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Over the last year, Alaska EPSCoR has utilized the planning process to select a number of areas that could 
enhance Alaska’s R&D base. Four thrust areas have been identified.  These areas are:  integrative 
physiology; high latitude contaminants; cold regions engineering; and molecular biology – genomics.  The 
EPSCoR planning process also has permitted Alaska EPSCoR to examine in greater detail its overall 
research and management processes.  Understanding and developing these processes – including the 
research administration, related organizational policies, procedures, and practices, and the present 
organizational structure – are critical to managing and enhancing the overall research competitiveness 
within the Alaska system.   
 
 
Alaska Planning Process.  The Alaska EPSCoR Research Infrastructure Improvement proposal 
may request up to $3 million per year for three years.   
 
As part of its process for developing the NSF Research Infrastructure Improvement proposal, Alaska 
EPSCoR contracted with The Implementation Group, Inc. (TIG), a Washington-DC based consulting firm, to 
independently review, analyze, and comment on draft plans and conduct site visits in Integrative Physiology, 
High Latitude Contaminants, and Research Administration and Management.   
 
This particular report is the third report prepared by TIG.  It details the findings and recommendations of a 
site visit that occurred during the first week of July and focused on research administration and 
management at the University of Alaska (UA) system.  
 
 
Purpose and Composition of Research Administration Site Visit.  Between July 2, 
2000 – July 7, 2000, a five-person team traveled to the University of Alaska System to assess the research 
administration infrastructure.  During the course of its week long review, the team visited and met with 
university administrators, faculty, and staff at UA-Anchorage, UA-Fairbanks, and the UA Systems Office to 
obtain an understanding of the UA’s research administration structure, policies and procedures, as well as 
opportunities and challenges which may impact UA’s competitiveness.    The strengths and weaknesses of 
the existing management structure were evaluated, as were administrative trends that facilitated or impeded 
competitive research programs.  The team sought principally to identify areas for potential improvement or 
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development at the administrative level, leading to a more supportive, effective and efficient environment for 
researchers and faculty – an environment that could lead to increased competitive R&D resources.    
 
Operating on the premise that strong leadership and effective management policies and practices are 
critical to developing and sustaining long-term improvements in the S&T infrastructure, the site team 
identified several areas considered to be germane to the understanding of the research environment at UA.  
They included: 
 
Â Research Administration 

and Management 
Structure 

Â Physical Facilities and 
Equipment 

Â University Interactions 
with External Parties  

Â Institutional Research 
Culture 

Â Faculty and Technical 
Support  

Â Trends 

 Â State Support  
 
The site visit team included:   
 

• Dr. Leonard Peters, Vice Provost and Graduate Dean 
Virginia Tech University 

• Dr. Richard Powell, Vice President and Graduate Dean 
University of Arizona 

• Dr. William Tash, Vice Provost for Research 
Temple University 

• Dr. T.H. Lee Williams, Vice President and Graduate Dean 
University of Oklahoma 

• Mr. Curt Peterson, Graduate Student 
Temple University 

 
 
Review Criteria.  The NSF EPSCoR program solicitation provided the overarching guiding principles 
for the team to assess Alaska’s current research administration structure.  The NSF program solicitation 
calls for a research improvement plan that will:  (1) yield highly meritorious research in selected areas; (2) 
enhance academic R&D infrastructure; and (3) contribute to state and EPSCoR S&T goals.  (See appendix 
for full criteria.)   
 
Beyond these merit review criteria, the site team considered the following specific questions: 
 

• What are the strengths of UA’s existing research administration?  What are the advantages and 
disadvantages of a decentralized research administration?  What does this type of structure 
enable?  What does it disable?   

• Does the existing structure provide the necessary support -- technical, procedural, administrative, 
and financial -- to encourage a productive and vibrant environment for researchers across the UA?   

• What, if any, structural changes would enhance the effectiveness of the UA research 
administration? 

• How can the UA research administration create an effective, functioning, and synergistic research 
community on the three campuses, consistent with the primary mission of each campus?   
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• How can the research administration support its faculty and researchers to diversify its funding 
sources to increase competitive funding, and diminish an over reliance on sheltered or directly 
appropriated funds? 

• How can the research administration reduce overhead costs, and increase its effectiveness and 
efficiency? 

• What are the long-term goals (financial and administrative) of the research administration?  If 
changes are desired and implemented, what are they and what would the impact be?   

 
Guided by their knowledge of nationally competitive research environments, the site team based their 
findings and recommendations on: (a) existing knowledge of effective research administration policies, 
practices, and structures; (b) discussions with faculty and senior administrators; (c) an assessment of the 
physical environment, institutional culture, and support systems in place and needed to build and sustain a 
nationally competitive research effort; and (d) review of the NSF EPSCoR Research Infrastructure 
Improvement Plan.  In addition, the team reviewed prior site visit reports in the four S&T thrust areas and 
incorporated specific “Research Administration” recommendations from those reports into this particular 
report. 
 
 
Organization of the Report.  The remainder of this report is organized into two sections:  (1) 
University of Alaska Context; and (2) Findings and Recommendations of the Research Administration Site 
Visit Team.  The first section provides an overview of the University of Alaska System, including a brief 
overview of the present R&D leadership at UA.   The second section of this report, Findings and 
Recommendations, details all major findings and proposes specific recommendations to address stated 
concerns. The “Findings and Recommendations” section includes an Executive Summary, which 
synopsizes the major findings and recommendations.    
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University of Alaska Context 
 
 
 
University of Alaska System.  The University of Alaska (UA) is a statewide academic network that 
reaches all corners of the largest state in the United States.  The UA System encompasses three Major 
Administrative Units (MAU) – University of Alaska Anchorage (UAA), University of Alaska Fairbanks (UAF), 
and the University of Alaska Southeast (UAS).  Each MAU has a set of satellite campuses.  
 
A Board of Regents governs the University of Alaska system.  A President appointed by the Board provides 
system-wide administration.   Student enrollment by institution and by level of degree and R&D obligations 
in FY 1997 are shown below. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

FTE Students by Campus (1998) 
 

Institution Enrollment 
UAA 8854 
UAF 4565 
UAS 1514 
UA System Total 14,933 

 
 

FTE Student Enrollment by Level of Degree 
 
 Certificate AA/AAS B.S./B.A. Masters Doctorate 
UA System Total 4165 3151 6752 754 111 
UAA 2565 2168 3724 397 0 
UAF 820 769 2557 308 111 
UA Southeast 780 214 471 49 0 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
*Based on University of Alaska System data, total funding from all sources was $58.8 million in 1998.   

Federal R&D Obligations – FY 1997 (amounts in thousands of dollars) 
 

Institution R&D Obligations 
University of Alaska - Fairbanks $30,636 
University of Alaska - Anchorage $2762 
University of Alaska Southeast $41 
University of Alaska System Office $434 
University of Alaska System $33,873* 
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Each of the University’s three MAU’s is distinctly different.   
 
The University of Alaska Southeast (UAS).  UAS is a regional undergraduate college located 
in Juneau with extension campuses in Sitka and Ketchikan.  Total R&D funding (state and national 
resources) in FY 1997 totaled $41,000. 
 
 
University of Alaska Anchorage (UAA).  UAA is an emerging public urban university.  The 
institution is young and is a predominantly undergraduate teaching institution, with Master’s programs in 
selected areas.  UAA’s federal R&D efforts totaled $2.8 million in FY 1997 and were directed largely at 
clinical psychology, social sciences and health policy issues.  Organized research is concentrated in 
Institutes:  the Institute for Social and Economic Research; the Institute for Circumpolar Health Science; the 
Environment and Natural Resources Institute; and the Justice Center.  Over 40% of UAA’s federal R&D 
funds come from Health and Human Services (HHS).  Research is emerging in biological, behavioral and 
social sciences, and engineering, but is limited in scope. 
 
 
University of Alaska Fairbanks (UAF).  UAF was established in 1917 as the Alaska 
Agricultural College and School of Mines.  UAF is a Land, Sea and Space Grant institution.  Classified by 
the Carnegie Foundation as a Doctoral II institution, UAF’s federal R&D awards in FY 1997 totaled $31 
million, representing over 90% of the total awarded to the UA System.  
 
UAF offers doctoral degrees in 12 fields.  Fairbanks has both graduate and undergraduate programs, while 
the other campuses focus primarily but not exclusively on undergraduate education.  At Fairbanks, the 
original research model was one based on the large research institutes in which researchers had little or no 
academic roles, operating essentially separately and in parallel with academic departments.  In recent 
years, the pattern has been changing with institutes being created in which the academic roles of their 
researchers are taking on a greater importance.  The UA System believes that its remote location, the high 
expense of performing research, and dual role of teaching and research have placed it at a competitive 
disadvantage for research funding.  However, its location, interests, and existing capabilities make it 
uniquely qualified to perform research in selected areas. 
 
Within UAF, major R&D performers include: 
 

• The Geophysical Institute (36% of R&D expenditures) 

• School of Fisheries and Ocean Sciences (24% of R&D expenditures) 

• Arctic Region Super Computer Center (18% R&D expenditures) 

• The Institute of Arctic Biology (7% of R&D expenditures) 

• The School of Agriculture and Land Management (4% of R&D expenditures) 

• Institute of Northern Engineering (4% of R&D expenditures) 
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University of Alaska System R&D Leadership and Organization.  At the present time, 
there is no System-wide officer responsible for research and graduate studies.  Most of the research is 
carried out in research institutes that have a great deal of local autonomy and frequently are disconnected 
from the academic programs.   
 
The organizational chart below provides a brief overview of the leadership at the UA System.  
Organizational charts for each of the three MAUs are located in the Appendix. 
 
 

University of Alaska System Administration
President

Mark R. Hamilton

Chancellor
UAA

Edward Lee Gorsuch

Chancellor
UAF

Marshall Lind

Chancellor
UAS

John R. Pugh

General Counsel
James A. Parrish

System Governance
Pat Ivey

Executive Officer

Board of Regents
Jeannie D. Phillips

Officer

Chief of Staff
James Johnsen

Human Resources
Janet Jacobs

Executive Director

Finance & Planning
Jim Lynch

Interim Vice President

Information Technology Svcs.
Steve Smith

Chief Technology Officer

University Relations
Wendy Redman
Vice President

System
Academic

Affairs
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Findings and Recommendations 
 
 
 
This section of the report provides the site visit team’s findings and recommendations.  A summary of the 
major findings and recommendations are presented first, followed by a detailed discussion of each of the 
major findings and recommendations.  The team has organized the findings around key thematic areas.  
They are: vision; EPSCoR in Alaska; leadership and management; human resources infrastructure; UA 
partnership with ASTF; productivity and benchmarks and metrics.   
 
 
Executive Summary:  Overall Findings and Recommendations.  The team believes 
that the proposed research structure should be built on the capabilities of the excellent staff and faculty.  
Funded research activities currently take place nearly entirely in the UA Institutes and are, thus, generally 
divorced from the academic enterprise of the University.  The management structure of the University is 
highly decentralized with very little oversight or control over what happens in institutes, colleges, or by 
individual faculty.  These situations do not facilitate effective institutional planning, priority setting, or 
effective research administration. 
 
The following specific recommendations were agreed upon by the site team in order to strengthen the 
current research infrastructure at UA. 
 

• The President must make a serious commitment to a coherent UA research agenda and create the 
necessary support system, resources, and mechanisms, to implement a substantially expanded 
R&D agenda within the UA system that takes advantage of emerging opportunities at the Federal 
level and more closely aligns UA’s R&D agenda with state and local needs. 

 
• Institutionalize the EPSCoR process.  Locate the Federal-wide EPSCoR program in the Office of 

the UA President and use it as a vehicle to restructure and enhance the UA R&D enterprise and to 
develop a systemic coherent R&D agenda that draws on talent from all UA campuses. The 
EPSCoR program is already providing a much-needed opportunity for bringing the campuses 
closer together.   

 
• Create the position of UA System Vice President for Research, a Vice Chancellor or Associate 

Provost for Research at UA-Fairbanks, and an Associate Vice Chancellor (or comparable position) 
for Research at UA-Anchorage.  The Vice President for Research should chair a newly formed 
Research Planning Council.   The Institute Directors and research faculty consistently pointed to 
the need for a senior research officer to represent the research interests of faculty at the highest 
level of university governance.  This person or  persons should demonstrate outstanding research 
competence (and might continue to hold some active grants) and have budgetary control and 
influence for research expenditures, as well as a voice in the hiring of new faculty.  The UA Vice 
President new hire is the most important variable in building and sustaining UA as a research 
university. 

 
• Integrate more closely the research institutes with the academic programs; such integration might 

entail the combining of some colleges with some of the institutes.  The models of SFOS and of IAB 
and Biology/Wildlife are good prototypes, elements of which might be extended to other units.   
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• Create the position of Sponsored Programs Director at UA-Anchorage and the UA-System and an 
Office of Sponsored Programs at UAA and UAF. 

 
• Create greater research support infrastructure throughout the University, both at the institute level 

and central administration level, in order to enable faculty throughout the University to identify and 
respond to grant opportunities, and to monitor more closely expenditures and performance on 
grants, particularly on large-scale initiatives. Offices of Sponsored Programs should be established 
at the System-level and on each campus.  Each office should include an officer responsible for 
scientific integrity, human subjects, hazardous wastes, animal assurance, conflict of interest, and 
misconduct in research as well as an intellectual property officer.  A manual relating to all policies 
pertaining to research should be developed and all faculty and staff should be offered training as 
required under federal regulations.   

 
• Strengthen faculty submission of peer-reviewed proposals, in addition to obtaining set-aside funds 

and designated state funding.  This should be achieved by more selective hiring of new faculty, 
increasing the numbers of graduate students available at the departmental levels to support faculty 
research, and strengthening proposal development and preparation support services. There is a 
major absence of graduate students for a University of the size of UA, and especially for the 
support of researchers.  

 
• Strengthen the links between the Alaska Science and Technology Foundation (ASTF) and 

University leadership.  The current disconnect between the University and the Foundation needs to 
be immediately remedied.  The President of the System should be a board member on the ASTF, 
and the Executive Director of the ASTF should be on the UA Research Planning Council (RPC).  
The Foundation should consider funding applied research in areas of faculty strengths and new 
applied areas such as environmental health, mental health, logistics, and transportation.  The RPC 
should facilitate linkages between UA and ASTF S&T priorities. The UA RPC should also actively 
advise the Foundation leadership on promising projects.   

 
• Emphasize “foci” of excellence rather than support all programs evenly throughout the University.  

In addition to the research focus areas of the NSF EPSCoR proposal, these “foci of excellence” 
might consist of the present institutes, but should expand to areas of new opportunity such as 
computer science, nanotechnology and materials science, logistics, biomedical, environmental 
health, mental health and substance abuse. 

 
• Implement developmental strategies that build on cooperation among the three campuses that 

emphasize joint strengths and future potential consistent with the economic and social needs of the 
state. 
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Vision 

 
 
Finding:  The University of Alaska System does not appear to have a systemic vision for research and 

development (R&D) for the next decade.   
 

The site team found that the UA System lacked a well-defined and articulated vision.  Having a 
vision is necessary to guide the development of a coherent, nationally competitive R&D program 
at UA.  Moreover, it will serve as a backdrop to transform the institutional culture and to assist 
the UA to publicize and demonstrate the System’s R&D effort to the community, state, and the 
nation.  

 
Recommendation:  The President must make a serious commitment to a coherent UA research agenda.  

In so doing, the President must not only define the vision, but he must also create the necessary 
support system, resources, and mechanisms to implement a substantially expanded R&D 
agenda within the UA system that takes advantage of emerging opportunities at the Federal level 
and more closely aligns UA’s R&D agenda with state and local needs.    

 
The team further recommends that the EPSCoR program be used as a vehicle to restructure and 
enhance the UA R&D enterprise and to develop a systemic coherent R&D agenda that draws on 
the talents from all UA campuses. (Also see “EPSCoR in Alaska” Findings and 
Recommendations.) 
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EPSCoR in Alaska 
 
  
Finding:  The EPSCoR Process.  EPSCoR clearly has been a positive force for stimulating research 

and development (R&D), exchange and advocacy across the UA System and the State.    
 

The EPSCoR planning process has been a highly effective, collaborative, and comprehensive 
effort.  Not only has it served to unify the various campuses and promote cross-disciplinary 
discussions, but significantly it has stimulated the development of a System-wide research 
infrastructure improvement plan that integrates teaching and research and contributes to the 
Alaska Science and Technology Foundation (ASTF) goals and state economy.   
 
Faculty, researchers, and administrators, alike, pointed to the leadership of Dr. George Happ, the 
EPSCoR State-wide Project Director, as the impetus behind these advances.  Dr. Happ is viewed 
by the faculty as a leader with integrity, excellent scientific credentials, a broad knowledge and 
understanding of Federal R&D programs, and an uncompromising commitment to Alaska.   The 
team was also impressed with Dr. Happ’s scientific stature, experience -- both as a funded 
researcher at NSF and NIH and as the Senior Research Officer at the University of Vermont – and 
the high regard in which he is held by researchers and administrators across the state.   
 
While EPSCoR has been well-received by the UA System and is viewed very positively by the site 
visit team, we are aware that EPSCoR must be elevated, and serve as the driving force for long-
term, comprehensive, systemic S&T improvement across the University.  The development of a 
vibrant, healthy, and competitive R&D base in Alaska is contingent upon institutionalizing EPSCoR 
and creating a strong research administration and management infrastructure.  Therefore, the team 
encourages the University to view the EPSCoR initiative as a “driver” for further assessment and 
change, as opposed to viewing it as just another program. 

 
 
Recommendations: 
 

• Institutionalize EPSCoR and make it a System-wide program.  The EPSCoR office should 
report directly to the Office of the UA President, and a formal R&D organizational structure 
should be established to define and articulate its rank and authority within the UA System.   

 
• Continue to utilize Dr. George Happ as leader and manager of the EPSCoR and consider an 

elevation of role within the University.  
 

• Implement developmental strategies which: (a) build on cooperation among the three 
campuses; (b) emphasize joint strengths; and (c) maximize future potential, consistent with 
federal opportunities and the economic and social needs of the state.   

 
• Hold frequent intercampus meetings about research activities, alternating among campuses.  

This strategy could be an invaluable tool in achieving greater research productivity. Since the 
ASTF is providing a substantial match for the proposal, they should be involved in building a 
strong University infrastructure, and supporting the University in strengthening its applied 
research programs.  Use the UA Research Planning Council to address intercampus 
opportunities and challenges. 
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• Use the NSF EPSCoR process to develop a competitive NIH EPSCoR initiative. NSF EPSCoR 
is only one of a number of Federal EPSCoR programs.  NIH, for example, will most likely have 
$100 million under its EPSCoR-like program in FY 2001. 
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Leadership and Management 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Summary Finding:  A central finding of this report is that the R&D infrastructure and management
system is fragmented, variable in quality and not consistent or systemic across the
University. There is no “corporate structure” for managing a growing R&D function at the UA.
The current system is inadequate to stimulate and achieve a dramatic growth in R&D
capability and prominence. 

 
General Recommendation:  Serious consideration should be given to organizing research in the UA 

System as a whole rather than on a campus-by-campus or an institute-by-institute  basis 
only.   UA should create more research support infrastructure throughout the University, at 
the campus and System administration level, in order to enable faculty throughout the 
University to identify and respond to grant opportunities, and to improve oversight on grants 
and contracts. 

UA Research Leadership 
 

Finding: At the present time, responsibility and leadership for research activities are widely distributed and 
seem uncoordinated.  
 
The University does not have a Senior Research Officer at the highest level of university 
governance to represent the research interests of the UA and its faculty. To our knowledge, UA is 
the only major state university system in the nation without a System-wide Vice President or 
Associate Vice President for Research.  The management system presently in place is highly 
decentralized with little coordination and oversight of what happens in institutes, colleges, or by 
individual faculty.  There is a real and pressing need for a senior level university official to:  (a) 
encourage, coordinate, and facilitate efforts to capitalize on existing research strengths, (b) more 
fully integrate them into the academic program; (c) develop new emerging R&D areas; and (d) 
build collaborations state-wide.  Stronger research leadership is necessary to effect an institutional 
culture change, to build new, expanded and competitive research efforts, and to better integrate 
research and education across disciplines and campuses. 

 
Recommendation: Create the following positions:  System-wide Vice President for Research; a 
Vice Chancellor or Associate Provost for Research at the Fairbanks campus; and an Associate 
Vice Chancellor for Research (or comparable position) at the Anchorage campus.    The UA Vice 
President should demonstrate outstanding research competence (and might continue to hold some 
active grants) and have budgetary control and influence for research expenditures, as well as a 
voice in the hiring of new faculty (since new hires are the most important variable in building and 
sustaining a research university).  The appointment of a UA Vice President for Research would 
immediately:  (a) highlight the University’s commitment to R&D improvement; (b) ensure that the 
highly effective work under NSF EPSCoR is sustained over the next year – a critical period for the 
University; and (c) set the stage for Alaska to develop a competitive NIH EPSCoR initiative.     
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System-wide Research Planning Council 
 
Finding:  UA lacks a System-wide research leadership team to implement a coherent R&D agenda and 

market this agenda to Federal and State officials.    
 
Recommendation:   Establish a UA Research Planning Council (RPC) with task forces on each UA 

campus.  The RPC should be chaired by the UA Vice President for Research.  Members of the 
Council should reflect the current R&D effort within the respective UA institutions and areas where 
growth is anticipated. Membership on the Committee should include:  UAF Vice Chancellor or 
Associate Provost for Research, UAA Associate Vice Chancellor for Research, Directors of 
Sponsored Research Program Offices, Deans of the Graduate Schools, at least two Institute 
Center Directors, a faculty member not associated with a center, two College Deans, the EPSCoR 
Director, a representative from the financial office, a graduate student, and possibly an 
undergraduate student. The Director of the Alaska Science and Technology Council should be a 
voting member of the committee.  

 
 

Research Institutes and Academic Programs 
 
Finding: A major finding of the site visit review is that there is a separation of the research institutes from 

the academic mission of their respective campus. At present, there are limited organized 
mechanisms  to bring together the various UA research institutes and academic departments to 
plan, organize, and implement a System-wide research improvement initiative.   

 
The University of Alaska Centers and Institutes are unusual in their origins. In most universities, 
centers and institutes begin as research clusters in departments or colleges, but at UA most of 
these organized research entities were created de novo. The various research institutes have their 
missions largely defined by external funding agencies, as opposed to the University and the State. 

 
Moreover, the team found no general pattern of shared operational support and scientific priorities 
between Department Chairs and Deans on the one hand, and the Institute Directors, on the other.  
Centers, however, that were more closely associated with the colleges at UA did appear to have 
higher priority with the relevant Dean. There are many models for governance and reporting 
relationships of centers and institutes to university administration.  Generally, the higher the 
reporting line, the greater the total revenue and interdisciplinary activity.  Nationally, 45% of 
Centers report to Deans, while 35% report to higher-level administration.   
 
Additionally, the site team observed that:   
 

• there appeared to be little connection with the various learning goals and teaching 
responsibilities of the academic departments.   

 
• little connection exists between Alaska industry and the major activities of most institutes 

at UA. 
 

• the UA institutes seem smaller than the national median where the mean for staff was 47, 
and the numbers of graduate students 20.  Some of the UA centers had less than five 
graduate students involved. 
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Recommendation: Integrate more closely the research institutes with the academic programs; such 

integration might entail the combining of some colleges with some of the institutes.  The models of 
SFOS and of IAB and Biology/Wildlife are good prototypes, elements of which might be extended 
to other units.   

 
Recommendation: Emphasize “foci of excellence” rather than support all programs evenly throughout the 

University.  These “foci of excellence” might consist of the present institutes and the EPSCoR 
research focus areas, and expand to areas of new opportunity such as computer science, 
nanotechnology and materials science, logistics, biomedical, environmental health, mental health 
and substance abuse. 

 
Recommendation:  Examine the potential for new or existing institutes becoming statewide, bridging 

across the MAUs. This examination should be conducted by the newly formed Research Planning 
Council.   Such new statewide institutes might be focused in areas noted above.  Any newly 
created institute should fit closely with the priority areas for research as defined by the Research  
Planning Council, in cooperation with the Graduate Deans and Institute Directors. 

 
 

Sponsored Research Offices 
 
Finding: There is no UA System Office responsible for research and graduate education and external 

funding. This is seen as a significant deficiency.   
 

The University does not provide adequate support for effective administration of grants.   Instead, 
grant administration support for faculty members is routinely obtained through arrangements with 
UA research institutes, which often vary in experience in providing this service for their 
researchers.  
 
The lack of central sponsored program assistance and encouragement represents a major problem 
for the UA.  Funding agencies are increasingly requiring strict compliance by universities to an 
increasingly stringent set of federal regulations. For example, policies on human subjects, 
hazardous waste management, conflict of interest, misconduct in research, animal assurance, et 
cetera now appear to be enforced at the institute level. In addition, NSF now requires all 
submissions to occur through Fast Lane; if faculty lack the software, or the technical expertise, they 
will be handicapped when they want to submit NSF proposals.  

 
Recommendation: Create a UA System level Sponsored Research Programs Office (SRO) and restructure 

and enhance the research offices on the campuses.  The UA System SRO should include an 
officer, responsible for scientific integrity, human subjects, hazardous wastes, animal assurance, 
conflict of interest, and misconduct in research, as well as an intellectual property officer.   

 
The site team supports and recommends strongly that UA implement the proposal developed by 
Ted DeLaca, which outlines a plan to reorganize the Office of Artic Research (OAR) to create an 
Office of Sponsored Research at UAF.  DeLaca’s plan is solid and comprehensive.  It is important 
that the “pre-award” functions of the SROs be driven by academic priorities, rather than merely 
“post-award” compliance and accountability requirements.   
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Functions of the Sponsored Research Office 
 

• Provide coherent management of pre-award administration 
• Assist with proposal development, proposal enhancement, and

proposal submission 
• Serve as central source for information – make available information

on the Community of Science and various other search engines about
grants 

• Consolidate and improve information access and internal and external
communications 

• Provide training to all faculty and staff 
• Provide budget development assistance 
• Serve as point of contact to coordinate EPSCoR related

developmental activities 
• Promote interdisciplinary research 
• Supervise research integrity  
• Direct and manage office resources to accomplish goals   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 

The SROs should be the central source for technical assistance to faculty on proposal 
development and award management.   

 
Recommendation:  Hire SRO Directors at the System level and on each campus.  The System-level SRO 

should report to the chief research administrator (e.g. the UA Vice President for Research) to 
ensure that all policies are consistent throughout the UA.   These Directors should have proactive 
management styles.   

 
 

R&D Policy and Procedures Manual 
 

Finding: There is no university-wide policy and procedures manual for the preparation, conduct, and 
oversight of sponsored research.   

 
The lack of a policy and procedure manual is problematic.  Faculty are frequently left to their own 
devices and often must discover federal and state policies and regulations through trial and error – 
mostly error.  Considerable time of faculty and administrators is lost in the process. 

 
Recommendation: Develop a university-wide policy manual for the preparation, conduct, and oversight of 

sponsored research and other creative and scholarly activities.  The manual should present the 
vision of the leading research officer and mission for the Sponsored Research Program Office. It 
should list the organizational structure for sponsored research management in the University, and 
all key resources available. A major section of the manual should relate to pre-award development 
and the various steps faculty need to take in preparing submissions. A second section should 
relate to compliance and contain all university policies and regulations. The policy manual should 
also cover all topics relating to post award activities. (A copy of the Temple University manual, or 
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those at Virginia Tech, the University of Arizona, and the University of Oklahoma are available for 
review in structuring such a manual for the University of Alaska.) 

 
The policy manual should be sent to each research department and institute. A summary of the 
manual should be available on the research home page and accessible on-line to all university 
faculty.  Additionally, the SRO’s home page should provide copies of the forms needed for 
submission to the various agencies; news about changes in federal regulations; seminars being 
offered to keep faculty informed of new developments; and new grant opportunities. 
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Human Resources Infrastructure 
 

Critical Mass of Research Personnel 
 

Finding:  While the UA has done well, relative to other EPSCoR states, by focusing R&D and recruitment 
efforts on areas that maximize Alaska’s unique physical, geographic and natural resources, the UA 
lacks the critical mass of researchers in emerging new R&D areas to make a “quantum” jump in its 
R&D competitiveness.  

 
Recommendation:  Strengthen submission of peer-reviewed proposals, in addition to obtaining set-aside 

funds and designated state funding.  Also be more selective in hiring new faculty, and increase the 
number of graduate students available at the departmental level to support faculty research and 
training.   

 
Recommendation: A strategic “talent acquisition plan” (TAP) program needs to be developed System-wide 

to guide recruitment and retention of administrators, faculty, students and support personnel 
aligned with UA’s R&D vision and System-wide plan. The  R&D strategy should be built on 
Alaska’s strengths and unique resources and state opportunities, and should guide the TAP and 
R&D vision.  For example, the strong presence of geophysics, arctic biology, marine science, and 
economic and social research could be further strengthened by increasing new hires and graduate 
students in these areas.  

 
 

Graduate Students 
 

Finding: The number of S&E graduates appears disproportionately low, given the research base and the 
opportunities for research and other types of employment in Alaska.   

 
The number of graduate students available at the departmental level to support faculty research 
must be increased.  There is a major absence of graduate students for a University the size of UA, 
and especially for the support of researchers.  Not only do graduate students enrich faculty 
research programs, but they also provide a pool of Alaska talent for the Alaska workforce.  
Likewise, the number of Ph.D.’s produced by UA is disproportionately low, relative to the overall 
R&D effort.  The UA produced only 29 doctoral graduates last year.  This appears to be a function 
of the dominance of the research institutes on UA campuses.   

 
Recommendation:   Expand the Alaska Scholar’s Program to the graduate level.  The Scholar’s Program 

provides scholarships to the top high-school graduates in the state to matriculate as 
undergraduates.  (Also see TAP above.)  

 
Recommendation:   Encourage the Japanese government to support more graduate students across the 

UA in order to strengthen the number of graduate students.  
 
Recommendation:  Explore various types of increased support for housing and transportation, for new 

faculty and graduate students. The Research Planning Council, for example, may want to consider 
developing strategies to increase support for graduate education from the legislature. 

  
Recommendation:  A new Masters or Ph.D. in environmental science, or computer science and logistics, 

for example, should be considered and possibly developed by the UA with support from the ASTF. 
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UA Partnership with ASTF 
 
 
 
Finding:  While there is an emerging productive relationship between UA and the Alaska Science and 

Technology Foundation (ASTF), the site visit team observed a lack of coordination between the 
University and ASTF, as well as a lack of full understanding of the University’s applied research 
strengths in certain areas on the part of ASTF.  

 
The current disconnect  between the University and the ASTF needs to be immediately remedied. 
A closer working relationship between the ASTF and the University would help to ensure that 
funded projects are built on the research strengths of the faculty as well as the needs of the state. 

 
Recommendation: Strengthen the links between the ASTF and the University leadership.  The President of 

the UA System should be a Board member on the ASTF.  The ASTF Executive Director should be 
a member of the RPC.  The proposed UA Vice President for Research and the UA Research 
Teams should meet regularly with the Director of the ASTF to align and mutually support the UA 
and ASTF R&D agenda.  

 
Recommendation:  The Research Planning Council might actively consult with the ASTF leadership and its 

researchers to increase their understanding of the University’s research strengths.  This would 
include advising the leadership on promising university projects and initiatives, encouraging  
Foundation support of university initiatives that work toward reducing the incidence of substance 
abuse within the work force, as well as depression, and other psychological disorders that effect 
the Alaska population, and other applied research in areas of faculty strengths.  The team 
specifically recommends ASTF’s support of areas in materials science, environmental health, 
mental health, logistics, transportation, and biomedical research.   Relatedly, ASTF should be 
advised to advocate for UA to receive a larger share of any tobacco settlement money coming to 
the state.   
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Productivity and Benchmarks and Metrics 
 
 
 

Faculty Workloads, Priorities, and Facility Support 
 
Finding:  Teaching loads at the University, particularly at UA-Fairbanks and UA-Anchorage, are high, 

relative to other state institutions with research missions.  
 

During the site visit, several faculty noted that faculty workloads were particularly high.  Faculty 
reported that such an environment made it difficult to engage in competitive research activities.  A 
majority of national surveys support this position, reporting that a major disincentive for academic 
research productivity is heavy faculty teaching loads.   

 
Recommendation:  Examine  the teaching loads of promising researchers both inside and outside centers 

and institutes at the University of Alaska and make needed policy revisions.  
 
Recommendation:  Enhance R&D support systems and personnel, and strengthen submission of faculty 

peer-reviewed proposals, in addition to obtaining set-aside funds and designated state funding.  
This might be achieved by more selective hiring of new faculty, by carefully defining the needs for 
research spaces (buildings) and research facilities (instruments, computers, analytical laboratories) 
in the state, and by increasing the number of graduate students available at the departmental level 
to support faculty research. 

 
 

Research Centers and Royalties 
 
Finding: The University of Alaska currently has no license or start-up firms, which suggests that these 

institutes are not stimulating some economic spin-offs from their research activities.    
 

In an NSF-sponsored analysis of its Engineering Research Centers (ERCs) conducted by one of 
the site visitors (Dr. William Tash), it was found that education and technology transfer were vital 
activities of effective ERCs.  Since the University of Alaska currently has no license or start-up 
firms, it suggests that these institutes are not producing some expected outcomes from their 
research activities. Nationally, the mean amount generated by NSF Engineering Research Centers 
from royalties amounted to $180,000 annually in FY 94.  Perhaps the exceedingly small staffing of 
the Intellectual Property Office is one factor associated with the low UA output. 
 
The Committee was favorably impressed by the Intellectual Property Officer in Fairbanks.  
Nonetheless, the current intellectual property policies appear in need of revision; many universities 
share up to 50% of net royalties with the inventors, and of the remaining 50%, half goes to the 
inventor’s institute or department.    

 
Recommendation: The proposed Research Planning Council should examine current policies to identify 

who currently has disclosures or receives royalty on patents developed through the partial support 
of foreign companies or foreign governments. The patent on any invention developed at the UA, at 
the very least, should remain with the University.  Federal policy pertaining to the use of American 
firms should be carefully observed. The UA might wish to undertake an evaluation of all institutes in 
terms of scholarly publications, use of graduate students, patent generation, conflicts of interest, 
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licensing policies, staff, invention disclosures (or lack of them), and overall cost/benefits to the 
University and use this information to design policies that best serve UA and the state. 

  
  

Overhead Policy 
 
Finding:  Another area of concern involves the sharing of the overhead.   
 

At many research universities, the principal investigators receive up to 10%, the Departments 20%, 
the Deans 10%, and the Vice Chancellor for Research the remaining amount of the returned 
overhead. At the UA, overhead return goes entirely to the Institute Directors; these funds constitute 
their major source of support. While overhead represents an important source of revenue for the 
institutes, the present policy works as a disincentive for any other university unit to build a strong 
research presence.  

 
Recommendation:  Devise – during a transitional phase -- a new policy aimed at more equitable 

distribution of overhead.   At the same time, each of the institutes should be assured that they 
would not receive less than they currently receive during the transition period. The policy should 
stipulate that where departments and institutes are sharing faculty involved in joint projects, both 
units could receive a percentage share of the overhead that is larger than the amount each would 
receive if acting independently.   

 
The RPC might determine the economic impact of such a strategy on the bottom line of the 
institutes, and devise strategies of re-budgeting to implement the above recommendation. If new 
research is developed in areas not presently conducting research, the revised incentive policy 
might quickly offset the costs. The institutes might also receive an allowance or stipend from the 
University, which is not determined simply from overhead return, so this stipend could offset any 
reduction in overhead return, which now represents their total source of support. 
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Conclusion 
 
 
 
In conclusion, the site visit team views the future of research at the UA as promising. However, the top  
leadership must take on a more active role in developing a System-wide R&D structure, research strategies, 
encouraging peer reviewed grant proposals, and assuring researchers that there is a climate “at the top” 
that values and supports competitive research. Most major research universities demonstrate a culture that 
is supportive of research. Such a culture enables faculty to search out new horizons for basic and applied 
research opportunities. For example, the team was pleased to see two articles in the Fairbanks paper about 
university researchers and projects that clearly impacted the health of the environment. Such press releases 
need to be increased and the faculty researchers rewarded for their research. A strong public relations 
program that demonstrates the value of UA researchers to the state is also important to change the state 
culture regarding academic research.   
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