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Overall	Session	Goals:	

• In	a	focused,	systematic	way,	address	changes	being	advanced	by	the	University	of	Alaska	
Board	of	Regents	in	response	to	the	current	financial	crisis	and	in	service	of	the	long-term	
vision	for	the	university.	

• Surface	and	address	conflicting	interests;	identify	and	advance	common	interests.	
• Generate	constructive	options	and,	to	the	extent	possible,	consensus	recommendations.	

	
Overall	Note:			

• This	document	is	the	product	of	brainstorming	and	dialogue.		It	is	designed	to	be	generative	
not	definitive	–	as	a	way	of	providing	broader	input	into	the	responses	to	the	Board	of	
Regents	that	might	have	happened	otherwise.		It	does	include	options	and	some	consensus	
recommendations,	all	of	which	need	to	be	understood	as	the	inputs	of	a	diverse	set	of	
participants,	but	not	the	final	word	on	any	of	these	issues.	

	
Welcome:	

• Thank	you	all	for	joining	in	this	dialogue	on	engineering	in	the	University	of	Alaska	
• This	is	the	first	of	two	meetings	
• This	session	is	in	response	to	the	board’s	directive	to	look	at	the	consolidation	of	the	system	

and	consideration	for	single	accreditation	
• Even	though	the	new	compact	is	better	than	things	were,	there	are	still	unprecedented	

budget	cuts	of	over	$20	million	a	year	for	three	years	
• This	is	chance	to	look	at	ways	to	be	collaborative	across	the	system	and	surface	ideas	on	

how	to	move	forward	
• 
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• Limit	electronics	during	the	session	to	what	supports	the	session;	observers	may	communicate	
(in	person	or	electronically)	with	participants	with	whom	they	have	connections	before	and	
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● Note	clarifying	the	role	of	eLearning	in	the	system	
● Once	again	this	will	be	an	exercise	in	examining	eLearning	with	no	action	resulting	
● ELearning	hasn’t	been	addressed	strategically	and	a	fear	that	it	will	continue	that	way	
● A	fear	that	staff	will	be	left	behind	on	the	community	campuses	

o Access	to	local	instructional	designers,	etc.	on	campus	
● A	fear	of	a	loss	of	local	control	on-line	

o Losing	the	ability	to	stay	relevant	with	the	local	communities	
o There	are	local	opportunities	to	connect	with	students	that	are	complementary	and	

a	fear	that	this	will	be	less	accessible	
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● More	collaboration	between	or	among	academic	units	
o ELearning	can	help	to	facilitate	the	collaboration	
o Doesn’t	necessarily	need	joint	appointments,	but	more	of	support	for	collaboration	

as	needed	in	creating	eLearning	approaches	
	
Phase	2b:		Relevant	and	Available	Data	

● UAF	2017-2018	Annual	eLearning	report	was	shared	as	hard	copy	and	as	a	PDF	
● Data	is	not	defined	in	comparable	ways	across	the	system	–	data	is	important	but	there	is	a	

need	to	agree	on	what	data	we	are	looking	at	
o Both	administrative	service	data	and	other	data	

● In	higher	education	we	are	not	looking	at	the	larger	context	–	where	we	sit	in	a	national	
context	–	this	is	part	of	the	relevant	data,	but	it	is	a	staggering	task	

● A	concern	that	the	data	that	is	thrown	around	is	limited	by	the	way	things	are	set	up	in	
banner	

o Class	size	and	efficiency	data	doesn’t	match	how	we	operate		
o There	is	no	way	to	classify	mixed	synchronous	and	asynchronous	offerings	–	it	gets	

listed	as	two	smaller	classes,	which	is	not	accurate	
● There	just	isn’t	the	time	to	generate	the	relevant	data	

o There	is	eLearning	that	is	not	distance	learning,	even	without	a	hybrid	component	–	
nearly	all	university	classes	have	some	eLearning	components,	for	example	

● Some	of	the	most	helpful	data	could	come	from	the	instructional	design	teams	–	more	than	
instructional	units,	but	numbers	of	faculty	and	students	served	by	eLearning	teams	

o Measures	of	services	are	most	helpful	
o There	are	hours	of	support	for	faculty	development,	for	example,	but	there	is	also	

considerable	face	to	face	that	is	hard	to	tease	out	–	it	can	be	on-line	or	in-person,	
synchronous	or	asynchronous	

	
Phase	3:		Stakeholders	&	Interests	
Stakeholders	
	

Stakeholders	 Interests	
All	stakeholders	
(shared	interests)	

● Strong	data	set	and	use	
● Governance	of	elearning	that	includes	and	addresses	key	

sets	of	standards	(e.g.	NWCCU	guidelines,	C-RAC	
guidelines,	accessibility,	etc)	and	policies	

Course	designers/	
eLearning	support	
units	

● Develop	sustainable	course	and	program	development	
models	for	online	delivery	

● Ability	to	delivery	quality	online	learning	and	an	
equivalent	learning	experience	to	rural	Alaskan	
environments	

● Provide	structures	and	training	that	ensure	excellent	
eLearning	course	offerings	

● Provide	access	to	emerging	technologies	on	course	
delivery,	design	and	instruction	

● Keep	current	on	new	technologies	
● Ability	to	collaborate	successfully	with	a	variety	of	faculty	
● Supplement	pedagogical	approaches		
● Provide	faculty	with	“pre-flight”	checklist	
● Offer	professional	development	training	for	faculty	(i.e.	

iTeach)	
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● Flexibility	
Alumni	 ● Opportunities	to	be	an	alumni	by	distance,	including	

lower	48	
Legislators	 ● Good	ROI;	successful	graduates	across	the	state	

leveraging	online	educational	technology	
● Exemplar	programs	and	commitment	to	funding	of	

programs		
○ Think	SW	OER	

IT	 ● How	to	support	faculty	and	students	and	staff	
● S
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Session	2	(Anchorage	and	on-line)	
	
Phase	4a:		Alignment	
'
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● A	tension	between	the	need	for	standards	and	quality	for	on-line	learning	and	creativity	and	
independence	

o A	productive	tension,	but	it	has	to	be	managed	
● A	prospective	student	searching	for	courses	would	find	that	information	is	presented	in	

different	fashions	
o In	some	places	you	have	to	dig	for	information	
o The	strategic	offerings	are	not	aligned	and	there	is	duplication	(which	may	or	may	

not	add	cost)	
● There	are	misalignments	across	stakeholder	groups	more	broadly	around	how	much	

support	faculty	actually	need	
o Workload,	course	buy-outs	for	development,	staff	support	–	what	is	realistically	

needed	
o A	misunderstanding	if	you	are	not	faculty	doing	this	work	for	what	it	really	takes	
o This	includes	keeping	the	course	up	to	date	

● There	are	issues	around	language:		“duplicative”	versus	“common”	for	example	
● A	misalignment	on	how	well	we	have	taken	advantage	of	the	opportunities	

	
	
Phase	4b:		Options		
	
(Note:		These	are	options	(a	product	of	brainstorming)	meant	to	be	thought	starters,	not	formal	
recommendations.		They	can	be	built	on,	through	consultation	and	planning,	as	inputs	into	ways	
forward	that	improve	collaboration,	efficiency,	and	effectiveness	in	a	resource	constrained	historical	
moment,	as	well	as	potentially	servings	as	a	foundation	for	the	future.)	
	

● Think	of	this	as	Academic	Support	Services	–	a	name	change	to	consider	
o Maybe	this	support	unit	could	be	like	an	institute	supporting	all	forms	of	teaching	

and	learning	
o Many	of	the	issues	are	systemic,	such	as	growing	enrollments,	that	live	on	the	

academic	side	of	the	house	–	





! ""!

o Not	just	Alaskan	students	
o There	are	place-




