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Executive Summary

General discussion points centered around the impact of ARRA on funding increases and
then decreases, the lack of consistency between PAIR data and unit data, and the way the
University counts people, publications, and research. We also discussed the role of all
units that have a tripartite mission in research. None of these issues reached consensus.
However, the task force feels these issues need to be addressed by each unit in future
reviews.

The review for each unit is summarized according to financial position, unit productivity,
general strengths, and general weaknesses and offers recommendations to the Chancellor.
We emphasize that this was a summary overview of the programs. Different levels of
detail were provided by the institutes and as such, different levels of review are provided.

UAF Research Overview

According to the UAF Financial Review, in FY13, UAF submitted 786 proposals for a total of
$302 million in requested research funding and partnerships. The majority were new
competitive proposals (520, with a total value of $228 million). Approximately $52 million
was proposed as new non-
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Indirect cost recovery revenues are generated primarily from federal research (restricted)
grants and are used to offset administrative and support costs that cannot be efficiently
tracked directly to grant programs. The top programmatic ICR revenue generators at UAF
in FY13 were: the Geophysical Institute, School of Fisheries and Ocean Sciences, Institute
of Arctic Biology, College of Engineering & Mines and the International Arctic Research
Center (see Table 2.). Collectively, these units generated 84% of UAF’s ICR in FY13.
Additional ICR revenue was distributed to central support, Facilities Services and the UA

System Office.
Indirect Cost Recovery declined from $27,538.0 in FY12 to $26,337.4 in Fdes Services
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Table 2. UAF indirect cost recovery revenue-generating units FY08-FY13

In FY13, federal research expenditures at UAF were down 5%, but that was impacted by
American Reinvestment and Recovery Act (ARRA) closeouts. ARRA funds were one time
investments with an anticipated end date. In FY14 and FY15 it is projected that UAF will
see additional decreases, but due to new awards in EPSCoR, NASA, and NSF for ship
management, UAF’s decM
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Table 3. Arctic publications, UAF vs. research peers

Table 4. Citations of arctic publications, UAF vs. research peers
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Background

In the fall of 2013, the Office of the Vice Chancellor for Research (VCR) undertook
developing a process for research program review. While research units were included in
such past reviews as “Missions and Measures” and “Annual Unit Planning”, a formal
research program review had not been previously conducted. In the months leading to
November, a set of guidance documents were developed based generally on academic
program review for consideration by a task force. In November 2013, a research review
task force chaired by Dr. Larry Hinzman was convened and produced revised versions of
instructions for program review for research units (e.g., institutes) and research support
units (e.g., Office of Research Integrity). Both of these documents, along with guidelines
for reviewers, were posted on the VCR’s website and advertised for public comment for
the month of February 2014. Comments and suggestions were incorporated into the
documents and were then reviewed by Chancellor’s Cabinet members in March. Following
revisions, the Planning, Analysis, and Institutional Research (PAIR) office began assembling
data for the units.

In May 2014, a new research program review task force was appointed by nomination and
was designed to include representatives of staff council, faculty senate, financial services,
the Chancellor’s office, research institutes and programs, facilities services and the PAIR
office.

The members of the task force included Daniel White (chair), Nettie LaBelle-Hamer, Kari
Burrell, Brian Barnes, Rich Collins, Jon Dehn, Orion Lawlor, Richard Machida, Jenny
Campbell, Julie Queen, Marie Thoms, lan Olson, and Adam Watson.

The research units identified for review were School of Natural Resources and Extension
(SNRE), College of Natural Science and Mathematics (CNSM), College of Liberal Arts (CLA),
College of Engineering and Mines Institute of Northern Engineering (INE), School of
Fisheries and Ocean Sciences (SFOS), School of Management (SOM), School of Education
(SOE), Geophysical Institute (GI), International Arctic Research Center (IARC), and
Institute of Arctic Biology (IAB), University of Alaska Museum of the North (UAMN), and
Rasmuson Library. The research support units identified for review were the Animal
Resource Center (ARC), the Office of Intellectual Property and Commercialization (OIPC),
and the Office of Research Integrity (ORI).

On June 2, the research unit leaders were notified at the Research Planning Group that
program review documents would be distributed shortly (awaiting PAIR data). On June 11,
all forms and instructions were distributed to units by email and then on June 17, the PAIR
data were distributed to units with a report due date set for July 2.

Each of the research units and research support units listed were provided with copies of
the program review guidelines as appropriate for their function for both the unit and the
reviewer. All of the units were reviewed over the FY 09-13 period.

The task force met for a one hour initial all hands meeting on June 19 to go over the
expectations and goals of the review which was then followed by six one hour meetings to
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review the reports submitted. The research program review concluded with a 1.5 hour
wrap up meeting where the final committee report was discussed and ideas for future
reviews were considered.

The Review Process

The task force was divided into two groups and given the following assignments:
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Unit Productivity: Numbers jump around quite a bit. We need better consistency
between HR and PAIR data. Significant differences were noted.

General Strengths: SNRE is the only one of its kind in the state. It has a diverse mission
meeting needs of the state that no one else does/can.

General Weaknesses: There appears to be a general lack of research funding,
particularly with the closing of the Agricultural Research Station. SNRE has a large
overhead with farms and related facilities.

Recommendations:

1. The unit’s research is low overall. Consider a shared services model if not in
place already.

2. An assessment should be made of what exactly is needed to qualify for the
USDA grants and what is required to maintain that qualification. It should also
be evaluated if that qualification is desirable overall.

College of Natural Science and Mathematics (CNSM)

Financial Position: The mean contract award values have been sporadic and the unit
states that it is due to low numbers of awards and low numbers of supported faculty
(i.e., faculty without a joint appointment in an institute). The unit states it is looking
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Unit Productivity: Award amount is up for FY13, but it is unclear from the body of this
report how much of CLA productivity is research-related. However, the list of funded
projects -
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are a constituent part of a program of assessment, the request as stated in the PRRU
Instru
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researcher/faculty is 5.8 per FTE (FY09-FY13). How often these publications are cited
may be a key metric to explore.
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Consequences of the closing of the Biosciences branch are not discussed.
Potential synergies with Mather Library are not discussed.

General Strengths: Strengths include the on-
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General Strengths: Despite its recent inception and very small size, OIPC has been
guite productive in engaging with the UAF research community, which will be key to
its ongoing success.

General Weaknesses: Low revenue numbers mean OIPC currently operates not as a
profit center, but as a commercially focused outreach service similar in spirit to
cooperative extension. An ongoing management challenge will be to balance the often
intangible benefits of wide dissemination of research results through use of scarce
state general fund dollars against focusing on only those opportunities that seem to
provide significant near-term revenue streams.

Recommendation: In budget-constrained times, OIPC may need to focus more on
founding s
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