
       AGENDA 
UAF Faculty Senate Meeting #220 

Monday, February 06, 2017 
1:00 - 3:00 PM - Wood Center Carol Brown Ballroom 

Zoom Link:  https://zoom.us/j/216399232  
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 #219 (linked) 
C.  Adoption of Agenda 

 
1:04 II Status of Chancellor’s Office Actions  1 Min. 

Motions approved:  
A. Motion to approve a new Minor in Tribal Management - Passed  
B. Motion to amend the academic program review process - Passed, as 

amended 
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.) 15 Min. 

B. Provost’s Remarks - Susan Henrichs (5 Min.) 
C. Senate Members’ Questions / Comments (5 Min.) 

 
1:30 V Guest Speaker: Dr. Abel Bult-Ito  15 Min. 

Topic: A New Vision for UA  (Slides) 
 
1:45 VI New Business  15 Min. 

A. Motion to approve a new Minor in Ethnobotany, 
     submitted by Curricular Affairs Committee 
B. Resolution on the School of Education Decision 
C. Resolution of No Confidence in President Johnsen 

 
2:00 BREAK 
 
2:10 VI New Business - Continued 10 Min. 

Additional discussion time (as needed)  
 
2:25 VII Governance Reports  10 Min. 

A. Research Report - VC Hinzman (linked) 
B. Staff Council - Faye Gallant 

http://www.uaf.edu/files/uafgov/Draft-Minutes-for-Meeting219.pdf
http://www.uaf.edu/files/uafgov/16-17_FS-219_Motion-to-approve-new-Minor-in-Tribal-Mgt_Signed.pdf
http://www.uaf.edu/files/uafgov/16-17_FS-219_Motion-to-amend-academic-program-review-process_Signed-2.pdf
https://sites.google.com/a/alaska.edu/a-new-vision-for-the-university-of-alaska/home/a-new-vision-for-ua---updated-01-29-17
https://sites.google.com/a/alaska.edu/a-new-vision-for-the-university-of-alaska/home/powerpoint-presentation


C. ASUAF - Colby Freel 
D. UNAC - Chris Coffman 
     UNAD Report - Katie Boylan 
     UAFT - Kate Quick 
E. Athletics - Dani Sheppard 
F. Faculty Alliance Report - Tara Smith (linked) 
G. Senate Members’ Questions / Comments 

 
2:35 VIII Guest Comment: Kari Burrell, VC for Administrative Services   5 Min. 

Update on the UAF Gender Inclusive Workgroup  
 
2:40 IX Information Item on Concurrent Enrollment   5 Min. 

Proposed update to the UA students under 18 regulations R09.12   
 
2:45 X Public Comment   5 Min. 
 
2:50 XI Members’ Comments/Questions/Announcements 10 Min. 

A. General Comments / Announcements 
Reminder: Chancellor’s reception (4:30-6:30 pm) 

B. Committee Chair Comments  
     (An active link is added if minutes are submitted.) 

Standing Committees: 
1. Administrative Committee - Chris Fallen (Minutes for 11/28/2016 linked) 
2. Curricular Affairs Committee - Eileen Harney (Minutes for 11/14/2016, 

11/21/2016 and 12/12/2016 linked) 
3. Faculty Affairs Committee - Andy Anger  (Minutes for 11/09/2016 linked) 
4. Unit Criteria Committee - Mara Bacsujlaky (Minutes for 12/08/16 linked) 

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

11/17/2016 and 12/08/2016 and 01/20/2017 linked) 
6. Core Review Committee - Andy Seitz (Minutes for 11/09/2016 and 12/07/2016 

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

11/18/2016 and 12/16/2016 linked) 
12. Student Academic Development and Achievement Committee - Sandra 

Wildfeuer, Jennifer Tilbury (Minutes for 10/06/2016 and 11/17/2016 linked) 
13. Faculty Administrator Review Committee (No Group A reviews in 2016-17) 

 

http://www.uaf.edu/files/uafgov/FA-Report-to-Senates-17-01.pdf
http://www.uaf.edu/files/uafgov/BOR-Concurrent-Enrollment-Policy-Memo_DMW_10.7.16.pdf
https://drive.google.com/a/alaska.edu/file/d/0B0fnD0OVewqcdHlUZXFncnNYX3c/view?usp=sharing
https://drive.google.com/a/alaska.edu/file/d/0B0fnD0OVewqcbGI0dzZzTi1ROXM/view?usp=sharing
http://www.uaf.edu/files/uafgov/CAC_11-14-2016-Meeting-Minutes.pdf
http://www.uaf.edu/files/uafgov/CAC-11-21-2016-Meeting-Minutes.pdf
http://www.uaf.edu/files/uafgov/CAC_12-12-2016-Minutes-approved.pdf
http://www.uaf.edu/files/uafgov/FAC-Meeting-Notes-final-11.9.2016.pdf
https://docs.google.com/a/alaska.edu/document/d/14Qs5teEvcsl6upPQ7XcRbHrYMMQZbV5Cefvtqg9AX-w/edit?usp=sharing
http://www.uaf.edu/files/uafgov/CSW-Meeting-November-17-Minutes.pdf
http://www.uaf.edu/files/uafgov/CSW-Minutes-for-8Dec2016.pdf
http://www.uaf.edu/files/uafgov/CSW-Minutes-20Jan2017.pdf
http://www.uaf.edu/files/uafgov/Core-Review_11.9.2016-minutes.pdf
http://www.uaf.edu/files/uafgov/Core-Review-12.7.2016-minutes.pdf
http://www.uaf.edu/files/uafgov/GAAC-minutes-11-11-16.pdf
http://www.uaf.edu/files/uafgov/RACNov18MinutesApproved.pdf
http://www.uaf.edu/files/uafgov/RACDec16MinutesApproved.pdf
http://www.uaf.edu/files/uafgov/SADA-MeetingMinutes_Oct-6-2016.pdf
http://www.uaf.edu/files/uafgov/SADA-MeetingMinutes_11-17-2017.pdf


3:00 XII Adjourn 
 
*Phone numbers for Zoom Meeting: +1 408 638 0968 (US Toll) or +1 646 558 8656 (US Toll)  
     Meeting ID: 216 399 232 
 
 
General Reminder:  

● Chancellor’s Reception for Faculty Senate 
4:30 - 6:30 PM at the Chancellor’s Residence  



 MOTION:  
 
The UAF Faculty Senate moves to approve a new minor in Ethnobotany, housed in the College 
of Rural and Community Development (Interior Alaska Campus). 
 
 Effective:  Fall 2017 
 
 Rationale: The proposal for the new minor has been reviewed and approved by the 
Curriculum Review and Curricular Affairs Committees.  The proposal (#62-UNP) is on file in the 
Governance Office, 312B Signers’ Hall. 
 

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

Overview: 
  
Objectives of the minor: 
  
Ethnobotany - Minor only 
This interdisciplinary program provides students pursuing a bachelor’s degree with an 
opportunity to continue exploring the complex and invaluable relationships between humans 
and plants. Although rooted firmly in traditional knowledge of Alaska Natives, this program 
branches out to include human-plant interactions from all over the globe, comparing and 
contrasting both traditional and current adaptations and explores the potential for economic 
development of ethnobotany. 
  
This minor will appeal to students from other disciplines, including Alaska Native Studies, Rural 
Development, and Anthropology. 
  
Relationship of required courses to the objectives of the minor: 
  
Coursework that is currently required for the Ethnobotany Certificate make up the core of this 
minor and provides quality interdisciplinary academic instruction in the areas of biology, botany, 
ecology, anthropology, and chemistry so that students may gain the skill sets needed to become 
active stewards in natural and cultural resource management in their communities. Included in 
each of these core courses are aspects of both scientific understanding of plants (phenology, 
basic biology, chemistry, etc.) and the way that these plants have been traditionally and are 
currently being used by both indigenous and non-indigenous cultures in Alaska and all over the 
globe. They also learn techniques need to collect and identify plants, how to interview Elders 
and others regarding these plants, and conduct their own research projects, which are shared 
with local communities. Students also learn that harvesting wild plants must be done in an 
ecologically and culturally appropriate manner, and, in the new Applied Ethnobotany course, will 
learn how to create their own plant-based products from seasonally-harvested wild plants. 
   



Relationship to Purposes of the University: 
  
UAF's core themes: 

Educate: Undergraduate and Graduate Students and Lifelong Learners 
Research: To Create and Disseminate New Knowledge, Insight, Technology, Artistic and 
Scholarly Works 
Prepare: Alaska’s Career, Technical, and Professional Workforce 
Connect: Alaska Native, Rural, and Urban Communities by Sharing Knowledge and 
Ways of Knowing 
Engage: Alaskans through Outreach for Continuing Education and Community and 
Economic Development 

  
The Minor in Ethnobotany supports several of UAF’s core themes by providing new 
educational opportunities that will allow students to gain the credentials they need to assume 
leadership positions in their communities and regions across the state. This will promote 
economic development and community wellness, in addition to reducing the high cost of 
importing expertise and services. This program provides stronger connections between rural 
and urban communities by adding to the University’s academic offerings based on Alaska 
Native ways of knowing. 
  
Since its inception in 2009, the students enrolled in the Ethnobotany Certificate Program have 
been requesting more coursework in this area of study. In the past several years, we have 
responded by successfully piloting several new courses; Ethnomycology, Folk Medicine, and 
Intermediate Ethnobotany. We have also received encouraging feedback from a 
student/community surveys conducted in 2012-2013 that indicated strong interest in 
development of an Ethnobotany minor. This increasing student interest in the topic of 
ethnobotany has expanded beyond the Certificate framework now, and is evident by the fact 
that our students are taking our courses even if they do not fit within their current program. We 
would like to be able to offer them the opportunity to take more upper division courses that can 
lead to a minor in ethnobotany. 
  
In fall 2016 the Ethnobotany program moved to the Department of Alaska Native Studies and 
Rural Development to emphasize the Alaska Native focus of the program. The placement of 
the Ethnobotany minor program within the Department of Rural Development and Alaska 
Native Studies is a good fit for all concerned. Both are based in Alaska Native relevant 
curriculum, and provide opportunities for students to explore topics that concern rural 
communities. Ethnobotany provides students with better knowledge of traditional plant use, 
which can provide for better economic and community health, and Rural Development’s 
“mission is to increase cultural awareness and strengthen leadership capacity for rural and 
Indigenous communities in Alaska and the Circumpolar North”. We have been discussing the 
opportunities that the Ethnobotany minor will provide to the Rural Development Program over 
the past nine months, and have come to appreciate the benefits that this minor in Ethnobotany 



will have for both programs, both in increased student enrollment and in expanding the 
culturally relevant curriculum available at UAF. 
  

Proposed Catalog Layout: 
 
Ethnobotany Minor 
  

The Minor in Ethnobotany will provide students who have completed the Ethnobotany Certificate 
program with the opportunity to continue their studies and earn a baccalaureate degree focused 
on the relationship of plants and humans, an area of emphasis that is not currently available in 
the UAF catalog offerings. It will also provide students who are not in the EBOT Certificate with 
the option of fitting ethnobotany courses into their current DANSRD or other baccalaureate 
programs. 
  

1. Complete the following:* 
EBOT F100—Introduction to Ethnobotany – 3 credits 
EBOT F200—Seminar in Ethnobotany – 1 credit 
EBOT F210—Ethical Wildcrafting – 1 credit 
EBOT F220—Ethnobotanical Techniques – 2 credits 
and 
EBOT F230—Ethnobotanical Chemistry – 3 credits** 
Or 
EBOT F250 and 251 –Applied Ethnobotany I and II –4 credits 
  
2. Complete 3-4 Advisor-approved elective course(s):* 
  
3. Minimum credits required--15 credits 
  
Prerequisites: CHEM F103X or CHEM F105X, or permission of instructor** 
* Students must earn a C- grade or better in each course. 
 
 
  



 RESOLUTION on the School of Education Decision 
 
Whereas the Board of Regents of the University of Alaska (hereafter referred to as “the Board”) 
has constitutional authority and responsibility to govern the University of Alaska per the 
Constitution of the State of Alaska, Article VII Section 3; and the board appointed the president 
of the university, Dr. Jim Johnsen, by a majority vote on July 28, 2015; and 
  
Whereas during the public regular board meeting on November 10, 2016 (hereafter referred to 
as “November Board meeting”), President Johnsen cited “national best practices in the field” to 
recommend that the three colleges of education at the University of Alaska be consolidated to 
the research university, the University of Alaska Fairbanks (UAF), in order to improve academic 
outcomes; and 
  
Whereas President Johnsen stated during the public special board meeting on December 14, 
2016 (hereafter referred to as “December Special Board meeting”) that he had received 
significant feedback from individual faculty at all three universities, people in the community, 
alumni, and community leaders (timestamp 17:43 in the audio recording) and that opposition to 
locating the administration of the single college of education at UAF was "overwhelmingly 
greater" than those in favor of locating the administration at the University of Alaska Southeast 
(UAS) (timestamp 17:58 in the audio recording); and 
 
Whereas two Regents, UAS Chancellor Caulfield, and President Johnsen acknowledged during 
the December Special Board meeting that the majority of feedback the Board had received was 
from the Southeast, including the Southeast legislative delegation, local mayors, and the 
Juneau Assembly (Johnsen 18:16; Anderson 26:56; Davies 37:05; and Caulfield 58:09); and 
  
Whereas President Johnsen emphasized during the December Special Board meeting that the 
feedback he received was not about any inadequacies at UAF but about how teacher education 
was a “halo program” at UAS (timestamp 17:58 in the audio recording); and 
  
Whereas President Johnsen noted during the December Special Board meeting that there were 
"very strong concerns" about the economic impact of moving teacher education leadership out 
of Juneau (timestamp 18:14 in the audio recording); and 
  
Whereas the City and Borough of Juneau offered to endow UAS with a $1 million contribution if 
the new College of Education was chosen to be located at UAS (timestamp 21:09 in the audio 
recording); and 
  
Whereas after approximately 31 minutes of discussion that was open for the public to listen to 
(timestamp 22:34 to 53:08 in the audio recording), during which no opposition to the amended 
motion to locate the College of Education at UAS was expressed by the Regents, the Board 
voted unanimously in favor of a motion to locate the administration of the UA College of 
Education at the University of Alaska Southeast; and 

http://www.uaf.edu/files/uafgov/BOR-Special-Mtg_12-14-2016_after-Exec-Session.mp3


  
Whereas the ability of university faculty to participate in making the decision to locate the new 
College of Education at UAS was non-existent, in spite of the resolutions passed by the Faculty 
Senates of UAA, UAS, and UAF and the Faculty Alliance calling for the Board and President 
Johnsen to increase meaningful opportunities for participation by faculty including through 
governance organizations; and  
 
Whereas effective decisions regarding reorganization of UA, by the Strategic Pathways process 
or otherwise, require careful consideration of education outcomes by faculty responsible for 
delivering the UA mission of teaching, research and service; and 
 
Whereas according to the audio recording of the December Special Board meeting the decision 
seems to have been based not on national best practices, a careful analysis of expected 
education outcomes, or an inclusive and comprehensive discussion that included university 
faculty through governance processes, but resulted instead from pressure by politicians, the 
public, and the lure of a $1 million gift from the City and Borough of Juneau; and 
 
Therefore be it resolved that the University of Alaska Fairbanks Faculty Senate declares it has 
no confidence in the process by which the University of Alaska Board of Regents came to its 
decision to locate a single statewide College of Education at the University of Alaska Southeast; 
and 
 
Be it further resolved that the UAF Faculty Senate asks the Board and the President to set 
aside the decision to locate the single College of Education at the University of Alaska 
Southeast until after a comprehensive analysis of expected education outcomes is conducted 
and until University of Alaska faculty are provided meaningful opportunities to participate in the 
decision-making through governance organizations; and 
 
Be it further resolved that the UAF Faculty Senate urges University of Alaska President Jim 
Johnsen to assert his Constitutional role as the Executive Officer of the Board that may include: 

● Preparing detailed impact analysis of every proposal from Strategic Pathways presented 
to the Board, the Summit Team and the Faculty Senates at least two weeks in advance 
of such a proposal being voted on by the Board, 

● Insisting the Board use appropriate shared governance processes, including meaningful 
opportunities for faculty to participate in the decision-making, 

● Utilizing careful and comprehensive analysis of actual data before making 
recommendations and decisions that affect academic access and outcomes for 
Alaskans, 

● Helping assist the Board in making rational decisions through processes that are not 
unduly influenced by political pressures. 

●   



 
 
RESOLUTION of No Confidence in the leadership of President Johnsen 
 
Whereas University of Alaska President James Johnsen has strongly promoted Strategic 
Pathways as a mechanism to transform the University of Alaska; and 
 
Whereas under Strategic Pathways, substantive and long-lasting decisions about major 
changes to academic programs have been announced without providing a careful analysis of 
the impact of those changes, and without coordinating with the affected faculty; and 
 
Whereas some of the President's decisions on Strategic Pathways have blindsided affected 
faculty and administrative leadership at our campuses, the very people who should be the most 
involved in the decision-making process; and 
 
Whereas under Strategic Pathways, the holistic needs of the university have been repeatedly 
drowned out by the demands of narrow interest groups and short-term political considerations; 
and 
 
Whereas centralized "one size fits all" statewide solutions are often more expensive and less 
effective than local solutions that are tailored to the specific communities they serve; and 
 
Whereas the uncertainty and disruption caused by these major reorganizations distract faculty 
from serving the educational mission of the university, and have caused both promising junior 
faculty and experienced senior faculty to leave the university; and 
 
Whereas President Johnsen’s failure to use established decision-making processes embracing 
shared governance could violate accreditation standards and undermine UAF's existing 
accreditations; and 
 
Whereas the President's public and internal statements on Strategic Pathways have radically 
changed direction with little warning, specifically: 

● UA Athletics: 
○ Will pursue an NCAA waiver, or consortium model (presented by Johnsen at 

September 15 BOR meeting)  
○ Will cut six teams, including track and skiing (announced by Johnsen at October 

27 press conference) 
○ Will cut no teams, and pursue neither waiver nor consortium model (presented by 

Johnsen at November 10 BOR meeting) 
● UA School of Education: 

○ Will phase out Bachelor of Ed degree (presented by Johnsen at September 15 
BOR meeting) 

○ Will create a statewide administrative headquarters at UAF (presented by 
Johnsen via November 4 press release) 

https://www.alaska.edu/files/pathways/Strategic-Pathways-BOR-15-September-2016.pdf
https://www.adn.com/sports/2016/10/27/budget-ax-falls-on-skiing-indoor-track-at-uaa-skiing-at-uaf/
https://www.adn.com/sports/2016/10/27/budget-ax-falls-on-skiing-indoor-track-at-uaa-skiing-at-uaf/
https://www.adn.com/sports/uaa-athletics/2016/11/10/university-of-alaska-president-reverses-recommendation-to-cutt-ski-and-track-teams/
https://www.alaska.edu/files/pathways/Strategic-Pathways-BOR-15-September-2016.pdf
https://www.alaska.edu/files/pathways/Strategic-Pathways-BOR-15-September-2016.pdf
https://www.adn.com/alaska-news/education/2016/11/04/university-of-alaska-president-proposes-single-college-of-education-at-fairbanks/


○ Will create a statewide administrative headquarters at UAS (presented by 
Johnsen at December 14 BOR meeting) 

 
Whereas in the spring 2016 search for a permanent chancellor, after hiring an external 
consultant, flying the entire search committee and candidates to Seattle for airport interviews, 
and arranging community and faculty meetings with the four finalists attended by hundreds, in 
May 2016 President Johnson cancelled the search due to a since-abandoned plan to pursue 
single accreditation and appointed UAF's second interim chancellor, a position which still 
requires a permanent leader; and 
 
Whereas while the UAF Faculty Senate recognizes the financial problems facing the university, 
the actions of President Johnsen have actively harmed UAF, and have caused long-term 
damage to the integrity, reputation, and viability of UAF; 
 
Therefore be it resolved that the University of Alaska Fairbanks Faculty Senate has no 
confidence in the leadership of University of Alaska President James Johnsen. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

http://juneauempire.com/local/2016-12-14/ua-president-changes-mind-uas-will-keep-school-education
https://www.adn.com/education/article/potential-restructure-university-alaska-means-no-new-chancellor-fairbanks-campus/2016/05/13/
https://www.adn.com/education/article/potential-restructure-university-alaska-means-no-new-chancellor-fairbanks-campus/2016/05/13/


 Research Report 
 
During May 8 – 12, 2017 UAF and Fairbanks are fortunate to again welcome the Arctic Council, their 
member nations, their Senior Arctic Officials and Permanent Participants for the Arctic Council Ministerial. 
This will be a largely ceremonial event when the chairmanship, which has been held by the US for the past 
two years, will be passed to Finland.  In celebration of this event, UAF, in collaboration with the Alaska Arctic 
Council Host Committee, will host the Week of the Arctic on our campus that will focus largely upon scientific 
issues and how science may inform policy.  This is similar in many respects to the Arctic Science Summit 
Week (ASSW), which was held here in March 2016, and will again include an International Arctic Assembly, 
numerous workshops and panels and another great opportunity for Arctic scientists, policy makers, 
indigenous peoples, local residents, business and industry stakeholders and journalists to share information 
and understanding.  
 
More information on the Week of the Arctic is available online at http://akarctichost.org/  Please look at the 
program and consider how you might participate.  Please also share this information with your colleagues. 
 
We welcome participation and assistance in convening this event.  The 2016 ASSW brought great visibility 
and recognition to our university.  It strengthened our reputation and brought honor to our faculty, staff and 
students.  We hope that you can help us make the 2017 Week of the Arctic another great week to 
remember. 
 
Larry Hinzman, Vice Chancellor for Research 
--  
 
 
 
 
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/ 
 

http://akarctichost.org/
http://www.research.uaf.edu/
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Curricular Affairs Committee 
Meeting Minutes for Monday, December 12, 2016 
1-2 pm, eLearning Conference Room 


Members Present:  Ken Abramowicz; Ana Aguilar-Islas;  Casey Byrne; Jennie Carroll, Co-Chair; Alex Fitts; 
Eileen Harney, Co-Chair; Cindy Hardy; Jayne Harvie; Ginny Kinne; Lisa Lunn (Zoom); Holly McDonald; 
Rainer Newberry; Caty Oehring; Kate Quick; Dejan Raskovic 
Members Absent:  Claire Gelvin-Smith;   Bradley Moran 
 


1. Approval/Amendment of Agenda  


The agenda was adopted as submitted. 


2. Approval of Minutes 


The minutes for the two past November meetings were approved as submitted. 


3. Old Business 
a. Update on Misconduct Policy  


Eileen informed everyone there is a meeting planned with the dean of students on Friday at 2 PM.  
Rainer will attend unless he has a conflict. 


A future CAC meeting date was discussed before the spring semester starts, in order to advance the 
academic misconduct policy action to the Faculty Senate.  Friday, January 13 at 1:00 PM in the eLearning 
Conference Room was agreed upon.  Faculty Affairs also wishes to have input on the policy. 


4. New Business 
a. Possible modifications to undergraduate petition form (Rainer and Holly) 


Holly noted the form for baccalaureate core petitions is being updated to reflect the General Education 
Requirements (GERs).  Rainer noted that there are two undergraduate petition forms.  The normal 
petition form is routed through the advisor and the appropriate department chair and dean, whereas 
the baccalaureate core (now GER) form is routed through the Core Review Committee.   


More recently, petitions have been submitted to request that a particular course be counted toward the 
General Education requirements.  The Core Committee has worked from the perspective that a core 
substitution of that sort is beyond their charge as it would essentially allow students to dictate what 
courses are counted as GERs.  The question is how to communicate to students that such requests will 
not be considered.   The observation was made that it should start with advisors, though the decision to 
request a petition is ultimately the prerogative of the student.  Denied petitions may be appealed to the 
Provost who has the authority to approve them.   


The petition process has worked well for “O” and “W” requirements of the baccalaureate core, 
especially in cases where course changes in progress haven’t made it to the Catalog.  Suggested 
language was put forth to modify the disability statement on the current form to the effect that 







petitions to substitute one UAF course for an existing GER course will be automatically denied.  
“Automatically denied” was modified to “not petitionable.”  Some possible exceptions to the rule were 
discussed.  Adding catalog years on the appropriate forms to help distinguish “baccalaureate core” 
matters from the “16-17 GERs” was suggested.   


Getting the word out can be accomplished by means of the advising listserve, but that won’t reach all 
advising faculty.  Alex will ask the deans to help get the word out.  She will also talk to the Provost about 
the proposed language to indicate GER course substitutions are not petitionable.  Adding this language 
to the Catalog was also mentioned.  Rainer has already spoken with the Core Review Committee Chair; 
and, Holly will share proposed language changes with both committees once they’ve heard back from 
the Provost on the suggested language. 


b. ANS GER requirement  


Jennie described how the idea for an ANS GER requirement had been brought before the Board of 
Regents by the Alaska Native Studies Council last year.  The BOR punted it to Faculty Alliance.  Jennie 
discussed it with CAC last spring and shared some feedback with the Council.  Unfortunately, the matter 
has seemed to partially become a UAA vs. UAF matter.   


Currently, the Council continues to work on the idea with Faculty Alliance and the statewide GER 
committee.  Rainer and Cindy, who are both on the SW GER committee, noted that they had received an 
email a couple of weeks ago from the statewide committee chair (who is from UAA).  The email stated, 
rather out of the blue, that everyone unanimously supports the idea of the new ANS GER.  Should UAF 
be proactive about this and look into whether or not we can do this?  Is it feasible given the current 
faculty resources, and, if not, how much should be allocated to it?  It was acknowledged that anything 
that can be done to head off the BOR mandating something is worth the effort to look into it.  The UAF 
GERC efforts had already identified courses with an Alaskan emphasis.  Such a requirement will need to 
accommodate hundreds of potential new students, and it would be better to utilize a variety of courses 
that are already in place than to restrict it to one required new course.  


Possible aspects of what might comprise a broad standard for such a course requirement were 
discussed.  Jennie agreed to chair a subcommittee to examine the issues.  She’ll ask Jessica Black and 
Sean Topkok to be involved.  Rainer suggested informing the Provost and the CLA dean of what they 
find, particularly from the aspect of what resources might be needed.  Ken voiced his concern about 
siphoning enrollments from other courses to courses that meet a new requirement.  Jennie said they 
will examine this aspect, as well.  A tentative timeline to have a report by spring break was mentioned. 


c. Student Learning Outcomes 
i. Conversation with GAAC (Jennie and Eileen 


ii. Rainer’s Document “Course Goals vs. SLOs” 


Jennie and Eileen reported on a meeting they had recently with GAAC members (Donie Bret-Harte, Mike 
Daku, Sean McGee).  Jennie had noted the inconsistencies at the various levels of course review, from 
within CRCD to the various faculty senate review levels concerning student learning outcomes.  They 







talked about course goals and objectives, as well as grading modes and stacked courses at this meeting.  
CAC talked about guides and examples that could be used at the various review levels, including college 
/ school curriculum councils, and whether or not new policy was needed to back it up. 


The remaining items below were not discussed due to time constraints. 


d. Change in Summer Session Form  
i. The current form no longer requires faculty signatures  


ii. Memo concerning BoR’s Policy on concurrent enrollment 
e. “New Minors, Old Catalogs” or How do we deal with upper-level students who want 


(and have been waiting) to take new minors and who also hope to graduate “on time”?  


Next meeting:  Friday, January 13 at 1:00 PM in the eLearning Conference Room 


The meeting was adjourned just shortly after 2:00 PM. 








 
 
 
 
 
 
DATE:  February 1, 2017   


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


FROM: Tara Smith, Chair, Faculty Alliance 


RE:    December/January 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 (SAC) 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 December and 
January.  During these months, we held one regular meeting and a two-day retreat.    We passed 
two resolutions which follow in full.  The first was in support of the Writing Placement 
Community of Practice recommendations and the second was in support of establishing an Alaska 
Native Studies component within the existing GER.  I am deeply grateful to the faculty who have 
worked on preparing and proposing these improvements to the education our universities offer our 
students.   
 
The Faculty Alliance was asked to review proposed UA Regulation on the Protection of Minors 
and send our comments to SAC.  The proposed regulation is intended to address a gap in our 
current regulations, provide guidance to UA employees, and ensure the safety of minors on 
campus.  As the stakes of the regulation are incredibly high for faculty, Faculty Alliance members 
are sending the draft regulation to both fulltime faculty unions (UNAC & UAFT) with a request 
that the unions have it reviewed by their legal teams.  Statewide is contracting with Praesidium to 
assist on this project. 
 
The next regular BOR meeting will be March 2nd & 3rd in Anchorage.  I have attached the report I 
filed for that meeting packet.  President Johnsen has indicated that he and Chair O’Neil are 
considering having a discussion on shared governance as part of the agenda. 
 
While as of this report, Statewide leadership has not formally requested the input of the Faculty 
Senates or the Faculty Alliance on the Phase 2 Strategic Pathways Options, I hope that you and 
your colleagues will consider speaking collectively on them.   
 



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

http://alaska.edu/research/sac/

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

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

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

http://unitedacademics.net/

http://www.uaft2404.org/

https://website.praesidiuminc.com/wp/child-abuse-programs/education/

http://www.alaska.edu/pathways/phase-2/





The BOR will also hold a special meeting on February 7th in Fairbanks, and we have been told that 
the meeting will go into executive session to discuss matters that by law are required to be 
confidential related to Title IX.  There is no in-person testimony nor governance reports for a 
Special Meeting, so please send any written testimony to ua-bor@alaska.edu. 
 
We expect to finalize our feedback on the new common calendar at our February 10th meeting.  My 
monthly meetings with President Johnsen have been scheduled.  For February, we will meet on the 
15th at 3p.  In March, we will meet on the 14th at 1p.  In April, it will be the 13th at 10a, and finally 
in May on the 2nd at 1p.  I welcome your input on topics and concerns you would like me to discuss 
with him. 
 
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. 
 
  
 



mailto:ua-bor@alaska.edu

mailto:tmsmith@alaska.edu





 
 
 
 
 
 







 







 
  







 
Faculty Alliance 


Report to the UA Board of Regents 
February 1, 2017 


The Faculty Alliance thanks the Board of Regents and President Johnsen for inviting us to a dinner in honor 
of Regents Fisher and Hughes who had just completed their terms of service.  Increased interaction among 
regents, faculty, and leadership is beneficial in any context, but especially in the difficult times we are 
facing together.  We look forward to welcoming newly appointed regents when they are announced, but 
without question, Regents Fisher and Hughes have left significant legacies that will remain with the board.  
 
Faculty remain concerned about the decisions being made by President Johnsen, the Summit Team, and 
the regents through the Strategic Pathways process.   All three Faculty Senates and the Faculty Alliance 
have voiced their specific concerns on the integrity of the process, the quality of the outcomes, the 
implications of the actions taken as a result, and many, many suggestions for improving all of these.  At the 
time of this report, only one motion (10/2016) passed by the UAF Faculty Senate has received an official 
response from President Johnsen.  The other motion sent by the UAF Faculty Senate (4/2016) did not.  In 
addition, none of the memos or motions sent from the UAA Faculty Senate (2/2016, 11/2016, 11/2016) on 
Strategic Pathways nor the one on the damage to faculty confidence as a consequence (1/2017) have had 
a written response, and neither have the four letters from the UAS Faculty Senate (3/2016, 9/2016, 
11/2016--to be posted here soon--and 12/2016) have received any official responses.  Further, the Faculty 
Alliance sent a memo (9/2016) and two motions (2017-02 and 2017-03) without a reply.  Unofficially, we 
understand that taking or not taking the recommendations offered is in effect a response thereto, but the 
lack of official response is not only disrespectful, but further undermines productive relationships that 
could be established or enhanced through such demonstrations of consideration and open dialogue. 
 
Faculty involvement and a commitment to shared governance are crucial for maintaining healthy and 
vibrant institutions.  We have requested that President Johnsen send all options being considered to 
governance groups for specific feedback and collective comment.   
 
Our GER Coordinating Task Force continues to fulfill its charge from the Faculty Alliance.  Disciplinary 
teams are meeting regularly.  English faculty at all three universities have initiated curriculum changes to 
align all required composition courses from the 0-level through the 200-level.   Our Writing Placement 
Community of Practice submitted their report and recommendations in December and the Faculty Alliance 
formally supported them at our January meeting (2017-04). 
 
Additionally, the Faculty Alliance passed a resolution of support (2017-05) for the Alaska Native Studies 
GER proposal.  We have encouraged the Alaska Native Studies Council to continue to coordinate with our 
GER Coordinating Task Force as they move forward with the necessary review processes at each university. 
 
Respectfully, 
Tara Smith 
Faculty Alliance Chair 
 
 
 
 



https://www.uaa.alaska.edu/about/governance/faculty-senate/JJ-UAF_ResolutionSPImplementation.pdf

http://www.uaf.edu/files/uafgov/15-16_FS-214_Motion-to-approve-SP-Memo-re-Implementation-and-Impact.pdf

https://www.uaa.alaska.edu/about/governance/faculty-senate/_documents/UAAFacultySenateonStrategicPathways.pdf

https://www.uaa.alaska.edu/about/governance/faculty-senate/_documents/UAA_FS_CoEd_Memo.pdf

https://www.uaa.alaska.edu/about/governance/faculty-senate/UAA_FS_Resolution_on_Strategic_Pathways.pdf

https://www.uaa.alaska.edu/about/governance/faculty-senate/Johnsen_Vote_of_No_Confidence.pdf

http://www.uas.alaska.edu/facultysenate/docs/2016actions/SOM_SOE%20letter%20of%20support.pdf

http://www.uas.alaska.edu/FacultySenate/actions/index.html

http://www.uas.alaska.edu/facultysenate/docs/2016actions/BOR_SpMtng_SOE_Letter_161213.pdf

https://www.alaska.edu/files/governance/2016-09-09_Faculty-Alliance-Strategic-Pathways-Recommendations-memo.pdf

http://www.alaska.edu/files/governance/2016-10-31_FA-Resolution-17-02-Regarding-Strategic-Pathways-at-UA_signed.pdf

http://www.alaska.edu/files/governance/2016-11-19_FA-Resolution-2017-03--Regarding-COE-Consolidation-at-UA.pdf

http://www.alaska.edu/files/governance/FA-Resolution-2017-04-Support-for-Writing-Community-of-Practice-Recommendations.pdf

http://www.alaska.edu/files/governance/FA-Resolution-2017-05-Support-for-Alaska-Native-Studies-General-Education-Requirement.pdf






Faculty Affairs Committee (FAC) Meeting – November 9, 2016  


Minutes: 


Meeting began at 2:15 p.m. in the Kayak Room 


Present:   


• Committee Members:  Andy Anger, JAK Maier, Debu Misra, Jeff May, Val Gifford, Jeff Benowitz, 
Sine Anahita, Troy Bouffard, Josh Greenberg 


• Dean Paul Layer, Administrative Ex Temp Member 


Approval of Meeting Agenda: 


Debu would like us to review at a future meeting (not for this meeting today)  


o (1) a review of the UAF policies for categories of Suma Cum Laude, Magna Cum Laude, 
etc.    Andy and Sine responded that we are not the proper Committee for this.  Paul 
thought this sounded like work for Curriculum Affairs Committee rather than the Faculty 
Affairs Committee.  Debu mentioned that FAC can review the changes and make 
recommendations through the ADCOM for forwarding it to a different committee. 


o (2)  A review of the bylaws of the Faculty Administrative Review Committee (FARC) 


Sine asked that we table the discussion planned regarding mandatory reporting of Title IX violations 
because the University is hiring a new EEO/Title IX Director and that may eliminate the perceived 
problems.   


With these changes there was a motion to approve the meeting agenda and it was supported.  


 


Review and Approval of October Meeting Minutes: 


Andy moved that we adopt the minutes (with corrections added to them).  The rest of the Committee 
seconded the motion.  Minutes were approved.     


Old Business: 


1.  Revisions to Academic Program Review 


Background: 


At the Faculty Senate meeting earlier this week, proposed changes of the Program Review process made 
by Andy, Sine, and members of the CAC were discussed.  There appeared to be some strong opposition 
from Faculty Senators that serve on the Program Review Committees who said that the changes 
proposed would apply to all program reviews and their belief was that they would unduly bog down an 
already time consuming process.  There was particular concern voiced over the language about allowing 







the President of the Senate to review the Committee findings and write their own report.  No decisions 
were made.    


 


Discussion of the Program Review policy resumed. 


o Andy began by explaining the revisions thus far.  The bold black wording was suggested by CAC 
in the first round.  A committee comprised of CAC and FAC added the wording and changes in 
red.  CAC added wording and changes in purple font.   
 


• One of the changes to the program review process made by Vice Provost Fitts and denoted in 
black was to remove the statement, “Program deletion will require Faculty Senate action”.  
Debu voiced concern regarding any revision that remove Faculty Senate from controlling the 
decision to eliminate a program.   He argued this should not be given to the Chancellor because 
the Chancellor is not going to be focused on the impacts as the Faculty Senate would be.  
Specifically, the Faculty is responsible for ensuring the academic integrity of the university is 
maintained. 
 


o Sine expressed that the process needs to be controlled by the faculty through the Faculty 
Senate.  She spoke to how in the past there was always a faculty member on the review process.  
The current process is focused too much on expediency of process.   Sine shared her Sociology 
Program’s experience that the current special program review process is not really open to 
discussion and input from faculty.   
 


o Several committee members described how we might accomplish the need for efficient regular 
program review with the concern that special review be more open, deliberative, and open to 
faculty involvement.  To accommodate this, we need to have policies that match two different 
tracks:  (1) a process for regular program review – make this one very efficient; and (2) a process 
for special program review – make this one be very thorough because the stakes for the 
program and students are higher.   
 


o There was discussion that part of the problem is that currently there is no “special” program 
review.  It is all considered program review and governed by the same policy.  When asked, Alex 
Fitts is of the opinion that there is no “Special Program Review”.  It is all Program Review.   Josh 
stated that this is what he was told as well.  So, we may need to take that up with the Office of 
the Provost to see if it is possible to create a separate process for “special” reviews.   
 


o Debu wants the document to add a statement that says that if a program is to be deleted the 
decision must be supported by a vote of the Faculty Senate.    To accomplish this we should 
move the proposed deleted language about Faculty Senate action in paragraph 3(d) to 
paragraph 4.   This was a motion, it was seconded, discussed, and unanimously passed.   
 







o Val moved to have a friendly amendment of paragraph 3(d) be amended to delete the word 
“action” and insert the word “Faculty Senate vote” because what is meant by “action” is vague 
and not unanimously understood.   Faculty Senate “action” refers to a Faculty Senate vote.  
This motion was seconded by JAK and there was Committee discussion on it.  The friendly 
amendment was voted on and passed.   
 


o Coming back to the original discussion, Sine proposed that the Program Review Process be 
different for regularly scheduled program review and special program review outside of the 
normal scheduled review.  Andy responded that we would not likely accomplish that this 
semester and should just make sure the policy changes applied to general program review get 
passed.  To that, JAK and Sine voiced a desire to put an “if/then” statement in the document 
that says that if the Program Review process indicates that major changes or termination of the 
program are needed then the matter be moved into a different more thorough and involved 
“special process.”  (Possible language - “If a program is in danger of being discontinued or having 
major changes, then that program will be directed into Special Program Review subject to a 
different process.”) 
 


o Paul explained that program review is time consuming because as many as 30 programs are 
reviewed annually.  So the process needs to be efficient.  But, the review committee already 
takes extra steps and considerations when the review indicates that major changes may be in 
order.  So he understands if there is a desire to create and spell that out.  Paul reminded that 
the process needs to be efficient and not overburden those that will be using the process.   
 


o Andy expressed opposition to include any new “if/then” statement for fear that it would stall 
out any changes to Program Review and will not get passed this semester (and therefore not 
help the programs under review in the Spring).  Sine disagreed and thinks this is worth the risk, 
and urged inserting the if/then language and then reserving for a later date developing what the 
Special Review Process would look like.   
 
 


o Time to vote:  Sine moved that we insert a new bullet in Paragraph (1) under “Discontinue 
Program” add an “if then” statement at the end of paragraph 1 that says if the Review 
Committee recommends  major changes or to discontinue a program it would then go into a 
new special review program.   Debu seconded the motion.  


• Discussion: 
o JAK voiced that the process include this because she feels that if we would have taken 


this approach in the beginning it would not have had so much opposition from the 
Review Committee because it leaves the run of the mill reviews largely unchanged. 


o Jeff B.  voiced support 
o Debu voiced support 
o Sine explained why she supports it.  







o Andy voiced opposition for fear that any new provisions will only further prevent any 
changes from getting approved this semester.   


• Vote: 
o All in favor except for Andy 


Jeff M. moved that we strike the language in paragraph 1 that says “The recommendation shall be 
shared with the Faculty Senate President who has the option to respond to the provost within two 
weeks.” (in red font).   


• Sine seconded the motion and commented that this seemed to be the most problematic 
language based on the recent comments at Faculty Senate.   There was no further discussion.  
 


• Voted:  All in favor; Debu abstaining from vote.   
 
 


Debu moved to move this document forward to Faculty Senate with these new changes.  JAK seconded 
the motion.  No discussion.   Voted:  All in favor.   


 
 


2.  Scheduling next FAC meeting. 
 


• Next meeting scheduled for December 7, 2016 at 2:15 to 3:15 p.m.  Location to be announced.  
 
3.  Report and Update on Faculty Overload Benefit Rate Issue 
 


• Andy reported back on progress on the discussion of the Faculty Benefit rate.  Discussions are 
progressing and they are having good discussion of the implications of the changes.  The process 
has many contracts with the federal government and the benefit has to be approved by the 
federal government because it impacts their contracts.  Andy said the meeting he had went well 
and the others seemed open and willing to consider it.  


• Andy described the significance of overload benefit rates.  I didn’t catch any of the details for 
these minutes.   


 
4.  Blue Book Revision Update 
 


• No news about this topic, so no discussion today 


5.  Adjunct Faculty Update 


• Their contract is extended until 2018, so there is no rush in addressing these issues now because 
they are set per the CBA in place, and as we discussed earlier how this was a CBA issue  







6.  Peer Review and Promotion Processes for Term Faculty  


• Jeff B. gave a short update 
• We decided to keep this on our agenda so that we can keep getting updates from Jeff B. on how 


this process is going.    


 


Next meeting time: November 7, 2016 at 2:15 p.m. 
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Memorandum 


Date: October 7, 2016 


To: UA Provosts Henrichs, Gingerich, and Carey 


From: Daniel White, UA VPAAR  


Re: Concurrent Enrollment 


 


This summer the Board of Regents voted in a new University policy on concurrent enrollment (see 


below). While there may not be a significant change in the number of concurrent enrollment students, 


we may see younger students in the classroom. We are still working on the implication of the new policy 


in the context of our admissions policy that contemplates “qualified students” and the protection of 


minors policy. UA General Counsel is assisting with how to address specific situations. Please be sure 


that faculty are aware of the policy change. If your faculty have questions, please let me know if I can be 


of assistance. 


Thank you.  


 


P10.05.015. Concurrent Enrollment. 


Concurrent enrollment refers to enrollment at the university by a student who is simultaneously 


enrolled in a pre-postsecondary institution (or homeschool) for which the student may receive credit at 


both institutions. The university encourages concurrent enrollment. No additional restrictions on 


concurrent enrollment beyond those applicable to all students, or to avoid violations of law or ensure 


informed consent by a parent or legal guardian (including financial obligations), shall be allowed. 


 


 


 








 


UNIVERSITY REGULATION 
PART IX – STUDENT AFFAIRS 


Chapter 09.12 – Protection of Minors 
 
R09.12.010. General Statement: Protection of Minors 
 
The University of Alaska system, as part of its mission, promotes and engages in many programs, events 
and activities that involve minors throughout its separately accredited institutions and campus locations. 
Protection and safety of minors is of the highest priority for the University of Alaska. To protect minors 
engaged in its programs, the University of Alaska has enacted the following regulations to provide 
protection for minors engaged in programs, events, and activities provided or endorsed by UA or any 
program conducted at its facilities. 
 
R09.12.030.  Definitions 
 
A.  Authorized Adults  
 
Authorized Adults are individuals who may have direct and unsupervised contact with a minor.  
Authorized Adults are individuals (whether full-time, part-time, temporary, paid, or unpaid), who in 
their official capacity have any direct and unsupervised contact with a minor and interact with, 
supervise, chaperone, act as a caregiver for, or oversee and have responsibility for minors in UA 
programs. Authorized Adults include but are not limited to UA faculty, staff, other employees, 
volunteers, graduate and undergraduate students, and interns, contractors, and consultants.  
Authorized Adult status does not apply to UA individuals at public events where there is a 
reasonable expectation of parental supervision. 
 
B.  Behavior of Concern  
 
A behavior of concern is any behavior with minors that is suspicious and inappropriate, but may not rise 
to the level of abuse. Examples are provided in the Code of Behavior at R09.12.070.A behavior of 
concern is a violation of the Code of Behavior, or behavior with minors that is suspicious and 
inappropriate but may not rise to the level of abuse. A list of some behaviors of concern is enumerated in 
the Code of Behavior at R09.12.070.[FMI1] 
 
 
C.  Child Abuse or Neglect 
 
Child abuse or neglect is the negligent treatment or maltreatment, injury, sexual abuse, or sexual 
exploitation of a minor by any person under circumstances which indicate that the child’s health, 
welfare and safety is harmed or threatened. Child Abuse or neglect may be inflicted by any person 
and may include minor-to-minor abuse or Authorized Adult-to-minor abuse.  For purposes of this 
policy, abuse may include, but is not limited to, the following types and descriptions: 
 


1. Physical Abuse means hitting, spanking, shaking, slapping, unnecessary restraints; 
 


2. Verbal Abuse means using degrading, or threatening language, including using foul 
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language and cursing; 
 


3. 3.  Sexual Abuse means any form of sexual conduct, engaging in inappropriate or non-
consensual touching, exposing oneself, engaging in sex themed conversations; 


 
3.4.Mental Abuse includes shaming, humiliation, and cruelty; 


 
4.5.Neglect means unreasonable withholding of food, water, shelter, and reasonable medical 


attention. 
 


D.  Mandated Reporters  
 


Mandated Reporters are persons that Alaska law legally requires to report child abuse and neglect. 
They are health practitioners or administrative officers of institutions; teachers and school 
administrators; child care providers; paid employees of domestic violence and sexual assault 
programs, crisis intervention and prevention programs, or organizations that provide counseling or 
treatment to individuals seeking to control their use of drugs or alcohol; peace officers or officers of 
the Department of Corrections; persons who process or produce visual or printed matter, either 
privately or commercially; members of a child fatality review team or the multidisciplinary child 
protection team 


 
E.   Minor  
 
A minor is a person under the age of 18 years, unless the person is legally emancipated or legally 
married.  (A.S. 25.20.10)1. This definition excludes individuals with emancipation status (16 years of 
age and older) and individuals that are legally married2. 
 
F.   Non UA Sponsored Program 


 
A non UA sponsored program is one where a third party contractor or third party individual hosts a 
program, event, or activity on UA property. Non UA sponsored programs do not have UA oversight 
or supervision. 
 
 
Non UA Sponsored Program 
 
A non UA sponsored program is one where a third party contractor or individual hosts a program, 
event, or activity on UA property. Non UA sponsored programs do not have UA oversight or 
supervision. 
 
G.  Supervised Adults  


 
Supervised adults are individuals who work with minors under the direction of an Authorized 
Adult. Supervised Adults adults may do not have unsupervised contact with a minor. 


1 For actual language access http://www.legis.state.ak.us/basis/folio.asp and search the most recent Alaska Statutes 
2 Alaska Statute AS 25.20.020 
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H. Title IX Coordinator[FMI2] 
 
Each Chancellor will designate an individual responsible for Title IX compliance. The Title IX 
Coordinator is responsible for overseeing, coordinating and monitoring the University's policy 
prohibiting discrimination, sexual assault, sexual harassment, dating and domestic violence, 
stalking, and retaliation ensuring compliance with federal and state discrimination and sexual 
harassment laws.  The Title IX Coordinator is charged with overseeing compliance with federal 
guidelines, ensuring appropriate education and training, coordinating implementation and 
administration of university procedures for resolving complaints, and ensuring appropriate 
actions to eliminate prohibited conduct, prevent its recurrence and remedy its effect. 
A Title IX coordinator XXXXX 
 
I.  UA Approved Training 


 
UA approved training is training submitted by university committees to the Chief Risk Officer 
and approved for use for Protection of Minor training. 
 
J. UA Sponsored Program or UA Sponsored Activity,  


 
A UA Sponsored Program or UA Sponsored Activity is a program, event or activity staffed by 
at least one Authorized Adults and offered by various academic, departmental or administrative 
units of UA, including student organizations, or in cooperation with outside entities on behalf of 
UA. This definition includes UA research activities and UA academic programs that include 
minors if they involve residential, travel, or experiential components outside the classroom. .  
 
UA academic programs occurring exclusively in the classroom are not required to meet the 
minor protection requirements of UA Sponsored Programs or UA Sponsored Activities. o 
 
K-12 Schools and K-12 School Districts visiting UA outside of a UA Sponsored Program or UA 
Sponsored Activity are exempt from this policy, but must abide by their own supervisory requirements 
and certifications, including the ratio of authorized adult(s) to minors. The K-12 School or K-12 School 
District shall be responsible for the care of its minors at all times.  
 
  
R09.12.040    Registration of UA Sponsored Programs  
 
The Chief Risk Officer, in consultation with the Statewide aAdministration, the University of Alaska 
Anchorage, the University of Alaska Fairbanks, and the University of Alaska Southeast, shall 
develop a system to register UA Sponsored Programs and Activities as well as Non UA Sponsored 
Programs occurring on all UA campuses.  Registration information shall be provided to the UA Chief 
Risk Officer annually. 
 
 
R09.12.050   Staff Employee and Volunteer Screening and Selection  
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All UA Sponsored Programs or UA Sponsored Activities must adhere to the following employee and 
volunteer screening and selection criteria.  These steps must be completed before an applicant is released 
to work with minors in a paid or unpaid position. 
 
A. Authorized Adults 
 
All UA Sponsored Programs shall be staffed by at least one Authorized Adult who supervises 
all other Supervised Adults. Screening and selection of a new Authorized Adult must be 
documented in an individual’s file and include:  
 


1. A standard application;  
1.  


 
2. Signed UA Protection of Minors Regulation[MEO3]; 


[FMI4] 
3.2.2. Signed UA Code of Behavior; 
 
4.3.3. A borough/county criminal background check in all boroughs/counties where the applicant has 


lived the last 7 years; a multi-state criminal background check with Social Security Number 
Trace and Alias Search; and a national sex offender registry check; and 


  
5. 4.Be interviewed,Have an interview.  if possible Fface-to-face, interviews using behaviorally-


based standardized questions designed to assess for potential risk to abuse[FMI5][MEO6].[MEO7] 
 


A minimum of three reference checks that include professional and personal references using 
behaviorally-based questions that assess abuse risk.  
 
Individuals currently classified as Authorized Adults  should comply with at least the first three items 
listed above in order to maintain their positions.   
 
UA Sponsored Programs and UA Sponsored Activities programs shall repeat items (A) 2-3 annually and 
item (A) 4 3 every three years. 
 
B. Supervised Adults  
 
Screening and selection of all other UA individuals working with minors in a program who may not be 
an Authorized Adult must include: 
 


1. A standard application; 
 


2. Signed UA Protection of Minors Regulation; 
 


3.2.2. Signed UA Code of Behavior; and 
 


4.3.3. A national sex offender registry check.[FMI8][MEO9] 
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UA programs shall repeat items (B) 2-32 annually and item (B) 43 every three years.[GBB10][MEO11] 
 
R09.12.055   Minimum Required Supervision Ratios 
 
An Authorized Adult must provide every minor with reasonable and appropriate supervision while that 
minor is on campus. Unless otherwise approved, every program at which minors are present must have a 
minimum Authorized Adult to minor ratio of the following: 
 


Type Ratio Note 1 


Daycare Facilities State of Alaska Administrative Code:   
7 AAC 57.5103 


UAF Sponsored Events with caregiver 
responsibilities  


State of Alaska Administrative Code:   
7 AAC 57.5103 


UAF Sponsored Events without caregiver 
responsibilities No required ratio, based on event  


UAF Hosted Activities State of Alaska Administrative Code:   
7 AAC 57.5103 


K-12 School Partnerships See paragraph on page X of this 
policyR09.12.030.J of this regulation 


 
Note 1: The ratio for 13-17 year old minors is established at a minimum of one Authorized Adult to 18 
Minors, additional Authorized Adults should be added at the discretion of the program or EHSRM. 
Traditional classroom settings with instructors may require a different ratio. 
 
R09[FMI12].12.060    Training 
A.  UA Employees[FMI13][MEO14] 
 
All UA employees, regardless of whether they have access to minors in programs, must complete UA-
Approved [FMI15][MEO16]Protection of Minor training and mandated reporter training courses annually.   
 
B.    Authorized Adults and Supervised Adults 
 
All Authorized Adults and Supervised Adults and other UA [FMI17]must annually [FMI18][MEO19]complete 
UA-Approved Protection of Minor and mandated reporter training courses, and must complete those 
courses prior to having contact with or access to minors. Additional program-specific training may be 
required for certain programs. 


 
R09.12.070   Code of Behavior[FMI20] 
 
University of Alaska programs serving minors are required to include a signed Code of Behavior in their 
registration materials that includes the following minimum statement: 
 


3 The ratio can be found by accessing the Alaska Administrative Code at  
http://www.legis.state.ak.us/basis/folioproxy.asp?url=http://wwwjnu01.legis.state.ak.us/cgi-
bin/folioisa.dll/aac/query=[JUMP:'Title7Chap57!2C+a!2E+5']/doc/{@1}?firsthit  
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“Our program provides the highest quality services available to minors.  Our commitment is to create an 
environment for minors that is safe, nurturing, empowering, and that promotes growth and success for 
the minors who participate in our program.  Any type of abuse will not be tolerated and will result in 
immediate dismissal from the program and/or University of Alaska (UA).  UA will fully cooperate with 
authorities if allegations of abuse are made and investigated.”   
 
To accomplish this mission together, employees, volunteers, and other adults participating in programs, 
events, research and activities involving minors: 
 


1. Will Shall treat minors with respect at all times.   
1.  


2. Shall Will treat minors fairly regardless of regardless of race, color, religion, national origin, age, 
sex, sexual orientation, gender identity, physical or mental disability[MEO21], genetic information 
or pregnancy or parenthood status.  race, sex, age, religion, sexual orientation or gender 
identity.[FMI22] 


2. Will Shall adhere to uniform standards of affection as outlined in any applicable university or 
program specific  procedures, and shall not engage in private displays of affection. 
3.  


3. Shall not use or be under the influence of alcohol or drugs in the presence of minors or during 
activities or events involving minors. 


4.  
4. Shall not discuss their sexual encounters with or around minors or in any way involve minors in 


their personal problems or issues. 
5.  


5. Shall not date or become romantically involved with minors in the program. 
6.  


6. Shall not make pornography in any form available to minors or assist them in any way in gaining 
access to pornography.  


7.  
7. Shall not have secrets with minors or ask minors to keep secrets. 


8.  
 Shall not have private displays of affection with minors. 


9.  
10.8. Shall not swear or tell off-colorsexual, discriminatory, degrading or otherwise offensive 


jokes. 
9. Shall not stare at or comment on the minors’ bodies. 


11.  
10. Shall not engage in inappropriate electronic communication, such as “friending” or “following” 


with minors, as may be further defined by specific program policies. 
12.  


11. Shall avoid outside- of -program contact or interaction with minors, which may be further 
defined by specific program  procedures. 


13.  
12. Shall not be naked, shower, bathe, “skinny-dip” or undress with or in the presence of minors. 


14.  
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13. Will[FMI23] Shall not take any photographs or videos of minors or posting photographs or videos 
on a digital, electronic, hosted media, web-based service or any other medium without first 
obtaining a release from the minor’s parent or legal guardian. 


15.  
16.14. Shall not abuse minors in anyway including the following:  


Physical abuse: hitting, corporal punishment, spanking, shaking, slapping, unnecessary 
restraints 
Verbal abuse: degrade, threaten, cursing 
Sexual abuse: inappropriate touch, exposing oneself, sexually oriented conversations 
Mental abuse: shaming, humiliation, cruelty 
Neglect:  withholding food, water, shelter[FMI24] 


[MEO25] 
15. Shall not allow minors to engage in hazing, bulling, derogatory name-calling, games of “Truth or 


Dare,” ridicule, or humiliation. 
17.  
18.16. Will Shall report concerns or complaints about other adults or minors in accordance with 


all reporting policies, which include the anonymous UA Confidential Hotline at toll free (855) 
251-5719.” 


 
R09.12.08   Reporting and Response 
 
If at any time any individual has reason to reasonably believe that a minor is in imminent physical 
danger, UA expects them to callthey shall contact law enforcement immediately. UA expects all 
employees, authorized adults, and supervised adults who become aware of abuse and neglect of a minor 
to interrupt the behavior immediately, document it and report the incident, or circumstances causing 
suspicion of abuse to a supervisor, Dean, Department Head[FMI26][MEO27], or Campus Risk Manager. 
Additional  reporting responsibilities follow. 
 


A. A.  Reporting Abuse and Neglect[FMI28] 
B.  
1. Individual Reporting of Abuse and Neglect for Non-Mandatory Reporters  


 
a. All UA employees, Authorized Adults, and Supervised Adults who suspect or become aware 


of any child abuse or neglect must reports their suspicion, observation or knowledge to their 
supervisor within 24 hours.   
 


b. All UA employees, Authorized Adults, and Supervised Adults who become aware of 
discrimination against a child based on gender or sexual identity or sexual harassment of a 
child, which includes sexual assault, sexual misconduct, or any other behavior of a sexual 
nature, must also report that conduct to his or her campus Title IX coordinator or Title IX 
contact within 24 hours. 


 
UA encourages everyone (even those who are not considered mandated reporters) to report any 
suspected abuse or neglect of a minor to the State of Alaska Office of Children’s Services. 
 


1.2.  Mandated Reporters 
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Some employees may be a Mandated Reporter under Alaska law. It is an employee’s responsibility 
to determine their Mandated Reporter status. [FMI29][MEO30]Mandated Reporters must submit a report 
to the Office of Children’s Services within 24 hours of reasonable cause to suspect that a child has 
suffered harm as a result of abuse or neglect.  The mandated reporter has no responsibility to 
complete any type of investigation or determine if their suspicions are correct, but only must have a 
reasonable amount of information to say that they believe abuse or neglect may have occurred. 
Alaska Statute defines “reasonable cause to suspect” as “cause, based on all the facts and 
circumstances known to the person , that would lead a reasonable person to believe that something 
might be the case.” Alaska law grants immunity from civil or criminal liability to persons who make 
reports in good faith and in a timely manner.  
 
Mandatory reporters who become aware of  abuse or neglect that involves discrimination against a 
child based on gender or sexual identity or sexual harassment of a child, which includes sexual 
assault, sexual misconduct, or any other behavior of a sexual nature, must also report that conduct 
to his or her campus Title IX coordinator or Title IX contact within 24 hours. 


 
 
If an employee is a Mandated Reporter, UA expects him or her to adhere to the requirements of that 
law in addition to the requirements described in this section. If an individual has questions about 
mandated reporting, consult a supervisor, Campus Risk Management [MEO31]or the Office of General 
Counsel (907) 450-8080 for guidance[FMI32][MEO33].  
 
2.1.Employees Subject to the Alaska Professional Teaching Practices Act 
 
Some employees, particularly faculty, may be subject to the responsibilities established by the 
Alaska Professional Teaching Practices Act. It is an employee’s responsibility to determine whether 
they are subject to the Alaska Professional Teaching Practices Act. If an employee is subject to it, 
UA expects him or her to adhere to that Act and its code of ethics in addition to the requirements 
described in this section. 


 
3.1.Individual Reporting of Abuse and Neglect for Non-Mandatory Reporters  


 
a. All UA employees, Authorized Adults, and Supervised Adults who suspect or become aware 


of any child abuse or neglect must reports their suspicion, observation or knowledge to their 
supervisor within 24 hours.   
 


b.a. All UA employees, Authorized Adults, and Supervised Adults who become aware of 
discrimination against a child based on gender or sexual identity or sexual harassment of a 
child, which includes sexual assault, sexual misconduct, or any other behavior of a sexual 
nature, must also report that conduct to his or her campus Title IX coordinator or Title IX 
contact within 24 hours. 


 
3. Employees Subject to the Alaska Professional Teaching Practices Act 
 
Some employees, particularly faculty, may be subject to the responsibilities established by the 
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Alaska Professional Teaching Practices Act. It is an employee’s responsibility to determine whether 
they are subject to the Alaska Professional Teaching Practices Act. If an employee is subject to it, 
UA expects him or her to adhere to that Act and its code of ethics in addition to the requirements 
described in this section. 


 
 


4.  Individual Employee Response to Abuse or Neglect 
  


In addition to any reporting requirements, UA expects all employees, authorized adults, and 
supervised Adults who become aware of abuse and neglect of a minor to interrupt the behavior 
immediately, document it and report the incident, disclosure, or circumstances causing suspicion 
of abuse to a supervisor, Dean, Department Head[FMI34][MEO35], or Campus Risk Manager.  


  
 


5.4.Supervisor or Administrator Response to a Report of Abuse or Neglect[FMI36] 
 


The University expects Ssupervisors or administrators who receive a report of abuse or neglect to act 
on that report.  Supervisors and administrators should immediately forward reports of abuse or 
neglect to their supervisor, as well as to campus police, the Title IX office, or external agencies as 
appropriate.  Supervisors and administrators should consult and follow internal Campus protocols 
regarding reporting. The University of Alaska internal Campus protocols for response and reporting 
are on file with the university Campus Risk Management, university Campus Protection of Minor 
Committees, Chief Risk Officer, and the Office of General Counsel. Contact one of these offices for 
additional assistance.  
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Supervisors or administrators who receive a report of abuse or neglect that involves discrimination 
against a child based on gender or sexual identity or sexual harassment of a child, which includes 
sexual assault, sexual misconduct, or any other behavior of a sexual nature, must also report that 
conduct to his or her campus Title IX coordinator or Title IX contact within 24 hours. 


 
B. Reporting Minor-to-Minor Sexual Contact, Sexualized Behaviors, Suspicious or Inappropriate 


Behavior, including Behaviors of Concern 
 
While the behaviors described in this section may fall outside of illegal activity, their prevention is 
important to providing a safe learning environment free of harassment for minors. As a result, UA 
expects all employees, authorized Authorized aAdults, and Ssupervised Aadults to report the behaviors 
described below. This section applies in addition to reporting requirements outlined above. 
 
1. Employees, authorized adults, and supervised adults who suspect, are told of, or observe 
minor-to-minor abuse or sexualized behaviors must to immediately report their observations to their 
supervisor. Examples of conduct between minors to report include, but are not limited to sexual contact, 
hazing, bullying, derogatory name-calling, taunting, roughhousing, games of “Truth or Dare,” singling 
out minor for disparate or negative treatment, ridicule or humiliation, or any behaviors listed as 
Behaviors of Concern. 


 
In addition to reporting the behavior described in this section, employees, authorized adults, and 
supervised adults are expected to immediately interrupt the behavior and separate the minors, ensure the 
safety of the minors, not to engagerefrain from conducting any in investigation, document observations, 
allegations and suspicions, and report the incident to a supervisor. 


 
2. Supervisors or administrators who receive a report of abuse or neglect should consult and follow 


internal protocols regarding reporting. The University of Alaska internal protocols for response 
and reporting are on file with university Risk Management, university Protection of Minor 
Committees, Chief Risk Officer, and the Office of General Counsel. Contact one of these offices 
for additional assistance.[FMI37] 


 
R09.12.09 Contractors[FMI38], Facilities Use Agreements, and Non-UA Events[FMI39] 
 
Contractual agreements concerning personnel or facilities related to programs, activities, research and 
events including minors must comply with this policy. Contractors shall be held to the same standard as 
employees and volunteers of UA and shall be provided a copy of this policy. 
 
The following shall be included as a term of the contract where a third party contract involves 
interaction with minors or as part of UA sponsored programs.  
 
If the terms of the contract anticipate contact with minors, require work where minors reside,  ,or work 
where minors swim or change clothing,  the following provisions shall be in effect: 
 
A. Contractor shall defend, indemnify and hold harmless the University, its Board of Regents, 
officers and employees, from and against any and all claims, causes of action, losses liabilities, damage 
or judgments directly or indirectly related to any mental or physical injury or death arising out of its 
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contact or its conduct or the contact or conduct of its directors, employees, subcontractors, agents or 
volunteers with minors including sexual abuse of minors as defined by Alaska statute. 
A.  
B. Contractor shall purchase an insurance rider, endorsement, or secondary policy that names the 
University as an additional insured and covers and protects the University from claims and losses for the 
abuse defined in A. above and provide the University with a copy of that rider prior to the to the 
commencement of work under this contract.  The Campus Risk Manager will have the authority to 
waive this requirement with written approval from the Chief Risk Officer and the UA General Counsel’s 
Office.under the following conditions[FMI40]: 
B.  
C. Contractor shall present the University with certification [FMI41]prior to the commencement of work 


under this contract that all employees, directors, subcontractors, agents or volunteers that may have 
Contact with minors shall: 


C.  
1. Be trained and certified in the identification, prevention and reporting of the sexual abuse of 


minors; 
1.  


2. Undergo a local, state, and nationwide criminal background check and national sex offender 
registry check; 


2.  
3. Be prohibited from working under this contract involving minors if they: 


i. have been convicted of a crime of violence, neglect, or abuse against a minor, 
ii. are a registered sex offender, 
iii. have been convicted of an assault, reckless endangerment, neglect, or 
iv. have been convicted of possession of child pornography. 


iv.  
4. Adhere to the contractor’s written policies related to the supervision of minors. At a minimum 


the contractors supervision procedures should include: 
i. Minimum adult to minor ratios; 
ii. How to supervise minors during overnight activities; 
iii. How to supervise minors during bathroom and[MEO42] showering activities; 
iv.iii. How to supervise minors during activities that are associated with water use, 


including, but not limited to, pools, showers, bathing areas, swimming, etc.; 
iv. How to supervise minors during transition times, including drop-off and pick-


up.[FMI43] 
v. [MEO44] 
D. Failure to satisfy A, B, C above may result, at the University’s sole discretion, with immediate 


termination of this contract for cause, without regard to any other termination provision.  
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Unit Criteria Committee Meeting 
NOTES 


December 8, 2016; 2:15 - 3:15 
 


Present:  Bob, David, Mara, Carie 
 


1.  Discussed next steps for joint appointment evaluation procedure recommendations. 
David and Bob provided update on items discussed at last meeting.  Notable points:  1) 
Currently there are two procedures for preparing evaluation letters, depending on 
whether the joint appointment is college-college or college-institute.  In the former, each 
college dean prepares a letter, in the latter, the letter is a joint effort between the dean 
and the director.  Recommendation is that there should be one procedure - with the joint 
letter being the recommended approach.  2) Those present also agreed that the Blue 
Book is not the vehicle through which to discuss or develop policy regarding the granting 
of tenure in the cases of joint appointment between a college and an institute.  3) David 
completed the follow-up items he was charged with/volunteered to do at the last meeting 
and contacted Bill Bristow, who had led the past subcommittee on blue book revisions 
for joint appointments.  There is another version of blue book revisions that have not 
been seen by this committee and are substantively different from the version that was 
received from Cecile Lardon.  David agreed to put this document in the shared drive so 
that we can review this version. 


2. Mara briefly summarized the Dec 2 meeting with Provost Henrichs concerning the 
current version of blue book revisions.  The Provost, having reviewed unit criteria draft 
changes to the blue book, remarked that the underlying document was out of alignment 
with the current BOR policies, and that these changes need to be made first.  She 
offered to try and annotate the file at the places where the blue book significantly departs 
from BOR policy over the break.  It is possible that the version that Bill Bristow has 
addresses this, as the Provost indicated that she believed there was another revision 
that had been worked on in the past, that differed from the one that the unit criteria 
committee was given last year by FS President Misra.  The hope is that the Bristow 
version will contain revisions that align the Blue Book with BOR policy changes, thereby 
saving the Provost and this committee from additional work. 


3. Action items:  
  


a. David will post Bristow’s  revised Blue Book on the shared drive;  committee 
members are asked to take a look at it over  the break, if possible.  If it is 
relatively straightforward to insert joint appointment evaluation procedure 
clarifications into this draft, an electronic vote may be held to determine if this 
revised version can be advanced to Faculty Senate for consideration of the 
proposed joint appointment changes.  We agreed it is beyond time to at least 
move these changes forward to the full faculty senate.  







b. Mara will send out a doodle poll for January meeting; possible dates are Jan, 19, 
26, or 31.  If no new unit criteria have been received prior to this meeting, the Jan 
unit criteria meeting may be postponed until Feb.  


4. Meeting adjourned at 3:00. 








DRAFT Meeting Minutes for Administrative Committee  
Monday, November 28, 2016 


 
Present:  Andreas Anger; Mara Bacsujlaky (via Zoom); Jennie Carroll; Donie Bret-Harte; Chris 
Fallen, Chair; Eileen Harney (1st hour); Orion Lawlor; Ellen Lopez; Franz Meyer; Rainer 
Newberry; Andy Seitz; Sean Topkok; Sandra Wildfeuer; Gordon Williams; Jayne Harvie. 
Absent: Alex Fitts; Susan Henrichs; Siri Tuttle 
 
I. Status of Chancellor’s Office Actions: 
Motions approved: 


1. Motion to amend the attendance policy 
2. Motion to authorize Office of the Registrar to change "DF" grade to "Pass" for F698 


courses (excludes letter graded courses) 
Motions pending: None 
 
II. Comments: 


1. President’s Comments: Orion Lawlor 
 
Orion commented on the resolution passed by Faculty Alliance regarding the UA system 
consolidation of the schools and colleges of education and the elimination of the UAS School of 
Management. It calls for more faculty participation in Strategic Pathways, and for no further 
actions until the SP process has been aligned with accreditation standards and established 
policy on faculty participation. He noted that the Board of Regents has tabled the plan until the 
December 14 meeting.   
 


2. President-elect’s Comments: Chris Fallen 
 
Chris commented about the SP process, and the plan put forth by Professor Abel Bult-Ito.  He 
noted the ‘dualing spreadsheets’ of information each has used in their plans; and, the purview of 
faculty to provide input on behalf of UAF.  He also commented on the overload benefit rate 
issue and how academic decisions in this matter are being driven by administrative accounting 
practices.   
 
There was discussion about the use and value of the SP process.  Orion commented positively 
about the cross-section of membership on the teams, despite the small faculty representation. 
 


3. Provost Henrichs is out of town on 11/28/2016. 
 
Chris shared some comments from the Provost about the program review process.  The 
committee members reiterated that changes will not be retroactive, and in fact, Faculty Senate 
has never passed a retroactive motion.  There was some discussion on non-academic program 
reviews. 
 
III. New Business (action items for Faculty Senate to vote upon at 2016-11-07 meeting): 



http://www.uaf.edu/files/uafgov/16-17_FS-218_Motion-to-amend-attendance-policy_Signed.pdf

http://www.uaf.edu/files/uafgov/16-17_FS-218_Motion-re-F698-course-grading_Signed.pdf

http://www.uaf.edu/files/uafgov/16-17_FS-218_Motion-re-F698-course-grading_Signed.pdf

http://www.alaska.edu/files/governance/2016-11-19_FA-Resolution-2017-03--Regarding-COE-Consolidation-at-UA.pdf





1. Motion to approve a new Minor in Tribal Management (Curricular Affairs) 
 


After brief discussion about any costs associated with the creation of the new minor, the motion 
was approved to go forward to the Faculty Senate. 
 
IV. Adcom Discussion items:  Normal text is recommended. If you include a document that 
you’ve inserted below this page, at first line of your document: use Insert > Bookmark; then you 
can link your item text in this section to that bookmark. 


1. Update on English GER Alignment and UAF curriculum changes (Core Review and 
Curricular Affairs) 


 
This topic is intended as an update for the Faculty Senate.  Sarah Stanley has written an 
explanation to be shared with the senate about the curriculum changes made to accommodate 
GER alignment of English across the UA system.  There was discussion about WRTG 212, 
which at the moment cannot be offered regularly.   
 


2. Update on Academic Program Review Process Discussion at FAC and CAC:  
a.  Latest draft document with all comments  
b.  Provost’s comments / suggestions 


 
The most recent changes and suggestions to the policy document were discussed at length.  
The draft will be put into final senate agenda formatting and go forward to the Faculty Senate for 
approval. 
 


3. Update on Academic Misconduct draft document (Curricular Affairs) 
 
The document needs further review at CAC, and Faculty Affairs will likewise review it.  The 
discussion will be taken up again at the January 27 Administrative Committee.  It is not ready to 
share with the Faculty Senate at this time. 
 


4. Lack of guidance in FS Bylaws re interim vs. co-chairs of FS committees (Curricular 
Affairs - excerpt from 10/31/2016 minutes) 


 
The committee did not see a need to address the chairship issue in FS Bylaws.  If a co-
chairship or vice chair role works for a particular committee that is their purview, and they 
(AdCom) will support it. 
 


5. Faculty Senate response to Strategic Pathways (Gordon Williams) 
 
Gordon shared the draft resolution he has been working on to address the SP process.  It was 
agreed the AdCom will continue to discuss and develop the resolution, hopefully in time for its 
inclusion in the December 5 agenda. 
 


6. Guest Speakers: 


Comment [1]: BOR policy 10.06 covers 
academic program reviews: 
https://www.alaska.edu/bor/policy/10-06.pdf 


Comment [2]: BOR 10.06 defines program 
review of "instructional, research, and service 
programs" 



http://www.uaf.edu/files/uafgov/ENGL-to-WRTG-Doc-from-English-Dept.pdf

https://drive.google.com/a/alaska.edu/file/d/0B0fnD0OVewqcUWZFelA5ZzI3MUk/view?usp=sharing

https://drive.google.com/a/alaska.edu/file/d/0B0fnD0OVewqcZWdlMHpaV0RURFE/view?usp=sharing





a. December: Abel Bult-Ito offered to be available to speak to FS about his 
alternative plan to Strategic Pathways. 
 


The AdCom approved inviting Abel to speak at the December 5 meeting.  Update: Abel is not 
available on Dec. 5. He’s offered to be available for the February 6 meeting instead. 


 
b. Suggestion: Keli Hite McGee, UA Statewide Chief Human Resource Officer, on 


explaining the benefit rate charged for faculty and the financial effects of faculty 
using FTO (or not) on colleges, schools, or institutes; issues regarding forced use 
of FTO during e.g. during holiday furlough that coincides with field work or 
university travel  
 


Time constraints prevented this suggestion from being discussed.  It will be carried over to the 
next AdCom meeting (Jan. 27, 2017). 
 


c. Any suggestions re future speakers 
 


No other suggestions were put forth. 
 


7. Approve October 28 AdCom draft meeting minutes (linked below) 
 
The minutes were approved as submitted. 
 
V. Comments from Committee Conveners and Chairs: 


Standing Committees: 
1. Administrative Committee - Chris Fallen (Draft Minutes for 10/28/2016 linked) 
2. Curricular Affairs Committee - Eileen Harney (Minutes for 10/31/2016 linked) 
3. Faculty Affairs Committee - Andy Anger (Minutes for 10/12/2016 linked) 
4. Unit Criteria Committee - Mara Bacsujlaky 


 
Permanent Committees: 


5. Committee on the Status of Women - Ellen Lopez, Diana DiStefano (Minutes for 
10/13/2016 to be linked) 


6. Core Review Committee - Andy Seitz (Minutes for 10/05/2016 linked) 
7. Curriculum Review Committee - Rainer Newberry 
8. Faculty Development, Assessment and Improvement Committee - Franz Meyer (Minutes 


for 09/01/2016 and 10/11/2016 and 11/15/2016 linked) 
9. Graduate Academic and Advisory Committee - Donie Bret-Harte, Sean Topkok (Minutes 


for 10/21/2016 linked) 
10. Information Technology Committee - Siri Tuttle (Minutes for 10/26/2016 linked) 
11. Research Advisory Committee - Jamie Clark, Gordon Williams (Minutes for 10/21/2016 


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


Jennifer Tilbury 



https://sites.google.com/a/alaska.edu/a-new-vision-for-the-university-of-alaska/

https://sites.google.com/a/alaska.edu/a-new-vision-for-the-university-of-alaska/

https://docs.google.com/document/d/1DPrc3iKCuH-YBttYYLGi9pjDB0yz2UUFGFAjT8KK-4A/edit

http://www.uaf.edu/files/uafgov/Minutes-CAC_Oct-31-2016.pdf

http://www.uaf.edu/files/uafgov/FAC-Meeting-Notes-10.12.16.pdf

http://www.uaf.edu/files/uafgov/Core-Review-10.5.2016-minutes.pdf

http://www.uaf.edu/files/uafgov/FDAIMeetingNotes-9116.pdf

http://www.uaf.edu/files/uafgov/FDAIMeetingNotes-101116.pdf

http://www.uaf.edu/files/uafgov/FDAIMeetingNotes-111516.pdf

http://www.uaf.edu/files/uafgov/GAAC-minutes-10-21-16.pdf

http://www.uaf.edu/files/uafgov/GAAC-minutes-10-21-16.pdf

http://www.uaf.edu/files/uafgov/2016-10-26_ITCommitteeMinutes.pdf

http://www.uaf.edu/files/uafgov/RACOct21ApprovedMinutes.pdf





13. Faculty Administrator Review Committee (No Group A reviews in 2016-17) 
 
VI. Adjourn 
 
The meeting was adjourned shortly after 3:00 PM. 
 
 
  







 
MOTION: 
 
 
The UAF Faculty Senate moves to approve a new minor in Tribal Management, housed in the 
College of Rural and Community Development (Interior Alaska Campus). 
 
 Effective:  Fall 2017 
 
 Rationale:    The program proposal #56-UNP is on file in the Governance Office, 312B 
Signers’ Hall. 
 
 
    ************************* 
 
Overview: 
 
The proposed minor in Tribal Management will provide students with the opportunity to acquire 
skills to work within tribal and local governments and other organizations in rural Alaska.  The 
required courses will give students a foundation for applying the the knowledge gained in their 
majors to rural and tribal management contexts.  The minor will be especially helpful for Alaska 
Native Studies and Rural Development rural based students completing their bachelor’s degree 
as few minors are available by distance. 
 
Relationship to Purposes of the University: 
 
The Tribal Management minor supports the University's mission to emphasize the circumpolar 
North and its diverse peoples and to educate students for active citizenship and prepare them 
for lifelong learning and careers. It addresses the UAF core themes of Educate, Prepare, and 
Connect. 
 
The Alaska Native Studies (ANS) B.A. and Rural Development (RD) B.A. are both offered to 
students by distance. Currently there are only a few minors available by distance, including the 
minors in ANS and RD, which can make it difficult for these students to fulfill the minor 
requirement for graduation. This additional minor will give rural students another minor option 
and is closely related to their interests and careers. The Alaska Native Studies and 
Rural Development requested the development of this minor and is in full support. 
 
Proposed Catalog Layout: 
 
Tribal Management 
 
The minor in Tribal Management will provide students with the skills to work within tribal and 
local governments and other organizations in rural Alaska. The curriculum will give students a 



http://www.uaf.edu/files/uafgov/16-17_56-UNP_New-Minor-in-Tribal-Management.pdf





foundation to apply the knowledge gained in their majors to rural and tribal management 
contexts. 
 
Complete the following: 
TM F101  - Introduction to Tribal Government in Alaska - 3 credits 
TM F105 - Introduction to Managing Tribal Governments - 3 credits 
TM F201 - Tribal Government in Alaska II - 3 credits 
TM F205- Managing Tribal Governments II - 3 credits 
 
Tribal Management electives - 3 credits 
 
Minimum credits required:  15 credits 
 
 
 
 


  







 
Provost’s comments and suggestions re topic of program review process: 
 
Here are some things to consider: 
 
(1) If the Senate passes a motion with substantial changes to the Program Review process, and that goes to 
the Chancellor, is the expectation that these will apply retroactively and that the current...and/or last year or 
earlier...processes would need to be done over before the Senate would entertain an elimination motion?  Or 
would the Senate expect that admission suspension decisions already implemented would be reversed until 
the Senate takes action? 
 
We have substantial financial challenges and having to redo processes before actions can be maintained or 
completed would make it difficult for the Chancellor to approve process changes. 
 
So I suggest that Senate intent on that point be made clear. 
 
(2) Second, does the Senate intend these processes to apply to academic...degree and certificate granting 
programs...only, or not.  There are other university areas where faculty are tenured...outreach and extension, 
library would be examples...and there might be need to eliminate or reduce such areas if we are in severe 
financial situations.  We did have one such program elimination considered through the current process last 
spring (Extension Research).  It was recommended for elimination but that has not yet gone to the Board.  
That could happen as soon as March, however. 


  


Comment [3]: Our policy changes almost 
never apply retroactively; the strongest we 
normally see is "effective immediately". 







 
Background on issue with committee chairship from 10/31/2016 CAC Meeting Minutes: 
 
Discussion about committee chairship: 
  
The agenda was amended to have a brief discussion about “interim chairship” vs. “co-
chairship” of the committee.  The bylaws do not address a process for having an interim chair; 
they only note that committee chairs are elected.  Co-chairship or vice chairship would solve 
this lack of guidance from the bylaws.  The committee members approved of having Eileen 
serve as co-chair rather than interim.  Addressing the lack of guidance in the bylaws will be 
brought up to the Administrative Committee. 
 
 
 


  







 


Faculty Senate Response to Strategic Pathways 
 
Faculty Alliance unanimously passed a resolution suggesting changes to Strategic Pathways. 
 
Abel Bult-Ito suggested "A New Vision for the University of Alaska". 
 
The latest Statewide PCN count shows dramatic cuts have happened over the past few years 
at statewide (from 280 employees in FY13 to 194 employees in FY17). 
 
--------------- 
Whereas: 
 
At the UAF Faculty Senate meeting of October 10th the faculty passed a resolution requesting 
changes to the Strategic Pathways process to make it more open, inclusive and effective. On 
October 24th President Johnsen sent Faculty Senate a memo stating his appreciation for our 
concerns and that he would take our requests "into consideration as we move forward with 
Strategic Pathways." In this same letter he reiterates that Strategic Pathways is the University's 
mechanism for addressing the "tremendous fiscal pressure" the University is under. 
 
To date, the amount of publicly available information about how changes the President is 
proposing after receiving input from Strategic Pathways committees will impact the budget is 
extremely limited. Also, no specific changes to the Strategic Pathways process in response to 
the UAF Faculty Senate motion of October 10th have been announced. 
 
Finally, the structure of Strategic Pathways, as currently constituted, appears to be in violation 
of the faculty governance provisions of Sections 4c (relating to elimination of positions due to 
Financial Exigency) and 4d (Discontinuance of Program or Department for Educational 
Reasons) of the American Association of University Professors (AAUP) Recommended 
Institutional Regulations on Academic Freedom and Tenure (RIRAFT). In particular, changes to 
faculty appointments or elimination of faculty positions carried out under the current framework 
carry the very real risk of censure of the institution by the AAUP. Such censure would make 
hiring new faculty in whatever programs that remain at the University even more challenging 
than it already is. 
 
The Faculty Senate also notes that the Board of Regents has not declared a state of Financial 
Exigency exists. 


 
 
Therefore be it resolved: 
 



https://docs.google.com/document/d/1QKSc7vtCJaro1dqloetcmo2WBy-3hkgk572xE1XHctI/edit

https://sites.google.com/a/alaska.edu/a-new-vision-for-the-university-of-alaska/

https://drive.google.com/open?id=1yu9CZ8QdbjTjSmlIzDnEZJkaFYPqjudtRMMXB5sN4X0





1. We reaffirm the helpful role that shared governance can play in finding creative and effective 
solutions to the challenges the University faces. 
 
2. The University of Alaska Faculty Senate requests a specific enumeration of changes from 
the President regarding Strategic Pathways that address (a) the selection process for faculty 
representation on Strategic Pathways committees, (b) the composition of Strategic Pathways 
committees discussing issues that affect academic programs, and (c) the freedom of faculty 
participating in Strategic Pathways committees to discuss their work with their peers and the 
public. 
 


Comment [4]: Should we add something 
about including more publicly available 
budgetary analysis? 





		Faculty Senate Response to Strategic Pathways






Committee on the Status of Women  
Meeting Minutes for November 17, 2016, 3:00-4:00 
Erin 
Jen 
Tamara 
Steffi 
Diana 
Megan 
 
Leave Share: We discussed the leave share program and the email Derek received, 
but it was still unclear why donating leave for non-medical emergencies would 
constitute a tax liability; is this a state or federal law? Why isn’t it a liability when it’s 
a medical emergency? Who defines the medical emergency? One-on-one is 
considered income to the donor. 
This is different than LWOP because there is not tax of course when you aren’t 
getting paid. 
Would this be different if it was put into a general pool? 
Would be helpful to have Erika Van Flein/Legal Counsel at a meeting to answer 
questions? 
We can email Erika and ask her who the Counsel is and whether it would be useful 
to have a chat with this person. 
Leave share is in a holding pattern without further information. Erin and 
Derek are the point people on this. 
 
Title IX Work Group: Looking for nominees for participants on work group being 
put together by UAF. Nominations should go to Karynn Fisher. Are they also looking 
for graduate students? We should respond and find out what objectives are with 
group, focus on transgender students/inclusive environment on transgender 
identity and if they are still looking for people/specifically a grad student.  Send an 
email to Kari Burrell for more information/follow up. Jen will pursue this. 
 
Jen has been talking with Ian at PAIR data and how we can access that for 
information on female faculty. He couldn’t come to the meeting and they are in 
discussion about how to facilitate this. Jen will see if he can come to the Dec. 8 
meeting scheduled for 3:00-4:00. 
 
Advocacy Center: Diana did not follow-up but she will try hard to have something 
by the next meeting.  
 
Conversation Cafes and Faculty Equity Community: Erin provided some 
background and says that challenge is getting the word out. The goal is to create a 
comfortable place to talk about women’s issues and foster connections/support. 
Erin is interested in knowing what the group thinks about these. Tamara says there 
is value in have forum where faculty women can bring up issues or policies that they 
care about; are more formal, organized get-togethers good or less formal, like coffee 
or the Pub? The big one (when we wrote stuff on butcher paper) we did a few years 







ago helped generate ideas about mentoring and family leave and helped give us 
direction as a committee (like bringing more clarity to what work-life-balance 
means to different people).  We like the idea of doing something like this again – 
what kind of actions do people want to take?  


- imposter syndrome 
- breaking into cliques/”old boys” networks 
- taking ideas to action 
- taking intellectual risks 
- setting boundaries: within work environment and outside of work (and not 


apologizing) 
We discussed issue of how to get more people involved and whether there would 
be a problem including graduate students – that could create confidentiality 
issues.  On the other hand, it could be productive to have discussions with 
graduate students too. Value in faculty development and mentoring graduate 
students…BLAST does some kind of mentoring thing, but not sure how 
successful it is. How do you get something institutionalized that get women 
together, say once a month? It probably takes real leadership, publication, and 
consistent. Start small and make it about what needs to happen or what people 
are concerned about or want to make happen. Let’s think about organizing 
something for the beginning of spring semester – like towards the end of the 
second week of classes – Jan. 26 or 27. Leaving open what time and 
where/format. Let’s put this on our agenda for the next meeting. 
 
Megan will have more on gender and bias in promotion/gender next meeting. 
 
Still need to talk about ideas for honoring Jayne Harvey, so put this on next 
agenda. 
 
Confirming next meeting is Dec. 8, 3:00-4:00 in Murie.  
 
Adjourned. 


 
 
 








Curricular Affairs Committee 
Meeting Minutes for Monday, November 14, 2016 
1-2 pm, eLearning Conference Room 
 
Members Present:  Ken Abramowicz; Ana Aguilar-Islas; Casey Byrne; Alex Fitts; Cindy Hardy; Eileen 
Harney, Co-Chair; Jayne Harvie; Ginny Kinne; Lisa Lunn; Rainer Newberry; Caty Oehring; Kate Quick; 
Holly Sherouse; Claire Gelvin-Smith. 
Members Absent:  Jennie Carroll; Bradley Moran; Dejan Raskovic 
Guest: Sine Anahita 
 


1. Approval/Amendment of Agenda 


The discussion from Old Business on the program review document was moved up to accommodate 
Sine A. who was attending from Faculty Affairs Committee.  See notes at 4.b. (below). 


2. Approval of Minutes 
a. Draft Minutes 10/31/16 – Approved. 


 
3. Additional meeting in November or December 


The committee agreed to meet in one week on November 21 to continue discussions on the program 
review process and other topics. 


4. Old Business 
a. Misconduct Policy (ASUAF Rep may attend) 


i. Materials from the Dean of Students 


The inclusion of the “PF” grade under the Sanctions section was discussed.  The consensus of the 
committee was that the “PF” should be removed from the document. Holly noted that transcript notes 
are already added for extreme misconduct violations (more extreme than behavior like cheating or 
plagiarism).   Alex expressed her surprise that the “PF” grade was still on the draft, because when it had 
been brought to the Provost and Alex over the summer, they had recommended that it be taken off, and 
Laura had indicated she would take it off.   


Questions Laura had included throughout the google document (in blue type) were discussed.  Under 
Procedures, the committee felt the informal meeting should be a step of its own.  Step 2 should begin at 
the second paragraph (now under step 1) whereby more formal action is started (the notification form).  
Further language edits were suggested.   The current Step 2 would become Step 3.  And, the Step 3 
paragraph about the PF grade would be deleted. 


Whether there needs to be an appeals process for instructors or not was discussed (Laura had a 
question about that under the current Step 2 section on Appeals Rights).   


The committee agreed to continue the discussion at the next meeting on November 21. 







b. Program Review document 
i. FAC’s suggested changes  (Introduced by Sine for FAC) 


A draft policy document from the Faculty Affairs Committee was shared with CAC.  Its suggestions were 
indicated in green typeface.   Sine explained the intent of the language added by FAC, addressing the 
need for a separate process that could be used for programs identified as being in trouble and 
threatened with elimination (see the new 1.g. added to the document).  FAC also suggested removing 
the proposed step involving the Faculty Senate president that would follow the program review 
committee’s recommendations.  The importance of keeping the involvement of the Faculty Senate 
president in the review process was discussed, so that Faculty Senate is involved earlier in the process 
and not just at the tail end.  It was agreed that the words “the Faculty Senate” in red typeface in the 
second line of section #3 would be removed (from the FAC draft).   


FAC also suggested moving the statement about Faculty Senate action out of section 3.d. and placing it 
in section 4.  The word “action” would be changed to “vote” (Program deletion will require Faculty 
Senate vote).  The suggestion was discussed at length. 


A “counter proposal” draft from Eileen was shared and discussed (copy attached). The differences 
between the two documents were discussed, one of the biggest differences being that the FAC version 
proposes a two-tier review process, and the counter-proposal did not.   


Alex provided some information about the current established process of special academic program 
review (a process which is part of the Planning and Budget Committee) and how programs get to that 
special process.   


Sine reiterated that FAC’s goal, in light of the Strategic Pathways process which is predicted to cut about 
20% of faculty jobs, was to salvage what they can by a revised program review process and strengthen 
what is possible to retain employment and high quality programs.  The Sociology program is the canary 
in the coal mine, and other programs are going to be experiencing the same thing under Strategic 
Pathways.   


5. New Business 
a. Minor in Tribal Management  


The new Minor in TM was approved for the November 28 Administrative Committee meeting.   


The following agenda items were postponed due to time constraints. 


b. Possible modifications to undergraduate petition form (Rainer and Holly) 
c. Ad hoc committee 


 







Draft shared by FAC: 
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. Changes in green proposed by FAC 11-9-16. FAC 
recommends establishing a separate Special Program Review process that will provide for more 
deliberative and thorough decision-making for threatened programs without unnecessarily slowing down 
the “regular” program review process. 
 
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: 
a) Continue program 
b) Continue program but improve outcomes assessment process and reporting 
c) Continue program but improve other specific areas 
d) Modify program through consolidation with another program or other significant re-


organization 
e) Suspend admissions to program or 
f) Discontinue program 
g) if the program is identified as needing major changes (e.g. suspension, discontinuation), the program 


will enter the Special Program Review process [to be established] 
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 
Ccommittee 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 to the provost 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 


Comment [1]: Our discussion indicated a 
need for distinctions between the regular 
program review process and the special 
program review process -- 


Comment [2]: How would this selection 
process take place? (ie. would it be in 
conjunction with each school's dean/director 
with consideration for faculty workloads, etc) 


Comment [3]: As president, it can be 
difficult to get people to agree to this kind of 
major service work. 


Comment [4]: The Provost also spoke to the 
time committment of this committee and  
suggested that the Provost's office work with 
deans and directors, submit a list of 
committee member names, and then Faculty 
Senate has a process to approve those faculty 
members 


Comment [5]: It doesn't belong in this 
policy, but my hope is faculty senate can help 
ailing departments adapt and survive, rather 
than just be discontinued.  I've started 
collecting creative ways to change how we do 
business here:     
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1q47Bb
rQvcQw9tLtOCX37g2K0shnQ0ySaKQkI97wUN
uU/edit 


Comment [6]: We should discuss how 
widely I should share these recommendations.  
The advantage of wide sharing is the ability to 
collect input from more people.  The 
disadvantage of wide sharing is the potential 
for programs to be harmed by an early-stage 
recommendation to suspend or discontinue 
becoming public, before it is even fully 
decided. 


Comment [7]: I'm hoping this change 
clarifies that the president looks at the 
recommendation and narrative in parallel with 
the deans, not before they see it. 







action. However, w When 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. Program deletion will require Faculty 
Senate vote. 
 
5. The Chancellor reviews all levels of recommendations and decides whether to recommend 
program discontinuation to the Board of Regents. 
 







Draft shared from CAC Co-Chair: 


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. 
 
Eileen Harney’s suggestions in Blue (for CAC meeting on 11/14/16). 
 
The new program review process will shall 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 shall be 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. The Faculty Program Review Committee shall be selected by the 
Provost in consultation with the deans and directors, and, once formed, the list of committee 
members shall be submitted to the Faculty Senate for approval.  The Faculty Program Review 
Committee shall 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. These representatives shall be 
invited to provide a brief verbal statement to address inconsistencies in reported data.  The 
Faculty Program Review Ccommittee will shall provide a brief narrative justifying their recommendation 
and describe any areas needing improvement prior to the next review.  A summary of tThe 
recommendation shall be shared with the Faculty Senate President, who may request a copy of 
the full narrative.  The Faculty Senate President in consultation with members of the Faculty 
Senate Administrative Committee then who has the option to send a response to the Provost 
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 shall review the recommendations of the Faculty 
Program Review Committee, may request additional information from about the program, and will shall 
state their collective agreement or disagreement with the Committee’s recommendation. 
3. The Provost in consultation with the Chancellor’s Cabinet will shall review the recommendations of the 
Faculty Program Review Committee, the Faculty Senate President, 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 shall be required by 
the end of the next regular academic semester after a request for restructuring or similar action is 
made. 


Comment [EH8]: We need to address 
Orion’s concern from 11/2/16.  Is it 
permissible to have only AdComm members 
see this initially?  Can there be an ad hoc 
advisory committee for the president in this 
process? 
 
 
“We should discuss how widely I should share 
these recommendations.  The advantage of 
wide sharing is the ability to collect input from 
more people.  The disadvantage of wide 
sharing is the potential for programs to be 
harmed by an early-stage recommendation to 
suspend or discontinue becoming public, 
before it is even fully decided.” 







d) Recommend to discontinue program. Program deletion will require Faculty Senate 
action. However, w When 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. 
 


Comment [EH9]: Will or Shall?   


Comment [EH10]: We need a timeline here 
as well.   








Minutes 
Committee on the Status of Women 


8 Dec 2016, 3:00-4:00 
Murie, Room 230 


 
Present:  Ellen, Derek, Tamara, Diana, Megan (via Video Conference) 
 
1) PAIR data (Jennifer) 


• Tenure, promotion, salary rates 
• Ellen & Jennifer will email Ian to see if he could come to our next meeting 


 
2) Gender Inclusion Workgroup (Ellen)  


• Submitted our nominee from Psychology Department.  Yeah! 
 


3) Leave Share (Derek, Erin)  
• Invite Erika Van Flein/Legal Counsel to discuss questions about holding pattern: 


o Why is donating leave for non-medical emergencies a tax liability?  
o Is this a state or federal law?  
o Why isn’t it a liability when it’s a medical emergency?  
o Who defines the medical emergency?  
o One-on-one is considered income to the donor. 
o This is different than LWOP because there is not tax of course when you aren’t 


getting paid. 
o Would this be different if it was put into a general pool? 


• Instead of just focusing on Leave Share, should we aim larger and propose better family 
leave – across the board?   


• We could all check with other universities re: family leave – what are they offering?  Is 
UAF behind the curve on this?  


• Derek will follow up with legal counsel at UAF who would be knowledgeable 
 
4) Resource and Advocacy Center (Diana, Ellen) 


• Run by Interior Center for Non-Violent Living – “The Resource and Advocacy Center at 
UAF provides advocacy and resources referral to students, staff and faculty survivors of 
power-based personal violence.” (from RAC website) 


• Focused on students and addressing sexual assault and violence 
• Not a Women’s Center.  Possibly, in future assess impact of not having the Women’s 


Center on campus?  
 


5) Conversation cafés and Faculty Equity Community (Erin) 
• Processes:  


o Table to table with topics or Pub meetings 
o Participation is an issue 


• Could focus on identifying policies of biggest concern 
• Possibly, using PAIR data as triggers for discussion or action 
• Could conduct an informational discussion/workshop – followed by discussion 
• Possibly choose one topic/semester (e.g., early in spring semester – before spring break) 


o Example “What you need to know about your benefits – including sick leave” 
o Example “What you should know about women being promoted at UAF!” 
o Example “Gender and Bias in evaluations and promotion” 







Minutes 
Committee on the Status of Women 


8 Dec 2016, 3:00-4:00 
Murie, Room 230 


 
6) Gender and Bias in promotion (Megan) 


• Megan will flesh-out Google Doc memo 
• Everyone will take a look at the draft 
• She has been talking with other faculty  


 
7) Keep in mind ideas for planning T, P, career success workshop 
 
8) 2017 meetings!!! 


• Need to send a doodle poll for typical week (Ellen) 
• Room reservation (Tamara) 
• Video Conferencing (Derek) 


 
9) Other? 








Curricular Affairs Committee 
Meeting Minutes for Monday, November 21, 2016 
1-2 pm, eLearning Conference Room 
 
Members Present:  Ken Abramowicz; Ana Aguilar-Islas; Casey Byrne; Jennie Carroll; Mike Earnest;  Alex 
Fitts; Cindy Hardy; Eileen Harney, Co-Chair; Jayne Harvie; Ginny Kinne; Rainer Newberry; Caty Oehring; 
Kate Quick; Holly Sherouse; Claire Gelvin-Smith. 
Members Absent:  Lisa Lunn; Bradley Moran; Dejan Raskovic 
Guest: Colby Freel, ASUAF 
 
A quorum was not present at the start of the meeting, but was obtained about 10-15 minutes into the 
meeting.   
 


1. Approval/Amendment of Agenda 
 


Item 2.b. (Misconduct Policy) was discussed first to accommodate guest Colby Freel. 
 


2. Old Business 
a. Program Review document 


i. FAC’s suggested changes (Edits by Eileen and Sine)  


Eileen gave an overview of the most recent changes since her last discussion with Faculty Affairs 
Committee and Sine Anahita.  This version includes verbiage about a Senate vote, and removes the two-
tiered process.  Additions were made to clarify the timing of different steps. The biggest change in this 
version is in section 1 regarding the faculty program review committee composition which will be 
reviewed by Faculty Senate.  The confidentiality statement about program findings was discussed and 
the impracticality of keeping findings “confidential” was noted.  Faculty Senate’s role in program 
elimination was discussed, and the need for keeping shared governance in the process.  Faculty Senate 
“vote” or “vote of approval” language and the ramifications of such wording was discussed.  It was 
decided to send the motion to Administrative Committee with the agreed upon changes. 


b. Misconduct Policy (ASUAF Rep may attend) 
i. Materials from the Dean of Students 


The committee picked up its discussion from where the November 14 CAC meeting left off.  Eileen had 
made changes recommended at the Nov. 14 meeting.  The only remaining question from Laura 
McCollough was on page 4 under the Disciplinary Sanctions heading, in the Procedures section, about 
documenting a disciplinary sanction.  Rainer noted that Faculty Senate should review and approve the 
new procedures in time for them to be included in the next Catalog (at least by the March Faculty 
Senate meeting).  He suggested putting it forward as a discussion or information item at the December 
meeting after some clean-up of the document.   Eileen will take the document with the agreed-upon 
changes by CAC back to Laura. 







Colby asked if a student can still bring a grade appeal forward after this type of sanction.  The 
procedures in the Appeals Rights section do indicate the dean’s decision may be appealed by the 
student through the grade appeal process.    


Rainer noted that the grounds for a grade appeal are different than this type of action.  “Arbitrary and 
capricious” is the basis for a grade appeal.  There would be merit in removing that second paragraph 
under Appeals Rights altogether.  Having the grade appeal process mentioned in here just adds 
confusion – how is giving an “F” for cheating arbitrary and capricious?  Modified language was suggested 
to replace that paragraph (“a student may appeal a grade through the grade appeals process”).   


Colby noted he didn’t see a reference regarding the burden of proof or standard of proof. Rainer noted 
the difficulty in spelling out what might constitute sufficient evidence.  The student’s first recourse is the 
dean’s review.  If the dean’s decision is based upon the evidence presented, that provides some 
measure of safeguard for the student.  Ken noted it behooves the faculty to be careful about coming 
forward without sufficient proof.   


Rainer commented that the real question is how the instructor moves to the second step of imposing a 
sanction.  The only criterion for moving forward on a formal basis appears to be that the instructor 
continues to believe an infraction has occurred.  He suggested changing the language to be more 
specific, e.g., “the instructor has evidence” -- which is more substantive than a belief.   Alex suggested 
adding language to the effect that if the informal meeting has not resolved the matter, then the next 
step is more formal.   The heading “Formal Sanctions” was suggested at section #2 following “1) 
Informal meeting.”   


There was discussion about whether or not an instructor has to report cheating.  Alex commented that 
the dean of students would like for that reporting to occur in case this is happening in other classes with 
the same student (a chronic abuser type of situation).  Jennie asked if it weren’t sufficient that a 
department knows and keeps track of their students.  Does this have to go further to the dean of 
students and what determines that course of action?  It takes the matter beyond the involved faculty.  If 
a record is kept with the dean of students, who else has access to it?  Moving between informal and 
formal steps seems to be the faculty’s call.   


Ken suggested that before this policy is formalized, it be reviewed by general counsel.  Eileen asked 
faculty to make comments on the google doc by noon tomorrow, and then she’ll share the feedback 
with Laura. 


3. New Business 
a. New WRTG designator (Rainer and Cindy) 


Cindy recapped the GER alignment meetings and the decision to create the WRTG course subject code 
to help align the courses at each of the campuses.  Whether or not to accept the course paperwork that 
was submitted for WRTG F212 (a UAA course, currently) was discussed, as the English Department does 
not have faculty to teach it at UAF currently.  Sarah Stanley will be invited to come and speak at Faculty 
Senate about these course changes. 







The following two items could not be addressed due to time constraints. 


b. Possible modifications to undergraduate petition form (Rainer and Holly) 
c. Ad hoc committee 


CAC adjourned at 2:00 PM.  The next meeting is scheduled for December 12.   


 


 


 








 1 


Minutes 
Committee on the Status of Women 


20 Jan 2017, 11:30-12:30  
Teleconference 
1 (866) 832-7806 


Participant Code? 2034433 
 


Present:  Megan, Jen, Ellen, Susan, Steffi, Diana, Tamara, Erin 
 
1) Two finalists for UAF Office of Diversity and Equal Opportunity   
 Monday, 23 Jan (Eielson 304) – each candidate will attend forums for campus community 


providing overview of experience and Q&A  
o Phoenix @ 3:30 
o Griffith @ 4:15 


*Ellen will try to go to these forums and report back 
 
2) Votes of (no)confidence? 


o See pp. 2-4 following agenda - from Orion Lawlor (Fac Senate President) 
 Discussion – not documented 
 No decision made 


 
3) PAIR data (Jennifer) 


o Scheduling Ian to joining us? 
*Jennifer will contact Ian 
 
4) Leave Share (Derek, Erin)  


• Focus on better family leave – across board (not just family leave) 
• Checking with other universities re: family leave policies – is UAF behind? 
• Derek checking with legal counsel at UAF re: who would be knowledgable 
• Still Invite Erika Van Flein/Legal Counsel to discuss questions about holding pattern? 


o Why is donating leave for non-medical emergencies a tax liability?  
o Is this a state or federal law?  
o Why isn’t it a liability when it’s a medical emergency?  
o Who defines the medical emergency?  
o One-on-one is considered income to the donor. 
o This is different than LWOP because there is not tax of course when you aren’t 


getting paid. 
o Would this be different if it was put into a general pool? 


*Everyone will look at 2-3 other universities – such as: 
o UW 
o Univ New Mexico 
o Univ Michigan 
o Univ Wisconsin 
o UNC 
o Boise State 


o Univ of Montana 
o Montana State 
o Calif System 
o Oregon State University 
o Ohio State 
o Delaware 
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5) Gender and Bias in promotion (Megan) 
o Discussed draft (see pp. 5-6) developed by Megan 


• Drafty as of now 
• Need to avoid generalization, sweeping comments that all promotion evals/mechs are 


biased against women 
• Might add info regarding service 
• Need info from non-science disciplines and studies re: gender bias in promotion 
• *Social Science members will look at literature and citations 
• *Everyone will use original GoogleDoc for adding info 
• *PRIORITY – because of Convo Cafe 


 
6) Conversation cafés and Faculty Equity Community (Erin) 


• Good to do early in semester 
• What should be the outcome? 


o Women faculty being aware of issues that may impact them at UAF 
o Specific recommendations to administration 


• Dates/Times:   
o 1-2:00, Tuesday, 7 Feb (TBD) 
o 5-6:00, Weds, 8 Feb (Pub) 


• Need advertising!!! 
 
7) Keep in mind ideas for planning T, P, career success workshop 


o Next CSW meeting – members will come with ideas for panel members 
o Ideas for vetting questions from attendees 


 
9) Feb, March, April, May meetings 
All will be Thursdays, 10:00-11:00 in the Museum’s Conference Room 


o 2 Feb (convo café planning, not full CSW meeting – if needed) 
o 9 Feb (full CSW meeting) 
o 9 March 
o 13 April 
o 27 April 


Tamara will try to reserve a room and pexip login (to connect with Megan) 
 
10) Other?  
Nope! 
 
 


 
 








Core Review Committee meeting minutes 
Meeting date: November 9, 2016 
Meeting time: 4:30 – 5:30 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  
Larry Duffy X 
Kathy Arndt X 
Tony Rickard X 
Kevin Berry  
Marsha Sousa X 
Caty Oehring X 
Gabrielle Russell X 
Ginny Kinne X 
Hayley Williams X 
John Smelter B. Jensen 
Victoria Smith X 


 
1. Meeting minutes from 5 October 2016 were approved. 
 
2. Petitions 


a. Approved: 
i. Petition to allow ECON F100X taken in Fall 2007 with a grade of D+ to satisfy the 


core or GER requirement, depending on the student’s actual catalog year (OAR 
is currently looking into this). 


ii. Petition to allow ENGL F200X taken in Spring 2008 with a grade of D+ to satisfy 
the core or GER requirement, depending on the student’s actual catalog year 
(OAR is currently looking into this).   


iii. Petition to allow COMM F131X taken in Spring 2004 with a grade of D to satisfy 
the core or GER requirement, depending on the student’s actual catalog year 
(OAR is currently looking into this).   


iv. Petition to allow BIOL F497 FH1 Ancient DNA Sequencing to fulfill the 
requirements of a “W” course.   The course syllabus clearly demonstrates that 
the course meets the “W” criteria.   


v. Petition to allow BIOL S101+BIOL S102 to satisfy the Natural Science Core 
requirement.  The committee felt that the guidelines for one Core Natural 
Science course were met by the two courses taken at UAS. 


vi. Petition to allow ENGL 436 World Literature taken at Chadron State College to 
satisfy a GER Humanities requirement.  The course description of the ENGL 436 







course is nearly identical to that of ENGL F200X at UAF, hence the committee 
felt that it should be allowed to fulfill a UAF Humanities requirement. 


vii. Petition to allow COM 102 Communication in an Information Society taken at 
Washington State University to be counted as COMM F131X and satisfy a core 
communication requirement.  The committee felt that the learning objectives 
and outcomes of COM 102 were sufficiently similar to those of COMM 131X to 
warrant approving the petition.     


viii. Petition to allow BIOL F497 Human Aging to fulfill the requirements of a “W” 
and “O/2” course.  The course syllabus clearly demonstrates that the course 
meets the “W” criteria, so this portion of the petition was approved.   


b. More information requested: 
i. Petition to allow BIOL F497 Human Aging to fulfill the requirements of a “W” 


and “O/2” course.  It was not clear if the course meets the “O/2” requirement 
because there was no description of the audience to which the student is 
presenting, so further information was requested to evaluate the O/2 portion of 
the petition. 


3. Requests 
a. Approved: 


i. Course drop: ANS F472W Rural Alaska, Natives and the Press.  The course has 
not been offered in 10 years and there are no plans to offer it in the future.  
There are no repercussions to any programs by dropping the course, so the 
request was approved. 


ii. Course compression: PS F300X Ethics and Society.  The committee was not to 
review the X and h designators, as these were already approved in the 
semester-length course, but rather the committee ascertained that the 
compressed Wintermester version of the course met the credit/contact hour 
rules and the course compression rule.   


b. Tabled:  
i. Course change: BA F254 Personal Finance 


ii. Course change: ANS F111 History of Alaska Natives 
iii. Course change: BA F281 Sports Management 


4. Discussion 
a. Who should be signing GER petitions?  An OAR staff member wondered whether there 


should be one designated reviewer of petitions for each GER category (i.e., one person 
for each of social sciences, humanities, and arts), OR, whether the department chair of 
the course that is being petitioned should review petitions.  It was decided that the 
department chair of the course that is being petitioned should review petitions.   








Core Review Committee meeting minutes 
Meeting date: December 7, 2016 
Meeting time: 4:30 – 5:30 pm 
Meeting location: Chancellor’s Conference Room 
Meeting convener: Andy Seitz 
 
Name Present 
Andy Seitz (chair) X 
Daryl Farmer X 
Alex Hirsch  
Kevin Sager  
Margaret Short X 
Larry Duffy X 
Kathy Arndt X 
Tony Rickard X 
Kevin Berry X 
Marsha Sousa X 
Caty Oehring 


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


 
1. Approved meeting minutes from 9 November 2016 


 
2. Petitions 


a. Approved: 
i. Petition to allow PSY F497 Clinical Psychology (a “Directed Study” version of PSY 


455 Clinical Psychology that has been modified to meet W requirements) to 
fulfill the requirements of a “W” course.   The course syllabus demonstrates that 
the course meets the “W” criteria. 


ii. Blanket petition to allow BA F457 Training and Management Development to 
fulfill the requirements of a “O” course for all students that take the class in Fall 
2016 and Spring 2017.   The course syllabus clearly demonstrates that the 
course meets the “O” criteria. 


iii. Petition to allow COMM F141X taken in 2009 with a grade of D+ to satisfy the 
oral communication requirement for the AA General Degree program.  When 
the student took the course, a D+ grade satisfied the course requirement, so the 
petition was approved. 
 
 
 
 
 







b. Denied:  
i. Petition to transfer SPE 210 Interpersonal Communication taken at Mendocino 


College as COMM F121X and count towards a GER communications 
requirement.  After discussion, it was agreed that although the two courses 
have identical titles, SPE 210 is a theory based course while COMM F121X is a 
performance based course, and therefore are not equivalents. 


ii. Petition to allow ALST S300 Alaska Studies count towards the UAF GER 
humanities requirement.  The course does not meet the GER requirements as it 
is a 300 level course and is not a “broad survey” course. 


iii. Petition to allow COMM F201 count towards the social science requirement for 
the AS degree.  This is not an allowable substitution and sets a precedent that 
would effectively change the curriculum at UAF, which is not in the purview of 
the Core Review Committee.  If there is interest in including this (or any UAF 
course) in the UAF core curriculum, a request should be submitted through a 
formal process that includes departmental and college curriculum committee 
review. 


iv. Petition to waive the Library Science requirement.  Core waivers are not in the 
purview of the Core Review Committee, and the student has and will have 
plenty of opportunity to complete a LS course, so the petition was denied.  


 
3. GER Requests 


a. Approved: 
i. Course change: BA F254 Personal Finance.  Add the X designator as a GER 


course fulfilling a Social Science requirement.  The course clearly meets the GER 
guidelines and BA has <5 GER courses, so the request was approved.   


ii. Course change: BA F281 Sports Management.  Change course title to 
Introduction to Sports Management and add the X designator as a GER course 
fulfilling a Social Science requirement.   The course clearly meets the GER 
guidelines and BA has <5 GER courses, so the request was approved, contingent 
upon adding “(s)” after the course title to demonstrate that it meets a social 
science requirement for Bachelor of Arts degrees. 


iii. Course change: ANS F111 History of Alaska Natives.  Change title to History of 
Colonization in Alaska: the Indigenous Response, remove cross-listing with HIST 
F110, change frequency of offering, and add the X designator as a GER course 
fulfilling a Social Science requirement.  The course clearly meets the GER 
guidelines and ANS has <5 GER courses, so the request was approved. 


iv. Course drop: ENGL F313 Writing Nonfiction Prose.  The course has not been 
offered in 5 years and there are no plans to offer it in the future as it has been 
replaced with ENGL F273 and then ENGL F373.  There are no repercussions to 
any programs by dropping the course, so the request was approved. 


b. Informational discussion about English GER alignment requests.  The committee agreed 
to conduct an email vote on:  


i. Course change: ENGL F111X 
ii. Course change: ENGL F211X 


iii. Course change: ENGL F212X 
iv. Course change: ENGL F213X 
v. New course: WRTG F214X 


 







4. Discussion 
a. Counting regularly scheduled non-X UAF courses as satisfying GER requirements:  As a 


result of the new GER at UAF, there is interest by advisors to petition to count regularly 
scheduled non-X UAF courses as satisfying GER requirements, specifically in the 
Humanities, Arts and Social Sciences categories.  Approval of these potential petitions 
by the Core Review Committee causes concern by various faculty in other curriculum 
committees (Curriculum Review Committee and Curricular Affairs Committee) and staff 
(Office of Admissions and the Registrar) because of the potential ramifications of 
approving such petitions.   The Core Review Committee agrees with this concern 
because approving such petitions essentially sets a precedent that would effectively 
change the curriculum at UAF, which is not in the purview of the Core Review 
Committee.  Therefore, the Core Review Committee will deny these petitions in the 
future.  If there is interest in having a non-X UAF course meet the UAF GER, a request for 
an X designator should be submitted through a formal process that includes review by 
departmental and college curriculum committees, as well as campus-wide curriculum 
committee(s). 


  







GER Course Approval Guide 


Adding a Course 


1. Both new and currently existing courses may be proposed for a GER category. 
2. Each program will be able to have 5 courses total across the GER arts, humanities, and social 


sciences categories. 
3. Course descriptions must reflect how the course meets the category as defined by University 


regulations. 
a. Social Sciences: “Courses that fulfill this requirement are broad survey courses which 


provide the student with exposure to theory, methods, and data of the social sciences.” 
b. Arts: “Provide the student with an introduction to the visual arts and performing arts as 


academic disciplines as opposed to those that emphasize acquisition of skills.” 
c. Humanities: “Introduce the student to the humanistic fields of language, arts, literature, 


history, and philosophy.” 
4. Courses must be 100 or 200 level. 
5. Courses must be currently designated a social science (s) or a humanities (h) for the purpose of 


the BA degree. 
6. Course must be introductory, as indicated by the lack of prerequisites (except ENGL 111x). 
7. Course should welcome all students (e.g. should not discourage non-majors). 
8. Course must be offered regularly as described in the catalog (at least once per year). 
9. Course instructors must agree to participate in UAF GER assessment activities.  
10. If a program already has 5 courses in the arts, humanities, and social sciences  


GERs the program must remove a course to add the new course. 


 








GAAC 11/11/16 
Attending: Roman Makarevich, Daryl Farmer, Don Hampton, Mike Daku, Mitch Reed, 
Mike Castellini, Laura Bender, Sean McGee, Donie Bret-Harte, Jayne Harvie, Karen 
Jensen (by zoom) and Holly (by zoom) 
 
I. Minutes from our meeting of 10/21/16 were approved with one correction. 
 
II. Donie informed GAAC that our motion on 698 credits passed the full Senate. 
 
III. Updates from Graduate School: Mike Castellini let us know that the decision to 
consolidate the Schools of Education across the three UA campuses will have 
implications for the UAF Graduate School, but it is not clear yet what those implications 
will be.  It is not yet clear whether UAF’s graduate school will be responsible for 
graduate students in the School of Education who are located in Anchorage or not.  Mike 
also noted that Strategic Pathways will impact UAF graduate school, even though not it 
has not been called out specifically.  There will be more discussions to come.  Mike noted 
that the tuition hike that is proposed will be 5% across the board, but the surcharge for 
foreign graduate students will be higher.  However, nothing is official yet.  The U.S. 
Presidential Election results are likely to impact the affordable care act, and therefore 
graduate student health care.  The federal government had ruled that schools can 
supplement health care costs through ACA, and the UAF Graduate School was planning 
to do that, but if the ACA market ceases to exist, this won’t be an option. However, 
graduate student health insurance rates are locked in for this year. Right now there is 
nothing that we can do until the situation is clarified.   
 
IV. Updates on current courses:  GAAC passes the following program changes, course 
changes and course drops: 
Carryforward: 28-GCCh.: Course Compression (Stacked): LING F631 - Field Methods 
in Descriptive Linguistics I 
4-GCDr.: Course Drop: NRM / BIOL F676 - Interdisciplinary Modeling of High 
Latitude Global Change 
5-GCDr.: Course Drop: CS F602 - Software Project Management 
6-GCDr.: Course Drop: CS F651 - The Theory of Computation 
7-GCDr.: Course Drop: CS / SWE F670 - Computer Science for Software Engineers 
8-GCDr.: Course Drop: CS / SWE F672 - Software Process Improvement 
9-GCDr.: Course Drop: CS / SWE F673 - Software Requirements Engineering 
10-GCDr.: Course Drop: CS / SWE F674 - Software Architecture 
12-GCCh.: Course Change / Stacking: BIOL F615 - Systematic and Comparative 
Biology 
19-GPCh.: Program Change: M.Ed. - Master of Education, was passed provisionally, 
pending cleaning up the catalog description 
22-GPCh.: Program Change: M.Ed. - Master of Education in Counseling 
23-GPCh.: Program Change: School Counselor Certification Program 
26-GNC: New Course: COUN F651 - Counseling for Addictions 
Other assignments under review were discussed. 
 



https://www.uaf.edu/files/uafgov/15-16_45-UCCh_28-GCCh-Compression_LING_F431_Field-Methods-Descr-Ling.pdf

https://www.uaf.edu/files/uafgov/15-16_45-UCCh_28-GCCh-Compression_LING_F431_Field-Methods-Descr-Ling.pdf

http://www.uaf.edu/files/uafgov/16-17_4-GCDr_NRM-BIOL-F676_Interdisc-Modeling-of-High-Latitude-Global-Chg.pdf

http://www.uaf.edu/files/uafgov/16-17_4-GCDr_NRM-BIOL-F676_Interdisc-Modeling-of-High-Latitude-Global-Chg.pdf

http://www.uaf.edu/files/uafgov/16-17_5-GCDr_CS-F602_Software-Project-Mgt.pdf

http://www.uaf.edu/files/uafgov/16-17_6-GCDr_CS-F651_The-Theory-of-Computation.pdf

http://www.uaf.edu/files/uafgov/16-17_7-GCDr_CS-F670_Computer-Science-for-Software-Engineers.pdf

http://www.uaf.edu/files/uafgov/16-17_8-GCDr_CS-F672_Software-Process-Improvment.pdf

http://www.uaf.edu/files/uafgov/16-17_9-GCDr_CS-F673_Software-Requirements-Engineering.pdf

http://www.uaf.edu/files/uafgov/16-17_10-GCDr_CS-F674_Software-Architecture.pdf

http://www.uaf.edu/files/uafgov/16-17_12-GCCh_20-UCCh_BIOL-F615_Systemic-and-Comparative-Biology.pdf

http://www.uaf.edu/files/uafgov/16-17_12-GCCh_20-UCCh_BIOL-F615_Systemic-and-Comparative-Biology.pdf

http://www.uaf.edu/files/uafgov/16-17_19-GPCh_MEd_Master-of-Education-change-concentrations.pdf

http://www.uaf.edu/files/uafgov/16-17_22-GPCh_Master-of-Education-in-Counseling.pdf

http://www.uaf.edu/files/uafgov/16-17_23-GPCh_School-Counselor-Certification-Program.pdf

http://www.uaf.edu/files/uafgov/16-17_26-GNC_COUN-F651_Counseling-for-Addictions.pdf





V. New assignments were made. 
 
VI. Our next meeting will be Friday Dec 2 at 1 pm. 
 
 
 
 








Research Advisory Committee 
Meeting Minutes for Friday, November 18, 10:45-11:45 
 
Members Present: Srijan Aggarwal, Jamie Clark (co-chair), Wendy Croskrey, Larry 
Duffy, Anna Liljedahl, Steven Seefeldt, Derek Sikes, Gordon Williams (co-chair) 
 
GW called the meeting to order at 10:45 am. 
 
1. Old Business 


a. Approve minutes from October 21 
 


Minutes were approved as submitted. 
 


2. New Business 
a. Updates/discussion re: the three focus areas we identified at the last 


meeting 
i. Mentoring  


ii. Orientation 
iii. Grant proposal workshops (esp NSF EPSCOR) 


 
Orientation: 
 


• JC presented ideas for a research-focused orientation for new faculty 
members at the university.  GW pointed out that any such orientation should 
also be advertised to current faculty members, who may not be aware of the 
opportunities and resources available to them. 


• AL said that the VCR’s RPG group has also been talking about this issue, and 
that they are working with OGCA to develop a 2? hr orientation that will be 
offered multiple times of year. 


• Proposal for orientation being developed does not overlap with the OCGA 
orientation, as focus is considerably wider—introductions from various 
groups on campus (VCR/OGCA/OPD/URSA/IRB office, Land permitting, etc.) 


• RAC members think having this once a year in late August would be ideal 
• Moving forward, will work on developing a more formalized proposal- who 


to present to? AL proposes that the Deans and Directors group (which 
includes the VCR) would probably be a target audience.  
 


Mentoring: 
 


• The group had a lot of discussion about how to incentive mentoring. AL 
mentioned that this is particularly relevant for faculty who are helping others 
with grant proposals—how can/should they get credit? A system to have 
some of the overhead go to them, even if their name isn’t on the proposal?   







• If mentoring were included in unit criteria, would that help? Where would it 
go? Service? Pointed out that most faculty are already overloaded with 
service, so unclear that this would actually help. 


• In discussing ways to incentive mentoring, the issue of travel money for 
conferences came up; in many units, this funding is not available, which 
actually hinders research productivity because conferences serve as a 
valuable opportunity for networking and building name recognition. Not all 
funding organizations allow researchers to write in travel money, and not all 
disciplines have access to/need grants that could include travel.   Identified 
as an area that the committee should look into and address further in the 
next meeting.  


 
Building networks/improving proposal success: 


• While not specifically tied to orientation or mentoring, the group also 
discussed ways of improving communication between 
researchers/improving proposal success. AL talked about IARC’s research 
coffee hours as an idea that could be taken up by other units, although it was 
pointed out that these may only be helpful when some ties exist in terms of 
the research focus/questions (would be difficult in CLA or CNSM, for 
instance, where so many different disciplines are represented).  


• SS highlighted the utility of hiring professional editors to help with grant 
writing. LD talked about how this has been done in the past, but is very 
costly. In the current budget climate, is this likely to be an option? The group 
realized this was also part of a bigger issue re: restructuring how the grant 
process happens at UAF and the general culture re: research.  


 
The group did not have time to address SA’s proposal for mentoring for NSF 
CAREER grants; this will be dealt with in the December meeting. 
 
The meeting was adjourned at 11:47 am. 
 
 








Draft Minutes for Meeting #219 
Monday, December 05, 2016 


1:00 – 2:50 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) MATWEYOU, Julie (18) – via Zoom 


AGGARWAL, Srijan (18) MAXWELL, David (18)  


AGUILAR-ISLAS, Ana (18) MAY, Jeff (18) 


ANAHITA, Sine (18) MEYER, Franz (17) 


ARNDT, Kathy (17) NEWBERRY, Rainer (17) 


BACSUJLAKY, Mara (18) QUICK, Kate (18) 


BARNES, Bill (18)  REMBER, Rob (17) 


BRET-HARTE, Donie (17)  TILBURY, Jennifer (17)  


CARROLL, Jennie (17) – Andy Anger via Zoom TOPKOK, Sean (18) 


COLLINS, Eric (17) TUTTLE, Siri (17) 


CROSKREY, Wendy (18) WILDFEUER, Sandra (18) 


CUNDIFF, Nicole (17) ZHANG, Mingchu (18) 


DIERENFIELD, Candi (17) – Art Nash  


FALLEN, Chris (18) Members absent: 


FARMER, Daryl (17)  BENOWITZ, Jeff (18) – no alt available 


GIFFORD, Valerie (17) BOLTON, Bob (18) 


HAMPTON, Don (17) PETERSON, Rorik (17) 


HARDY, Sarah (17) – Melissa Good via Zoom  


HARNEY, Eileen (17) Others Present: 


HARRIS, Norm (17) – via Zoom Dana Thomas, Susan Henrichs 


HIRSCH, Alex (18) – Jamie Clark FAC Chair: Andreas Anger 


HUNT, Steve (18) RAC Chair: Jamie Clark (sub for A. Hirsch) 


ICKERT-BOND, Stefanie (18) Mark Herrmann, SOM Dean 


LAWLOR, Orion (17) Chris Coffman, Mike Earnest; 


LILJEDAHL, Anna (18) Faye Gallant; Colby Freel; Carol Gering 


LUNN, Lisa (17) Ginny Kinne; Olga Skinner;  


MAIER, Jak (17) Karina Gonzales; Martha Mason (Zoom) 


MAKAREVICH, Roman (18) Carla Browning (Zoom), Nicole Dufour 
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 B.  Approval of Minutes for Meeting #218 (linked) 
 
The minutes were approved as submitted. 
 
 C.  Adoption of Agenda 
 
The agenda was adopted as submitted. 
 
II Status of Chancellor’s Office Actions 
 Motions approved:  


A. Motion to amend the attendance policy 
B. Motion to authorize Office of the Registrar to change "DF" grade  
to "Pass" for F698 courses (excludes letter graded courses) 


 Motions pending: None 
 
III A. President’s Remarks - Orion Lawlor 
 
In the spirit of the season, Orion remarked on the dedicated efforts to address the budget 
situation the university is facing, noting that while it’s easy to draw the lines between 
administration and faculty, or between faculty (e.g., hard sciences vs. social sciences, teaching 
vs. research) or between the campuses, everyone is in the same boat.  He was struck by the 
fact that everyone is trying to make this work, but from their respective roles and perspectives.  
He encouraged everyone to see beyond the lines and work together on the common goals of 
keeping the university, and the state, vibrant and viable.  And, on a bright note, he noted that 
OPEC cut oil production, and oil prices have been rising, though it remains to be seen how long 
this will continue and how much it helps the state budget.   
 
 B. President-Elect’s Remarks - Chris Fallen 
 
Chris remarked on the program review process motion.  While it may not be perfect and has 
been revised up to the last minute, it does provide for more shared governance throughout the 
program review process rather than simply at the end. He stated his hope that the motion would 
be passed, even with modifications if necessary, so that changes could be incorporated for the 
spring semester reviews. 
 
He noted the ongoing discussions regarding Strategic Pathways.  Some, like him, see it as a 
generally useful process that provides a seat at the table to develop options for dealing with the 
difficult challenges the university is facing.  Others see it, perhaps with some justification, as a 
bypass of the governance process, where the input seems to be disregarded by the President 
and the Summit Team who ultimately have to make the tough decisions; and where SP might 
just be a cover for some ulterior plan (which is not necessarily his perception). 
 
The Phase II options were supposed to be presented this week, but were delayed until January 
due to travel problems.  They are seeking volunteers for Phase III teams that will be looking at 
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Arts and Humanities, Social Sciences, and Natural Sciences, on the academic side.  On the 
administrative side, teams will be looking at risk management, land management, and facilities.  
Please let Orion and Chris know of any interested faculty so they can submit names for 
consideration.  
 
Chris noted that Abel Bult-Ito will be speaking to the UAA Faculty Senate on A New Vision for 
the University of Alaska.  He is double-billed with President Johnsen at that meeting.  Dr. Bult-
Ito is scheduled to present at the February UAF Faculty Senate meeting. 
 
He noted a meeting with Tara Smith (Faculty Alliance), Andy Anger (Faculty Affairs Committee) 
and himself, and Tanya Hollis, director of the Statewide Office of Cost Analysis, to discuss the 
faculty overload benefit rates. The issue they are trying to resolve concerns the fact that full-time 
faculty who are given overload assignments for teaching are charged a much higher benefit rate 
than is necessary since they don’t see any additional benefits. The accounting quirk behind it 
turns an academic decision about who is best qualified to teach a class into an accounting 
decision.  They had a useful discussion that has started the dialog with statewide, and are 
planning to meet again.   
 
He reminded everyone of the Usibelli awards event which follows the meeting. 
 
IV A. Interim Chancellor’s Remarks - Dana Thomas 
 
Chancellor Thomas shared some announcements regarding the Usibelli Awards event and the 
UAF Holiday Gathering event.  He also noted that two nomination periods have opened: one for 
the Staff Make Students Count Award, and the other for the Chancellor’s Cornerstone Award.  
He also mentioned there is a planned goodbye on Dec. 14 for Vice Chancellor of University and 
Student Advancement Mike Sfraga.  Mike has been at the University of Alaska for 31 years, and 
recently took a position at the prestigious Woodrow Wilson Center. 
 
President Johnsen announced at the Leadership Summit that a search will be conducted for a 
permanent UAF chancellor.  The intent is to fill the position by next July.  Chancellor Thomas 
has reached out to previous committee of 17 individuals, and all but three have agreed to serve 
again.  A chair for committee is still needed as Dr. Paul Reichardt was unavailable to serve. 
 
A search committee is close to being identified for the vice chancellor of student affairs position.  
They did examine whether or not to keep the position, and input is also being taken on changes 
to the position. Chancellor Thomas met with student affairs directors and received their input.  
While it is time to look at administrator positions, having a key person to lead the effort to grow 
enrollment is necessary, and someone needs to lead the student safety and Title IX aspects of 
the position.  Three other elements that have reported to the vice chancellor (KUAC, University 
Relations and Marketing, and Development and Alumni Relations) are now reporting directly to 
the chancellor for the time being.  He welcomes input on that front.  He noted Dr. Anahita’s letter 
to the News-Miner expressing her views.  Also, he is filling the director of diversity and equal 
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opportunity.  There are 18-19 applicants thus far.  The intent is to hire the position before the 
end of the semester. 
 
Chancellor Thomas talked about the December 14 meeting to consider the consolidation of the 
Schools of Education. He also mentioned the filling of seats on teams for the Phase III of 
Strategic Pathways. 
 
Regarding the university budget, Chancellor Thomas noted that the Governor’s budget usually 
is shared around December 15.  He reminded the senate of the $341 million budget passed by 
the UA Board of Regents.  He plans to share about what the budget numbers mean for UAF 
once the Governor’s budget is released.  Then, he’ll meet with the deans and directors to get 
their feedback on how to possibly meet that budget.  They are meeting on budget strategies in 
the meantime.  Proposals will be shared with the campus later in January for input. 
 
A fair amount of deferred maintenance work is planned, some of which will be disruptive in the 
summer time.  The ceiling in the Great Hall (with asbestos) will be replaced, and the roof on 
Wood Center is being replaced.   
 
Chancellor Thomas has written back to many individuals who gave their input and ideas for 
revenue sharing.  He thanked everyone for their efforts. 
 
Anna L. had a question with regard to communication with the legislators in Juneau.  She 
wanted to know if the same approach as last year will be used.  Chancellor Thomas responded 
that he’s been meeting with the interior delegation and other rural legislators.  They must walk a 
fine line as they don’t want to discourage potential new students with the budget woes.  
President Johnsen has also told the chancellors that he will let them know if they should go to 
Juneau and speak with legislators or not.  So, currently there is no plan for Chancellor Thomas 
to go to Juneau during the legislative session at this time.  Anna asked about help and 
involvement from the various community entities.  Chancellor Thomas noted he serves on the 
Chamber of Commerce Board and has given presentations to the Chamber and other local 
entities.  It’s on the state Chamber’s agenda to support the university.   
 
 B. Provost’s Remarks - Susan Henrichs 
 
Provost Henrichs followed up on Anna’s question. The meeting held in Anchorage last week 
was a UA-wide leadership summit.  The President emphasized that he has established a goal 
for the University which has been shortened to “65 by 2025” meaning that 65% of Alaskans will 
have a postsecondary credential (not necessarily a baccalaureate degree, but perhaps along 
the lines of a certificate) by the year 2025.  Since the current number is about half of that, it is an 
extremely ambitious goal.  Relating back to Anna’s question, this goal is going to be a central 
part of the President’s message to the Legislature this year.  He has shown the Board his 
approximation model, available in the Board of Regents meeting minutes, illustrating that by 
substantially increasing UA’s enrollments, we can increase revenue from tuition and fees, thus 
reducing over time the amount of financial support needed by the university from the State of 
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Alaska.  She feels the model is still in its early stages of development, and needs substantial 
refinement.  In particular, while the university can accommodate some additional students 
without large investments in faculty and facilities, it’s probably not true that a large number of 
additional students can be accommodated without some investments from the Legislature. 
Similarly, the model includes relatively modest tuition increases over time. It’s probably not 
possible for the university to contain tuition at the relatively low levels that we have now through 
time ahead.  We’re already well below the national average for baccalaureate programs in terms 
of tuition levels.  
 
Last year’s message from the President to the Legislature emphasized ways in which the 
university was under-performing in terms of the number of graduates and the proportion of 
Alaskans attaining postsecondary credentials.  In that respect, this message is more positive 
and forward looking and presents a way the university can improve and serve the needs of 
Alaskans in a more complete way.  However, the message needs to be couched very carefully 
and be refined, or there might be too much of an expectation raised that we can do all of this for 
no additional money, and for much less money from the Legislature (extrapolated out to 2025 in 
the current model).   
 
Provost Henrichs noted that UAF has also set some relatively ambitious goals for raising 
enrollment.  They are related more specifically to our capacity for additional students -- to fill our 
capacity but not exceed it. These enrollment goals are important for UAF’s future and will 
improve its position in the state. The plan is to work on both the retention side as well as the 
recruiting side.  They’ll work on baccalaureate programs, graduate programs and associate 
level programs.  There are six committees of faculty, staff and administration being constituted 
to devise more specific plans and strategies.  Any ideas for recruitment and retention are 
welcomed. 
 
Chancellor Thomas mentioned some programs with remarkable growth, including the Justice 
program, and the Emergency Management program.  His intention is to reach out to those units 
and have them present how they pulled off that remarkable growth.  It’s something we could all 
learn from. 
 
 C. Senate Members’ Questions / Comments 
 
No additional questions or comments were made. 
 
V Public Comment 
 
No public comments were made. 
 
VI Governance Reports 
 A. Research Report - VC Hinzman 
 
No report was available. 
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B. Staff Council - Faye Gallant 
 


Faye, soon to go on maternity leave, announced that Nate Bauer will be SC president for the 
remainder of the academic year.  Samara Taber (Office of Admissions and the Registrar) was 
elected at today’s SC meeting to fill the role of the vice president.   
 
Other newly elected SC members will start their terms in January.  Two resolutions passed this 
morning include one about a UAF volunteer day, and another one concerning furlough and 
leave accrual which will go to Staff Alliance. 
 
She urged nominations for the Staff Make Students Count award and the Chancellor’s 
Cornerstone award, and reiterated the deadlines. 


 
 C. ASUAF - Colby Freel 
 
Colby remarked on the resolution that the student senate passed recently.  It expresses support 
for some form of course to address Title IX issues, alcohol consumption, campus safety, and 
financial literacy.  It also calls for a change in the implementation piece associated with Haven 
training, removing the $150 fine and replacing that with a non-monetary penalty, e.g., a 
registration hold. 
 
He thanked the Curricular Affairs Committee and Chair Eileen Harney for the opportunity to 
contribute to their work on the Academic Misconduct policy.  Sharing both the student and 
faculty perspectives on this policy was valuable and worthwhile. With regard to faculty utilizing 
student input and feedback such as occurred at CAC, he felt there is generally ample room to 
increase such opportunities for students.  He will work with President Lawlor on this. 
 
He mentioned the loss of a student to suicide, recently.  He requested that faculty talk about 
suicide and reach out to their students.  It is a real problem in Alaska, and needs to be openly 
talked about with students.  He emphasized the difference faculty can make with individual 
students, and shared the starfish story as an illustration of that fact. 
 
 D. UNAC - Chris Coffman 
 
Chris C. remarked on the status of the UNAC negotiations with university administration.  She 
noted her most recent communications to the faculty which are posted online at 
unitedacademics.net.  She mentioned the tentative agreements on various articles, and work 
continuing on other articles. She announced that on Friday there will be a luncheon with Tony 
Rickard, chief negotiator. All were invited to attend. 
 
      UNAD Report - Katie Boylan 
 
No report was available. 
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      UAFT - Kate Quick (Report linked) 
 
Kate talked about the resolution they passed recently concerning Strategic Pathways, calling for 
a pause in the SP process to obtain a cost benefit analysis of proposed actions and cuts.  She 
noted they will send a delegation down to Juneau in mid-February to talk to legislators.  She 
invited suggestions from Senate members on topics to bring up in Juneau.   
 
 E. Athletics - Dani Sheppard 
 
No report was available. 
 
 F. Faculty Alliance Report  (linked) 
 
Orion mentioned the linked FA report.  He noted that a retreat is planned in January where 
Alliance members hope to be able to talk with the Board of Regents. 
 
 G. Senate Members’ Questions / Comments 
 
There were no questions or comments from senators. 
 
VII New Business 
 A. Motion to approve a new Minor in Tribal Management, 
 submitted by Curricular Affairs Committee 
 
Rainer described the motion as harmless, with no costs to creating it.  All the courses exist, and 
it gives students more options for a minor.  
 
The motion to approve the new minor was passed with no objections. 
 
 B. Motion to amend Academic Program Review Process, submitted 
 by the Curricular Affairs and Faculty Affairs Committees 
 
Orion introduced the motion to amend the academic program review process, explaining the 
changes occurring recently and the rush to get it out before spring semester.  He emphasized 
the big change in the process is to connect Faculty Senate throughout the process, not just at 
the end of it following Chancellor’s Cabinet decisions. 
 
Sine A. commented on the motion, thanking everyone who worked on it.  She noted it’s stronger 
than it was, and that it’s been a series of compromises.  She suggested one final revision: that 
the program has an opportunity to respond after the Faculty Senate President and Faculty 
Senate has had their opportunities to respond.  Orion clarified that her suggestion was for Step 
1 in the process. The change would add the following line at the end of Step 1:  “The program 
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under review also has the option to send a response to the Provost within two weeks.”  The 
amendment was approved unanimously.   
 
With no objections the motion was passed as amended on the floor.  The Provost commented 
that she believes she can work with these changes, though she does not want to speak for the 
Chancellor, of course.  She noted the new additions will add more transparency to the process, 
and though they do add more time, it’s a reasonable compromise.   


 
2:00  BREAK 
 
VIII Discussion and Information Items 
 A. GER Alignment of English across UA System and 
      Summary of SLOA for Writing Program (PDF linked) 
 
CAC Chair Eileen H. recapped the changes which have been made to English courses in order 
to accomplish the statewide GER alignment.  The courses will have a new course subject code: 
WRTG.  Two new courses to be added are WRTG 212 and 214.  Currently, the English 
Department recognizes that WRTG 212 (Writing Across the Professions) is a really attractive 
option for many students, but they do not have the expertise to teach it regularly right now.  
WRTG 211 and 213 will be offered via UAF online.  WRTG 214 will be offered regularly. 
 
Kate Q. asked if Sarah Stanley will come and speak directly to Faculty Senate in future.  Eileen 
noted that she was not available to attend today, and urged faculty to email Sarah in the 
meantime.  They will invite her again to a future meeting.  Eileen urged senators to share this 
information, which will be in place for the next academic year, with their respective departments.  
The ENGL courses still count as they have in the past even though the designator will change. 
 
Jeff M. asked if the English Department wants to teach the WRTG 212 course option.  Eileen 
responded that they do wish to teach it and are supportive of it; but they do not have the faculty 
resources at this time.   
 
Orion asked if the curriculum alignment with UAA meant UAF has to teach the same courses 
that UAA offers.  Cindy Hardy, who was on the committee, described the year-long effort made 
to align the English and Developmental English courses with UAA and UAS.  The new WRTG 
course designator helps accomplish that by linking all the various departments across the 
system, making it less of an obstacle for students to take courses and fulfill GERs across 
campuses.  The WRTG courses will share the same titles, numbers and outcomes.  
 
Orion commented on the disparate curriculum review processes across the system, which also 
makes it difficult to align courses as well.  Jamie C. commented that different faculty have 
different areas of expertise, making it less sensible to try and align courses across the system.   
Kate Q. noted this effort is just for Core courses, however.   
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Ken A. noted that Sarah’s email stated we’re being told to align, and wanted to know who was 
telling them to align and how does that go along with shared governance.  The Provost 
responded that the instruction to align came from the Board of Regents.  But, that did not mean 
that any particular campus was “anointed” as the one to be aligned with; the process to align 
was intended to be faculty driven.  Ken asked if UAS was told to create all the same English 
courses that UAF has.  Cindy noted that all three universities will adopt the WRTG courses for 
their English GERs. Currently all three universities have ENGL 111 and 211. She spoke about 
the great effort it took to reach agreement between the campuses about what courses would be 
aligned and how.   
 
Orion acknowledged the difficulties of aligning across the three universities and the great efforts 
undertaken by faculty volunteers to accomplish the task.  He noted the opportunities to cross 
pollinate between the campuses, as Cindy had described with the changes to DEVE 104 which 
became WRTG 090.   
 
Eileen noted that Sarah S. is willing to be a resource for faculty, and Eileen is happy to pass 
comments along. Rainer noted part of the effort of having the discussion today was to be sure 
Faculty Senate wasn’t the last to hear about these changes. 
 
Cindy shared how part of the process goes back several years to when the cut scores for 
course placement into English courses were aligned.  They’re back to work now on whether or 
not they want to continue using Accuplacer.  The effort has helped the faculty at each of the 
campuses to get to know each other and work together. 
 
Jamie C. spoke about the bucket lists created last year and wanted to know about the process 
to add or change the GER course lists.  Rainer noted the process still goes through the Core 
Review Committee.  Sandra W. commented on the SADA Committee’s efforts last year on 
Developmental English courses. 
 
 B. Discussion: Faculty Senate Response to Strategic Pathways 
 
Orion noted the links in the agenda to their resolution, and to Abel Bult-Ito’s New Vision for UA.  
Abel will be guest speaking at the February Faculty Senate meeting.  Right now names of 
faculty are being collected for Phase III.  More faculty seats are available for the academic 
review areas than before due to their feedback having been taken into consideration.  One issue 
with the resolution is how confrontational they wish to be, and whether that would be effective.  
Providing concrete suggestions may be more productive. 
 
Sine A. commented that Faculty Senate should not make any decisions until a cost benefit 
analysis has been made available. Orion commented about his experience on the team 
reviewing engineering programs. They wanted to know the numbers, too; e.g., how tuition 
numbers would be changed, how salaries would change, how administration would change. 
They realized it would be hard to provide a cost benefit analysis when most of the key numbers 
did not exist yet.   
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Chris described the difficulty in generating useful numbers for comparisons between the 
universities.  He noted these sorts of analyses are important, but very difficult and time-
consuming to produce.  He served on the Research Administration review team, and the point 
was made in their discussions that UAA brings in more grants than UAF.  While that’s 
technically true, they’re different types of grants and are smaller ones.  UAF brings in 10 times 
the dollar amounts in grant funding than UAA.   Yet, both universities have same number of 
grant administrators involved, at least on paper. The numbers were misleading because many 
UAF grant administrators are buried at the institute level, and not at the university level where 
the numbers were taken for the spreadsheet that was used. There’s a tension of generating 
options and shooting from the hip, and then trusting those evaluating the options to make sound 
judgments based on that process.  He urged those with concerns about the process to volunteer 
for Phase III groups. Names are needed before December 9.  
 
Wendy C. commented that better decisions would be based on cost analyses.  Chris noted the 
teams do not make decisions. The teams generate options based on hypothetical scenarios and 
then identify pros and cons and affected groups associated with the various options. Orion 
commented that what he liked about the idea of cost benefit analyses is, in order to actually 
produce them, you first have to understand what change you are proposing and what the 
implications will be.  There are definitely times when they aren’t able to fully consider those 
things in the current process.  It’s really challenging to do a cost benefit analysis in a reasonable 
way; and if you want political cover for decisions already made, it’s pretty easy to come up with 
a spreadsheet that justifies actions. 
 
Donie B. served on the team looking at research administration.  She recalled being told, after 
they were presented with their list of options, that a cost benefit analysis would be done.  It’s not 
clear to her that it was ever actually done, but it seems like it needs to be done at some point. 
Orion noted it’s definitely a missing piece. When they served on Phase I teams during the 
summer, they were pretty much told to do their work in secret and not discuss it outside the 
groups. That meant they couldn’t ask questions of knowledgeable people outside their groups.  
They sent in a resolution noting several aspects of the process that were poorly architected, and 
changes were made, e.g., now they can talk outside of their teams and have more open 
discussions.  The theory is the options teams present their lists to the Summit Team who pick 
the leading options which go to the implementation teams.  The implementation teams go over 
the options and decide what those options would really change.  Finally, there is the 
implementation of the changes.  
 
Provost Henrichs clarified that in Phase I, the Summit Team was informed of the options put 
forward by the options committee, but only the President made the decisions on what would 
actually happen from Phase I and what recommendations went forward to the Board of Regents 
who have the final say.   The Phase II and III processes have yet to be laid out for everyone.  In 
terms of the cost benefit analyses, the President intended to have the analyses done, but it 
proved to be a more challenging task than anyone imagined and they didn’t do it.  In terms of 
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the School of Management cost benefit analysis, the UAF SOM in conjunction with PAIR 
produced it and it proved very helpful to inform the President’s decision.  
 
Orion asked Dean Mark Herrmann to speak about the cost benefit analysis they produced at the 
School of Management (see link to document, below). Dean Herrmann provided background on 
the situation that resulted in the cost benefit analysis report from SOM.  There was 
disagreement at the BOR level about one vs. two business schools, and the Regents requested 
a cost benefit analysis.  He took the initiative to write an analysis and shared it with UAA to add 
their information.  He was able to show there would be very little savings by moving 
administration for a single school down to UAA. UAF staffing is already very lean and their 
associate dean makes a faculty salary, doing the associate dean duties on the side along with 
teaching and research.  He was able to document huge tuition and enrollment growths over the 
last six to seven years, all of which would be put at great risk and possibly be greatly reduced if 
they lost faculty and students over the move. They also wrote a detailed analysis of what a two 
business schools model would look like and what they would do. As the dean of SOM, he used 
his knowledge of tuition revenues and enrollments, illustrating some what-if scenarios to show 
the potential losses and the lack of gains if the schools were consolidated.  To a large degree, 
they had to force the conversation and take the initiative, but it was a worthwhile effort and 
helpful for the decision-making process.  
 
http://www.boarddocs.com/ak/alaska/Board.nsf/files/AFE2H9023AAA/$file/Management%20One%20Dean-
One%20School%20Memo_10%2031%2016_VP%20White%20to%20BOR.pdf 
 
Jak M. commented about how cost benefit analyses are necessary to inform decisions about 
reducing costs and making big changes.  We should support the Faculty Alliance position that 
we expect these analyses to be done.  
 
Jamie C. commented about the timeline being potentially flexible enough to work in cost benefit 
analyses before decisions are made.  Orion noted the ease of providing historical analyses of 
data such as enrollments or tuition revenues versus the difficulty of making projections for the 
future based upon assumptions. 
 
Sandra W. commented that if we’re going to be trying to double the number of graduates over 
the next ten years, a cost benefit analysis would be very useful.  Chris F. reiterated the invitation 
to participate on the Phase III teams, and Orion invited ideas for a resolution for the February 
meeting. 
 
Sine A. volunteered herself and Jak M. to write a draft resolution. 
 
IX Public Comments 
 
No comments were made from the public. 
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X Members’ Comments/Questions/Announcements 
 A. General Comments / Announcements 
 
Franz M. commented on the student evaluations occurring right now.  He encouraged faculty to 
engage with their students to encourage responses.  He advised them to be proactive and 
monitor their response rates which can be seen online in the Blue system.  If there are 
questions, the web page on the Provost’s site is useful, or contact Franz and he will work with 
Alex to find answers.  Chris F. commented that sharing the “why” of student evaluations with his 
students and informing them of how they’re used is helpful in motivating students, too.  Orion 
added that he tells his students about the changes made to his courses based on their 
comments. 
 
 B. Committee Chair Comments  
      (An active link is added if minutes are submitted.) 


 Standing Committees: 
1. Administrative Committee - Chris Fallen (Minutes for 10/28/2016 linked) 
2. Curricular Affairs Committee - Eileen Harney (Minutes for 10/31/2016 linked) 
3. Faculty Affairs Committee - Andy Anger (Minutes for 10/12/2016 linked) 
4. Unit Criteria Committee - Mara Bacsujlaky 


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


10/13/2016 linked) 
6. Core Review Committee - Andy Seitz (Minutes for 10/05/2016 linked) 
7. Curriculum Review Committee - Rainer Newberry 
8. Faculty Development, Assessment and Improvement Committee - Franz Meyer (Minutes 


for 09/01/2016 and 10/11/2016 and 11/15/2016 linked) 
9. Graduate Academic and Advisory Committee - Donie Bret-Harte, Sean Topkok (Minutes 


for 10/21/2016 linked) 
10. Information Technology Committee - Siri Tuttle (Minutes for 10/26/2016 linked) 
11. Research Advisory Committee - Jamie Clark, Gordon Williams (Minutes for 10/21/2016 


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


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


 
XI Adjourn 
 
The meeting was adjourned at 2:50 PM. 
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MOTION: 
 
 
The UAF Faculty Senate moves to approve a new minor in Tribal Management, housed in the 
College of Rural and Community Development (Interior Alaska Campus). 
 
 Effective:  Fall 2017 
 
 Rationale:    The program proposal #56-UNP is on file in the Governance Office, 312B 
Signers’ Hall. 
 
 
    ************************* 
 
Overview: 
 
The proposed minor in Tribal Management will provide students with the opportunity to acquire 
skills to work within tribal and local governments and other organizations in rural Alaska.  The 
required courses will give students a foundation for applying the knowledge gained in their 
majors to rural and tribal management contexts.  The minor will be especially helpful for Alaska 
Native Studies and Rural Development rural based students completing their bachelor’s degree 
as few minors are available by distance. 
 
Relationship to Purposes of the University: 
 
The Tribal Management minor supports the University's mission to emphasize the circumpolar 
North and its diverse peoples and to educate students for active citizenship and prepare them 
for lifelong learning and careers. It addresses the UAF core themes of Educate, Prepare, and 
Connect. 
 
The Alaska Native Studies (ANS) B.A. and Rural Development (RD) B.A. are both offered to 
students by distance. Currently there are only a few minors available by distance, including the 
minors in ANS and RD, which can make it difficult for these students to fulfill the minor 
requirement for graduation. This additional minor will give rural students another minor option 
and is closely related to their interests and careers. The Alaska Native Studies and 
Rural Development requested the development of this minor and is in full support. 
 
Proposed Catalog Layout: 
 
Tribal Management 
 
The minor in Tribal Management will provide students with the skills to work within tribal and 
local governments and other organizations in rural Alaska. The curriculum will give students a 
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foundation to apply the knowledge gained in their majors to rural and tribal management 
contexts. 
 
Complete the following: 
TM F101  - Introduction to Tribal Government in Alaska - 3 credits 
TM F105 - Introduction to Managing Tribal Governments - 3 credits 
TM F201 - Tribal Government in Alaska II - 3 credits 
TM F205- Managing Tribal Governments II - 3 credits 
 
Tribal Management electives - 3 credits 
 
Minimum credits required:  15 credits 
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MOTION: 
  
The UAF Faculty Senate moves to approve an updated procedure to accomplish the program 
review process as required by Board of Regents Policy and UA Regulations (10.06). 
  


Effective: Spring 2017 
  
Rationale: The existing process was modified at Meeting #181 (March 5, 2012) to 
accommodate a five year review cycle.  The revisions below are intended to ensure 
faculty input, and clarify the role of the Faculty Senate in program eliminations.  The 
Program Review Template as well as the BOR Policy for 10.06 have also changed since 
the last Faculty Senate motion in 2012, and current versions are included. 


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


  
Additions: bold italics 
Deletions: bold strikethrough 
  
The program review process will shall be completed as follows: 
1. An initial brief review based on centrally generated productivity and efficiency summary and 
a unit supplied -provided two-page brief narrative describing mission centrality, the 
prospective market for graduates, the existence of similar programs elsewhere in 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 current PDF posted with 
motion). A single Faculty Program Review Committee shall be 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. The 
Faculty Program Review Committee shall be nominated by the Provost in consultation 
with the deans and directors, and, once formed, the list of committee members shall be 
submitted to the Faculty Senate for comment, and finalized by the Chancellor.  The 
Faculty Program Review Committee will shall review the materials and make one of 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 Ccommittee will shall provide a brief narrative justifying their 
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recommendation and describe any areas needing improvement prior to the next review.  A 
summary of the recommendation shall be shared with the program under review and the 
Faculty Senate President, who may request a copy of the full narrative.  The Faculty 
Senate President, in consultation with members of the Faculty Senate Administrative 
Committee, then has the option to send a response to the Provost within two weeks. 
Friendly amendment made on the floor during the meeting: “The program under review 
also has the option to send a response to the Provost within two weeks.” 
 
2. An Administrative Program Review Committee comprised of the Deans of Colleges and 
Schools and 4 four administrative representatives from CRCD will shall review the 
recommendations of the Faculty Program Review Committee, may request additional 
information from about the program, and will shall state their collective agreement or 
disagreement with the Committee’s recommendation. 
 
3. The Provost, in consultation with the Chancellor’s Cabinet, will shall review the 
recommendations of the Faculty Program Review Committee, the Faculty Senate President, 
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 shall 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 When 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 Chancellor’s Cabinet’s 
recommendation. If the Faculty Senate disagrees, it shall provide an alternate 
recommendation by the end of the semester in which the Chancellor’s Cabinet’s 
recommendation is made. 
 
5. The Chancellor reviews all levels of recommendations and decides whether to 
recommend program discontinuation to the Board of Regents. 
 
Link to current Instructional Program Review Template 
Link to BOR Policy and UA Regulation 10.06 
See detailed discussion of recent changes to this policy 
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Information re GER Alignment of English across the UA System: 
 
Faculty Senate-- 
 
This message is from Sarah Stanley who directs University Writing, a position that works with an English 
Department committee to oversee the required GER writing courses. Current capacity in the English 
Department includes 21 TAs who teach the majority of GER writing course offerings, with adjunct faculty 
teaching online and a few face-to-face sections each semester. In addition, a handful of English Department 
faculty also teach a section or two of 111x, 211x, or 213x. UAF currently supports one Writing Studies faculty 
member (Stanley) who has been the supervisor of these graduate students for 6+ years, and Stanley currently 
is working at max capacity.  Stanley directs a program which operates in a transparent and open manner--and 
all lesson plans, outcomes, and assessment reports can be found at write.alaska.edu. Evidence of 
undergraduate writing showing signs of every assessable criteria over the course of our programmatic writing 
sequence is attached to this email. The Vice Provost has used our assessment procedures as an exemplar for 
Northwest Accreditors. 
 
Yet, two years ago, we found ourselves in a situation where we were mandated to align with UAA and UAS 
regarding our GER writing courses. To some on faculty senate, I believe the assumption was that course 
names and titles and outcomes should not cause much harm and is one way to appease mandated changes 
which may threaten distinct campus cultures.  
 
In our 2-year alignment process, we quickly discovered just how different the institutions are, and these 
differences are clearest in regard to the responsibility of writing courses. UAA relies on term, tenure track, and 
adjunct faculty to teach the majority of their GER courses; and while they do have a small cohort of teaching 
assistants every year--it is 20% of what we have at UAF. UAS does not have a graduate program and so no 
graduate teachers.  
 
The 212 course has long been offered at UAA as a GER and we were being told to create mirror images of 
another campus' course offerings. As a system wide effort we found agreement by creating horizontal and 
vertical alignment. UAA was enthusiastic about a "writing in the disciplines" model for these 200-level courses, 
a vision that maintains the 211, 212, and 213 offerings in number but changes their focus entirely. These are 
no longer "about" courses; they are "and" courses. Some in the alignment discussions wanted to discard the 
214 Persuasive Writing course. However, Rich, Cindy, and Sarah all pointed out that while "on paper" fewer 
courses appear to be a good idea; it is not possible given our current resources--the 214 persuasive writing 
course seemed to fit the needs and resources of our campus quite well. We asked:  


● How are we to ensure expert training in three distinct disciplines with our current program capacity? 
● How will graduate students looking to study literature or hone their craft in creative writing know how 


to help undergraduates write and think in the genres of disciplines?  
● Is this kind of apprentice level attention to writing the English Department's job?  
● What about the recently passed communication outcomes in UAF faculty senate? 


UAF argued successfully to maintain a 214 writing course with the intent to help this course grow and provide 
value to all UAF degrees. In fact, Stanley reached out to all "w" intensive faculty last year and shared with 
anyone who followed up with her, the vision behind this course. Stanley came to faculty senate to speak about 
the Communication Outcomes and shared how the 200-level writing courses were shifting their focus to 
support Outcome #3--Translate disciplinary content to audience outside the discipline, when appropriate. The 
Composition Committee last year worked hard to highlight the goals of UAF's writing program--and the 
excellent work that teachers behind the program are doing. Most of what we've been able to accomplish 
through the years is a result of allowing graduate students some flexibility to pitch theme-based writing 
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courses in areas of their own expertise, in areas where they can lead their students through an in-depth 
discussion about topics across disciplinary interest.  
 
 
SUMMARY: Our current writing curricula and support of that curricula is optimal for our current resources. 
Neither Stanley nor anyone she has met at UAF has the expertise (a dissertation and scholarly interest) in 
the field of professional and technical writing. Without such a person, who would create a supportive structure 
for mentoring and developing the curricula for TAs to teach 212X with any kind of assurance on quality of 
instruction and assessable outcomes?  
 
Given this situation, and the difference in our writing programs, the addition of 212 as an option for the 200-
level course raises capacity concerns at UAF.  
 
Stanley's Position 
 
 Given UAF's capacity issues, as programmatic leader, I see strategic growth in making more visible current 
practice--a 214 course focused on argument across contexts--a way of thinking I see undergraduates 
struggling with. We need to help them with refining and asserting their perspective in academic and public 
conversations surrounding "persuasive situations," from generalized to specific audiences. Moreover, the 214 
course is aligned with recently passed baccalaureate communication outcomes. 
 
In 2017-2018, we will be offering TA led 214 courses. These courses will continue to be excellent as they will 
reflect custom designed courses with a scaffolded curriculum--the courses are selected by the Composition 
Committee and each TA receives one-on-one coaching from an experienced faculty member. The 214 course 
number reflects what we were doing already in 211 and 213 courses; however, now because of alignment the 
previous 211 and 213 courses will not be offered by TAs. The scope and focus of these courses has now 
changed to reflect a writing in the disciplines model.   
 
There will be online offerings of 211, 212, and 213. I imagine that other UAF campuses will begin to offer 212. 
The online offering will need to be approved by the Composition Committee and be aligned with the new 
course outcomes. Current courses will have to undergo a redesign. We will need to hire a tenure-track 
professional and technical faculty member to assist in the training and development of a 212 course because 
this course clearly will be in high demand at UAF for certain degree programs. 
 
I believe that 214 is the strongest option given the resources and commitment of the people behind it. I'm 
excited to teach it myself and to inspire a legion of teachers to teach it as well. Join us in creating a culture of 
writing at UAF--join our committee, join in on the assessment, teach with us. All perspectives are welcome. 
 
Thank you, 
 
Sarah  
 
Sarah Stanley, Ph.D 
Director of University Writing 
Assistant Professor of English 
University of Alaska Fairbanks 
812 Gruening    sstanley2@alaska.edu 
 


Student Learning Outcomes Assessment Summary  
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UAFT Governance Report from Kate Quick: 
 
At their November 11, 2016 meeting, UAFT executive board passed a resolution calling for a 
halt to Strategic Pathways until Statewide's spending is reduced and a cost-benefit analysis of 
Strategic Pathways is conducted by an unbiased third party. The full resolution will be available 
soon on UAFT's website. 
 
UAFT plans to send a small delegation to Juneau in Febraury to lobby for sustainable university 
funding. Please send or discuss ideas/suggestions related to this to your UAFT campus 
representative.  
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Faculty senate response to strategic pathways 
 
At our November meeting, Faculty Alliance unanimously passed a resolution suggesting 
changes to Strategic Pathways. 
 


Abel Bult-Ito suggested "A New Vision for the University of Alaska"; he'll be presenting at our 
February meeting. 
 
Faculty Alliance is collecting suggested names of faculty to serve on the options teams for 
strategic pathways phase 3, which will begin in the spring, and tentatively cover these academic 
areas: 


● Social Sciences 
● Arts & Humanities 
● Physical Sciences 
● Mine Training 


 
And these administrative areas: 


● Finance 
● Risk Management 
● Land Management 
● Facilities 


 
As a summary, the notional plan for phase 1 was that option teams would brainstorm options, 
the summit team would pick leading options to be endorsed by the BOR, and implementation 
teams would prepare detailed plan for the endorsed changes, to be endorsed by the BOR and 
the implemented over several years by everybody.   
 
An example cost-benefit analysis was prepared by Dean Hermann, and is available at the 
strategic pathways site.* 
 
 
*Link provided by Dean Mark Herrmann, following Dec. 5 FS meeting: 
http://www.boarddocs.com/ak/alaska/Board.nsf/files/AFE2H9023AAA/$file/Management%20One%20Dean-
One%20School%20Memo_10%2031%2016_VP%20White%20to%20BOR.pdf 
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Research Advisory Committee  
Meeting Minutes for Friday, December 16, 10:45-11:45 
 
Members present: Srijan Aggarwal, Jamie Clark (co-chair), Larry Duffy, Andrew 
Mahoney, Steven Seefeldt, Gordon Williams (co-chair) 
 
GW called the meeting to order at 10:49 am. 
 
1. Old Business 


a. Approve minutes from November 18 
 


Minutes were approved as submitted. 
 


b. Update on mentoring/orientation discussion 
 


JC and GW provided follow up on some of the discussion items from the previous 
meeting. First, that another Faculty Senate committed (the FDAI committee) has 
also been specifically addressing mentoring, even having some of the same 
conversations that we were (i.e., should it be added to workloads, etc). As such, the 
RAC co-chairs sought approval from the members to send a letter to the FDAI 
committee offering our support and input should it be useful.   
 
A formalized proposal for research-based orientation is still in the planning stages; 
the committee discussed having such an event as a “research fair” in which different 
offices (land permitting, IRB, URSA, etc) have tables at which researchers can obtain 
information. This format would allow more flexibility than a series of presentations 
which may not be equally relevant to all researchers. 


 
c. Srijan’s proposal on grant proposal workshop (NSF CAREER, etc) 


 
 
SA’s proposal for a NSF CAREER grant specific workshop was discussed. He 
presented information on the # of awards in the UA system vs. other similar 
universities. The group discussed how this workshop could be structured, and the 
issues relating to the fact that one has to be tenure track or “tenure-track 
equivalent” to apply. SA said that equivalency is defined by the relevant 
Deans/Directors, so more research faculty may be eligible to apply than are 
currently aware. SA, LD, and GW will work on pulling together an official proposal 
for the Jan meeting.  
 


 
2. New Business 


 
a. Faculty Development Funding (i.e., travel, research seed money, etc)-


where does UAF stand relative to its peer institutions? 
 







The group discussed the availability (or lack thereof) of faculty development 
funding (travel, seed money, etc) within the various units at UAF (and for various 
types of faculty, including tenure-track and research faculty).  GW pulled together a 
list of peer institutions, and the committee will research the types of faculty 
development funding available at these before the Jan meeting, so that the 
committee can begin to get an idea of where UAF stands, comparatively speaking. 
 


b. Discussion of research.uaf.edu web site 
 


The research.uaf.edu website was discussed.  The VCR’s office has recently added 
new sections to this website, including “Research Process” and “Write a Proposal”, 
but the material included seems somewhat random (the first entry on the Research 
Process page is about the Animal Resources Center) and it is not as helpful as it 
could be; for instance, it provides no information on who to contact for 
information/help about various aspects of the research/proposal writing process.  
The “Experts” section on the site seems to be out of date and it is unclear what 
function it is meant to serve. More broadly, the website seems to be addressed to a 
number of different constituencies, which could be more clearly delineated (i.e., 
separate tabs for each audience?). The committee was tasked with exploring this 
website before the Jan meeting and pulling together a list of questions/info they 
would find helpful on such a site.  
 
The meeting was adjourned by GW at 11:52. 








SADA Meeting Minutes 10/6/16  9-10:30am 
  
Present: Sandra Wildfeuer, Sine Anahita, Cindy Hardy, Olga Skinner, Jen Schell, Mike Earnest, 
Bill Howard, Robin Brooks, Stacey Howdeshell, Jennifer Tilbury 
*Minutes approved 
*Agenda approved 
  
Old Business 
Statewide Alignment Update: Cindy Hardy reports that DEVE and ENGL are in place to switch 
to the WRTG designator for courses next Fall. The discussion focused on Placement tools, as 
UAF must either renew or drop Accuplacer this academic year. Cindy has solicited feedback 
from the DEVE curriculum committee as well as from SADA committee members regarding 
placement measures. General satisfaction with Accuplacer seems widespread, but both DEVE 
and Jen Schell (ENGL) agree that a writing sample would be ideal (although more time 
consuming and possibly more costly). Some discussion ensued over the WritePlacer tool (part 
of Accuplacer) and dissatisfaction with it as a writing sample assessment tool.  Cindy also 
mentioned some research supporting use of a student’s high school GPA as a placement 
measure; Cindy observed that this might not work well in Alaska given such varied high school 
experiences across the state. 
  
Freshman Progress Reports: After our discussion of the date of Freshman Progress Reports 
during last month’s meeting, committee members solicited feedback from colleagues (is it too 
early, too late?). Sine and others reported that faculty felt overwhelmed with the Progress 
Reports and their AAR’s falling on the same day. A suggestion was made to change the date to 
Oct 15th because the Oct 2nd deadline was just too early for most to properly gauge a student’s 
progress in class. Note: those in Math and DEVM generally are more interested in an even 
earlier Report since progress can be assessed a bit quicker than, for example, writing classes). 
Vice Provost Fitts was interested in hearing this discussion, but couldn’t attend this meeting. We 
will pass this feedback on to her for continued discussion and possible action. 
  
New Business 
Repeating Courses: At UAF, students can take a class repeatedly for a higher grade if they 
have failed or want to boost their GPA. Other universities have different policies regarding 
repeating a course. For example, UAA policy states that a course can be re-taken only once. 
Some concern has been raised here that students might not have sufficiently mastered the 
course content if there have been multiple attempts to pass the course. Should UAF change the 
policy for repeating courses? A discussion followed – some committee members voiced that 
many students fail classes due to issues beyond their control (death of parent, serious illness, 
etc), not due to being academically unprepared/able. Because of these affective issues, some 
committee members support keeping the repeating course policy status quo. A suggestion was 
made that perhaps there should be, after a certain number of attempts to pass, an appeal 
process to re-take the class. A suggestion was made that there could be a mechanism in place 







to identify students who are repeating a course/who have failed a course to set them up with 
required support labs, a linked support course, etc. This discussion will continue. 
Pre-Major Status: Tabled until the next meeting. 
Adjourned at 10:30am. 
  
  
 








SADA Meeting Minutes 11/17/16 
  
Present: Sandra Wildfeuer, Stacey Howdeshell, Jennifer Tilbury, Alex Fitts, 
Bill Howard, Colleen Angaiak, Mike Earnest, Jennifer Schell 
 
Minutes 
Agenda 
  
Repeating Courses Policy: 
Financial aid will only pay for a class three times. From a degree 
completion perspective, counting the higher grade is the more student 
friendly policy.  Should a support class be required for students who 
repeatedly do not pass a class? (like Math Bridge program). Those are 
departmental decisions. Is there really anything broken? The committee 
moved to a consensus that there didn’t seem to be anything wrong with the 
current policy allowing students to repeat courses and their GPA will count 
the most recent attempt. Leave it as is for now. 
  
Early Progress Report: 
The proposed motion indicates that a date range would be preferable. In 
our discussion, we see that there is already a date range present, although 
many faculty might not be aware of this. Also, in Banner, they are called 
Midterm Reports, which is often misleading if these grades are meant to be 
an indication of student progress earlier in the semester. There are 
currently four weeks between due date and the last day to withdraw, but 
well after the drop deadline. Similar to the repeating course policy, perhaps 
we don’t need to fix anything. The committee reviewed the 2005 Faculty 
Senate Motion regarding midterm grades – this motion passed, and states 
that “all new courses that permit freshmen enrollment must explicitly 
include the method(s) used to determine freshman mid-semester grades in 
the syllabus. There appears to be some housekeeping needed for the 
motion –  for example, the 2005 language speaks to 100 and 200 level 
classes and the words Early Progress and Midterm grades seem to be 







confused. Clarification of the language could be framed in terms of student 
success – our goal of completion, etc.  Perhaps Ad Comm could take up 
the issue as a clarification  -- take to Ad Comm for clarification.  
  
Spring semester meetings: Jen Schell will be on Sabbatical; we will find 
out if she has a substitute. Proposed first meeting would be the 12th 
January. 
  
Update on English Placement:  DEVE has been tasked with deciding 
whether or not to renew Accuplacer. UAF Faculty have been in favor of 
keeping Accuplacer and also using Writing Samples when another 
measure of placement is helpful.  We are supposed to have a decision to 
Faculty Alliance by Dec 15th.  
 
Update on Math: DEVM 068 Math Essentials is now in the placement 
table as a new option for students.  
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Outline of Presentation 


• What is the New Vision 
• Restructuring of UA Administration 
• Hiring New Student Services Staff 
• Creating New Tuition Scholarships 
• Hiring New Tenure-Track and Research Faculty 
• Hiring New Academic and Research Support Staff 
• New Research Staff 
• New Graduate Student Positions 
• Teaching Support Funds 
• Research Support Funds 
• Salary Support for Current Research Faculty 


– Actions 
– Assumptions 


• Overall Outcomes 
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Best-Case and Worst-Case Scenarios 


• Best-Case Scenario 
– All proposed components of administrative 


restructuring, reinvestments, projected 
additional revenues, the annual 5% annual 
tuition increase, and modest enrollment 
increases are realized. 


• Worst-Case Scenario 
– Only half of the suggested administrative 


restructuring is implemented, tuition is not 
increased, and enrollment remains flat. 
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What is the New Vision for UA? 
Best-Case Scenario 


• Refocus and reinvest in the academic mission of the university 
– The University of Alaska inspires learning, and advances and 


disseminates knowledge through teaching, research, and public service, 
emphasizing the North and its diverse peoples 


• No additional costs to UA and the State of Alaska 
• Increase student enrollment 
• Increase student retention and degree completion 
• Increase student services 
• Increase tuition scholarships (over $35 Million in 10 years) 


– Increase access, increase retention, increase degree completion 
• Increase tuition revenues (over $111 Million in 10 years) 
• Increase research revenues (over $813 Million in 10 years) 
• Additional revenues (over $917 Million) will allow UA to address 


potential additional decreases in state funding 
• Bring UA to its next level of excellence 
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What is the New Vision for UA? 
Worst-Case Scenario 


• Refocus and reinvest in the academic mission of the university 
– The University of Alaska inspires learning, and advances and 


disseminates knowledge through teaching, research, and public service, 
emphasizing the North and its diverse peoples 


• No additional costs to UA and the State of Alaska 
• Flat student enrollment 
• Flat student retention and degree completion 
• Increase student services 
• Increase tuition scholarships (over $15 Million in 10 years) 


– Increase access, increase retention, increase degree completion 
• No additional tuition revenues ($0 in 10 years) 
• Increase research revenues (over $406 Million in 10 years) 
• Additional revenues (over $406 Million) will allow UA to address 


potential additional decreases in state funding 
• Bring UA to its next level of excellence 
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Restructuring of UA Administration 


• Downsizing of UA Statewide 
– Best-Case Scenario Actions 


• Reduce the UA Statewide Office from 199 in FY17 to 60 by 
year 3 of the 10-year action plan 


• Reduce by 120 and transfer of 19 positions to UAA, UAF, 
and UAS 


– Worst-Case Scenario Actions 
• Reduce the UA Statewide Office from 199 in FY17 to 120 by 


year 3 of the 10-year action plan 
• Reduce by 60 and transfer of 9.5 positions to UAA, UAF, and 


UAS 


– Assumptions 
• Average annual salary of UA Statewide employees of 


$81,381 in FY16 
• Average benefit rate of 46.4% in FY16 
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Restructuring of UA Administration 
• Downsizing of UAA, UAF, and UAS Administrator and Middle 


Management Positions 
– Best-Case Scenario Actions 


• Reduce administrator positions at UAA, UAF, and UAS from 129 in FY16 to 111 
(18) by year 3 of the 10-year action plan. 


• Reduce managerial and supervisory positions at UAA, UAF, and UAS from 254 to 
218 (36) by year 3 of the 10-year action plan. 


• Projected associated 35 staff positions will be transferred to student services 
positions at UAA, UAF, and UAS. 


– Worst-Case Scenario Actions 
• Reduce administrator positions at UAA, UAF, and UAS from 129 in FY16 to 120 


(9) by year 3 of the 10-year action plan. 
• Reduce managerial and supervisory positions at UAA, UAF, and UAS from 254 to 


236 (18) by year 3 of the 10-year action plan. 
• Projected associated 17.5 staff positions will be transferred to student services 


positions at UAA, UAF, and UAS.  


– Assumptions 
• Administrator average salary of $137,445 and benefit rate of 46.4% 
• Managerial and supervisory average salary of  
    $84,428 and benefit rate of 47%. 
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Restructuring of UA Administration 
• Increased Efficiencies 


– Best-Case Scenario Actions 
• Reduce academic services by $1,000,000 over three years 
• Reduce research services by $2,000,000 over three years 
• Reduce HR services by $1,000,000 over three years 
• Reduce IT services by $3,000,000  over three years 
• Total projected loss of 24 positions over three years 


– Worst-Case Scenario Actions 
• Reduce academic services by $500,000 over three years 
• Reduce research services by $1,000,000 over three years 
• Reduce HR services by $500,000 over three years 
• Reduce IT services by $1,500,000  over three years 
• Total projected loss of 12 positions over three years 
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Restructuring of UA Administration 
Best-Case Scenario 
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New Student Services Staff 


• Best-Case Scenario Actions 
– Move the projected 35 staff positions associated with 


the eliminated administrator and middle management 
positions to student services positions 


• Worst-Case Scenario Actions 
– Move the projected 17.5 staff positions associated 


with the eliminated administrator and middle 
management positions to student services positions 


• Academic advising 
• Financial aid 
• Enrollment services 
• Registration services 
• Etc.  
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Creating New Tuition Scholarships 


• Best-Case Scenario Actions 
– Create new tuition scholarships 


• 150, 300, 450, and 435 for years 1, 2, 3-9, and 10 
respectively (5% annual tuition increase) 


• Worst-Case Scenario Actions 
– Create new tuition scholarships 


• 75, 150, and 250 for years 1, 2, and 3-10 respectively (0% 
annual tuition increase) 


• Assumptions 
– Average full tuition scholarship amount is $7,000 in 


year 1 
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Hiring New Tenure-Track and Research Faculty 
• Best-Case Scenario Actions 


– Hire 72 new tenure-track faculty by year 6 
– Hire 101 research faculty by year 8 


• Worst-Case Scenario Actions 
– Hire 36 new tenure-track faculty by year 6 
– Hire 51 research faculty by year 8 


• Assumptions 
– Costs increase 3% per year 
– Recruitment costs: on average $10,000 per position in year 1 
– Salary: on average $75,000 with a benefit rate of 32% per 


position in year 1 
– For each faculty position: 


• 9-month appointment for tenure-track faculty 
• 9-month, 5.86-month, and 2.7-month  
    appointments for research faculty in  
    the first three years, respectively 12 







Hiring New Tenure-Track and Research Faculty 


• Assumptions: 
– Startup funds are on average $50,000 per 


tenure-track faculty position in year 1 
– Startup funds are on average $200,000 


per research faculty position in year 1 
– New faculty are expected to be as 


successful obtaining federal and state 
grants as current faculty 


– New faculty will take 4 years to fully 
develop their research program 
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Hiring New Academic and Research 
Support Staff 


• Best-Case Scenario Actions 
– Hire 31 new staff by year 6 


• Worst-Case Scenario Actions 
– Hire 16 new staff by year 6 


• Assumptions 
– Average recruitment cost of $7,500 per 


position in year 1 
– Average salary of $50,000 in year 1 
– Benefit rate of 54.5% 
– Annual cost increases of 3% 
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New Research Staff 
• Best-Case Scenario Actions 


– Hire 68 new research support staff annually by 
year 8 


– Positions fully funded by grants and contracts 
• Worst-Case Scenario Actions 


– Hire 34 new research support staff annually by 
year 8 


– Positions fully funded by grants and contracts 
• Assumptions 


– Each five new tenure-track and research faculty 
members will hire on average two laboratory 
technicians, postdoctoral fellows, and/or research 
associates 
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New Graduate Student Positions 


• Best-Case Scenario Actions 
– Bring in 137 new graduate students by year 8 
– Most funded by grants and contracts 
– Some funded by departments 


• Worst-Case Scenario Actions 
– Bring in 69 new graduate students by year 8 
– Most funded by grants and contracts 
– Some funded by departments 


• Assumptions 
– Each tenure-track faculty member will have at least 0.5 


a graduate student on average each year  
– Each research faculty member will have at least 1 


graduate student on average each year  
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Research Support Funds 


• Best-Case Scenario Actions 
– Over $44 Million in 10 years 


• Worst-Case Scenario Actions 
– Over $19 Million in 10 years 


• Used for: 
• Matching funds for state and federal grants and 


contracts 
• Research bridging funds 
• Research development funds 
• Laboratory renovations 
• Etc.  
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Teaching Support Funds 


• Best-Case Scenario Actions 
– Over $9.9 Million in 10 years 


• Worst-Case Scenario Actions 
– Over $8.7 Million in 10 years 


• Used for: 
– Faculty and staff development travel funds 
– Teaching assistantships for graduate students 
– Undergraduate research stipends and research 


support 
– Instructional support 
– Etc. 
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Salary Support for Current Research Faculty 


• Best-Case Scenario Actions 
– Over $14 Million in 10 years 


• Worst-Case Scenario Actions 
– Over $7 Million in 10 years 


• Used for: 
– To provide the same level of salary support 


for current research faculty as compared to 
the new research faculty to be hired  


– Funds are set aside for up to 30% of a 9-
month contract  
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Overall Impact of Administrative Restructuring 
Best-Case Scenario 
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Overall Impact of Administrative Restructuring 
Best-Case Scenario 
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Overall Impact of Administrative Restructuring 
Best-Case Scenario 


New Revenues! About 30% is ICR: 
Unrestricted funds 
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Overall Impact of Administrative Restructuring 
 Best-Case and Worst-Case Scenarios 


Impacts on Tuition Scholarships 


Scenario 
Number of  New 


Tuition Scholarships 
Over 10 Years 


Best-Case 4,035 
Worst-Case 2,225 
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Overall Impact of Administrative Restructuring 
Best-Case and Worst-Case Scenarios 


Return on Investment 
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Internal 


Reallocation 
Funds* 


Additional Revenues 
Total 


Additional 
Revenues 


Return on 
Investment 


Scenario Research Tuition 


Best-Case $28,951,469 
$813,660,000 
(ICR: $244 


Million) 
$111,873,136 $925,533,136 32.0 : 1 


(ICR + T: 12.3 : 1)  


Worst-Case $14,475,734 
$406,830,000 
(ICR: $122 


Million) 
$0 $406,830,000 28.1 : 1 


(ICR: 8.4 : 1) 


*No cost to UA and the State of Alaska 







Overall Impact of Administrative Restructuring 
State Appropriations 
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Actual Projected 







Overall Impact of Administrative Restructuring 


• Impacts on Students 
– Increased access (2,225 – 4,035 new tuition scholarships) 


– Increased retention 
– Increased degree completion 
– Most academic programs would be maintained or 


expanded 
– More opportunities to engage in undergraduate and 


graduate research studies 
– By year 8, 69-137 new graduate student positions 


(M.A., M.S., Ph.D.) will have been created annually 
• Secure UAF’s Carnegie Basic Classification of Research 


University, High Research Activity 
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Overall Impact of Administrative Restructuring 


• Impacts on Enrollment in Best-Case Scenario 
– Refocusing on the academic mission is expected to increase 


enrollment by 1% annually in years 2-5 and 2% in years 6-10 
• New tuition revenues will reach $29 Million in year 10 
• New tuition revenues exceed $111 Million in 10 years 
• Media campaign to highlight positive message from UA 


• Impacts on Enrollment in Worst-Case Scenario 
– Refocusing on the academic mission is expected to halt the 


decreases in enrollment UA has experienced in recent years 
• Flat enrollment 
• No increase in annual tuition 
• Media campaign to highlight positive message from UA 
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Overall Impact of Administrative Restructuring 


• Impacts on Federal and State Grants and 
Contracts 
– Significant new funds to support research ($19-$44 


million in 10 years) 
– Additional research revenues are expected to increase to 


$71.3-$142.7 Million annually by year 10 
– Additional research revenues are expected to exceed 


$406-$813 Million over a 10-year period 
• Additional ICR is expected to exceed $122-$244 Million over a 10-


year period 


– 69-137 new graduate students annually by year 8 
– 34-68 new research staff annually by year 8 


28 







Overall Impact of Administrative Restructuring 
• Impacts on UA Reputation 


– Just imagine what we can do with a positive and 
student centered approach! 


– Federal and state agencies will recognize us as a 
national leader in academic research 


– The additional revenues of over $406-$918 Million in 
ten years will be an enormous boast to the economy 
of the communities that welcome the university 


– Alaskan’s support for UA will increase 
– The Governor and the Legislature will be more willing 


to support UA because we are better able to support 
ourselves 


• No cost to UA and State of Alaska! 
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Please Sign the Petition! Thank you! 


As of 01-29-17 30 







A New Vision for the University of Alaska 


Questions? 
 


Please contact me at abultito@alaska.edu  
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