
Unit Criteria Committee Meeting 
Thursday, Sept 14, 2017  

9:00am-10:10am 
 

Meeting Notes (J. Matweyou) 
 
Members present: Fbks Bunnel Rm = David M, Jenny C, Robert H, David H, Tyson R, 
Dare A, Diane M (Zoom - video) Julie M (Zoom - video), Doug (Zoom – phone) 
 
Topics of Discussion: 
 
Chair/co-chair and Committee Structure/format  
The Bunnell room does not have adequate connectivity ( the PC available in the room 
did not have a microphone for connection via Zoom). The group connected to the Zoom 
room using David M’s laptop. Fairbanks committee members will work to find a 
replacement location that allows for better connection options to Zoom. 
 
Matweyou confirmed with committee that having Mara B co-chair the committee is a 
reasonable and acceptable direction for the committee; there is no opposition to this. 
 
David H asked about committee organization and structure – specifically if the 
committee assigns tasks to certain members to complete or if we always work as a 
whole on each Criteria. There was some discussion on this. David M has served on the 
committee since 2014 and reports that the committee usually works as a whole and that 
the workload is not so onerous as to require a breakdown of tasks. Everyone seemed to 
be in agreement.  
 
David M. also adds that this committee rarely edits documents directly but rather 
suggests edits to the corresponding Unit for recommended edits and comments. This 
was brought up to clarify our role and in response to Matweyou’s report that she edited 
the CNSM Criteria directly. Matweyou had completed these edits (which included 
bringing the criteria into conformance with the UAF Unit Criteria template, and 
incorporating the content of 2016 faculty-approved criteria that was lost in the error). 
Matweyou had been in conversation with Mara B. and Bill Simpson to rectify the 
disparity as soon as possible, and accepted responsibility for these changes in order to 
expedite the correction. 
 
 
CNSM Criteria  
Matweyou explained the changes she made to the document, including explanation 
of the yellow and green highlighted text. David M identified one correction in the 
criteria preamble (he corrected the name of the Unit) and commented on a small 
deletion of text to correct for grammar.  David M also emphasized that Units can 
only ADD TO or STRENGTHEN the existing criteria (not delete from or weaken). 
 



It was decided by committee that there are no substantial changes or requests made 
by this committee but that the Criteria document would be cleaned up (i.e. 
Department name corrected by David M and highlights removed by Julie M) and 
returned to Bill Simpson for final review before this Committee moves the item 
forward to the Faculty Senate. This is done mainly to avoid any potential errors in 
working with a document that requires additional edits. 
 
Sociology Criteria 
Matweyou provided some background to the Sociology Criteria up for review. This 
prompted discussion about the special circumstances surrounding these criteria. 
Matweyou referenced email discussion among Sociology faculty Sine A, Mara B and 
Chris F, and shared with the committee the four main points of this discussion and 
that the criteria was to be reviewed by this committee. Committee discussion 
included reasons for and against why this Criteria should be considered, the 
purpose of this Committee, and the responsibilities of this Committee. There was 
concern for Criteria being offered by a canceled program consisting of a sole faculty 
member. It was established through review of the email dialogue and committee 
discussion and understanding the Unit has been governed by the Blue Book criteria 
to date and that there has not been specific criteria. After some deliberation it was 
agreed that our role is to review the Criteria and the matter of whether this Criteria 
will be accepted is for the Senate to decide.  
 
Committee review of the Sociology Criteria provided by Sine A, as compared to the 
provost template document, identified the provided draft does not conform entirely 
to the template and instead was modified from the Engineering Criteria. This 
Committee recommends that Sine A recreates the Criteria using the template 
document, thus eliminating any reference to the Engineering document. In this 
manner the file will be cleaner, conform to the template and will be easier to review. 
This  Committee recognizes there are only few additions to the template text and 
has no opposition to the content added once the document conforms to the template 
(and removes any reference to CEM criteria) and we will discuss at Oct 19 meeting 
 
 
Next steps: 
Matweyou will communicate with CNSM and Sociology representatives to make the 
suggested edits and anticipate these two criteria will be back on our agenda for 
consideration on Oct  19.  
 
Matweyou will continue to work with Emily Perryman to determine additional 
Criteria for review this term. 


