
AGENDA 
UAF Faculty Senate Meeting #218 

Monday, November 07, 2016 
1:00 - 3:00 PM - Wood Center Carol Brown Ballroom 

https://zoom.us/j/292409262  
Phone numbers for Zoom included below​ * 

1:00 I Call to Order - Orion Lawlor  4 Min. 
A.  Roll Call 
B.  Approval of ​Minutes for Meeting #217​ (linked) 
C.  Adoption of Agenda 

1:04 II Status of Chancellor’s Office Actions  1 Min. 
A. Motions approved: None submitted
B. Motions pending: None 

1:05 III A. President’s Remarks - Orion Lawlor (5 Min.)  10 Min. 
B. President-Elect’s Remarks - Chris Fallen (5 Min.) 

1:15 IV A. Interim Chancellor’s Remarks - Dana Thomas (5 Min.) 12 Min. 
B. Provost’s Remarks - Susan Henrichs (5 Min.) 
C. Senate Members’ Questions / Comments (2 Min.) 

1:27 V Public Comment  5 Min. 

1:32 VI Governance Reports  8 Min. 
A. Research Report - VC Hinzman 
B. Staff Council - Faye Gallant 
C. ASUAF - Colby Freel 
D. UNAC - Chris Coffman 
     UNAD Report - Katie Boylan 
     UAFT - Kate Quick 
E. Athletics - Dani Sheppard 
F. ​Faculty Alliance Report​ - (Report from T. Smith linked) 
G. Senate Members’ Questions / Comments 

1:40 VII New Business: 20 Min. 
A. ​Resolution in Support of Allowing Candidates for Promotion, 

Tenure, or Comprehensive Review to Opt for Open Meetings​, 
submitted by the Administrative Committee 

B. ​Motion to modify the Attendance Policy​, submitted by the 
Curricular Affairs Committee 

C. ​Motion to have F698 non-thesis course grades automatically be changed 

http://www.uaf.edu/files/uafgov/Draft-Minutes_FS-Meeting-217_10-10-2016.pdf
http://www.uaf.edu/files/uafgov/FA-Report-to-Senates-16-10.pdf


from “deferred” to “pass” upon successful completion​, submitted by the 
Graduate Academic and Advisory Committee 

2:00 BREAK 

2:10 VIII Discussion Items 20 Min. 
A. ​Draft Revisions for Academic Program Review Policy​, submitted 

by the Curricular Affairs Committee 
B. President Johnsen’s Response to the Resolution on Strategic 

Pathways​  (Memorandum linked) 

2:30 IX Public Comments  5 Min. 

2:35 X Members’ Comments/Questions/Announcements 15 Min. 
A. General Comments / Announcements 
B. Committee Chair / Convener Comments  
     (An active link is added if minutes are submitted.) 

Standing Committees: 
1. Administrative Committee - Chris Fallen (​Minutes for 09/30/2016​ linked)
2. Curricular Affairs Committee - Jennie Carroll (​Minutes for 09/19/2016​  and

Minutes for 10/03/2016​ linked)
3. Faculty Affairs Committee - Andy Anger (​Minutes for 09/07/2016​ linked)
4. Unit Criteria Committee - Mara Bacsujlaky (​Meeting Notes for 10/20/16

linked)
Permanent Committees:

5. Committee on the Status of Women - Ellen Lopez, Diana DiStefano
6. Core Review Committee - Andy Seitz (​Minutes for 09/12/2016​ linked)
7. Curriculum Review Committee - Rainer Newberry
8. Faculty Development, Assessment and Improvement Committee - Franz

Meyer
9. Graduate Academic and Advisory Committee - Donie Bret-Harte, Sean

Topkok (​Minutes for 09/19/2016​ linked)
10. Information Technology Committee - Siri Tuttle
11. Research Advisory Committee - Jamie Clark, Gordon Williams (​Minutes

for 09/16/2016​ linked)
12. Student Academic Development and Achievement Committee - Sandra

Wildfeuer, Jennifer Tilbury
13. Faculty Administrator Review Committee (No Group A reviews in

2016-17)

2:50 XI Adjourn 

*​Phone numbers for Zoom Meeting:  Dial: +1 408 638 0968 (US Toll) or +1 646 558 8656 (US Toll)

   (If calling without a nationwide calling plan, toll charges are incurred.)    Meeting ID: 292 409 262 

http://www.uaf.edu/files/uafgov/memo-Lawler-UAF-Faculty-Senate-resolution-on-SP-2016.10.24.pdf
http://www.uaf.edu/files/uafgov/memo-Lawler-UAF-Faculty-Senate-resolution-on-SP-2016.10.24.pdf
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1qNbIpQdDcF7W6wc9wvk8OGVBUiL_Stalh5B1aGSCDCU/edit#
http://www.uaf.edu/files/uafgov/09-19-2016_CAC-minutes.pdf
http://www.uaf.edu/files/uafgov/CAC_10-03-2016_Meeting-Minutes.pdf
http://www.uaf.edu/files/uafgov/FAC-notes-9-7-16_TBAnextmeeting.pdf
https://docs.google.com/a/alaska.edu/document/d/11EongcNMzu8O4M5Vpfb8GBmigKMYtv-K88oz6iQIeAw/edit?usp=sharing
http://www.uaf.edu/files/uafgov/9.12.2016-minutes-Core-Rev.pdf
http://www.uaf.edu/files/uafgov/GAAC-minutes-9-19-16-approved.pdf
http://www.uaf.edu/files/uafgov/RACSept16MinutesApproved.pdf
http://www.uaf.edu/files/uafgov/RACSept16MinutesApproved.pdf


 Background: 

The following resolution was first passed at Faculty Senate Meeting #146 in November 2007, 
and was endorsed by a letter distributed to the UAF faculty in Fall 2008.  Since then the Provost 
has annually provided this resolution to all Faculty Review Committees.  The Faculty Senate 
reaffirmed this resolution at Meeting #176 in September 2011, Meeting #184 in September 
2012, Meeting #192 in September 2013, Meeting #200 in September 2014, and Meeting #208 in 
September 2015.  For academic year 2016-2017, the Administrative Committee submits an 
updated resolution to the Faculty Senate Meeting #218 on November 7, 2016. 

RESOLUTION 

WHEREAS​ the members of Faculty Committees are called upon under the concept of shared 
governance to provide professional review of other faculty candidates undergoing Tenure, 
Promotion, and Comprehensive Review (Pre and Post-tenure), 

WHEREAS​ the faculty portion of the review process must be fair and reasonable in order to 
maintain the reputation of the University, and the integrity of the academic process, 

WHEREAS​ open and transparent Committee deliberations facilitate fair and reasonable review, 

THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED THAT​ the UAF Faculty Senate strongly requests that all 
Faculty Review Committees choose to follow the traditional option of allowing a candidate for 
Tenure, Promotion, or Comprehensive Review to opt for an “open” meeting, and that 
“mandatory closed” meetings be avoided, including during the 2016-17 review cycle.  

RATIONALE: 

1. Faculty Committee meetings are “open” at the request of a candidate and are consistent
with all other relevant UAF rules and procedures.

2. Open meetings provide strong incentives for fair and reasonable review, including the
oversight of the candidate.

3. The Committee can query a candidate for clarification of the file, which will greatly
reduce the number of false assumptions and errors during deliberation.

4. Open meetings are educational—candidates who opt to attend their review have the
opportunity to learn about academic traditions and practices.

5. Attendance can reduce candidates' anxiety, and make them feel like a part of the
process.

 ​****************************** 



 MOTION​: 

The UAF Faculty Senate moves to revise the catalog statement on attendance as indicated 
below: 

Attendance 

UAF is committed to student success and academic integrity. UAF faculty expect that students 
are committed to academic achievement. You are expected to adhere to the class attendance 
policies set by your instructors. 

General Absences: If you miss class, you are responsible for conferring with your instructor as 
soon as possible concerning your absence, and to discuss the possibilities for arranging 
alternative learning opportunities. Note that some departments drop students who miss the first 
day of class and who fail to obtain their instructor’s prior approval for the absence. 

UAF-Sanctioned Absences: If you are scheduled to miss class for an academic requirement or 
to represent UAF in an official capacity (e.g., NCAA athletic competition, music performance), 
you must notify your instructor in writing ​by the first Wednesday of​ ​within the first five days 
classes are in session in​ the semester in which the absences will occur. The notification 
should list all scheduled absences and bear the signature of a UAF school official. 

Instructors are encouraged to make reasonable accommodations for students who miss class to 
participate in these official, UAF-recognized activities. However, it is your responsibility to follow 
up the notification of absence by discussing alternative learning opportunities with your 
instructors before the end of the drop/add period (typically the second Friday of the semester). 
Doing so will allow you to drop the class and to add another if, after a good faith effort, you and 
your instructor cannot arrange for comparable learning opportunities that would enable you to be 
successful in the class. 

Effective:  Spring 2017 

Rationale: Due to schedule alignment across the UA system, UAF classes 
now start on a Monday instead of a Thursday, giving students just two class days 
to notify their instructors instead of the previous five class days. This revision will 
ensure that students have the full five days to notify their instructors of their 
participation in official, UAF-recognized activities. 

************************* 



 Motion from GAAC concerning F698 course grading. 

MOTION​: 

The UAF Faculty Senate moves to authorize the Office of the Registrar to automatically change all 

pass/fail project credits (F698) on a student’s record that are graded “DF” (Deferred) to the grade of 

“P” (Pass) once the project has been fully approved and accepted by the Graduate School. The 

responsibility for changing the “DF” grade for ​letter-graded​ F698 project credits will continue to be 

the responsibility of the instructor of record. 

Effective:   Fall 2017 

Rationale: 

The DF (Deferred) grade indicates that the course requirements may extend beyond 

the end of one semester; e.g., thesis, project, research courses, internships, etc.  A final 

grade and credit will be withheld without penalty until the course requirements are met 

within an approved time. Currently, the Registrar’s Office changes all F699 (thesis) DF grades 

to “P” (Pass) after the thesis has been fully approved and accepted by the Graduate School. 

However, project credits (F698) must be changed from DF to P by a “Change of Grade” form 

signed by the instructor. It is often difficult to get the instructor to submit a Change of Grade 

form in a timely manner, and this potentially can hold up a student receiving their diploma. 

It would be more efficient if the Registrar’s Office could change F698 project credits that are 

graded DF to P once the project has been fully approved and accepted by the Graduate 

School.  

Twenty-six departments were contacted regarding their input on changing the 

requirement from having an instructor change the DF grade to P to having the Office of the 

Registrar make the change after receiving confirmation from the Graduate School that the 

project has been approved and accepted. Of the 18 departments that responded to the 

survey, only one department (the Art Department) would like to continue offering letter 

grades every semester for their project students. Departments that offer letter grades for 

F698 are not included in this motion and their instructors will continue to be responsible for 

submitting grades every semester. The Office of the Registrar would prefer that all F698 

credits be offered by P/F.  If departments want to offer a project option with a letter grade 

they could offer this as a separate course with a different number (i.e., Computer Science 

uses CS 690 and CS 691 as Seminar/Project credits.) 



 SUGGESTED REVISIONS TO PROGRAM REVIEW - FOR DISCUSSION (ADDITIONS IN 
BOLD ITALICS; DELETIONS CROSSED OUT.) 
Background: Given the potential for program elimination during the ongoing budget crisis, and the need 
for establishing a clear process, a meeting took place with Vice-Provost Alex Fitts, Provost Susan 
Henrichs, and the chairs of several Faculty Senate committees. At this meeting revised language that 
clarifies the role of the Faculty Senate in program deletions was discussed. The proposed revised 
program review process (below) is a result of that meeting and subsequent changes proposed by FAC 
and endorsed by CAC with additional CAC changes. 

The ​new​ ​program review process will be completed as follows: 
1. An initial ​brief​ ​review based on centrally generated productivity and efficiency summary and a unit
provided ​two-page​ ​brief ​ narrative describing mission centrality, the prospective market for 
graduates, the existence of similar programs elsewhere at UA, and any special circumstances that 
explain features of the centrally generated productivity and efficiency summary (see attached 
program review template for more details). The information reviewed meets the Board of Regents 
Policy and Regulation (10.06; attached). A single Faculty Program Review Committee comprised of 
one ​tenured​ ​faculty representative ​selected by the Faculty Senate​ ​from each college and school (not 
including CRCD) plus ​five CRCD representatives​ ​one representative from CRCD and one 
representative from CTC ​ will review the materials and make the following recommendations: 
• ​Continue program
• ​Continue program but improve outcomes assessment process and reporting
• ​Continue program but improve other specific areas
• ​Modify program through consolidation with another program or other significant re-organization
• ​Suspend admissions to program or
• ​Discontinue program
The Faculty Program Review Committee shall allow up to two representatives from the program 
under review to attend the meeting and to answer questions. ​The ​Faculty Program Review 
C​c​ommittee will provide a brief narrative justifying their recommendation and describe any areas needing 
improvement prior to the next review. ​The recommendation shall be shared with the Faculty Senate 
President who has the option to respond within two weeks. 
2. An Administrative Program Review Committee comprised of the Deans of Colleges and Schools and
four administrative representatives from CRCD will review the recommendations of the ​Faculty​ ​Program 
Review Committee, may request additional information ​from ​ about​ ​the program, and will state their 
collective agreement or disagreement with the Committee’s recommendation. 
3. The Provost in consultation with the Chancellor’s Cabinet will review the recommendations of the
Faculty Program Review Committee​, the Faculty Senate,​ and the Administrative Program Review 
Committee and take one of the following actions: 
a) Program continuation is confirmed ​until the next review cycle​.
b) Program continuation with an action plan prepared by the program and Dean to meet
improvements needed by the next review cycle. Annual progress reports will be required in 
some cases. Actions may also include further review by an ad hoc committee. 
c) Other actions, such as a major program restructuring.  An action plan will be required by the
end of the next regular academic semester after a request for restructuring or similar action is 
made. 
d.) Recommend to discontinue program. ​Program deletion will require Faculty Senate 
action. However, w ​W​ hen appropriate ​, ​admissions may be suspended pending action. 

4. ​Faculty Senate reviews the recommendations to discontinue or suspend programs and states
their collective agreement or disagreement with the Provost’s recommendation. If the Faculty 
Senate disagrees, it will provide an alternate recommendation. 



5. The Chancellor reviews all levels of recommendations and decides whether to recommend
program discontinuation to the Board of Regents. 





DRAFT MINUTES 
UAF Faculty Senate Meeting #217 


Monday, October 10, 2016     1:00 - 3:00 PM - Wood Center Carol Brown Ballroom 
 


I Call to Order - Orion Lawlor 
 A.  Roll Call 
 


Faculty Senate Members Present: Members Present - continued 


ABRAMOWICZ, Ken (18) NEWBERRY, Rainer (17) 


AGGARWAL, Srijan (18) – Dejan Raskovic QUICK, Kate (18) 


AGUILAR-ISLAS, Ana (18) REMBER, Rob (17) 


ANAHITA, Sine (18) TILBURY, Jennifer (17) – Andy Anger 


ARNDT, Kathy (17) TOPKOK, Sean (18) 


BACSUJLAKY, Mara (18) TUTTLE, Siri (17) 


BARNES, Bill (18) – Galen Johnson WILDFEUER, Sandra (18) 


BENOWITZ, Jeff (18) ZHANG, Mingchu (18) 


BOLTON, Bob (18)  


BRET-HARTE, Donie (17) – via Zoom Members absent: 


CARROLL, Jennie (17) DIERENFIELD, Candi (17) 


COLLINS, Eric (17) MEYER, Franz (17) 


CROSKREY, Wendy (18) PETERSON, Rorik (17) 


CUNDIFF, Nicole (17)  


FALLEN, Chris (18)  


FARMER, Daryl (17)  


GIFFORD, Valerie (17) Others Present: 


HAMPTON, Don (17) Dana Thomas, Susan Henrichs 


HARDY, Sarah (17) – Melissa Good via Zoom FAC Chair: Andreas Anger 


HARNEY, Eileen (17) RAC Chair: Jamie Clark 


HARRIS, Norm (17) – via Zoom Cindy Hardy, Alt. 


HUNT, Steve (18) Mark Herrmann, SOM Dean 


ICKERT-BOND, Stefanie (18) Chris Coffman, Mike Earnest, Dani Sheppard 


LAWLOR, Orion (17) Faye Gallant; Colby Freel; Carol Gering 


LILJEDAHL, Anna (18) Caty Oehring; Michelle Strickland; 


LUNN, Lisa (17)  Heidi Olson, Martha Mason; Casey Byrne 


MAIER, Jak (17)   


MAKAREVICH, Roman (18)   


MATWEYOU, Julie (18) – via Zoom  


MAXWELL, David (18)   


MAY, Jeff (18)  
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 B.  Approval of Minutes for Meeting #216 (linked) 
 
The minutes were approved as submitted. 
 
 C.  Adoption of Agenda 
 
The agenda was amended at President Lawlor’s request to include a resolution on Strategic 
Pathways (SP) that he and Gordon Williams had been working on.  (The resolution was 
discussed and acted upon after the 2 pm break.)   
 
II Status of Chancellor’s Office Actions  
 A. Motions approved: None submitted 
 B. Motions pending: None 
 
III A. President’s Remarks - Orion Lawlor 
 
President Lawlor reported about serving on a Strategic Pathways Phase II team that looked at 
Institutional Research.  It was a productive team.  He spoke to President Johnsen about getting 
more faculty on the teams since they’re back on contract for the academic year, and faculty 
expertise about how the university operates is really needed to accomplish the SP goal of 
making things better in a reasoned and careful way.  He stressed the need and importance of 
faculty input into the process.  This is not a typical year for Faculty Senate, and there is a huge 
opportunity for contributing to and influencing how decisions are made.   
 
 B. President-Elect’s Remarks - Chris Fallen 
 
President-Elect Fallen reminded senate members to review the Faculty Senate Constitution and 
Bylaws.  He echoed some of Orion’s comments on SP. He served on the Health Committee 
which was notable because it had been given a charge that allowed for considering expansion 
in ways that would perhaps grow revenue (rather than simply a charge about consolidation and 
budget cutting).  He encouraged faculty to take more than a superficial cost/benefit analysis 
approach to examining what the university should keep doing and what should be cut.  As 
faculty try to do more with less, he suggested faculty help each other be more productive in 
doing the things they have to do, and eliminate what doesn’t have to be done or is not central to 
their mission.  He encouraged faculty to take the extra effort in outreach to help regents, 
community members and politicians understand what we do as a university. 
 
Ken A. asked Chris if he explained the difference between top-down management and shared 
governance to the members on his SP committee.  Chris responded that he tried. 
 
Jeff M. asked what seemed to be the most common way for feedback, ideas and suggested 
changes to reach the SP committees.  Orion mentioned the feedback form on the SP web site, 
noting that the president does read the comments received from it.  He also noted that Faculty 
Alliance members passed a resolution on some specifics related to that since they all had 
personal experience on the Phase I teams.  Alliance members were glad to see that some of 
their input was incremented into Phase II (e.g., less restrictive charges, and changes to how 
facilitation was done).   Chris added that he and Orion could also pass along comments through 
more direct channels they might have access to, as well. 
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IV A. Interim Chancellor’s Remarks - Dana Thomas 
 
Chancellor Thomas announced that the forum he mentioned at the September 22 State of the 
University address, is tentatively scheduled for November 1.  The forum is about enrollment and 
growing into our capacity, and will be broadened to discuss other revenue generating 
opportunities.  
 
The next Board of Regents meeting will be in Fairbanks on November 10 and 11.  Public 
testimony will occur on October 31 between 4-6 pm.  He encouraged faculty to listen to that or 
take part, if possible. There will also be a BOR reception on Nov. 10 in the evening between 
5:30 – 7:00 PM in the Globe Room of the Elvey Building.  
 
He encouraged faculty to get out and vote next month. 
 
Regarding this year’s budget process, he commented that a lot of information is still lacking.  
The statewide administration has proposed a budget to the Board of Regents.  They will vote on 
the budget to be submitted to the state at their November meeting.  He reminded senate 
members that the meeting can be watched online.  Statewide included a lot of proposals in the 
budget, and they’re anxious to see the Board’s reaction to those since it determines their 
strategy in moving forward.  Statewide has not settled on a future benefit rate, yet. They’re 
anxious to know that as it affects the budget significantly.  Election outcomes could also 
influence budget strategy, as well. 
 
He noted this year is particularly challenging.  As a public institution, they want to lay out 
possibilities, vet them, get feedback, revise again and get more feedback, doing so in the 
shared governance sense.  The challenge is the timing issue with SP decisions being made 
along with budget decisions. If UAF laid out a major budget plan publicly right now, then it would 
be used to identify areas to cut by the Board.  So, they are proceeding cautiously, but trying to 
involve shared governance.   
 
Ken A. suggested with respect to the submission of early grades, that a window of time be used.  
Last year he couldn’t submit them because his first exam wasn’t scheduled until a week later.  If 
the early grade is based on work that is not really reflective of the course grade, it creates a 
situation where the instructor has to go back and explain that to students.  This problem could 
be alleviated if a window of time were provided to the instructors.  Provost Henrichs said she 
would pass the suggestion on to Vice Provost Fitts.  But, extending the due dates for early 
grades leaves students with no other option except to withdraw from courses.  Having an early 
date gives them a chance to meet with an advisor and make an improvement plan to get back 
on track.  
 
Sandra W. noted that the SADA Committee is currently working on a motion to revise the dates, 
and create a window for early progress reports. 
 
 B. Provost’s Remarks - Susan Henrichs 
 
The Provost reiterated Chancellor Thomas’s remarks about wanting suggestions from faculty for 
making the budget process better, for creating revenue, for ways to cut the budget that aren’t 
harmful, and anything else along those lines.   
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The Provost noted that many faculty have applied for tenure this year, as well as many having 
applied early for tenure.  She urged faculty on peer review committees to be thoughtful and fair 
in their deliberations on the committees.  She acknowledged that some faculty might be thinking 
their department would be safer in a climate of budget cuts if it didn’t have as many tenured 
faculty, but these decisions should be based solely on the merits of the candidate.  If the budget 
situation makes it so they can no longer employ the faculty they do now they’ll have to make 
those decisions based on other criteria. 
 
 C. Senate Members’ Questions / Comments 
 
There were no questions or comments at this point in the meeting. 
 
V Public Comment 
 
No public comments were made. 
 
1:32  VI Governance Reports 
 A. Research Report - VC Hinzman (Written report attached) 
 
 B. Staff Council - Faye Gallant 


 
Faye reported about SC involvement in the Strategic Pathways teams.  She noted actions the 
Staff Council took at their meeting this morning, and mentioned their discussion about morale 
and employee engagement.  Brad Lobland spoke to them about a new UA-wide performance 
evaluation for non-union staff.  She noted SC is following the use of furloughs in three UAF 
departments.  


 
 C. ASUAF - Colby Freel 
 
Colby reported that ASUAF will be surveying students on several topics, including Strategic 
Pathways, tuition increases, and Haven training.  They have sent representatives to the SP 
Phase II teams, and were pleased with a more transparent process for selecting who would 
attend.  Governance leaders were given the opportunity to suggest names.  He mentioned 
ASUAF will host a debate between Senator Coghill and candidate Luke Hopkins. 
 
 D.  UNAC - Chris Coffman 
 UNAD Report - Katie Boylan (Written report attached) 
       UAFT - Kate Quick 
 
Chris C. reported that negotiations with the university are now underway.  The bargaining unit 
members will be sent more information as it becomes available.  Members are welcome to 
attend the negotiation sessions.  They are archiving their negotiation documents online and 
updating the union web site. She hosted a general membership meeting, noting that turnout was 
good.  Tony Rickard’s slides are now posted from that meeting, and she highlighted some of the 
notable facts from that presentation.  She mentioned some of the changes to the bargaining 
agreement changes being discussed by the teams.  She announced the next general 
membership meeting.   
 


http://unitedacademics.net/ 
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Katie B. noted there is a UNAD report attached (see link above).  Kate Q. did not have anything 
to report concerning UAFT. 
      
 E. Athletics - Dani Sheppard 
 
Dani S. introduced herself and described her role as the Faculty Athletics Rep (FAR) for UAF.  
It’s her sixth year in this position.  The big news over the last six months has been the Strategic 
Pathways process.  She noted the Board of Regents voted in September to have no elimination 
of athletics, but they are looking at a restructuring to address budget issues.  They are in the 
process of petitioning the NCAA for waivers to the mandated minimum number of teams.  She 
announced that the cumulative GPA of their students is 3.12 across all sports.  The spring 
semester GPA was 3.23. The number of teams averaging a GPA of 3.3 or more has risen from 
three to four.  All of the student athletes have received the Green Dot training.  She gave details 
about the efforts of coaches of the court sports (volleyball, basketball) to change their 
competitions from Thursday and Saturday to Friday and Saturday instead, to decrease class 
absences.  She reported about being nominated and selected by a national committee to be a 
FAR Fellow, for which she attended a leadership institute.  She has had the opportunity this 
year to meet with all the teams individually (rather than in one mass group) to talk with them 
about how to work with their course instructors regarding class absences due to team travel.  
She hopes to continue working with the Curricular Affairs Committee to improve communication 
between the department and Faculty Senate.  She invited anyone interested to let her know of 
their interest in helping to form a faculty athletics advisory committee, or to get involved in the 
Nanook Athletics Advisory Committee to strengthen the faculty presence. 
 
 F. Senate Members’ Questions / Comments 
 
Anna L. added a comment to the UNAC report, noting that the last two Thursdays she and 
others met with part of the negotiation team, focusing on the non-tenure track union members 
who make up nearly half of the membership.  They talked about the promotion process, and 
having non-tenure track faculty be evaluated by their peers at the university-wide committee 
level.  And they communicated that term faculty often have worked in term positions for quite a 
number of years. They would like the language in the CBA to better reflect their position. 
 
Jeff B. commented that research, clinical and other bipartite faculty have career positions, so it’s 
awkward for faculty to be called “term” when one is with the university for so many years. 
 
VII Discussion and Information Item: 
 Program Review Process Revisions - Rainer Newberry 


1. Suggested Revisions to Program Review (linked) 
2. Orion’s resolution was added; discussed at length, and passed after the break. 


 
Rainer described the issues which had arisen in discussions about the current process for 
academic program review along with Faculty Senate’s role.  The matter has been further 
discussed at the Curricular Affairs Committee which wanted to make the full senate aware of the 
discussions that have taken place, and provide some information on clarifications and potential 
changes. The goal today is to get feedback for CAC, which will then work to formulate a motion 
for Faculty Senate to vote upon at a future meeting. 
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The current process specifies the involvement of tenured faculty, but this grossly cuts down on 
the number of available faculty to serve on the faculty review committee.   
 
Another issue concerns step 3. which outlines the Provost’s role.  At step 3.c., the Faculty 
Senate rather suddenly comes into play, but the process is not clear about how that happens. 
They’d like to see the Faculty Senate piece in its own section to make it clearer.  It should also 
be pointed out that regardless of what the Faculty Senate decides concerning a program 
elimination, as in many issues, it’s the Chancellor who actually has the final say after all is said 
and done.   
 
In the current language, it says program deletion will require Faculty Senate action, but doesn’t 
specify what the process is or what happens if the Senate decides to do nothing.  What they’ve 
tried to spell out in the document is that the Senate is going to make a recommendation about 
program deletion.  For that to be taken seriously in the case of a recommendation not to delete 
a program, however, they need to include a reasonable alternative.  
 
Sine A. expressed grave concerns about the lack of faculty involvement in the process.  She’d 
like to see more faculty involvement in the process, increased transparency in the process, and 
for the programs under review to be allowed to have a seat at the table.  She suggested that the 
faculty review committee meetings be open, and that an official member of Faculty Senate be 
present.  Under the Provost’s section of the document, she’d like for the affected program to 
have the opportunity to sit down with the Chancellor before final decisions are made.  Rainer 
asked her to draft up some language to share with the committee.  She responded that she has 
already done so and will share it with the committee. 
 
Mara B. also agreed with Sine’s comments, and reiterated that these decisions are going to be 
made with or without us, so it’s better to have more faculty presence and have governance 
involved throughout the process.  She expressed support for removing the requirement for 
tenured faculty, as many faculty have careers spanning upwards of ten years who are not 
tenure track, as Anna L. had pointed out, who have a right to participate in these processes. 
 
Jamie C. observed that perhaps the requirement of tenure was not so much to exclude non-
tenure track faculty as it was to protect junior faculty. Orion noted that it was intended for the 
latter, but ended up doing the former as well.   
 
Ken A. expressed a concern that the faculty role in program deletions has been diminished, if 
not circumvented, by the use of program suspensions in lieu of deleting programs.  He had 
heard directly from a past chancellor about this.  Doing so circumvents the Faculty Senate role 
in the process, as well as the important role faculty play in designing the curriculum of the 
university. He asked if a policy change had occurred.  
 
Provost Henrichs responded that there’s been no policy switch, and acknowledged that people 
are rightfully more concerned about the policies and procedures used in program review 
because at this point all programs are on the line, not just small ones with low enrollments.  
Regarding suspending admissions into programs, that is practiced across the system and has 
been used for a long time.  It’s basically there because some programs have fallen below a 
critical mass of faculty or students or facilities, meaning the university can no longer 
successfully offer the program.  There needed to be a way to protect students from entering a 
program that was no longer working very well.  Now, however, the situation is different and 
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some of these decisions are largely being driven by financial problems.  The Board of Regents 
has recognized that suspension of programs by administration in this climate is something they 
no longer want to allow to occur.  So, she suspects that the BOR will decide that university 
administrations will no longer be allowed to suspend admissions to programs.   
 
With regard to faculty participation in the program review process, the current process was 
discussed and agreed to by the Faculty Senate several years ago.  She understands that the 
circumstances have changed such that people are more concerned about how program review 
is conducted.  She reiterated how faculty are involved in the process currently, both at the 
program level and at later stages of the review process.  The concern she’s hearing now is that 
this involvement is not enough.  If the Faculty Senate chooses to require more faculty 
involvement, the administration would likely agree to that within reason.  There is a need, 
however, for a process which can be completed in a reasonable time frame and doesn’t 
unnecessarily prolong decisions that must be made.    
 
Sine A. commented that faculty involvement early in the process of program review, particularly 
of a troubled program, would allow faculty to be more proactive and come up with alternative 
structures.  Then it would be less likely that it came down to a last stage effort occurring at 
Faculty Senate. 
 
The Provost reiterated that it is the practice to involve program faculty in cases of special 
academic program review.  She is willing to do more of that if people do not feel they’ve been 
provided sufficient opportunity to come up with creative and innovative ways to improve a 
program and its enrollments.  But, there is an element of practicality, also, because there are 
not enough resources to staff and sufficiently support even highly enrolled programs at this time.  
Ideas for improvement need to be tempered with what might be practical for the university to 
provide. 
 
Orion reminded senators that the point of the discussion today was to get the conversation 
started and for senators to talk to their constituents.  The point of contact for ideas and feedback 
is Rainer Newberry.  Faculty Affairs Committee members are interested in being involved in 
CAC discussions, as well. 
 
ANNUAL PHOTO SHOOT and BREAK 
 
New Business Item added to the agenda at the start of the meeting: 
Resolution on Strategic Pathways  
 
The proposed resolution, prepared by President Lawlor and Gordon Williams, was shared and 
feedback invited.   
 
Chris F. shared information about the SP team process that’s being used.  The first part of each 
phase is the team meetings.  Their charge is to generate a list of options that potentially meet 
the charge, but not to generate recommendations.  Then, they develop elements to those 
options (who and what is affected), and then they evaluate the options with a list of pros and 
cons.  Ultimately, the implementation and the choice of one or more options fall upon the 
President.  Team members have been instructed not to talk about the options being considered.  
This is causing some tension in their roles as faculty, and is part of what is driving this 
resolution. 
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Rainer asked who the resolution is being addressed to, and Orion clarified it’s being directed to 
the President.  To be directed to the Board of Regents, it would go through the Faculty Alliance.   
 
Sine asked how teams are selected.  Orion was not sure, and noted he had been surprised 
when Colby F. shared that ASUAF had been asked to submit names. Chancellor Thomas 
commented that UAF administration has been asked to submit names for both Phase I and 
Phase II teams, noting that selections aren’t always made from the provided names.  He’s 
reached out to separate groups and asked for suggested names, but it’s not generally under 
their control. 
 
Jeff B. noted that he personally made suggestions to the President, and the individuals were 
chosen.   
 
The Provost added that the President constructed the teams from categories, so administration 
was invited to suggest names for certain categories, and governance groups were invited to 
suggest names for other categories. No one group was charged with suggesting all of the 
names for a particular committee.  Another factor is that the President is of the mind that it’s 
very difficult to get a large group to make a decision, and that was why the groups have been 
kept small.   
 
Jak M. commented that small committees need more input from outside their limited 
membership to be able to have a broader perspective in order to make good decisions. She 
supports the request that the faculty members be allowed to talk with their constituencies 
throughout the process (not just about the process) to help the committee members be as 
informed and engaged as possible.   
 
Ken A. suggested that a stronger focus on financial analysis be included in the 
recommendations.  The process seems to be driven by lack of budget, but committees’ hands 
are tied as far as doing a true cost / benefit analysis to better inform their decisions. 
 
Orion noted the Engineering task force had 58 pages of data from PAIR about credit hours 
produced and student counts, etc., but nothing to really inform them what the effects on number 
of majors or student credit hours, for example, would be from reorganizing how Anchorage and 
Fairbanks deliver the programs.  Chris added that in Phase 1 of the Research Administration 
committee, it was very difficult to evaluate or compare numbers because of the different 
structures of the three universities and how the data from each is gathered.  It was frustrating to 
try to work from unclear data.  
 
The motion was moved forward for voting.  With no objections it was unanimously approved. 
 
VIII Discussion and Information Items 
 A. Q&A with Dana Thomas: Student Recruitment & Retention 


 
Chancellor Thomas reiterated that growing into our capacity is one way to reduce the impacts of 
budget reductions, along with growing research. He mentioned the consideration of potential 
new programs and expanding existing ones as additional ways to address the situation.   
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Another idea that’s been discussed is possibly providing scholarships for new students who 
have earned their associate of arts (AA) out of state, to attract more students.  Doing so would 
potentially help fill more upper division courses for baccalaureate degree programs.  He shared 
several examples of creative program ideas that he has learned about from several of the 
schools and colleges.  He invited faculty to share their ideas with the Provost and himself.   
 
Provost Henrichs added that they’re aware that they can’t spend more money on increasing 
enrollment than the tuition they might take in.  So, their emphasis is on looking for ways to 
attract students that are reasonably low in cost and will mostly bring students into the upper 
division where there is more room in the class sections. If they were able to meet the enrollment 
targets that they’ve tentatively set they might achieve $8-10 million in additional tuition revenue.  
It won’t be easy, however.  Investing real money into this effort is essential for success. 
 
Chancellor Thomas mentioned that not having sufficient scholarships for juniors and seniors in 
baccalaureate programs impacts their retention of those students, as well as overall enrollment.  
Elements like these need to be on the table during such discussions.   
 
Orion shared an example from Computer Science that helped with graduate student enrollment.  
There are only about 200 institutions that offer baccalaureate programs in computer science, 
and they mailed out posters advertising their graduate programs.  It was a targeted effort that 
helped bring in a dozen students.   
 
Chancellor Thomas mentioned the fact that the Department of Defense wants to double the 
number of students in cybersecurity in the next five years.   
 
Wendy C. asked about incentivizing new students from outside with out-of-state-tuition waivers.   
Chancellor Thomas responded that they’re open to suggestions.  He noted that they’ve 
discussed some ideas specifically targeting states with high in-state tuition, such as New 
Hampshire.  Alaska would be very competitively priced for those out-of-state students. 
 
Anna L. asked for comments concerning recruitment and retention of graduate students.  
Provost Henrichs responded that they’ve set a tentative target of increasing graduate students 
by 20%.  There’s been a small decrease in the past few years because of increased difficulty in 
obtaining research funding, so not as many students are being funded on grants.  There has 
been a decrease in Fund 1 dollars available for teaching assistantships, also.  They do want to 
increase their graduate enrollment and faculty ideas are invited.  It seems that the combination 
of having more teaching assistantships and research assistantships available is part of that 
effort.  They’re also looking at starting more professional types of graduate programs where 
students would pay tuition and wouldn’t expect an assistantship to support them.  In order to be 
successful, those would almost certainly need to be delivered online to draw sufficient student 
numbers. 
 
Please send in ideas to the Provost and she will compile them.  Chancellor Thomas noted 
they’re interested in hearing about other potential revenue streams as well.  He mentioned, for 
example, that the President has put in a plan to support a handful of things out of next year’s 
budget allocation, including President’s professorships; the Alaska Center for Energy and 
Power; and the Institute of Social and Economic Research.  They’ve provided feedback saying 
that they like the idea of President’s professorships, but could they break that up a little bit and 
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use some money for post-docs and for start-up of new faculty because those are areas which 
can lead to increased research dollars.   
 
Jeff B. commented that as a soft money research faculty member, he writes grants and brings in 
money. If he mentors someone in writing a grant, there’s no financial incentive for him.  No part 
of that goes into his salary, and he might actually be competing in the same program.  Yet, 
clearly, mentoring is going to make a difference in how many grants they get.  There could be 
some sort of program where they align successful researchers with researchers who have 
potential to be successful but need mentorship.  Jamie C. noted that the Research Advisory 
Committee is working on making proposals for the Vice Chancellor for Research on those very 
issues. 
 
VIII  B. Information Items - continued: 


● 2015-16 Promotion and Tenure Review Results Summary  (linked) 
● Faculty Alliance Report to Faculty Senates (linked) 


   
IX Public Comments 
 
No public comments were made. 
 
X Members’ Comments/Questions/Announcements 


A. General Comments / Announcements 
 
No general comments were made. 
 
 B. Committee Chair / Convener Comments  
       (An active link is added if minutes are submitted.) 
 


 Administrative Committee - Chris Fallen, Chair  
   (Minutes for 09/02/2016 linked) 


 
  Curricular Affairs - Jennie Carroll, Chair (Minutes for 08/24/2016 linked) 
 
Jennie mentioned that a motion will be coming from CAC regarding Athletics and the academic 
calendar. 
 
  Faculty Affairs - Andy Anger, Chair 
 
Andy announced their next meeting and invited agenda items. 
 
  Unit Criteria - Mara Bacsujlaky, Chair 
 
Mara noted she’s in Flagstaff at the moment, but the committee will be meeting next week when 
she’s back.  They are drafting recommendations for the joint appointment primacy issue, as well 
as the Blue Book promotion process for non-tenure track faculty. 
 


Committee on the Status of Women - Ellen Lopez, Diana DiStefano - Co-Chairs 
(Minutes for 9/15/2016 linked) 
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  Core Review - Andy Seitz, Chair 
 
  Curriculum Review - Rainer Newberry, Chair 
 
Rainer mentioned the committee has already approved five items. 
 
  Student Academic Development and Achievement  


- Sandra Wildfeuer, Chair (Minutes for 9/08/2016 linked) 
 


Sandra shared that they’re drafting revisions concerning the early progress reports.  They are 
also looking at the repeating courses policy, the pre-major status policy, and the English 
alignment and placement. 
 
  Faculty Development, Assessment and Improvement 


 - Franz Meyer, Chair 
 


Graduate Academic and Advisory - Donie Bret-Harte, Chair 
   Sean Topkok, Co-Chair (Minutes for 9/09/2016 linked) 
 
Donie reported the committee has met twice, and will meet next week (Sean will chair).  They’ve 
approved one item, and are reviewing a long list of others.  
 


Research Advisory Committee - Jamie Clark, Gordon Williams - Co-Chairs 
  (Minutes for 8/26/2016 linked) 
 


Jamie reported they’re hammering out their agenda, which will include initiatives the VCR’s 
office could support to help make grant-making more successful.  They don’t have any 
representation of peer research faculty on the committee this year.  They are interested in 
finding some soft money members. 


 
Information Technology Committee - Siri Tuttle, Chair 


 
Siri announced she’s been elected the chair.  They will be looking at how Strategic Pathways 
will potentially impact the tech infrastructure. 


 
XI Adjourn 
 
The meeting was adjourned on time at 2:45 PM.  
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Research Report provided by Vice Chancellor Larry Hinzman: 
 
September and October are great months for Alaskan science.  There have been many very high level 
meetings and UAF has played a central role in almost all of them.   
 
President Obama used Alaska as a setting to promote his concern and agenda with climate change.  Since that 
time, many high level cabinet members, ambassadors, and agency leads have visited UAF.  These include the 
President's Science Advisor, Secretary of the Navy, Secretary of Energy, Administrator of EPA and Director of 
NSF.  UAF has become synonymous with Arctic expertise.  
   
We are also many other things including a fine undergraduate institution that works hard to provide our 
students with research experience and the knowledge and training necessary to secure a place in the nation's 
workforce as productive members of society.  We are central to Alaska's evolving economy, stimulating 
economic diversity by introducing new discoveries, patents, licenses and the capable workforce to move these 
ideas to reality.  To demonstrate that capability, on September 20, we invited all of Alaska's legislators to visit 
UAF to learn more about our expertise and facilities.  The primary purpose of this event was to demonstrate to 
our legislators and other community and state leaders that UAF is producing research that has practical value 
and positive economic impact for the state.  They toured many of our laboratories and visited faculty, staff and 
students to better understand our capabilities.  We also hosted a round table discussion to learn how we may 
better serve the state and help Alaska recover from this financial crisis.  We prepared many fliers from units 
throughout the university to emphasize our value and productivity.  These will be shared with those legislators 
who were unable to participate in person.  It is essential that our people continue to communicate with all our 
legislators to persuade them make the changes needed to stabilize our economy.   
 
UAF remains a research powerhouse, as demonstrated in several recent reports from U Arctic: 
Funding: https://dx.doi.org/10.6084/m9.figshare.3811224 
Altmetric https://dx.doi.org/10.6084/m9.figshare.3811242 


Scopus https://www.elsevier.com/__data/assets/pdf_file/0017/204353/Arctic-Research-
Publication-Trends-August-2016.pdf 


  
Last week, several UAF researchers participated in events supporting the White House Arctic Science 
Ministerial.  We were repeatedly told that this international meeting of ministers found its seed in discussions 
held at UAF in August 2015.  There is more information here: http://www.arcticobserving.org/news/225-the-
white-house-arctic-science-ministerial and already there are active discussions regarding collaborations for 
implementation.   


 
This week, the Arctic Council Senior Arctic Officials will meet in Portland, Maine to continue to promote 
advances in Arctic science and policy.  One product was creation of a digital elevation map of Alaska. 
https://www.nga.mil/MediaRoom/PressReleases/Pages/Arctic3DAlaska.aspx The need for improved elevation 
mapping was a high priority for UAF researchers and we pushed emphatically to have this included among the 
priorities of the US Chairmanship.  This mapping capability will be expanded to include the whole Arctic. 


 
The Arctic Council led by the US Chair continues to make good progress in achieving the goals laid out nearly 
two years ago, including an international agreement on Scientific Cooperation.  


http://www.arctic-council.org/index.php/en/our-work2/8-news-and-events/408-sctf-ottawa-july-2016 
Everyone expects this agreement to be signed at the next Arctic Council Ministerial, to be held in Fairbanks in 
May 2017.  So, this agreement is likely to be called the Fairbanks Declaration. 


 
Listening Sessions were held with those who had concerns or suggestions for the Office of Research Integrity, 
the Office of Intellectual Property and Commercialization, the Animal Resources Center, and the Office of the 
Vice Chancellor for Research.   Several were quite well attended and good ideas were solicited and will be 
acted upon. 
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Larry Hinzman 
--  


 
 
Larry D. Hinzman 
Vice Chancellor for Research 
Professor of Civil and Environmental Engineering  
University of Alaska Fairbanks  
PO Box 757270 
909 Koyukuk Drive 
Fairbanks, AK 99775-7270 
 
Phone: 1 907 474 6000 
Office: 212 WRRB 
http://www.research.uaf.edu/ 
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Adjunct Union (UNAD) Report 
Submitted by Katie Boylan 


 
The adjunct executive board met from September 23-24 in Anchorage.  The main topic of 
discussion was upcoming negotiations since UNAD’s current contract will be expiring at the end 
of February.  The board received negotiation training from an AFT instructor.  Before the 
meeting concluded, the board assembled its negotiation committee.  Meetings with management 
will begin in early December. 
 
At the end of next week, several members of UNAD’s e-board will be meeting in Anchorage for 
Caucus. During this time, the board will meet again to continue preparing for negotiations.      
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RESOLUTION: 
 
 
WHEREAS, for Strategic Pathways to be successful and credible, it needs to be seen as fair and 
deliberate, and reflect the diversity of viewpoints needed to collect the necessary information and 
carefully study the impacts of the recommendations being considered; and 
 
WHEREAS, while the Phase I Strategic Pathways Task Forces were formed during the summer 
when few faculty were on contract or available, and the work was preliminary in nature, this is 
no longer the case; and 
 
WHEREAS, Strategic Pathways implementation committees are continuing to meet and make 
decisions and recommendations to implement the recommendations from Phase I, but the 
composition and operation of the task forces is essentially unchanged; and 
 
WHEREAS, faculty have not been given an opportunity to choose their own representation, and 
those faculty who are involved have been given instructions that limit their capacity to freely 
discuss the work of these committees with their colleagues; and 
 
WHEREAS, changes currently being proposed do not always reflect an understanding of vital 
information about the impact of major changes on students, and faculty can help provide that 
understanding; and 
 
WHEREAS, as an example, at the last Board of Regents meeting the BoR recommended the 
elimination of the BA program in education, but much of the material provided to the Board at 
the meeting contained significant erroneous information or lacked important context; now 
 
THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED,  
The UAF Faculty Senate requests that: 


● Faculty members be free to discuss the contents of Strategic Pathways options with 
the community so that they can collect the necessary feedback to ensure that the 
conclusions reached by these committees will be well informed and considered, 


● Membership in Strategic Pathways Committees affecting academic programs have a 
plurality of representation from faculty in those programs, and 


● Faculty members in Strategic Pathways Committees be selected by their respective 
constituencies. 
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DATE:  October 31, 2016   


TO:  UAA Faculty Senate, UAF Faculty Senate, UAS Faculty Senate  


FROM: Tara Smith, Chair, Faculty Alliance 


RE:    October Report of Activities 


The Faculty Alliance consists of the president-elect (First Vice President at UAA), 
president, and past president of each Faculty Senate in the University of Alaska System.  
The chair of this body rotates amongst the past presidents of each university.  AY17 is 
UAA’s year to chair, and this is why I am writing to you on behalf of the Faculty 
Alliance members. 
 
The Faculty Alliance exists primarily to promote communication amongst the Faculty 
Senates and to/from Statewide leadership.  We are an advisory body to the President and 
we have members serving on the Statewide Academic Council and the chair is an ex-
officio member of the Board of Regents Academic & Student Affairs (ASA) committee.  
We meet via Google Hangouts and anyone is welcome to attend our meetings.  Both the 
ASA and BOR meetings are livestreamed if you are interested in watching.  Please note 
that public testimony is no longer conducted during the regular BOR meetings.  It occurs 
in advance via audio. 
 
Following this overview are documents related to the work of Faculty Alliance from 
October.  During this month, we have approved two documents to President Johnsen and 
the Board of Regents.  The first is a motion with feedback on the Strategic Pathways 
process.  The second is our response to the accreditation report completed by Dr. Dana 
Thomas in August, 2016.  We also approved budget information request questions and 
will be submitting them to all three universities and the Statewide Offices.  We will send 
all responses to all three Faculty Senates. 
 
The GER Coordinating Task Force continues its work with the Disciplinary teams.  The 
Writing Placement Community of Practice has begun their work, as well.   
 
We have begun discussions of a request for comparable budget information for FY16/17 
from all three universities and Statewide in order to help all of us better understand how 
cuts and allocations have been distributed across our system.  Please feel free to send 
your ideas to any faculty alliance member.  We also received a report from a UAF faculty 
member last May that faculty benefit rates were prohibitively costly to departments.  This 
was causing them to choose adjunct faculty over fulltime faculty for overload or summer 
assignments.  We are looking into this, as well. 
 



https://www.alaska.edu/governance/faculty-alliance/

https://www.alaska.edu/governance/

https://www.alaska.edu/bor/

https://www.alaska.edu/bor/public-testimony/





We are compiling the feedback from faculty with the new common calendar.  We are 
continuing our research into benefit rates for summer and overload assignments. Please 
note that my November meeting with President Johnsen is on the 1st if you would like to 
contact me with any information or questions.  My December meeting with him is on the 
6th. 
 
Please do not hesitate to contact your respective Faculty Alliance members with any 
comments or questions on these items or to make suggestions of items we should address.  
I can be reached best at tmsmith@alaska.edu if you would like to contact me. 
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WHEREAS, the central mission of the University of Alaska System is to 
advance and disseminate knowledge through teaching, research, and 
public service, emphasizing the North and its diverse peoples, and 


 
WHEREAS, for Strategic Pathways to be successful and credible in 
supporting that mission, it needs to be fair, deliberate, transparent, and 
reflect the diversity of existing viewpoints,  collect necessary information, 
and demonstrate careful examination of the impacts of the options being 
considered; and 
 
WHEREAS, Regents Policy P03.01.010 specifies that faculty participation 
in university governance be an integral part of the university community’s 
culture whose purpose is to provide an effective opportunity to play a 
meaningful role in matters affecting their welfare; and 
 
WHEREAS, any restructuring of the university, whether academic or 
administrative, has a direct impact on faculty work environment, 
productivity and student learning outcomes; and 
 
WHEREAS, faculty are in the best position to assess and evaluate any 
impact due to academic and administrative restructuring of the university; 
and 
 
WHEREAS, faculty being the core of the university should be active 
participants, be engaged, be adequately represented and be the core of any 
group or body that develops options or implementation of both academic 
and administrative restructuring of the university; and 
 
WHEREAS, University Regulation Chapter 03.01.E.01 specifies that it is 
the responsibility of Faculty Alliance to represent the faculty in areas that 
may include but are not limited to: coordination on matters relating to 
academic affairs such as academic program review; the addition, deletion 
or merging of academic programs; curriculum; subject matter and 
methods of instruction; degree requirements; grading policy; course 
coordination and transfer; student probation and suspension; standards of 
admission and scholastic standards; and other matters affecting the 
faculty, and/or the general welfare of the university and its educational 
purposes and effectiveness; and 
 
WHEREAS, the American Association of University Professors (AAUP) 
specifies in its Statement on Government of Colleges and Universities, 



http://www.alaska.edu/bor/policy/03-01.pdf
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Item 5, “The faculty has primary responsibility for such fundamental areas 
as curriculum, subject matter and methods of instruction, research, faculty 
status, and those aspects of student life which relate to the educational 
process.  On these matters the power of review or final decision lodged in 
the governing board or delegated by it to the president should be exercised 
adversely only in exceptional circumstances, and for reasons 
communicated to the faculty. It is desirable that the faculty should, 
following such communication, have opportunity for further consideration 
and further transmittal of its views to the president or board”; and 
 
WHEREAS, the number of faculty appointed to participate in all phases of 
Strategic Pathways has been low; and 
 
WHEREAS; faculty have not been given an opportunity to choose their 
own representation, and those faculty who are involved have been given 
instructions, in certain groups, that limit their capacity to freely discuss 
the work of these committees with their colleagues and community. 
 
WHEREAS, faculty provide the necessary understanding of the impacts of 
changes currently being proposed on students the community, and the 
university; and 
 
WHEREAS, options currently being considered and implemented have a 
significant impact on curriculum, faculty work environment, faculty 
productivity and as an extension to student learning outcome; and 
 
WHEREAS, accrediting agencies stipulate the role of faculty in developing 
curriculum, for example the Northwest Commission on Colleges and 
Universities Accreditation Standard 2.C.5 states, “Faculty, through well-
defined structures and processes with clearly defined authority and 
responsibilities, exercise a major role in the design, approval, 
implementation, and revision of the curriculum…” and the Association to 
Advance Collegiate Schools of Business (AACSB) Eligibility Procedures 
and Accreditation Standards for Business Accreditation, Section 2, page 23 
specifies, “Faculty resources develop and manage 
Curricula…”; and 
 
WHEREAS, the Strategic Pathways process contradicts the established 
structures, processes, authority, responsibility of faculty in program design 
and curriculum revision at each university; and 
 
WHEREAS, there have been no baseline costs or reductions in costs 
identified in any of the Strategic Pathways recommendations; and 
 
WHEREAS, the recent Employee Engagement Survey conducted at UAF 
and the Faculty Morale Survey conducted at UAA indicates a significant 
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amount of dissatisfaction that is leading to losses of the university’s most 
valuable faculty assets; 
 


THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the UA Faculty Alliance strongly 
recommends that President Johnsen and the Board of Regents not proceed with 
Strategic Pathways implementation until the following issues are addressed: 


• Membership on Strategic Pathways Committees 
affecting academic programs have a plurality of 
representation from faculty in those programs, and 


• Faculty members on Strategic Pathways Committees be 
selected by faculty from the programs under 
consideration; and 


• Faculty members be allowed and encouraged to discuss 
the contents of Strategic Pathways options and 
implementation plans within the community so that 
they can collect the necessary feedback to ensure that 
the conclusions reached by these committees and those 
of the Summit team be well informed and educated; and  


• The University of Alaska Statewide Offices complete and 
publish cost benefit analysis of Strategic Pathways 
options being considered prior to the consideration of 
any option for implementation; and 


• Strategic Pathways options be discussed by the Faculty 
Senates of the respective affected universities and by 
Faculty Alliance prior to the development of 
implementation plans. 


 
  







  
 
  
  
 
 


 


DATE:                October 31, 2016                          


TO:                     President Jim Johnsen 


FROM:               Tara Smith, Chair, Faculty Alliance 


RE:                     An Assessment of Single Accreditation vs Three Separate 
Accreditations for the University of Alaska” Three Universities  


  
The Faculty Alliance would like to address “An Assessment of Single Accreditation 
versus Three Separate Accreditations for the University of Alaska’s Three Universities” 
by Dana L. Thomas on July 26, 2016 and the Board of Regents discussion thereof on 
September 16, 2016.  The Faculty Alliance unanimously and vigorously supports the 
central findings that 
“Single accreditation is neither necessary nor sufficient to achieve cost savings, enhance the student 
experience, or improve state higher education performance measures. In addition, the process to 
merge UA’s institutions would be disruptive, take at least two years, and might not be approved by 
the Commission. Therefore, undertaking an accreditation merger at this time is not recommended.” 
  
While we agree with the fundamental conclusion and specific recommendation on 
maintaining the accreditation of each university in the system, we were disappointed at 
the limited number of faculty consulted in the information-gathering process for the 
report.  Only two faculty members appear on the list of those consulted, and none were 
currently members of faculty governance.  We note that a wide range of administrators 
and outside experts were consulted, and we thank them for their input on the challenges 
facing all Alaskan universities. Given that this issue, and the underlying pressures that 
produced it, have yet to be resolved, we would like to offer our constructive comments, 
recommendations, and measured cautions.  We hope to see an expanded faculty voice in 
this conversation going forward and urge all academic leadership to continue strong 
outreach and inclusion efforts to students, faculty, and staff.  
  
The discussion of accreditation changes hinge upon two main issues: the need to cut costs 
and the need to maintain and improve outcomes (e.g., maintain leadership in Arctic 
research, improve graduation rates, increase enrollment).  Cost-cutting must be carefully 
considered and options for increased revenue are limited.  It is neither possible nor 
advisable to attempt to offset the budget cuts from the state, the total deferred 
maintenance of UA infrastructure, rising energy and health care costs, and even modest 
cost of living salary increases through increased student tuition alone.  A massive tuition 
hike would eliminate a major driver of student enrollment (value/cost) and increase a 
major barrier to completion (cost).  In addition to the need to spend less money, UA must 
maintain the excellence already achieved and improve in meeting priorities for the state.  







The suggestions for internal policy and process changes to address issues of quality fall 
into two main categories: administrative and academic.  This memo addresses each 
domain (cost cutting, administrative changes, academic changes) separately below and 
concludes with a summary of our main recommendations in bullet points. 
  
Cost Cutting 
The discussion of the “Single Accreditation vs Three Separate Accreditations” report at 
the September Board of Regents meeting made it clear that a number of regents believe 
that the organizational changes necessitated by merging accreditations would result in 
significant cost savings for the entire system.  In fact, there are dramatic cost savings that 
could be implemented much more rapidly and less disruptively than merging 
accreditation.  The regents have as yet not fully exploited powers to influence popular 
opinions of and attitudes towards higher education generally and that provided by the UA 
family of institutions specifically.  The UA Statewide Offices have real and present 
opportunities to reduce costs that will improve our system metrics on the cost side 
immediately.  The universities are the direct providers to students and have the most 
opportunity to impact student outcomes and experiences.  The Faculty Alliance offers our 
thoughts and recommendations for each level of leadership and would like to emphasize 
our willingness to work collaboratively on improving the culture, outcomes, and 
experience of higher education in Alaska. 
  
The Board of Regents has rightfully identified the need to enhance the culture of 
education in Alaska and has committed to working with the Board of Education on 
toward this end.  We commend this spirit of cooperation and inclusion for all Alaskans.  
We would like to offer the regents the example of the Montana University System Board 
of Regents “College!Now” initiative. This initiative promoted the opportunities for 
education and training available to Montanans in their community colleges.  A similar 
UA initiative need not be limited to community college-level programs.  The UA regents 
are recognized leaders in Alaska and could coordinate their efforts to communicate and 
promote the value of higher education across the state.  We know that the regents are 
busy, committed individuals, and we recognize their service is important and demanding.  
We believe they should be fully supported in crafting a public outreach campaign.  The 
diversity of the educational options available to Alaskans is to be celebrated and the 
Board’s participation in the effort would be welcomed. 
  
The UA Statewide Offices can adapt most quickly to our changing circumstances, and 
should lead the efforts to cut costs.  Their focus should be direct support of our 
universities’ missions.  Statewide funding can be consolidated to those services that are 
legally required to be at a system-level and only those that the individual universities 
could not do for themselves.  The changes that Statewide could make to reduce its costs 
overall to the system can be implemented on much more aggressive timelines than actual 
savings can be realized from cuts to academic programming.  Statewide can set a strong 
example that leads our universities to greater efficiencies and system collaboration, but 
only if it is willing to make these difficult decisions now.  Every study/audit of Statewide 
has come to the same conclusion: it must be reduced.  In fact, most of these studies 
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occurred in better budget times.  Leadership in cost cutting within UA Statewide for the 
greater good of students has never been more urgent. 
  
The universities must responsibly allocate funding to achieve the mission of each 
institution.  Support services that do not contribute to mission fulfillment cannot be 
justified in this climate.  As the leadership have noted, the institutions have been cut to 
the extent that delivery of programs and research productivity have been negatively 
affected, and more cuts loom.  The expectations set by our state government, 
communities, and individual constituents are considerable.  The university leadership 
must be able to demonstrate to the public that their funds are being utilized effectively 
and their contributions respected.    
  
Faculty Alliance represents the constituency with the most direct, sustained impact on 
institutional mission fulfillment and student success.  We stand ready to participate, 
advise, lead, and innovate with all levels of academic leadership and with our faculty 
colleagues across the state.  Please do not hesitate to call on us. 
  
Administrative Changes 
The Faculty Alliance supports the alignment of administrative functions, such as payment 
deadlines and policies.  The common calendar is an example of overlap between 
administrative functions and academic issues.  
  
The report emphasizes a common student experience, which has some appeal in terms of 
streamlining processes and leveraging cooperation.  However, there is tension between 
this idea of commonality and the Strategic Pathways goal of enhancing distinction.  
Alaskan students generally choose one of our institutions based on their region of origin, 
which means they likely expect to have an academic program in their interests available.  
Strategic Pathways seeks to emphasize specializations for each university, which will 
necessarily alter existing regional attendance patterns.  To be successful in this 
framework, each university must have the means to distinguish itself and to communicate 
its uniqueness to all Alaskans.  A common student experience should only be 
implemented in ways that do not interfere with institutional missions and academic 
excellence.  
  
While we agree there are several administrative tasks, registration dates, and behind-the-
scenes tasks that can be common across universities and that students may appreciate this 
homogeneity, a common academic experience is not a good target.  All too often, the cost 
of alignment is dampening to innovation.  This has already occurred with the common 
calendar.  Prior to the Statewide decision to have one academic calendar, UAA had been 
in discussions internally with faculty, staff, and students on innovations to their 
semesters.  The majority of UAA students at the time were interested in pursuing 
intensive, 13-week fall and spring semesters with a 3-week January term in between.  
While there is evidence that shorter, more intensive courses produce greater learning 
gains for students, this project had to be abandoned for a mandated, lock-step approach to 
the academic calendar.  The common calendar also costs programs additional staff and 
faculty time to seek approvals for alternate calendars or schedules based on sound 







pedagogical and industry demands, for example the trimester system used by the UAA 
program in nursing.  The common calendar may make taking courses from multiple 
institutions less challenging but, the number of students doing so before it was 
implemented indicates course timing was not a significant barrier.  We hope that the 
benefits of alignment activities will be weighed carefully against its costs as we move 
forward. 
  
Leadership incentives could be helpful in promoting unity of purpose amongst 
administrators.  However, unless these are formulated as a joint enterprise between 
leadership and faculty, they may simply become a reward to administrators for the work 
of faculty, and thus undermine both faculty morale and educational quality.  We propose 
engaging with faculty to generate leadership incentives that reward leaders for their own 
work and that produce meaningful benefit to students. 
  
Promotion and tenure criteria need to be stable and reliable as faculty use them over long 
arcs of their careers.  Rapid changes are disruptive and, as the process is only a periodic 
review, the rewards would come too far in the future to produce efficient, immediate 
results.  However, incentives could be offered annually to faculty for identified 
institutional priorities if funding were allocated.  The incentives and award criteria should 
be structured to produce the type of collaboration and results that are critical for student 
success and mission fulfillment.  A transparent review process is also important for 
incentives to function in the manner intended. 
  
Any performance-based measures used to evaluate mission fulfillment of the universities 
must focus on their individual missions. Faculty and administration could collaborate to 
develop incentives, accountability, and effectiveness. 
  
Academic Changes 
Faculty Alliance agrees with alignment of academic policies that enhance the quality of 
educational opportunities for Alaskan students.  Faculty must lead these efforts and have 
proven themselves effective and innovative.  We are already collaborating across the 
system in meaningful ways for students on GER coordination.  We appreciate the 
benefits of the larger common calendar framework.  
  
However, students are individuals and express their individual interests and culture 
preference through choosing different majors and different universities.  Diverse 
academic options are vital for students to pursue their long-term goals.  Strategic 
Pathways points towards specialization and distinction for each university while seeking 
to maintain the breadth of programs, research, and creative activity necessary to be 
vibrant institutions and worthy of public investment. 
  
 Recommendations 


● Create a statewide outreach campaign based out of the BOR on the value of 
higher education; 


● Enhance public awareness of three distinct universities and the various 
opportunities this affords all Alaskans in pursuing higher education; 







● The President should reduce the cost of UA Statewide Offices immediately and 
publish cost savings; 


● Prioritize mission fulfillment for budget allocations within all three universities; 
● Address the need for a permanent chancellor at UAF; 
● Pursue incentives as a joint faculty and academic leadership project; 
● Allocate funding for faculty incentives for work towards institutional priorities at 


each university; 
● Partner with faculty on institutional performance measures and consider that they 


may differ by the mission and context of each university; 
● Focus efforts on the beneficial administrative elements of a common student 


experience (parts of the common calendar, administrative deadlines, single email 
and Blackboard login, etc.) and work closely with Faculty Alliance and other 
governance groups on these projects. 


 








 
 


 
 


 
Faculty Alliance 


 
Resolution 2017-02 


Regarding Strategic Pathways at the University of Alaska 
 
 
WHEREAS, the central mission of the University of Alaska System is to advance and 
disseminate knowledge through teaching, research, and public service, emphasizing the North 
and its diverse peoples; and 
 
WHEREAS, for Strategic Pathways to be successful and credible in supporting that mission, it 
needs to be fair, deliberate, transparent, and reflect the diversity of existing viewpoints,  collect 
necessary information, and demonstrate careful examination of the impacts of the options being 
considered; and 
 
WHEREAS, Regents Policy P03.01.010 specifies that faculty participation in university 
governance be an integral part of the university community’s culture whose purpose is to provide 
an effective opportunity to play a meaningful role in matters affecting their welfare; and 
 
WHEREAS, any restructuring of the university, whether academic or administrative, has a direct 
impact on faculty work environment, productivity and student learning outcomes; and 
 
WHEREAS, faculty are in the best position to assess and evaluate any impact due to academic 
and administrative restructuring of the university; and 
 
WHEREAS, faculty being the core of the university should be active participants, be engaged, be 
adequately represented and be the core of any group or body that develops options or 
implementation of both academic and administrative restructuring of the university; and 
 
WHEREAS, University Regulation Chapter 03.01.E.01 specifies that it is the responsibility of 
Faculty Alliance to represent the faculty in areas that may include but are not limited to: 
coordination on matters relating to academic affairs such as academic program review; the 
addition, deletion or merging of academic programs; curriculum; subject matter and methods of 
instruction; degree requirements; grading policy; course coordination and transfer; student 
probation and suspension; standards of admission and scholastic standards; and other matters 
affecting the faculty, and/or the general welfare of the university and its educational purposes 
and effectiveness; and 
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WHEREAS, the American Association of University Professors (AAUP) specifies in its 
Statement on Government of Colleges and Universities, Item 5, “The faculty has primary 
responsibility for such fundamental areas as curriculum, subject matter and methods of 
instruction, research, faculty status, and those aspects of student life which relate to the 
educational process. On these matters the power of review or final decision lodged in the 
governing board or delegated by it to the president should be exercised adversely only in 
exceptional circumstances, and for reasons communicated to the faculty. It is desirable that the 
faculty should, following such communication, have opportunity for further consideration and 
further transmittal of its views to the president or board”; and 
 
WHEREAS, the number of faculty appointed to participate in all phases of Strategic Pathways 
has been low; and 
 
WHEREAS, faculty have not been given an opportunity to choose their own representation, and 
those faculty who are involved have been given instructions, in certain groups, that limit their 
capacity to freely discuss the work of these committees with their colleagues and community; 
and  
 
WHEREAS, faculty provide the necessary understanding of the impacts of changes currently 
being proposed on students the community, and the university; and 
 
WHEREAS, options currently being considered and implemented have a significant impact on 
curriculum, faculty work environment, faculty productivity and as an extension to student 
learning outcome; and 
 
WHEREAS, accrediting agencies stipulate the role of faculty in developing curriculum, for 
example the Northwest Commission on Colleges and Universities Accreditation Standard 2.C.5 
states, “Faculty, through well-defined structures and processes with clearly defined authority and 
responsibilities, exercise a major role in the design, approval, implementation, and revision of 
the curriculum…” and the Association to Advance Collegiate Schools of Business (AACSB) 
Eligibility Procedures and Accreditation Standards for Business Accreditation, Section 2, page 
23 specifies, “Faculty resources develop and manage Curricula…”; and 
 
WHEREAS, the Strategic Pathways process contradicts the established structures, processes, 
authority, responsibility of faculty in program design and curriculum revision at each university; 
and 
 
WHEREAS, there have been no baseline costs or reductions in costs identified in any of the 
Strategic Pathways recommendations; and 
 
WHEREAS, the recent Employee Engagement Survey conducted at UAF and the Faculty 
Morale Survey conducted at UAA indicates a significant amount of dissatisfaction that is leading 
to losses of the university’s most valuable faculty assets. 
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THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, the UA Faculty Alliance strongly recommends President 
Johnsen and the Board of Regents not proceed with Strategic Pathways implementation until the 
following issues are addressed: 
 


• Membership on Strategic Pathways Committees affecting academic programs 
have a plurality of representation from faculty in those programs, and 


• Faculty members on Strategic Pathways Committees be selected by faculty 
from the programs under consideration; and 


• Faculty members be allowed and encouraged to discuss the contents of 
Strategic Pathways options and implementation plans within the community 
so that they can collect the necessary feedback to ensure that the conclusions 
reached by these committees and those of the Summit team be well informed 
and educated; and  


• The University of Alaska Statewide Offices complete and publish cost benefit 
analysis of Strategic Pathways options being considered prior to the 
consideration of any option for implementation; and 


• Strategic Pathways options be discussed by the Faculty Senates of the 
respective affected universities and by Faculty Alliance prior to the 
development of implementation plans. 


 
Adopted by the Faculty Alliance the 31st day of October 2016. 
 
_________________________ 
Tara Smith, Chair 
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GAAC 9/19/16 
Attending: Donie Bret-Harte, Sean Topkok, Roman Makarevich, Mike Castellini, Mitch 
Reed, Sean McGee, Robin Shoaps, Anne Beaudreau (by phone), Holly Sherouse, Shelly 
Baumann, Mike Daku (by phone) 
 
I. Minutes from our meeting of 9/09/16 were approved. 
 
II. Updates from the graduate school. Graduate Dean Mike Castellini let us know that 
there will be both large and small issues for GAAC from the graduate school (Shelly 
Baumann will shortly brief us on some operational issues from the graduate school).  
With respect to large issues, he drew our attention to the announcements from President 
Johnson last week on the first phase of strategic pathways, but Mike hasn’t heard yet how 
the Board of Regents responded to President Johnson’s thoughts.  However, if the 
proposed merger of the various Schools of Education goes through, it will undoubtedly 
affect the graduate school, and result in work for GAAC. 
 
III. Shelly Baumann asked GAAC about clarification of the 3 credit/1 credit requirement 
for finishing students.  Donie provided background that GAAC initiated (and the Senate 
passed) a motion allowing graduate students who have defended their thesis to register 
for only 1 credit in the semester following that one, with the rationale that by that point, 
most of the work is done, because students are just completing their revisions.  Shelly’s 
first question is what about MBA students that are only taking coursework?  The motion 
was not intended to address this situation.  Second, what if students don’t recognize this 
provision or apply for graduation in the semester in which they actually graduate?  Mike 
Castellini suggested that Shelly should write up a small paper on these issues, and we will 
discuss them further. 


Another issue that Shelly raised concerns thesis vs. project credits.  At present, 
thesis credits (699) are cleared and changed from “deferred” to “pass” automatically and 
all at once when a student graduates.  But for master’s students who do projects, the 
deferred project credits (698) have to be changed individually by the faculty member. It 
is hard to get faculty to do this, and students are often frustrated.  Why not change all 698 
credits automatically, like the 699 credits?  GAAC members did not see any reason why 
this couldn’t be done.  However, it isn’t clear that this is actually a matter for the Senate.  
We will ask Jayne to check into whether the Senate has ever provided any instructions on 
this issue (or weighed in on thesis credits).   
 
IV.  Donie reviewed proposed changes to the program deletion process.  The current 
format 4 form for program deletion includes signatures for the Department Chair and 
Chair of the Curriculum council, and was really designed for voluntary program 
deletions.  Provost Henrichs sees the possibility of administratively initiated program 
deletions resulting from the special academic review process, which may not be 
voluntary.  Should the Department Chair have to sign off on those?  Provost Henrichs 
sees that the responsibility for program deletion ultimately rests with the Chancellor and 
Board of Regents, not with the Senate, because of the financial consequences.  However, 
she agreed that input from the Senate could still be beneficial.  A memo outlining the 







procedure for program deletion was forwarded to GAAC members.  It is still under 
development, and will be discussed further. 
 
V.  GAAC reviewed updates on all the course proposals that are currently under 
consideration.  Most need some revisions. GAAC passed 2-GCCh.: Course Change / 
Stacking: FISH F612 - Fish Conservation Biology. 
 
VI.  New assignments were made. 
 
VII.  GAAC will meet again in the week of October 17. A Doodle poll will be sent 
around to try again to identify a time that works for everyone.  Any course proposals that 
are revised satisfactorily can be passed by email in the meantime (readers please send the 
revised paperwork to Donie and Jayne, and an email vote will be conducted).  
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Research Advisory Committee 
Meeting Minutes for Friday, September 16, 10:45-11:45 am 
 
Members Present: 
Srijan Aggarwal, Larry Duffy, Javier Fochesatto, Derek Sikes, Jamie Clark (co-chair) 
and Gordon Williams (co-chair) 
 
1) Old Business: 
 


a) Approval of minutes from 08/26 
 
The minutes for 8/26/16 were approved as submitted. 
 
 b) Research Report—determine what, if any, action the committee will take 
 
After some discussion of the Research Report from FY 2015 (provided by Orion 
Lawler at the 8/26 meeting), the committee voted against generating a new version 
of the same report. Instead, it was decided that the co-chairs would draft comments 
on that research review and circulate them for approval by the committee. For 
instance, the committee felt that FY 15 report was not sufficiently broad in its 
definition of research; although the document was called a “research review”, it only 
considered grant dollars vs. faculty FTEs. After committee-wide approval, these 
comments will be submitted to Orion Lawler. 
 
2) New Business: 
 
 a. Discussion of Research Administration Strategic Pathways report 
  i. Formulate response of RAC 
 
The committee had a lengthy conversation about the Research Administration 
Strategic Pathways report. Several members commented on the lack of detail in the 
reports (particularly as regards the financial impact of the various options and how 
staffing levels would be impacted, both at UAF and at the other campuses), which 
makes formulating an official response difficult. Comments will be compiled into a 
brief statement written by the co-chairs and circulated to the committee by 
approval. Upon approval, this statement will be submitted to Jim Johnsen, Orion 
Lawler, and Larry Hinzman. 
 
 b. Discussion of new Research Land Permitting process 
 
After a brief discussion, the committee members did not feel that they have enough 
experience with the process to comment effectively on the revised process for 
obtaining Land Permits.  As such, it was decided that the co-chairs would reach out 
to Faye Gallant to ask if we could circulate the documents to our respective 
constituencies and compile them as part of the next RAC meeting. 







 
 c. Discussion of possible agenda items for the RAC for AY 16-17. 
 
The committee discussed a variety of options for RAC to take on during this 
academic year. Much of the discussion revolved around ways the university might 
be able to help faculty (and grad students) be more successful in the grant-proposal 
writing process. For instance, by supporting workshops for junior scholars 
interested in applying for NSF CAREER grants, or supporting/developing a system 
by which faculty could have grants reviewed in house prior to submission (this 
seems to exist to some extent in certain units but not all of them).  The role of the 
RAC would be to do research on how other universities have implemented these 
types of things and to make a pitch to the VCRs office for funding for these activities.  
Other options included working with the legislative outreach office to inform them 
about the variety of research that happens at UAF, and looking into options for 
International student tuition/credit load (something that impacts grant budgets).  
The co-chairs asked the membership to start doing research on some of these issues, 
with a goal of formulating a more directed plan at the October meeting.  
 
The meeting was adjourned at approximately 11:45 am. 
 
 








 


DRAFT Administrative Committee Minutes for 2016-09-30 
 
I. ​Status of Chancellor’s Office Actions​: 
Motions approved: No motions resulted from Sept. 12 meeting. 
Motions pending: None 
 
II. ​Comments​: 


1. President’s Comments: Orion Lawlor 
 


Orion spoke about the involvement of faculty and Faculty Senate in Strategic Pathways.  There 
was discussion among the group about the politics involved.  Many of the projections and goals 
are many years out, but they garner positive attention from the Board of Regents and the 
legislature.  For example, the goal to grow Alaska teachers does not consider there are many 
factors outside of the university’s control, particularly very large social issues.  By not funding 
education, the legislature is, in effect, ‘killing the seed corn.’  More doable, concrete steps must 
be proposed, however lofty the goals may be. 
 


2. President-elect’s Comments: Chris Fallen 
 


Chris reminded the committee about time-sensitive items, including annual activity reports, and 
‘flu shots.  He is on the SP health committee (not to be confused with the Joint Health Care 
Committee - JHCC).  He invited feedback on the use of Google Docs for the meeting agendas. 
 


3. Provost’s Comments: Susan Henrichs 
 
Provost Henrichs clarified what the President will do with the Strategic Pathways options. 
Phase II is starting, though the committees have not received their charges, yet.  She 
encouraged faculty to give as much feedback on SP as possible to the President. 
 
III. ​New Business​ (action items for Faculty Senate at 2016-10-10 meeting): 
 
Faculty Senate ​response to BOR decision to reorganize School of Education​ and eliminate BA 
in elementary education. 
 
Gordon W. added the above item to the agenda.  The large impact on rural students that the 
elimination of the BA in elementary education would have was noted by Jennie C.  Provost 
Henrichs recommended that contact be made with folks at the SOE, and mentioned Amy 
Vinlove as a possible contact.  The possibility of forming an ad hoc subcommittee of the 
Curricular Affairs Committee was mentioned. Gordon will make the initial step of getting more 
information from Professor Vinlove. 
 
See also the “Faculty Senate Discussion Item” link in section IV below.  It was added during the 
meeting and contains some information that was discussed on this topic. 
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IV. ​Adcom Discussion items​: 
 
Faculty Senate Discussion Item 
 
The page above was added during the discussion of the School of Education topic in section III 
and recaps some of the discussion concerning it. 
 
Adcom Discussion Item: Program Wind-Down Process 


1. ​Program Review Process Revisions memo to AdCom by CAC Chair 
2. ​Draft revised process for academic program review 


 
Jennie C. noted that Curricular Affairs would like a discussion item in the Faculty Senate 
agenda about the academic program review process and possibly revising it.  The role of 
Faculty Senate has been clarified in the proposed revision, but the perception of that role which 
is more advisory than anything else, may be made more controversial by the changes.  AdCom 
agreed to add this topic as a discussion item at the October meeting.  Rainer Newberry was 
volunteered to lead the discussion. 
 
Provost Henrichs noted that in November, the Board of Regents may move to be the final 
authority with power to suspend admissions to programs at the three universities.  Program 
suspension has always been a power residing with each university.  
 
Adcom Discussion Item: Good Standing Policy 
 
The question around what appeared to be a gap in the policy was addressed satisfactorily by 
the Academic Warning provision.  
 
Adcom Discussion Item: Repeated Courses 
 
AdCom discussed some of the reasons students might not do well in particular courses. The 
reasons are quite varied and require faculty to use considerable discretion when being 
discussed with individual students.  Possibly requiring instructor permission to re-take a course, 
or disallowing the retake if the grade was C or above, were options discussed at length. The 
issue was assigned to the Student Academic Development and Achievement Committee for 
further discussion.  
 
Adcom Discussion Item: Appeals process for petitions denied by Core Review Committee 
 
It was realized during the discussion that policy exists for appealing petitions denied by the Core 
Review Committee.  
 
The policy is contained in a motion passed at Meeting #87 on April 5, 1999: 
An appeal of the chair's decision will be referred to the Provost for resolution. 
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V. ​Comments from Committee Conveners and Chairs​: 


Standing Committees: 
1. Administrative Committee - Chris Fallen 
2. Curricular Affairs Committee - Jennie Carroll (​Minutes for 08/24/2016​ linked) 
3. Faculty Affairs Committee - Andy Anger 
4. Unit Criteria Committee - Mara Bacsujlaky 


Permanent Committees: 
5. Committee on the Status of Women - Ellen Lopez, Diana DiStefano (​Minutes for 


9/15/2016​ linked) 
6. Core Review Committee - Andy Seitz 
7. Curriculum Review Committee - Rainer Newberry 
8. Faculty Development, Assessment and Improvement Committee - Franz Meyer  
9. Graduate Academic and Advisory Committee - Donie Bret-Harte, Sean Topkok (​Minutes 


for 9/09/2016​ linked) 
10. Information Technology Committee - Rorik Peterson 
11. Research Advisory Committee - Jamie Clark, Gordon Williams (​Minutes for 8/26/2016 


linked) 
12. Student Academic Development and Achievement Committee - Sandra Wildfeuer, 


Jennifer Tilbury 
13. Faculty Administrator Review Committee (No Group A reviews in 2016-17) 


 
VI. ​Adjourn 
 
The meeting was adjourned at 3:00 PM. 
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Faculty Senate Discussion Item 
Faculty Senate response to BOR decision to reorganize School of Education and eliminate BA 
in elementary education. 
 
Specific concerns: 


● It's not clear how eliminating the BA in elementary education will actually help meet the 
state's need for teachers.  


● Lots of articulation questions: how do we handle training and certification of secondary 
education teachers? 


● We need to contact Amy Vinlove, in the school of education 
● Challenge: Pell grants, and other low income scholarships, are normally only for 4 years, 


not graduate school. 
● We've actually tried graduate-only certification, but it's been a challenge to match with 


state certification requirements. 
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 Adcom Discussion Item: Program Wind-Down 
Process 
Submitted by CAC, reviewed by GAAC 
 
When a program is recommended for suspension or termination by the department, the 
department fills out the termination paperwork, and ​the Format 4 approval process​ runs 
through the CRC, CAC, Faculty Senate, then chancellor.  Faculty Senate ​last updated 
this policy in March 2012​ (Meeting #181). 
 
When a program is recommended for suspension or termination by the administration, 
for example after a program review process (​BOR Policy & Regulations chapter 10-06​), 
it's not clear what approval process is used. 
 
Faculty senate does not have control over the budget, and the BOR has the authority to 
unilaterally change programs, so we can't actually stop deletions, but we can: 


● Suggest things the administration may have overlooked. 
● Express solidarity with the deleted program. 
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https://uaf.edu/files/uafgov/2016-2017_Curriculum-Manual_CHAP-9_Program-Deletion_08-24-2016.pdf

https://www.uaf.edu/files/uafgov/11-12_Motion181_Approve-Updated-Program-Review-Procedure.pdf

https://www.uaf.edu/files/uafgov/11-12_Motion181_Approve-Updated-Program-Review-Procedure.pdf

https://alaska.edu/bor/policy/10-06.pdf





 
 


 


To: UAF Faculty Senate Administrative Committee 
 
From: Jennifer Carroll, Chair, Curricular Affairs Committee 
 
RE: Program Review Process Revisions 
 
Background: Given the potential for program elimination during the ongoing budget crisis and Strategic 
Pathways Initiative, Jayne Harvie requested a meeting between myself (Chair, CAC), Donie Bret-Harte 
(Chair, GAC), Rainer Newbury (Chair, CRC), Associate Registrar Holly Sherouse, Vice-Provost Alex Fitts, 
and Provost Susan Henrichs. At this meeting we discussed the existing program review process and the 
process of program deletion and suspension, the need for an administration-initiated Format 4 Deletion of 
Program Request, and language that clarifies the role of the Faculty Senate in program deletions. From that 
meeting Vice Provost Fitts prepared three documents: a program-initiated format 4, an 
administration-initiated format 4, and a revised program review process. 
 
These documents were reviewed and discussed at the September 19 CAC meeting. The revised format 4s 
did not elicit comment, but the revised program review process was considered more controversial and the 
committee did not reach a consensus. I will recap some of the discussion below for your information. The 
majority of CAC would like the Administrative Committee to look over the unapproved document and put it 
forward as a discussion item for the full Faculty Senate to then be returned to CAC to draft a motion if 
needed. 
 
CAC comments: 
1.       In section one there was a great deal of concern over the proposed elimination of “tenured” for 
non-CRCD faculty serving on the Faculty Program Review Committee. Arguments for eliminating the 
“tenured” requirement included the difficulty in finding enough tenured faculty to serve and allowing 
non-tenured faculty to participate in the process. Arguments against eliminating the “tenured” requirement 
included the vulnerability of non-tenured faculty and the desire to retain the importance of tenure and halt 
the erosion of tenured positions at the university. 
After the CAC meeting the CRCD representatives also further discussed the reduction of CRCD 
representation on the Faculty Program Review Committee from 5 total to 2 total. We would like to increase 
the number to 4 total (2 CRCD, 2 CTC). In our experience it is necessary to have this representation to 
provide the committee with a greater understanding of applied and vocational programs. 
 
2.       There was some discussion of why CRCD has four administrative representatives, but this appears to 
have been resolved. 
 
3.       Sections 3, 4, and 5 are the most concerning. One the one hand, the original policy statement 
“Program deletion will require Faculty Senate action” does not give the Faculty Senate the ability to stop a 
program deletion. The Chancellor may choose to delete a program regardless of whether the Faculty 
Senate’s action is approval or denial. On the other hand, making explicit that the Faculty Senate’s role in this 
is more advisory (“Faculty Senate reviews the recommendations and states their collective agreement or 
disagreement with the Provost’s recommendation”) did not sit well with many CAC members. Thus the 
request for full Faculty Senate discussion on the issue. 
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The ​new​ program review process will be completed as follows: 
  
1.​      ​An initial ​brief​ review based on centrally generated productivity and efficiency summary and 
a unit provided ​two-page​ ​brief​  narrative describing mission centrality, the prospective market 
for graduates, the existence of similar programs elsewhere at UA, and any special 
circumstances that explain features of the centrally generated productivity and efficiency 
summary (see attached program review template for more details). The information reviewed 
meets the Board of Regents Policy and Regulation (10.06; attached). A single Faculty Program 
Review Committee comprised of one ​tenured​ faculty representative from each college and 
school (not including CRCD) plus ​five CRCD representatives​ ​one representative from CRCD 
and one representative from CTC​  will review the materials and make the following 
recommendations: 


● Continue program 
● Continue program but improve outcomes assessment process and reporting 
● Continue program but improve other specific areas ​or 
● Suspend admissions to program or 
● Discontinue program 


The committee will provide a brief narrative justifying their recommendation and describe any 
areas needing improvement prior to the next review. 
2.​      ​An Administrative Program Review Committee comprised of the Deans of Colleges and 
Schools and 4 administrative representatives from CRCD will review the recommendations of 
the Program Review Committee, may request additional information from ​about​ the program, 
and will state their collective agreement or disagreement with the Committee’s recommendation. 
3.​      ​The Provost in consultation with the Chancellor’s Cabinet will review the recommendations 
of the Faculty Program Review Committee and the Administrative Program Review Committee 
and take one of the following actions: 
a)​      ​Program continuation is confirmed ​until the next review cycle​. 
b)​      ​Program continuation with an action plan prepared by the program and Dean to meet 
improvements needed by the next review cycle. Annual progress reports will be required in 
some cases. Actions may also include further review by an ad hoc committee. 
c)​      ​Recommend to discontinue program. ​Program deletion will require Faculty Senate 
action. However, w​ ​W​ hen appropriate​,​ admissions may be suspended pending action. 
4.​      ​Faculty Senate reviews the recommendations and states their collective agreement 
or disagreement with the Provost’s recommendation. 
5.​       ​The Chancellor reviews all levels of recommendations and decides whether to 
recommend program discontinuation to the Board of Regents.  
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 Adcom Discussion Item: Good Standing Policy 
Submitted by Orion Lawlor, Susan Henrichs 
 
Last year when ​we changed the academic probation policy​, we did not update the good 
standing policy.   Here is the text of the two policies, copied from the ​16-17 catalog​: 


Probation 


Undergraduate students —​ Students whose semester and cumulative GPA falls below 2.0 after any semester, including 
the summer session, will be put on academic probation. Students on probation may not enroll in more than 13 credits a 
semester unless an exception is granted by the appropriate dean. Probation may include additional conditions as 
determined by the dean of the college or school in which the student’s major is located. Students on probation will be 
referred for developmental advising/education and/or to an advising or support counseling center. The student should 
work with an academic advisor to prepare an academic plan for achieving a higher GPA. Removal from probation 
requires the student’s cumulative and semester GPAs to be at least 2.0. 


Good Standing 


Undergraduate students — ​You are in good standing if your cumulative GPA and most recent semester GPA are 2.0 or 
better. 


As it stands this would leave students with a semester GPA below 2.0 but a cumulative GPA 
above 2.0 (or vice versa) in a gray area: they would not be on probation, but they would not be 
in good standing either.  This can have strange consequences for things like financial aid. 
 
Possible solutions including redefining Good Standing as: 
 
Long run​: cumulative only, semester GPA can drop below without affecting Good Standing.  
 


Undergraduate students — ​You are in good standing if your cumulative GPA is 2.0 or better. 


 
Responsive​: semester only, cumulative GPA can drop below without affecting Good Standing.  
 


Undergraduate students — ​You are in good standing if your semester GPA is 2.0 or better. 


 
DeMorgan​:  The most permissive and logically consistent, yet also the strangest looking policy. 
(Named after De Morgan's laws for boolean algebra, ¬(S and C) = ¬S or ¬C) 
 


Undergraduate students — ​You are in good standing if your cumulative GPA is 2.0 or better; or your semester GPA is 
2.0 or better. 


 
Policy history: 


● Change to ​semester ​and​ cumulative, not and/or, Meeting 211, 2015 
● Make ​academic plan optional, Meeting 197, 2014 
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https://www.uaf.edu/files/uafgov/15-16_FS-211_Motion-to-amend-probation-policy.pdf

http://catalog.uaf.edu/academics-regulations/academic-standards/

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/De_Morgan%27s_laws

https://www.uaf.edu/files/uafgov/15-16_FS-211_Motion-to-amend-probation-policy.pdf

https://www.uaf.edu/files/uafgov/15-16_FS-211_Motion-to-amend-probation-policy.pdf

https://www.uaf.edu/files/uafgov/15-16_FS-211_Motion-to-amend-probation-policy.pdf

https://www.uaf.edu/files/uafgov/15-16_FS-211_Motion-to-amend-probation-policy.pdf

https://www.uaf.edu/files/uafgov/13-14_FS-197_Motion-to-amend-Academic-Probation-Policy.pdf

https://www.uaf.edu/files/uafgov/13-14_FS-197_Motion-to-amend-Academic-Probation-Policy.pdf





 


● Add ​summer session as a "semester" to good standing policy, Meeting 185, 2012 
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https://www.uaf.edu/files/uafgov/12-13_Motion185_Amend-Probation-Policy.pdf

https://www.uaf.edu/files/uafgov/12-13_Motion185_Amend-Probation-Policy.pdf

https://www.uaf.edu/files/uafgov/12-13_Motion185_Amend-Probation-Policy.pdf





 
 Adcom Discussion Item: Repeated Courses 


Submitted by Orion Lawlor 
 
The ​current policy for GPA computation​ counts only the last grade for a given course: 
 


Repeating Courses 


All grades (original and retakes) for a course completed at UAF are included on your academic 
record, but ​only the last grade earned for a course​  is computed in your GPA unless the course 
is one that can be repeated for credit. For purposes of calculating honors for graduation, all 
courses (even those repeated) are included in the GPA. 


Some students fail and re-take courses, especially math courses, many times.  The repeated 
failures normally indicate a problem with the student's mastery of the course prerequisites, and 
repeatedly retaking the same course does not serve these students well. 
 
This policy also creates a strange set of incentives for students seeking to improve their GPA. 
For example, this policy makes it rational for a student to re-take a course in which a student 
earned a C, with the hope of improving their GPA by earning an A or B; but this is duplicate 
effort and can result in an even lower grade. 
 
Possible policies to discourage this: 


1. Do nothing--let advisors advise as needed, and treat students as adult enough to make 
their own choices.  


2. Require instructor permission for re-takes.  (Does the student need MathBridge, or to 
retake a prereq as a co-req?) 


3. Do not allow retakes for grades of C or better.  This prevents students from retaking 
because they really do need to master the material.  


 
Background: 
The UAA faculty senate ​changed their policy in 2013 to allow courses to be retaken only once​, 
at the instructor's discretion. 
 
Some institutions ​compute the GPA by averaging all courses​, regardless of repetitions. 
 
Other institutions place ​restrictions on repeated courses​: 


● Undergraduates may only retake courses where they earned a C- or worse. 
● Only the first 15 credits of repeated work counts the last grade; repetitions beyond this 


are averaged in. 
● Repeating a course more than once requires approval. 
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http://catalog.uaf.edu/academics-regulations/grading-system-gpa-computation/

https://www.uaa.alaska.edu/about/governance/faculty-senate/_documents/proposed-modification-of-catalog-language-regarding-course-repeats.pdf

https://www.washington.edu/uaa/advising/advisers/grades/

http://registrar.ucsc.edu/navigator/section4/grade-notification/grading-policies.html#repeats





 
 


Adcom Discussion Item: Appeals process for 
petitions denied by Core Review Committee 
Submitted by Andrew Seitz and Chris Fallen 
 
http://www.uaf.edu/files/uafgov/fsact87.html​ HERE’S Link to the Policy 
 
The overarching questions are: “Is there an appeals process for students whose ​petitions​ are 
denied by the Core Review Committee? If not, should a process be defined?” 
 
Background: In the past, when a student submitted a petition to have a course count as a core 
course and it was denied by the chair of the relevant department, the student and/or advisor 
could request that the Core Review Committee review the petition. When this happens during 
the summer, the Chair of the Core Review Committee may review the decision and approve or 
deny the petition.  
 
Case (shortened version):  In summer 2016, when a petition was denied during the summer, the 
petition somehow ended up at the Provost’s Office, and it was approved.  
 
Full disclosure: The Core Review Chair (Andy Seitz) recently talked at length about this case 
with The Provost, and this case is very rare, because there is conflicting information about how 
the petition actually ended up at the Provost’s Office.  
 
The Registrar’s office has since asked "What happens to petitions once they are denied by the 
Core Review Committee? Can every student send them to the Provost for further review?" 
 
 
Do we need a policy to define how petitions generally are evaluated and reviewed, and can be 
appealed, for example via the academic decision appeal process?  


Core review will look at this. 
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http://www.uaf.edu/files/uafgov/fsact87.html

https://www.uaf.edu/reg/forms/core_petition_form.pdf






Curricular Affairs Committee 
Meeting Minutes for September 19, 2016 
 
Members present: Ken Abramowicz; Ana Aguilar-Islas; Casey Byrne; Jennie Carroll, Chair; Mike Earnest; 
Alex Fitts; Cindy Hardy; Eileen Harney; Jayne Harvie; Ginny Kinne; Lisa Lunn; Rainer Newberry; Kathleen 
Quick; Dejan Raskovic. 
Members absent:  Clair Gelvin-Smith; Caty Oehring; Holly Sherouse 
 
1.  Approval / Amendment of Agenda 
An issue regarding Athletics students’ notification to their instructors of their travel schedules was 
added to Old Business.  The memo used this fall incorrectly followed the old class start day of Thursday 
rather than Monday.   
 
2.  Approval of Minutes 
 a. 08/24/2016 Minutes were approved as submitted. 
 
3.  Old Business 
 a.  Athletics Issue 
A motion will be developed to fix the language issue concerning a class start date discrepancy in the 
memorandum from Athletics this fall.  Ken A. added that policy needs to also address a timeframe for 
Athletics to notify the students of their travel schedules.  Suggested: “It is expected that students will 
be notified of their likely absences before the first day of class [by coaches].”  This should help 
eliminate some of the late notifications to instructors, though it may not necessarily be all that 
enforceable.  Who might be the appropriate enforcer of such a policy was discussed.   
 
There are also other types of situations where students won’t know about potential travel until mid-
semester (e.g., steel bridge competition; athletic play-offs, music, theatre).  Any policy is for the 
university, though it might apply mainly to Athletics which typically causes more absences.  Just like 
early warning program emails go to all faculty, perhaps something applicable could be similarly sent 
out.   
 
Jennie will write up a motion addressing the five-day notification issue discussed earlier, for the next 
meeting.  Dani S. will be invited to discuss this with the committee.   
 
 b.  Input/suggestions for upcoming meetings? 
Cindy H. suggested discussing the GERC course attributes (or elements) such as civic engagement, 
diversity, Alaska/northern relevance, etc.) that have not been addressed yet.   
 







Rainer suggested an information packet be included for those new to the committee. 
 
Alex mentioned an alignment issue that has been pointed out by UAA that UAF has ethics and library 
skills course requirements.  Re-labeling these as degree requirements rather than GERs could help 
eliminate UAA’s complaint.  The committee agreed to discuss in the future. 
 
4.  New Business 
 a.  Good Standing Policy 
  i.  Related email from Provost regarding a gap in the policy 
  ii.  Draft Motion 
Mike E. spoke about the email that had been received from the Provost’s office.  He explained how the 
Academic Warning category fills the gap between Good Standing and Academic Probation.  The draft 
motion was not necessary. 
 
 b.  Program deletion and suspension policy 
  i. Draft revised policy 
  ii. Revised format 4 department initiated 
  iii. Revised format 4 administration initiated 
A small group had met to discuss the processes for non-voluntary (administration-initiated) program 
deletions and suspensions.  The group included Jennie Carroll; Rainer Newberry; Donie Bret-Harte; Alex 
Fitts; Susan Henrichs; Holly Sherouse and Jayne Harvie.  With program deletions and suspensions 
resulting from Academic Program Review (i.e., administration-initiated deletions) likely to be on the 
rise, further discussion about what role or ability the faculty have in the process of deletions (or to say 
no to them) needs further discussion.   
 
Officially, there has to be paperwork which ends up at the Board of Regents and the NWCCU.  Faculty 
Senate passes a motion to agree to or disagree to a program deletion after the Academic Program 
Review process.  The Chancellor has the ultimate authority, however, on whether or not to delete a 
program, and can also suspend enrollments to programs. 
 
The format 4 paperwork has now been differentiated between program-initiated-, and administration-
initiated deletions.   
 
A revised draft document (copy attached) about the review process was discussed, particularly with 
regard to where and how in the process the Faculty Senate deals with a recommended program 
deletion.  The revised language of the process states more clearly that the Senate’s role is not the final 
decision about a deletion.  (That authority resides with the Chancellor.)  The older, vaguer statement of 
“program deletion will require Faculty Senate action” has been changed to “Faculty Senate reviews the 







recommendations and states their collective agreement or disagreement with the Provost’s 
recommendation” (less vague, but still factual).  Is making it clear better than keeping it intentionally 
vague?   
 
The change in number of CRCD representatives from five to two at Step 1 was a concern.  Historically, 
though, it has been difficult to actually get five individuals to actually participate.  Also in Step 1, 
whether or not faculty on the Faculty Program Review Committee must be tenured was discussed.  
Replacing the word “tenured” with “tenure track” was suggested, but not adopted as an edit. 
 
Some edits were discussed and made to the document (change 3.d. and e. to numbered items 4 and 5 
instead).  It was agreed to bring it to the Administrative Committee with the recommendation that it 
be discussed at the full Faculty Senate in October for the purpose of returning feedback to the CAC.  A 
formal motion could be voted upon at the November Faculty Senate. 
 
The meeting was adjourned shortly after 2:00 PM. 
  







The new program review process will be completed as follows:  


 


1. An initial brief review based on centrally generated productivity and efficiency summary and a 
unit provided two-page brief narrative describing mission centrality, the prospective market for 
graduates, the existence of similar programs elsewhere at UA, and any special circumstances 
that explain features of the centrally generated productivity and efficiency summary (see 
attached program review template for more details). The information reviewed meets the 
Board of Regents Policy and Regulation (10.06; attached). A single Faculty Program Review 
Committee comprised of one tenured faculty representative from each college and school (not 
including CRCD) plus five CRCD representatives one representative from CRCD and one 
representative from CTC will review the materials and make the following recommendations: 


• Continue program 
• Continue program but improve outcomes assessment process and reporting 
• Continue program but improve other specific areas or 
• Suspend admissions to program or 
• Discontinue program  


The committee will provide a brief narrative justifying their recommendation and describe any areas 
needing improvement prior to the next review.  


2. An Administrative Program Review Committee comprised of the Deans of Colleges and Schools 
and 4 administrative representatives from CRCD will review the recommendations of the 
Program Review Committee, may request additional information from about the program, and 
will state their collective agreement or disagreement with the Committee’s recommendation.  


3. The Provost in consultation with the Chancellor’s Cabinet will review the recommendations of 
the Faculty Program Review Committee and the Administrative Program Review Committee 
and take one of the following actions: 
a) Program continuation is confirmed until the next review cycle. 
b) Program continuation with an action plan prepared by the program and Dean to meet 


improvements needed by the next review cycle. Annual progress reports will be required in 
some cases. Actions may also include further review by an ad hoc committee.  


c) Recommend to discontinue program. Program deletion will require Faculty Senate action. 
However, w When appropriate admissions may be suspended pending action.  


d) Faculty Senate reviews the recommendations and states their collective agreement or 
disagreement with the Provost’s recommendation.  


e) The Chancellor reviews all levels of recommendations and decides whether to recommend 
program discontinuation to the Board of Regents.  


 
Other attachments referred to in the agenda are posted online at: 
http://www.uaf.edu/uafgov/faculty-senate/committees/16-17_cac/ 








Curricular Affairs Committee 
Meeting Minutes for October 3, 2016 
 
Members present: Casey Byrne; Jennie Carroll, Chair; Alex Fitts; Cindy Hardy; Eileen Harney; 
Jayne Harvie; Ginny Kinne; Lisa Lunn; Rainer Newberry; Kathleen Quick; Dejan Raskovic; Holly 
Sherouse 
Members absent:  Ken Abramowicz; Ana Aguilar-Islas;  Mike Earnest; Clair Gelvin-Smith;  
Bradley Moran; Caty Oehring  
 
1.  Approval / Amendment of Agenda 


The agenda was adopted as submitted. 
2.  Approval of Minutes 
 a. 09/19/2016 meeting minutes were approved as submitted. 
3.  Old Business 


a. Program deletion and suspension policy 
i. AdComm Discussion 


Jennie shared that the AdComm did agree to move the conversation to the Faculty Senate meeting as a 
discussion item.  Rainer was volunteered to lead that discussion.  Rather than trying to modify the policy 
at the meeting, it will be more of an educational discussion and seek feedback. 


Rainer said his approach would be to simply share the proposed changes, as opposed to saying “here 
are the changes administration is telling us to make to the policy.”  Jennie argued that maybe the policy 
doesn’t need changing; we just need to understand that the final authority on whether or not to delete 
a program is the Chancellor’s, especially when it comes to budgetary issues.   


Cindy H. reminded everyone about the Mathematics PhD deletion which went to the Faculty Senate 
several years ago.  The Senate recommended that the program be allowed to present a plan to revitalize 
the program rather than delete it.  The Provost and Chancellor had to agree with that.  Rainer noted that 
the program faculty came to the FS meeting and had the germ of a plan they spoke about to the senate, 
which made the case for the senate’s recommendation to give them a chance to revitalize the program.  
In the end, the motion to not discontinue the program was signed off by the Chancellor. 


Rainer noted the merit of talking directly to the Faculty Senate and presenting the situation as it exists, 
versus leaving the current wording of the policy unchanged and open to interpretation (which also 
leaves it open to the interpretation the administration puts upon it).   


Cindy noted that what occurred with the Math PhD reflects the new item 3.d. in the revised policy (that 
the FS reviews the recommendations and states their collective agreement or disagreement with the 
Provost’s recommendation).  Did the Math PhD matter then go back to the Provost?  If so, the process 
should include that step.  Rainer noted there is no example to fall back upon where the Senate said no 
to a program deletion and the matter was dropped by administration because of it.  Jennie commented 
that because there is no known instance of overriding senate action, and the perception is that deletions 
require Senate action, the explicit changes being proposed are big changes.  There are issues of 
perception and cooperation involved, and she asked how a cooperative approach might be conveyed.   







Cindy said her impression was that after Faculty Senate voted not to discontinue the program that the 
matter went back to the Provost and she had discussions with the Math program about their 
revitalization plan.  This isn’t documented in the process, and adding it would be valuable. Removing the 
word “require” from the sentence in current policy -- that program deletions require Faculty Senate 
action -- reduces senate action to a rubberstamp. 


Rainer pointed out that a fundamental issue is the need for Faculty Senate to have well-reasoned 
arguments if they say no to discontinuing a program.  The case of the Math PhD included well-reasoned 
arguments at the time.  He’s not sure how to incorporate that into the policy.  When the Chancellor’s 
Cabinet recommends a program deletion it’s unclear how (or if) a department gets to respond.  In that 
sense, letting it come to the Faculty Senate provides a department with an opportunity to create a 
legitimate alternative and have it be heard.  Faculty Senate may be the one opportunity for them to 
respond.  Perhaps the language should be modified to reflect this opportunity to allow an affected 
department to present an alternative – it’s the only real reason the senate would have to not go along 
with a deletion.  How can we put that into the language?  


Alex suggested that a time-frame be included in the process if the language becomes more explicit that 
departments have an opportunity to respond.  Alex agreed to talk to the Provost about it that afternoon 
when she meets with her.   


Cindy suggested some language to indicate what happens if the senate does not approve of 
discontinuing a program which she will send to Jennie. 


In the meantime, there will be a discussion at the October 10 senate meeting.   


b.  Updated language for Athletics (motion attached) 
 


Language changing “by the first Wednesday” to “within the first five class days” was agreed upon to 
update the third paragraph of the Attendance policy. A sentence was also added at the end of the third 
paragraph to indicate that it is expected that students will be notified of their likely absences before the 
first day of class by an appropriate authority.  There was some discussion of a situation where team 
travel occurred suddenly.     
 
Jennie asked if it were appropriate to use this policy for student seminars, or competitions like the 
bridge competition at Engineering.  But, it was noted that there no easy solution when travel is 
unscheduled.  Alex noted the difference between Athletics, where student competition is part of their 
contract with the university, and other kinds of absences.    The policy states two UAF-related 
sanctioned absences: missing class for an academic requirement, or representing UAF in an official 
capacity (NCAA athletic competition, music performance).  Nothing further need be added to that.  It 
was agreed to move the motion forward as amended. 


 
2. New Business 


a. GERC Attributes  
i. https://gerc.community.uaf.edu/integration-2/attributes-2/ 



https://gerc.community.uaf.edu/integration-2/attributes-2/





The attributes proposed by GERC (“a” for Alaska and Arctic issues; “e” for civic engagement – which 
could potentially include ethics; and “d” for intercultural competence and diversity) were discussed.  
These could be applied to any course, but the attributes would fall under graduation requirements (and 
could occur under course requirements in majors), not necessarily under the GERs.  Concern was 
expressed for students in STEM fields who won’t be taking a lot of social science or humanities courses 
in their major, and who don’t have a lot of room for accommodating those types of requirements; there 
is potential for funneling them into a limited number of course options.  It was agreed to pick up the 
discussion in spring semester, but with a subgroup discussing it in the meantime.  Future adoption 
would not likely occur before the 2018-19 academic year.  The statewide GERs alignment committee is 
supposed to start meeting soon, and perhaps will pick up part of this discussion in the future, as well.  


b. Student Code of Conduct (discussion/text below) 
i. Policy is vague.  


ii. Should there be more specific or suggested language RE major vs. minor 
violations? 


iii. Should we ask the dean of students to provide additional information and 
details and the 'joint statement...'? 


Laura McCollough, dean of students, is working on a draft policy which the Provost and Alex have seen.  
It defines infractions and possible academic sanctions, and the procedures associated with those.   The 
committee would like to see a copy of the draft, and they would like to invite Laura to a future meeting. 


The current Catalog has a reference to a document titled “Joint Statement on Rights and Freedoms of 
Students” but it can’t be located on the Division of Student Services web site. 


There is usually mention of the Student Code of Conduct at orientation for new students.  Other means 
of getting the word out to students and faculty were discussed.  The need for faculty to have some form 
of guidance specifically geared to them was noted.   


 


The meeting was adjourned at 2:00 PM. 


 


 
 








Faculty Affairs Committee (FAC) 
September 7, 2016 
 
began at 4:40 PM and adjourned at 5:25 PM; met in 502 RASM 
notes by Sine Anahita 
 
 
Members present 
Andy Anger, JAK Maier, Jeff May, Jeff Benowitz, Val Gifford, Debu Misra, Josh Greenberg, 
and Sine Anahita. 
 
Dean Paul Layer will be our ex officio member; he was not able to attend this meeting due to a 
time conflict. 
 
Introductions 
This being our first meeting, we introduced ourselves to each other.  
 
Selection of chair 
By consensus, we selected Andy Anger to serve as chair. 
 
Notetaker 
Sine volunteered to take notes for this meeting. We decided to rotate notetaking, and Jeff M 
volunteered to take notes at our next meeting.  
 
Future meetings 
We plan to meet monthly on the second Wednesday of each month, 2:15-3:15 in 502 RASM. 
Andy will ask Jayne to arrange for google hangout or similar way of connecting with people at a 
distance. 
 
Old business 
Blue Book revision 


• Val and Jeff said that planning is now getting started; Mara is out of the country, so the 
revision work will ramp up significantly once she returns 


• redefining the types of faculty to make them consistent across campuses is a goal 
• working on promotion options for non-tenure track faculty 
• Jeff noted that with (UNAC) CBA negotiations starting, the sub-committee plans to meet 


with the negotiation team on the promotion issue 
 
Faculty overload benefit rate 


• overload benefit rate is normally 45% for FT faculty, but is only 11% for adjunct faculty 
or staff; therefore, some units are eschewing overloads for FT faculty to save money 


• resolution now at Faculty Alliance to equalize the rate at 11% 
• Debu noted that Strategic Pathways displaced the discussion of the faculty overload rate, 


but is on the to-do list 
 
 







New business 
• Policies across campuses: Chris Fallon asked the FAC to consider aligning policies 


across campuses. An example was given of students not getting summa cum laude 
awards; it was noted that this is not appropriate for FAC, but perhaps could be 
mentioned to SADA 


• Faculty as mandatory reporters: Sine suggested that FAC discuss the problem of making 
faculty mandatory reporters for Title IX in the absence of governance input. Faculty 
were made into mandatory reporters in our individual contracts January 2016, but 
governance or unions were not involved. Many problems with this. Andy asked Sine to 
prepare a summary of the issues for next meeting. 


• Adjunct faculty: Sine suggested that FAC discuss the multiple issues surrounding 
adjunct faculty with an eye towards improving the quality of worklife. Jeff B noted that 
Kate Quick had asked a question of the Provost about adjunct faculty at the Chancellor’s 
Forum in early September. Debu said that there is the possibility that long-term adjunct 
faculty could serve on Faculty Senate, that the Provost has agreed to this. The issue is 
now in Orion’s queue to open opportunities for someone to run. Andy asked Sine to 
make recommendations for future discussions. 


• Process by which issues come to FAC and to Faculty Senate: Jeff M inquired about the 
process by which issues are taken up by FAC and/or Faculty Senate. Lively discussion 
ensued about how this may be accomplished. Consensus emerged to request that Orion 
send an email to faculty announcing the Faculty Senate meetings, introducing faculty 
senators along with their contact info. It was noted that FAC meetings are open 
meetings, and that Faculty Senate sets aside time for public comments. 








Unit Criteria Meeting 10/20/16 
 
Present: Mara, David, Doug, Jennifer, Bob, Julie, and Carrie 
 


1. Agenda Approved 
2. Old Business 
a. Joint Appointment Primacy update: We will work on a joint appointment policy this year. 


The committee will review Bill Bristow’s report and develop a list of key points to be 
addressed in the policy. The focus is on an agreement for the process for Promotion and 
Tenure,  and Promotion alone, as well as recommendations for committee composition 
when the candidate holds a joint appointment. Both ‘sides’ of the committee must agree 
that the candidate is satisfying requirements. We agreed it is important that the 
candidates’ workload reflect the true nature of the appointment.The committee noted 
there are several types of joint appointments and some units grant tenure and some 
don’t. Should the tenure-granting unit have primacy in tenure decisions? We spent some 
time discussing the composition of the review committees -- for example, should there 
be some research (non-tenure track) faculty on the committee? The committee make-up 
could include a non-voting member. Are two separate committees formed? If so, do they 
meet and evaluate the candidate together? If so, there could be a problem in the case of 
a split-decision. We agreed it is the candidate’s responsibility to articulate how they have 
met the requirements and demonstrate the integration of their appointment when they 
compose their self narrative evaluation -- this articulation should be a specific suggestion 
as part of their unit criteria.  
 
Doug plans to speak with the Dean’s Council for suggestions and additional direction. 
The plan for now is to put together a couple of proposals for joint appointment 
candidates. 
 
B. A subcommittee of Unit Criteria is tasked with drafting language for a promotion 
process for non tenure track faculty. The subcommittee will renew work on this shortly.  


 








Core Review Committee meeting minutes 
Meeting date: September 12, 2016 
Meeting time: 3:00 – 4:00 pm 
Meeting location: Chancellor’s Conference Room 
Meeting convener: Andy Seitz 
 
Name Present 
Andy Seitz (chair) X 
Daryl Farmer X 
Alex Hirsch X 
Kevin Sager X 
Margaret Short X 
Larry Duffy  
Kathy Arndt X 
Tony Rickard X 
Kevin Berry  
Marsha Sousa  
Caty Oehring 


 Gabrielle Russell X 
Ginny Kinne X 
Hayley Williams X 
John Smelter X 


 
 
1. Members of the committee introduced themselves. 
2. Volunteers for chairing the committee were solicited.  No one volunteered, so Andy Seitz agreed to 


serve another term as the chair of the committee. 
3. There was discussion about the meeting schedule.  The time at which the committee met during the 


first meeting (Monday 3-4 pm) created a time conflict for two members, so it was decided to try to 
find a time that reduces the time conflict among members.  Jayne will send out a Doodle poll.   


4. Discussion 
a. How to move forward with petitions that are denied?  --  Last spring, a student submitted a 


petition to have a course count as a core ethics course, and it was denied by the chair of the 
philosophy department.  Next, the student requested that the Core Review Committee review 
the petition, and because the committee disbands during the summer, the committee chair 
reviewed it and denied it.  Then, the student sent the petition to the Provost, who approved it. 
 
This brings up the questions: 


-What happens to petitions once they are denied by the Core Review Committee?   
-Is there an appeals process? 
-Can students request that the petition be forwarded to the Provost?   


  
No one on the committee knew the answers to the questions, so it was decided that the 
committee chair will ask the Faculty Senate Advisory Committee and the Provost for 
clarification. 







