffic Safety School phone 
calls and scheduling. 
 
As a result, we have made significant strides in response time to both the Twenty-Second Judicial Circuit Court and to the 
traffic offenders.  With a background in customer services management, my goal was to improve customer service to the 
court system to an exceptional standard.  Unfortunately, this was simply not possible due to the lack of backup coverage at 
our court location and not having on-site, available personnel to jump in to assist on high volume traffic court days. 
 
I simply cannot emphasize enough how having on-site trained back-up for Traffic Safety School has allowed us to provide 
noticeably increased customer service to the Twenty-Second Judicial Court. 

1. TSS receives a very high volume of phone calls.  Prior to our move, it was not unusual to have 40 to 60 calls 
building up in voicemail during the day, including calls from the court.  Since Connee Meschini and Cathy Anderson 
are now able to take the overflow of Traffic Safety calls, this simply does not occur.  In addition, all phone calls and 
court and offender inquiries are now responded to in the same day, thus alleviating offenders and Circuit Court 
employees calling and leaving multiple voice messages. 

2. Prior to our move here, the court received regular complaint phone calls from offenders indicating that they could 
not get through to Traffic Safety School.  Circuit Court personnel also had difficulty getting through to our phone 
lines because of the high volume of incoming calls that Traffic Safety School receives.  This is no longer an issue 
because Connee Meschini is able to provide phone backup for both the court and offenders.  The Circuit Court is 
extremely pleased that we now have backup coverage and someone can be reached at any time. 

3. Processing of offender registrations are now completed in 1-2 days.  Prior to moving here, processing time ranged 
from 4 to 10 days.  Offenders were continually calling the Circuit Clerk’s office questioning why they had not 
received their class assignments.  With the backup we now have, we have been able to greatly reduce incoming 
calls to both the Court and Traffic Safety as class as are now mailed timely. 

4. Our contract with the Twenty-Second Judicial Circuit Court requires us to have coverage from 8:00 to 4:30 daily.  
This was difficult to meet with only one full time employee in the position.  Now, even with vacations and illness, 
there are always trained personnel available to respond to the Court system at anytime. 

5. It is not necessary for the Traffic School employees to be at the same location where the classes are located.  I 
would consider the benefits to be very minor at best. 

To summarize, I think it is also important to note that, at the request of the Twenty-Second Judicial Circuit Court, we 
have begun our new program of offering on-line classes to a test population.  The Circuit Court judges were presented 
with a plan that specifically addressed the benefits of moving to a location outside of the court house (University 
Center) so that there would be additional personnel to assist with and provide backup coverage for Traffic Safety 
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School.  It was in this spirit that the judges approved moving Traffic Safety School out of the courthouse.  I feel that our 
relocation to the University Center has allowed Traffic Safety School to reach the goal of providing superior customer 
service to the Twenty-Second Judicial Court. 

 I’m concerned that the incentives to get good chairs and lead instructors are not structured correctly.  
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 Centralizes responsibilities without clearly defining checks and balances. 

 Leaves open concerns of equability of compensation vs. responsibilities. 

 Fails to explain how students and serving faculty members benefit if “faculty” serve at 80% release time? 
3. What constructive suggestions do you have for improving the plan? 

 I hope that the Dean of Instructional Technology will have an office in or near the Library and Distance Education area. 

 Could an adjunct be a lead teacher for MCC 101?  We have several adjuncts that are heavily involved in the program?? 

 The plan appears as if it will work well and it’s rather obvious it was well planned and thought out.  I just hope chairs with 
these larger release times will remain teaching in the classroom and take overloads.  Often times, chairs are some of the 
best instructors on campus, and I don’t want to see them not in the classroom with direct interaction with the students.  I 
would recommend the plan include an increased incentive for chairs to take an overload.  This incentive could potentially 
pay chairs that have an overload to be compensated at a rate between 1.6 – 1.75 times the highest adjunct rate for their 
overload during any given semester.  Chairs are already paid at approximately 1.434% of the highest adjunct rate for their 
overload during any given semester.  Apparently, that percentage may not have been enough to entice chairs into taking 
overloads, since most chairs don’t really take overloads.  Without this increased incentive, I don’t think many chairs would 
take an overload.  Since the number of chairs has been significantly reduced, this incentive shouldn’t drastically affect the 
cost savings because there simply aren’t enough chairs to utilize this necessary incentive. It’s just my thought, but I was just 
shocked to learn just how many current chairs do not take any overload whatsoever.  I may be in the minority here, but 
chairs should also be in the classroom to remain in touch with their programs and their students, and it might take a little 
extra financial incentive to get this accomplished. 

 As for establishing lead instructors, I believe that major lab sciences should each have a lead instructor, since setting up labs 
and acquiring necessary lab materials requires experience in that particular discipline. 

 Addenda to earlier response:  Some people are getting the impression that the Library is being eliminated.  Perhaps the 
components of the Department of Instructional Technology should be indicated on the chart (under the Dept. of Instr. Tech. 
box and above the list of staff members). 

 Invest in student success. 

 I suggest adding Forensics to the Interdisciplinary Studies category. 

 I would recommend that each lab science discipline have a lead instructor.  Biology, Earth Science, Horticulture, and 
Chemistry each need a lead instructor because the number of sections, labs, adjuncts, equipment, supplies, etc. involved 
for each discipline.  Grouping disciplines/sciences together into one to two lead instructors would be overwhelming. 

 Why not leave the “chair” title in the department (not “lead faculty”) and come up with an appropriate title for the 
“proposed chair.”  “Divisional lead faculty” would be better for this position – since it is still considered faculty?! 

 In the life-physical science area, I would keep the current structure, and have all the chairs b paid a stipend as opposed to 
having one superchair with lead instructors. 

 Open discussion/determination process for establishing criteria.  If it can be documented that time spent on co-curricular 
activities meets a standard that would make release time justified, then so be it. 

 Leave English and Reading as two combined departments; do not add a third.  The Reading program has the potential for 
significant growth, as does the developmental writing program (in the area of ESL writing instruction). 

 Limit department chair reassigned time to 60%. 

 Reassign some department chair duties to the dean: 
i. Departmental budget 

ii. Assessment 
iii. Program review 

 Eliminate the lead instructor position, and distribute his duties among all interested instructors.  Compensate them all with 
smaller stipends. 

 If English and Reading must be combined with a third group, here are two options: 
o There is a need for the English and the ESL program to work together more closely.  (In fact, Rick Clute has started 

an ESL initiative committee to address some immediate issues).  The reorganization could encourage a stronger 
link between these two groups. 
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o English has close curricular links to Journalism and Speech.  (Note the current FT faculty position split between 
English and Journalism). 

 If the lead instructor remains, articulate his accountability to the dean (not the department chair). 

 Set clear expectations for the faculty chair’s work schedules and make these known to everyone (we need this regardless of 
the restructuring). 

o Number of days on campus 
o Number of hours on campus 
o Number of days/hours on campus over summer and other breaks 

 Provide (qualified) administrative leadership (not faculty leadership) for interdisciplinary studies such as the honors 
program and learning communities. 

 Include these duties omitted from the English department chair job description: 
o Read, evaluate, and respond to all adjunct faculty course evaluations each semester 
o Conduct classroom observations for new adjunct instructors; conduct follow-up conferences 
o Plan departmental meetings (set agenda, take minutes, etc.) 
o Advise students, particularly regarding initial course placement 
o Process student grade appeals 
o Respond to student complaints regarding adjunct faculty 

 Because of my concerns (identified in #2), I recommend that the coordination of this program be reinstated as a 
department chair position.  Without a Department Chair, does this mean that the Dean would assume all of the above 
mentioned responsibilities?  If so, then some of the benefits of having a faculty driven program will be lost.  I might also add 
that for the past three years (I have spent well over 50% of my time addressing these areas (for which I was given only 20% 
reassigned time).  I am very concerned that a shift in the way that we address these areas of responsibility will negatively 
impact the success we have had in a very important program for our students. 

 It appears the Dean of Student Success does not have a secretary or assistant.  Is that an oversight or would that Dean use 
other secretaries or assistants? 

 Have an area at main campus we can all be together.  Might have to go month to month at University Center if everything is 
not completed?  Has anyone asked him what the rent would be once build out has been paid for?  Might need another 
year?  Move Ruth or Dee to Shah. 

 Include a chair under the Dean of Education for ECE/EDU.  Perhaps the reassigned time could be revised to 20%, with duties 
to be decided when the job description for the position of the Dean of Education is written.  Under this format, the chair 
could still teach 4 courses a semester.  OR 

 “Super chair” for ECE/EDU and HHP, reassigned time to be determined by size and responsibilities of these two areas.  
ECE/EDU currently has 40% reassigned time due to the scope of the job – see list at the end of this document.  This chair 
would report to the Executive Dean as would all the directors and the Coordinator of Educational Opportunities.  This is 
consistent with other divisions.  Directors are already administration and it would seem appropriate for them to continue to 
report to the Executive Dean.  In this scenario, the CLC and our department would have the same reporting structure as 
requested in our initial feedback.  It should be noted in looking at the list under Dean of Education that eight of the 
employees listed are under the direct supervision of Deb Ryan as Director of the CLC and four employees are under the 
direct supervision of Bill Allerheiligen.  The Dean would be directly supervising eight employees, not twenty.  For example, 
the chairs in Language Arts, Communication, Visual and Performing Arts, Math, Life and Physical Sciences all have more 
faculty members in their area by a considerable number in some cases.  We understand the reasoning behind this structure, 
but it does not seem fiscally responsible to establish a dean for such a small number.  OR 

 Place ECE/EDU under the Social Sciences super chair (Education is considered a social science and would logically fit into 
this group.)  HHP might fit under Adult Ed since they have an emphasis on lifelong learning, but we would not presume to 
offer suggestions for their placement since we are not in their department.  Once again, allow the directors and 
Coordinator of Educational Opportunities to report to the Executive Dean. 
 
We support the idea that full time faculty should be in the classroom, but we also think it is important to consider 
department needs that have a high degree of coordination with the community.  Occupational programs and programs with 
partnerships (EDU) do need more management time to be successful.  We do not feel it is possible to do the ECE/EDU chair 
as an overload due to the duties required to operate these programs. 

 Titles need to be accurate and reflect what program is going under designated departments.  When current positions are 
split under several departments there needs to be clarification what is going under each department.  Parents, Children and 
Divorce should fall under the Department of Community Education, since it is a court mandated program for the 
community. 
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 Current Dept. Chair structure allows students to consult with faculty closely on curriculum issues – in particular for 
occupational programs.  Concern on how many Lead Instructor positions are part of plan and that some current 
Departments may be lost if they do not have a Lead Instructor to fill his role.  Not sure how the new Department Chair can 
maintain that role over several potentially different subject areas part of their Department.  Suggest trying to have as many 
Lead Instructors as possible. 

 I am curious if consideration has been given to the fact that traffic offenders who have suspended and restricted licenses 
are required to attend Traffic Safety School.  These offenders rely on the close proximity of the train station to University 
Center. 

 It will be crucially important that the respective responsibilities of the chairs and lead instructors be clearly distinguished, so 
that the lead instructors don’t end up, in effect, doing the same work the chairs do now for a fraction of the pay. 

 I think lead instructors should have their class maximums reduced. This way, they will still have full contact with students, 
and will be able to continue maintaining their departmental curricula, but will not be overwhelmed with work.  

 I’ve given the proposed reorganization a lot of thought.  It seems to me that it can be evaluated on four dimensions: 
Process: Was the decision process thorough, fair, open, rational, timely? 

Functionality: Will the reorganization work, in terms of span of control, communication, etc. 

Coherence: Does the reorganization make sense, in terms of how departments are grouped, what they are called, 

etc. 

Incentives: Will the people needed to make the reorganization work find it rational to apply for key positions? 

I. Process 

In my opinion, the decision process was acceptable.  I had numerous conversations with Mike Reagan, a member of the 
committee, and felt I had an opportunity to give input and to help with the process by providing examples of past 
organizational structures.  I find it interesting that the “associate dean” positions originally discussed eventually morphed 
into “chairs,” but I have no reason to suspect this was manipulated or otherwise the result of tampering; rather, it was an 
honest change arising from group process.  This feedback process, and the meetings held by Brian for verbal feedback in a 
group setting, are further evidence that the decision process meets the criteria I suggest above. 

Whether I agree or disagree with the outcome is not the issue here. My general principle is that a decision that was 
appropriately arrived at has to be accepted, within reason.  For example, I think the new General Education objectives are 
an abomination, but I am satisfied that the process that produced them was sound, the people involved sincere, and the 
opportunities for input and dissent sufficient.   

II.   Functionality 

It’s obvious that the committee put a lot of thought and effort into making the divisions as equal as possible, considering 
factors like number of full-time and part-time faculty, number of programs or courses, other units to supervise, and so on.  I 
also think this structure provides something we haven’t had since the abolition of associate deans. We created what I like to 
call the Diane Nyhammer problem. In the past, a department chair had a shot at moving into the position of associate dean.  
After serving in that position for awhile, he or she had the possibility of becoming an executive dean, and so on up, 
potentially to President of the College.  But when we abolished associate deans, we discovered, with Diane as the example, 
that the only way a faculty member could ever “work their way up” to executive dean was to leave MCC and come back at a 
later date. Had this been true before, people like John Adelmann, Pete Stuckey, Bob Riner, and Sue Maifield would probably 
not have been able to become administrators.  Nobody saw this problem coming, but I think it has closed off a possible 
career path at MCC.  The proposed organization would, I think, solve that problem.  It might be necessary to codify this in 
some way, though, by explicitly making experience as the new Department Chair a sufficient qualification for Executive 
Dean, along with other reasonable qualifications. 

I guess this is where to discuss the reassigned-time problem. On the face of it, it’s unsustainable to have the equivalent of 
16 faculty occupied full-time in administrative tasks.  Reducing it to 9 is obviously an improvement. However, to the degree 
that there are negative aspects to the proposed organization, we have to ask whether putting 5 faculty back in the 
classroom is worth it.  More on this below. 

III.  Coherence 

A way to assess coherence is to ask, “Could I explain this structure to someone at another college?” Perhaps a stricter test 
would be, “Could I explain it to a normal person in the community?”  A good example of something we already have that is 
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short on coherence is Brian’s title, VP for Learning and Student Support Services.  I understand and am sympathetic with 
the concerns that led to this imaginative new title, but ever since I’ve had to explain to outsiders that this basically means 
“VP for Academic Affairs and Student Affairs.” Plus the acronym, VPLSSS, reminds me of a Bronx cheer.  I’m glad to see a 
more coherent title in the proposed new organization.  
For the most part, I think this proposed structure is coherent. Some might think “social science and philosophy” is an odd 
mix, but if you know the history, it makes some sense. For example, Adam Smith is rightly famous for …The Wealth of 
Nations, but I have read that he should be just as famous for A Theory of Moral Sentiments.  Phenomenology has had a 
great influence on microsociology.  Postmodernism, at least partly a philosophical position, is everywhere in the social 
sciences. 
I have trouble with the rest of what in the past was Humanities.  I see that speech, comp, languages, and the arts add up to 
a full division, so adding philosophy to the mix would make that division too big, the social science division too small.  The 
trouble is that the term “liberal arts” has never, to my knowledge, been applied to that particular mix of disciplines.  The 
Merriam-Webster Online definitions are typical: 

1: the medieval studies comprising the trivium and quadrivium  
2: the studies (as language, philosophy, history, literature, abstract science) in a college or university intended to 
provide chiefly general knowledge and to develop the general intellectual capacities (as reason and judgment) as 
opposed to professional or vocational skills  

Really, the term is most aptly applied to the General Education or baccalaureate disciplines, everything that isn’t specifically 
vocational.  I think people at other colleges would be confused by this, and people in the community would really be 
befuddled.  Maybe we could call it Language and Lively Arts or something.  
 
IV. Incentives 

Here’s where I see a problem.  When I first thought about the proposed new organization, I decided the 80% reassigned-
time chair positions didn’t involve enough teaching, and the lead instructor positions didn’t involve enough money.  With 
regard to the lead instructor job, I still feel that way to some extent, and I think a significant number of my colleagues will 
too.  A faculty member near the top of the salary schedule makes at least $16,000 a year to be a 20% reassigned time 
department chair.  What rational person would do even a scaled-down version of that job for $5000, on top of two 
additional classes to teach?  Upon reflection, I actually find myself considering it. Today, I have a 20% position and teach 
eight classes each year as the rest of my regular load.  In addition, I teach two summer classes for about $1800 each.  If I 
took a lead teacher job, I could in effect move the two summer classes to my regular load and not teach in the summer at 
all.  In exchange for busier springs and falls, I’d have the summer off and make $5000-($1800 X 2 = $3600) = $1400 more 
over a full year.  That at least is worth thinking about. 

 
But let’s look at what “busier” means.  Right now, I have 155 students in the courses in my regular load, plus 14 in the 
MCC101 section I co-teach as a 3.33% overload.  Full “live” classes, and a very successful Intro Sociology telecourse, give me 
this substantial student total.  I would have to think twice about adding another 35-student section to this load, even with a 
reduction in chair duties.  I suppose I could cap the telecourse at 35, but that still would increase my total to as many as 
175, not counting MCC 101.   
It isn’t as if I stand and lecture, while giving Scantron tests.  I work on including more interactive classroom methods, getting 
to know each student by name so I can give them credit for contributing.  More significantly, I assign six to ten significant 
written assignments in each course, and read every word of every one.  In recent years, I have added online discussions to 
my telecourse and to Race and Ethnicity, in which I participate to some degree; even just reading the discussions is time-
consuming.  Nobody held a gun to my head to develop my courses this way, but the fact is that I, and I’m sure many of my 
colleagues, have developed pedagogical techniques that are not compatible with a semester teaching load of 175 students.  
People like us are unlikely to want to take on any administrative responsibilities beyond that, especially if they are involved 
with CAPC subcommittees, AQIP action teams, or other ad hoc groups.  

 
So I think we’re going to have a smaller pool of potential lead instructors than we want to have.  I realize that there are 
some chairs who are doing the job as an overload, and so the financial calculation for the new arrangement would be more 
attractive.  That will increase the pool to some extent, but I still think we’re going to have a problem.  

 
Let me digress for a moment about overload.  In the faculty discussions about this organization, it seems to me that a lot of 
my colleagues are working significant overloads.  I wonder how many full-time equivalent faculty are in effect working for 
about $18,000 a year, without any additional College insurance costs? It would seem to me that these “bargain-priced” 
faculty equivalents could be balancing out the faculty out of the classroom, at least to some extent.  I have done extra work 
at many times over my career at MCC, sometimes in the form of overloads, and I remain convinced that teaching overloads 
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semester after semester is bad for faculty effectiveness and perhaps even mental health.  The proposed organization 
doesn’t really address this one way or the other, but I think it might be a good idea to require those who take on the lead 
instructor job to have either no overload or that mathematical “structural” overload caused by the number of contact 
hours. 

Yes, I do have a suggestion: 

Reduce the class sizes of lead instructors. 

Even with the primitive NXView system, it is a simple matter to adjust a class max. In a situation like mine, each 35-max 
class could be reduced to 30.  Let me say strongly that there is a big difference between 150 total students and 175.  I 
would seriously consider being a lead instructor under this arrangement, and I think many of colleagues would too.  Of 
course, the class-max adjustment would have to be related to whatever the max is; I guess 24-max classes could be reduced 
to 21 or something.  I understand that this would reduce the tuition and state reimbursement revenue per faculty member, 
but the main goal is to get faculty back in the classroom, not just save money, right?  

Let’s turn now to the incentives for 80% reassigned chairs.  I think I understand why the committee settled on this 
arrangement instead of associate deans.  To commit to five new administrative positions is a big deal.  Up front, there is a 
significant recruiting and search process, more than would be required for chairs.  Down the line, we would lose flexibility if 
the new structure needs revision; we’d either have to let people go or retool them into faculty members if possible.  With 
faculty chairs, it would be relatively easy to send them back to the faculty.  The College spent a million dollars on makework 
positions invented for Deb Patton as an alternative to letting her go.  While I admire the humanity of this gesture, I would 
imagine we’d be reluctant to put ourselves in the same bind again. 

I don’t think there is a way to avoid the unattractiveness of a 20% teaching position for someone who likes to teach.  I think 
it was a good idea to build a system of rotation into the chair position right from the beginning; somebody might take the 
gig for three years knowing that he or she would go back to teaching afterwards.  A greater problem, in my view, is that we 
have many faculty members for whom three years of greatly reduced teaching is not an option.  

Let’s call this the Judi Cameron problem.  We hired Judi to build up Anthropology, and boy howdy, she’s done that, to the 
tune of an 117% increase over the past five years. But if she took three years nearly off, there might not be much left to 
come back to.  One of the reasons we argued for a full-time anthro position was the difficulty of attracting and retaining 
good adjuncts in a field in which we had no full-timers.  (We did find one excellent adjunct back in 2000; her name was Judi 
Cameron. )  I know this situation exists in many of the occupational areas too. In effect, we might be limiting potential 
chairs to members of multi-faculty disciplines with adequate adjunct pools.  In my division, Psych could do without Teresa 
for three years, Soc could do without me, and we’ve got good History adjuncts if Dave took the chair job. But Todd’s the 
only Poli Sci full-timer, and we’d have a hard time covering for Terry or Nori in Econ.  

This is a puzzlement.  Perhaps we could lessen the departmental impact by making these 60% reassigned instead of 80%, 
but then there’s the question of how much work the lead instructors would have to pick up, and then we’re back with that 
workload issue again.     

In closing, I’m concerned that the incentive problem will make the proposed reorganization unworkable. My best shot at a 
solution is this: 
Make the Chair positions 60% reassigned time, while giving the lead instructors a very small additional amount of work, 
while reducing their class maximums by 15% or so. 
I also think we need another name for the “liberal arts” division if we don’t want to look silly. 

 Curious about the people changing offices before the organizational review was completed. 

 I feel that the moving of matching office furniture out of the Student Services area looks tacky and unprofessional. 

 Not sure this makes sense with the VP retiring.  The new VP might have different ideas. 

 There is a definite lack of communication as people move into our out of an office area. 

 Why all of the office moves prior to this taking place? 

 It was stated there are many HR details to be worked out.  Should these be worked out prior to this being implemented? 
 

Received ς 9/23/08 

We have heard of the proposed re-organization and that it’s lead rationale is to save money and reduce the percentage of re-
assign time given to faculty.  We share the concern to be fiscally responsible, to trim “fat” where appropriate and to put the 
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best faculty in the classroom.  There are, however, a number of concerns and questions that the Philosophy Dept has about the 
proposed college re-organization.   

First, we have some general questions and concerns about the re-organization as a whole. 

 We understand the desirability of having full-time faculty in the classroom as much as possible.  However, the version of the 
reorganization that has been shared with us creates an additional level of faculty (“super-chairs”) that are essentially not in 
the classroom.  How is this better for students having two faculty who teach 60% rather than one who teaches 20%?  Under 
this scenario, faculty would be linked more closely to the classroom, but would still have significant involvement in 
administrative work.  80% reassigned time for super-chairs seems to blur the line between administration and faculty, and 
would appear to distance them from fellow faculty on behalf of whom they would be making decisions.  It would put an 
extra layer of bureaucracy between faculty and administration. 

 We also question the underlying premise of the re-organization (as we understand it).  The increase in faculty teaching 
loads seems to be the main motivation—to move from 86% teaching load in the classroom to 91% load in the classroom. 
The rationale of ‘getting faculty back in the classroom’ assumes that a faculty member’s “real” job is teaching and that 
other duties – such as leading a discipline department – are not part of the faculty member’s “real” job.  This bothers us for 
a couple of reasons.   

o First, if our real job is teaching, then all additional responsibilities are just that – additional, things which are added 
to the faculty member’s full-time responsibilities.  This requires faculty to work over-time by adding extra duties to 
an already full schedule.  We question the wisdom of this approach.  We worry that it adds more stress to already 
busy faculty, and removes the flexibility of the current system.  By choosing either to “bank,” take release time, or 
take overload pay, the current system allows individual faculty to make judgments based on their self-knowledge 
about how they can do their best work, both in and out of the classroom.  We worry that additional responsibilities 
and work hours dilute a teacher’s ability to adequately keep abreast of their discipline, to prepare for classes, and 
to be at their peak performance in the classroom.  Adding more responsibilities to a faculty member’s limited time 
schedule, we think, risks compromising excellent instruction and thus under-serving students.  Simply teaching 
more students (quantity) does not ensure that we are teaching better (quality) – and in some cases may actually 
work to the detriment of the attention given to student learning. 

o Second, we also question the idea that responsibilities such as chairing departments are NOT part of a faculty 
member’s real job.  While some additional responsibilities can be seen as part of the regular job – doing some 
curriculum development and participating in some college governance, for instance – duties that require 
significant investments of time and energy should be seen as part of, not additional to, a faculty member’s job. 

o Furthermore, it appears to separate a group of faculty (super-chairs) off from other faculty by distancing them 
from a culture of teaching.  Why not keep super-chairs to a level of 30%-40% release time and have more of them, 
so that even they are actually predominantly teaching?  Teaching will become a secondary responsibility for them 
under the current proposal. 

 For us, rationale plays a significant role in our level of comfort with structural changes such those proposed here.  In order 
to understand and support the proposed re-organization, it is critical that we have a clearly stated rationale for these 
changes.   

o It is unclear to us just exactly how the old system was inefficient?   
o Why exactly does it need to be changed?   
o How exactly will the new system be more efficient?   
o In what ways will having faculty required to overload their schedules (in order to take on administrative 

responsibilities) affect the quality of their classroom teaching? 

 We would like to see a number of different organizational proposals, along with the advantages and disadvantages of each 
proposal (including a quantitative comparison that breaks down the percentages of faculty “re-assign time” for each 
scenario).   We also want to know why the proposed re-organization is the best of what we imagine are many possible re-
organizational scenarios.   

 We would like to hear a qualitative rationale – how will the proposed rationale enable faculty to be better instructors when 
they enter the classroom?  It’s not enough, we think, to say that the goal is to serve students by getting the best faculty 
back in the classroom.  If those faculty are burned out from over-work, then students will have a worse, not a better, 
learning experience.  Students are served by the best instruction when their faculty are fresh and energized, not over-
worked.  Serving students is only possible when faculty needs are served.   

 Finally, we would like to see an exact delineation of job responsibilities.  What specific tasks will Executive Deans perform?  
What specific tasks will Department Chairs perform?  What specific tasks will Lead Faculty perform?  It is unclear what 
devils (or angels) lie in such details. 
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 The plan as it stands REDUCES FLEXIBILITY – Currently faculty may balance personal needs (family, outside commitments, 
load levels at which they teach most effectively, etc.) by either doing chair work as an overload for more pay, or for load 
reduction or banking.  The proposed plan removes this flexibility, and encourages overwork only, thus limiting the appeal of 
chair responsibilities for younger faculty with family, faculty who teach more effectively at 100% work-load, etc. It reduces 
the options for faculty. 

Second, the plan seems ill-considered in placing PHILOSOPHY in the SOCIAL SCIENCES – This will limit philosophy interaction 
with the Humanities.  Division size seems to overrule disciplinary emphases. Is there any rationale for this?  It places us at 
variance with the vast preponderance of colleges and universities (especially the religious studies wing of the department).  As 
with the general plan, we would like to see a clearly stated rationale for this placement. 

Received ς 9/25/08 

 Incentives that create situations were significant number of individuals participate in generating ideas/serving in jobs of 
responsibility. 

 Concern over lack of specific for identified numbers 1 to 9:   

 A specific area:  How is college addressing higher cost of transportation for students/faculty?  Time/location/delivery 
changes? 

 Schedules that offer more study/ creative time for students/faculty. 
4. Looking to the future, where do you see yourself fitting into the proposed structure? 

 Where I am right now – teaching information literacy and assisting with student research needs at the Reference Desk.  In 
addition, I hope to work more closely with Distance Education in serving online and off-campus students’ information 
needs. 

 I am unsure being new to full-time teaching. 

 I honestly see myself handling some of the departmental administrative roles and teaching at the same time.  I will most 
likely apply for the chair of “Life and Physical Sciences” or at a minimum as a lead instructor for Earth Science, Geography, 
and Geology. 

 I see that there will be growth in workforce education and I am very pleased to be working in this effort.  Also, I see the 
children of those persons in the workforce as future and current students at MCC.  I like the idea of serving the community 
in an intergenerational way. 

 As director of the forensics program, I see myself being included in the Interdisciplinary Studies category. 

 I hope to remain as “lead faculty” (Proposed title so far) for a year or two.  I am currently chair. 

 Listing forensics under Interdisciplinary Studies. 

 Earning release time. 

 Either as a department chair or teaching a full load in English. 

 Because I am retiring in June 09, my comments on this Organizational Review have been directed toward the future and 
continued success of “The College Experience.”  On a personal note, I am committed to this important program for the 
remainder of this academic year and look forward to an opportunity to discuss the nature of this commitment. 

 The favorite part of my working career has been to take a project/program from infancy to maturity.  (Big Brothers Big 
Sisters, McHenry County Education to Careers Consortium and Kids & College) I love the challenge of working with people 
to make things happen.  If this fits in with any of the new positions, I would welcome the opportunity to discuss my skills. 

 I see myself as hopefully growing with the college and taking on more responsibility.  I love working for the college and my 
supervisor.  I want to be a value to the college. 

 I have no plans to apply for lead instructor or the Dean of Education.  I prefer a full teaching load, and I believe that 
administrative duties should be part of a person’s load and not a forced overload.  In some departments, it is feasible to do 
chair duties as an overload, but in our department it isn’t due to the scope of duties and the teaching load. (In ECE/EDU I 
teach 5 classes, 4 preps a semester, and my courses change from fall to spring.)  See list of chair duties. 

Current ECE/EDU Department Chair Duties: (The current reassigned time for ECE/EDU Department Chair is 40%) 

o Class Scheduling 
o Hiring/Firing of Adjunct Faculty 
o Evaluation of Adjunct Faculty 
o Mentoring of Adjunct Faculty 
o Budgeting 
o Assessment 
o ECE Program Review 
o EDU Program Review 
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o Student Advising* 
o Four-Year College/University Articulation Efforts 
o Textbook & Software Orders 
o Coordinate Advisory Committees & Associated Meetings 
o Coordinate State & Agency Certifications 
o Program marketing Liaison with Business/Industry 
o Program marketing through High School Visits 
o Coordinate with Running Start and Tech Prep Programs 
o Coordinate Program Internships (Practicum) 
o Coordinate Early Childhood Conference II 
o Coordinate Early Childhood Seminar Series 
o Inventory Supplies for ECE Activity Classes 
o Order Supplies for ECE Activity Classes 
o Complete AAT in Special Education Degree 
o Coordinate Early Childhood “Gateways to Opportunity” Grant (used to align our ECE curriculum with state and 

national teaching standards) 
o Coordinate EDU Background Check Process*** 
o Coordinate Public/Private School Required Observation Visits **** 
o Consult with Children’s Learning Center director/staff as requested 
o Coordinate Barbara E. Hardt Memorial Early Childhood Education Scholarship 

*Student Advising – During the Spring and Summer 2008 semesters, I held advising appointments with 84 current and 
prospective ECE/EDU students. 

**Early Childhood Conference – I spend approximately 45 to 50 hours on the coordination of this conference each 
year. 

***EDU Background Check Process – I spend approximately five hours per semester coordinating this process, (more 
time is spent when individual issues arise). 

****Public/Private School Observation Visits – I spend approximately five hours per month meeting with teachers 
and/or administrators in the McHenry County Schools in order to allow for our students to be able to observe in these 
schools. 

 Coordinator of PCD and Online Certificate Programs – Department of Community Education. 

 Uncertain but most likely either Lead Instructor (if one exists in area) or possibly a Dept. Chair. 

 I see myself continuing in Traffic Safety for the time being and cross training in other University Center positions.  
Eventually, I would be interested in advancement. 

 Originally, my view was that the chair position involved not enough teaching, and the lead instructor involved not enough 
money. As I’ve thought about it, I still do not see myself as a chair at this time, but might consider it in the future. However, 
I now would consider lead instructor, because I could drop both my summer classes and still get paid more over the course 
of the year than I do now.  
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 Opportunities for input/service will continue to be evaluated openly. 
 

 


