EXPEDITED ADMINISTRATIVE REVIEW COMMITTEE

1. Summary Recommendations to the Chancellor
Introduction and Process
Purpose of the Expedited Administrative Review Committee

Based on the charge received from the Chancellor and the clarifications by the Governance
Coordinating Committee and the Chancellor, the Expedited Administrative Review Committee
(EARC) agreed on the following goal:

To make recommendations to the Chancellor to improve the cost-effectiveness of UAF
administration, administrative services, and other institutional and academic support
functions.

Process

The committee, appointed by Governance and the Chancellor and including students, staff,
faculty, and administrators, had the following members:

Susan Henrichs (nonvoting chair)

Josh Navarro (ASUAF)

James Miller (ASUAF)

Derek Bastille (Staff Council)

Kara Axx (Staff Council)

Juella Sparks (Staff Council Alternate)
Amber Leytem (Administration)
Samara Taber (Administration)
Joshua Greenberg (Faculty Senate)
Debu Misra (Faculty Senate)

The committee reviewed 18 administrative offices and divisions.1 Each unit submitted a
report that covered core functions and services, revenues and expenditures, and strengths,
weaknesses, opportunities and threats. The EARC was divided into two subgroups by the
chair, each with a faculty, staff, student, and administration representative. For each unit to
be reviewed, the chair designated a lead. The subgroup members were expected to carefully
review the unit report, and the designated lead—in addition—was asked to lead the EARC
discussion of the unit and to draft a review of the unit, including recommendations on the
following:

a. Ameliorating serious threats to effective operation of the units reviewed and
potential impacts to UAF if these threats are not addressed.

b. Approaches to reduce the cost or increase the effectiveness of the unit administration
or any administrative support services provided by the unit. These recommendations
cannot be based on uniform criteria at this time, so a unit that receives a
recommendation should not necessarily be regarded as less efficient or effective than
others.

! The Office of Equity and Compliance was not reviewed, because the EARC did not think it had the expertise to
review this highly regulated area.



c. Any proposed changes in the structure of units, e.g., merger or change in reporting,
that could reduce costs or increase effectiveness. These recommendations cannot be
based on uniform criteria at this time, so a unit that receives a recommendation
should not necessarily be regarded as less efficient or effective than others.

d. Recommendations for the data and information that are needed to guide further
review and decision-making relative to administration.

The EARC met twice weekly, for a total of two hours, from February 26 through March 26.
Following Spring Break, meetings were conducted via Zoom. All meetings were recorded and
minutes were taken for committee members who could not attend a particular meeting.

Draft unit reviews and drafts of this summary report were posted on a shared drive, so that



Recommendation: The EARC recommends that the UAF Chancellor leads an evaluation of
the overall organizational and management structure of UAF and fully engages with
Governance during both the evaluation and decision processes. This evaluation would
allow decisions to be made on units that could be combined or eliminated, while
continuing to meet the mission of the University. The goal of the evaluation would be to
improve the effectiveness and efficiency of the operation of UAF and to find places in
which financial resources can be better utilized or reduced. It is important that this
evaluation of organizational and management structure is conducted in the context of



e The “Virtual Shared Services” proposed by CEM/INE and others. In this model, staff









provide the service. The challenge is in managing the sharing of workload
so that all necessary work is accomplished in a timely fashion. That would
probably require having a manager of each function and that would make
this model similar to the next option.
0 Responsibility for major administrative services are parceled out to
different research units, e.g., HR to one, travel to another, and so on.
Expertise in specific areas would be concentrated in one location, but some
staff could be assigned to other units. Ideally, being interdependent would
encourage the lead units to serve the others well.
e The main challenges with shared services appear to be:
0 Assuring units that they are paying a reasonable and fair proportion of
costs.
0 Ensuring that services are of high quality and that there is recourse for
units that believe the services they are receiving are not adequate.
e Addressing these challenges could require tracking transactions, i.e., number



multi-year grants that help to stabilize ICR income. They could struggle to remain
successful as General Fund support (already very small in some cases) is reduced, particularly
in terms of weathering year-to-year variations in grant & contract expenditures.

EARC members are aware that several factors have been considered in establishing new
research units.

1 Need (University, State, national) to dedicate unrestricted revenue (mainly General












Initial unit reports are submitted in a standardized format. It’s important that any
data included are consistent and verifiable.
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