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Below are the Faculty Senate Committee Comments/Questions and Responses (in blue) 
from the CNSM Unit Peer  
 
New Business: 
Unit Criteria for Natural Sciences: 

Pg 2 B. We don’t understand the BOLD addition. There are no “schools”. Should 
this be “department”? Does this refer to split appointments? We don’t understand this 
section.  

RESPONSE: This section pre-dates the committee. We are checking with Paul 
Layer to see if the sentence in question can be removed.  

 
Pg 3. The first sentence in the bolded section after Bipartite Faculty needs to be 

re-written. It is very confusing and we don’t understand what you are trying to get across. 
It was discussed that this paragraph seems out of place. Is this for Bipartite Faculty? We 
feel that this paragraph needs to be re-written and put elsewhere.  

RESPONSE: This also pre-dates the committee. We’re assuming this is part of the 
UAF template and are checking with Paul Layer to see if it should be re-written. 
 
Pg 3. Section A. The last sentence of the first paragraph states everyone is 

“strongly encouraged to give a seminar on their research” however, not all faculty have a 
research component to their contract (see, Bipartite Faculty information that follows in 
the same section). This sentence needs to have a qualifier that states “For faculty who 
have a research component…” 

RESPONSE: This has been re-worded. 
 

Pg 4. 1. Clarify what kinds of courses need special consideration and what this 
consideration should be.  

RESPONSE: Unclear. We believe we have specified the type of special 
considerations. 



 
 Pg 5. Assistant Professor: Are you sure that you want to include the benchmark 
for IAS? This can lead to teaching to a score and is influenced by class numbers, grad 
versus undergrad, required versus elective courses, etc… Also, what is “active support”, 
does this mean “external funding”? What does this include? 

RESPONSE: Yes, we wish to include the IAS benchmark. An IAS score of <3.0 for 
a course would be a red flag for any unit peer committee. It is good to state the 
benchmark in writing. “Active support” is clarified.  

 
Pg 8. III. C. 2. Specific criteria for science research performance:  
Associate Professor, 1st bulleted item. Publications at the “typical rate.” It needs 

to be defined as to how this is measured. A new faculty member might not know what 
“typical” is. Also, someone from lower campus reviewing this file may have a different 
idea what “typical” is. We realize that there are many different units and that each has 
different ideas of “typical” but this needs to be addressed. You should consider either 
doing different criteria for each unit or deleting this standard.  

RESPONSE: We have re-worded and clarified this.  
 
Professor, 1st sentence. “sufficient number of publications.” See above comments.  
RESPONSE: We wish to keep this as broad as possible for flexibility.  
 

 Pg 11. What is “science” service? 
RESPONSE: Word “science” has been deleted 

 
  For the Assistant, Associate, Professor, be consistent with the arrows as 
was previously written. It seems like this section was written by someone else.  

RESPONSE: Arrows have been changed to be consistent. 
 
 Pg 12. “Measures of Effectiveness of Performance…” paragraph and bullets 
seems out of place. Does this belong with the Curator description or is this part of 
Service.  

RESPONSE: This part of the Service section 
 
►It is recommended that Natural Sciences review our comments and send us a revision 
so that we can evaluate it at our next meeting. It is also recommended that Natural 
Sciences send a representative to our next meeting to clarify any remaining questions. 
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