Recommendations for Significant Program Changes Involving New Emphases (Tracks,
Concentrations, and Specializations) at the University of Kentucky from Senate
Academic Programs Committee
Original Charge to SAPC from SC Chair (Andrew Hippisley): “This pertains to program changes
that involve adding new tracks, concentrations, and specializations. Specifically, the Senate
Council Office is asking the SAPC for an opinion about whether or not those types of program
changes should be reviewed by the SAPC.”

We recommend this be effective May 1, 2018.
After Senate voted on 2/12/18 to send this back to Senate Council, SAPC chair and SAPC
made the following changes (highlighted in yellow and marked). SAPC voted
unanimously on 2/15/18 to endorse the recommended changes as highlighted below.
● Clarified the title and original charge for this proposal to better reflect the
proposal and to reflect that the italicized text above was the original charge from
SC.
● Added language at the beginning of this document (the rationale) to capture the
intent to encompass certificate and degree programs.
● Included all of 3.2.0 for better context and to ensure we were not missing
something.
● Revised the Significant changes definition to make sure it was again broad as
SAPC had intended.
● In also catching up with the Letters of Feasibility ruling from SREC on 12/14/17
(see attached if necessary), recommending language to clarify when a letter is
needed that’s in alignment with this significant change recommendation.
● Added in “or their designee” when referring to Dean forwarding a proposal.
After discussion in the SAPC, reviewing current program change processes and reviewing
change criteria for CPE and SACS-COC, we recommend that “significant change” be used as
the criteria for determining if a program change should receive additional review/scrutiny. In
reviewing recent changes and in discussing with two different Directors of Institutional
Effectiveness, SAPC believes this should encompass certificate and degree programs. No AR
or GR changes were recommended; AR 1:5 already addresses the SACS-COC substantive
change policy at UK. Changes to USRs are proposed below. We recommend a general
significant program change checklist be developed to be added to each program change. A
different form for each type of program is not necessary. This could be different from UK’s
SACS-COC substantive change checklist but doesn’t have to be since this is already required
for all new programs and program changes https://view.officeapps.live.com/op/view.aspx?src=http://www.uky.edu/ie/sites/www.uky.edu.ie/fil
es/uploads/UK_SubChange%20Checklist.FINAL__1.docx
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To be consistent with current Senate Rules, we recommend using the term “significant” instead
of “substantive.”
We recommend the following definition for significant degree program changes. We have
already worked with SREC to incorporate the definition and its subsequent changes into the
USRs. The proposed changes to USRs are included below.
Significant degree program changes are those that involve one or more of the following:
(1) at least a twenty-five percent increase or decrease in the number of credit hours within the
major or the degree program;
(2) changes to academic content of the degree program (GR IV.C.2) that carry a significant
impact (e.g., fiscal, resources, curricula) on the home unit or another educational unit;
(3) change significantly the character or the purpose of the degree program (e.g., addition of a
track, concentration, or specialization in a degree program);
(4) are judged to be significant changes by the College, Undergraduate or Graduate Council
review bodies or Senate Council, or
(5) are determined by the Office of Strategic Planning and Institutional Effectiveness to be
“substantive changes” within the meaning of AR 1:5 (SACSCOC).
Please note, per AR 1:5:D:
D. In accordance with its academic approval responsibilities as established in GR IV, the
University Senate shall maintain academic program approval procedures and forms that: 1.
Recognize substantive changes related to academic programs in appropriate approval
documents. These documents shall accompany the proposal at each step; 2. Require approval
by the appropriate educational unit faculties and also include any recommendations offered by
the corresponding department chair, dean, and/or Provost prior to approval of academic
substantive change by the Councils of the University Senate and the University Senate; and 3.
Provide for timely notification to the Commission on Colleges prior to change implementation, as
required by the SACS substantive change policy.

1.4.2.2
(SAASC)

Senate Admissions and Academic Standards Committee

The SAASC is charged to examine and recommend to the University Senate changes: in the
admission requirements and grading rules; standards for granting academic credit; probation
and suspension procedures; and degree and graduation requirements. Basically, the SAASC
shall review Sections IV and V of the Senate Rules but may consider other related areas.
Recommendations by the SAASC on conditions of merit and circumstance for (1) graduation
requirements, (2) honors with degrees that are conferred to graduating students (SR 5.4.2.2)
and (3) Honorary Degrees conferred to others (SR 5.4.2.3), shall be acted upon by the elected
University Faculty Senators, as per KRS 164.240.
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1.4.2.6

Senate Academic Programs (SAPC)

The SAPC is charged with recommending action to the Senate on all new academic programs
and significant program changes approved by prescribed lower levels of review (SR 3.2.3).
approved by the Undergraduate Council, the Graduate Council, or the Health Care Colleges
Council. Specifically, the SAPC shall review the academic excellence, the need, and the impact,
and desirability, and priority of the new academic program in relation to other programs. In
approving a new program, the Committee shall recommend a priority to indicate its importance
and the immediacy with which it should be implemented.
The Committee shall function mainly through three permanent subcommittees: Graduate
Degree Programs, First Degree Programs (including undergraduate degree programs), and
Professional and Pre-professional Degree programs. The appropriate subcommittee shall
investigate the proposed new program or significant program change and present its evaluation
to the full committee, which shall decide on its recommendation to the Senate. In ascertaining
the appropriate subcommittee, and in acting upon the recommendations of the SAPC, it is the
policy of the University Senate to adopt and utilize the definitions of the Council on
Postsecondary Education that distinguish these different types of degree programs.

3.2.0 PROCEDURES FOR PROCESSING ACADEMIC PROGRAMS AND CHANGES [US:
11/14/88; US: 10/11/99; US: 5/7/2012]
The faculties of educational units or graduate programs initiate proposals for new academic
programs and for changes in existing academic programs. Such proposals shall be processed
as provided in SR 3.2.
Dual credit programs proposed by an educational unit faculty in partnership with a high school
or school district shall (a) comply with policies established by the Council on Postsecondary
Education for these programs, (b) contain a specific provision that the UK educational unit
Faculty approve both the educational site and each individual high school instructor, and (c)
provide for the classification of enrolled high school students as non-degree seeking UK
students.
3.2.1

Definitions

A.
The faculties of educational units or graduate programs initiate proposals for new
academic programs and for changes in existing academic programs. Such proposals shall be
processed as provided in SR 3.2.
B.

Changes to an academic program include changes to:

1.

the requirements for admission,
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2.
the specific courses, the number of credit hours, or other requirements, for a
certificate or degree,
3.

a major, minor, area, core, or track within an undergraduate degree,

4.

a core or concentration within a master’s degree,

5.
a core or specialization within a doctoral degree (either a research/scholarship
doctorate, a professional practice doctorate, or an advanced practice doctorate),
6.
change in mode of delivery (e.g., to a distance learning or correspondence
format),because it may be that the nature of the educational material is such that it cannot be
delivered in distance learning form without being a substantive change in content
7.
the title of a certificate, degree, major, minor, area, core, track, concentration or
specialization.
The establishment of a joint degree offering with another institution is considered as an
academic program change for the purposes of SR 3.2.
3.2.2 Forms to be Used
Senate Council-approved forms and other mechanisms to initiate proposals for new
undergraduate, master’s, and doctoral degrees, and for undergraduate, graduate or first
professional certificates, or to initiate changes to these academic programs, are available at
http://www.uky.edu/Faculty/Senate/forms.htm and shall be used to initiate proposals under SR
3.2. In the case of academic programs in the health care colleges, the initiator of the proposal
shall contact the chair of the Healt h Care Colleges Council (HCCC) or, in the case of the
College of Law, the appropriate associate dean, for information on the appropriate proposal
submission format.

3.2.3 Procedures to be Used
A.

Approval by the Educational Unit Faculty [US: 5/7/2012]

1.
The Faculty of the originating educational unit makes the decision whether to
approve proposals for new academic programs or changes to academic programs (including
changes to the educational unit’s University Scholars program and to dual degree programs)
(GR VII.A.6(b); SR 3.2.A.3, below). For the Honors Program and UK Core, the “Faculty” within
the meaning of this rule is the body identified by the University Senate to perform the
educational policy-making functions of the respective program. For graduate programs, “the
Faculty” is the voting graduate faculty of that program (SR 3.2.A.4, below). [US: 5/7/2012]
In a manner prescribed by the College Faculty Rules, the chair/director shall forward to the
College Faculty a proposal arising under SR 3.2. The chair/director’s transmittal attests thereby
that the proposal has been approved in accordance with the Rules of the Faculty of the
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originating unit. The chair(s)/director(s) may include separate opinion(s) on the academic merits
or on the administrative feasibility of the proposal.
*
If a program was originally approved for face to face delivery, and the dean later wants it
to be delivered in part as ‘face to face’ and in part as distance learning, then the College Faculty
has the role, and not the dean, to determine and approve as to whether the academic content of
the program lends itself to delivery in part by distance learning. [SREC: 3/9/2012]
*
This rule does not have the intent or effect of prohibiting any college from seeking and
utilizing the opinion of any willing academic council of the Senate before the proposal is
submitted to the first officially required academic council of review. [SREC: DATE]
Dual degree programs are simultaneously considered for approval by the respective unit
faculties pursuant to the above procedures. One of the department chair(s)/director(s) shall
forward the approved proposal to the College Faculty, or, in the case of dual degree programs
that cross colleges, to the each College Faculty.
2.
In cases of proposals concerning undergraduate or professional certificates or
degrees, the respective College Faculty makes the decision whether to approve the proposal, in
a manner pursuant to its College Rules (GR VII.A.4.(c)). The dean, or their designee, shall
forward an approved proposal to the appropriate academic council of the Senate (SR 3.2.B),
attesting thereby that the proposal has been approved in accordance with the College Faculty
Rules. The dean may include a separate opinion on the academic merits of the proposal (GR
VII.B.3). The dean shall include a statement of administrative feasibility for new certificate and
degree programs or for certificate and degree programs with a significant change.
The Office of the Provost shall provide a statement of administrative feasibility for new degree
programs, for degree programs with a significant change, or concerning for new certificates or
certificates with a significant change that report to an office outside of a college, shall also
include a statement of administrative feasibility from the Office of the Provost.
Dual degree programs are simultaneously considered for approval by the respective college
faculties pursuant to the above procedures. The respective deans may include separate
opinions on the academic merits or the administrative feasibility of the proposal. One of the
deans, or their designee, shall forward a single dual degree proposal to the appropriate
academic council of the Senate.
3.
In the case of proposals for graduate certificates or degrees, a proposal approved by
the Faculty of the graduate program shall be forwarded by the Director of Graduate Studies to
the dean of the college that contains the home educational unit of the graduate program. If so
prescribed by the College Rules, the proposal may be reviewed by, and advisory opinion added
by, faculty committees/councils of that college and by the dean of that college. The That dean
shall include a statement of administrative feasibility from the perspective of that college
administration for new certificate and degree programs or for certificate and degree programs
with a significant change. , and shall also include a statement of administrative feasibility from
the Office of the Provost.
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The Office of the Provost shall provide a statement of administrative feasibility for new certificate
and degree programs or for certificate and degree programs with a significant change.
The Director of Graduate Studies, or their designee, shall then forward the proposal to the Dean
of the Graduate School. If the proposal is for a new graduate program and is arising from faculty
in an educational unit that does not already home a graduate program, then the dean of the
college containing that educational unit shall perform the administrative processing roles
prescribed in this paragraph for the Director of Graduate Studies.
4.
UK Core Program. Changes in the UK Core Program need approval of only the
Senate’s designated UK Core Education Committee prior to submission to the Senate Council
and do not need the approval of any other college or academic council. Courses offered as a
part of UK Core are processed through regular procedures under SR 3.3. [US: 5/7/2012]
B.

Approval by Academic Council [US: 10/11/99; SREC: 6/8/2006; US: 5/7/2012]

1.
Jurisdiction. The dean, or their designee, shall forward the proposal to the
appropriate academic council as provided in this subpart SR 3.2.B.1. Responsibility for the
approval of proposals concerning academic programs shall be vested in the appropriate
academic council as follows: [US: 5/7/2012]
(a)
Health care college professional programs. Proposals concerning either a
professional certificate or a degree program in a health profession that are recommended by a
health care college shall be forwarded first to the HCCC. The HCCC shall act for the University
Senate to make a final decision to approve such proposals, except when the proposal requires
final approval by either the Board of Trustees or the Council on Postsecondary Education,
wherein such cases the chair of the HCCC shall recommend the approved proposal to the
Senate Council (SR 1.3.4.C).
(b)
Other proposals arising from a health care college. Proposals for an
undergraduate or graduate certificate or degree shall be first forwarded to the HCCC if the
program involves the students in health care practices.* If approved by the HCCC, the chair of
the HCCC shall forward the proposal concerning a certificate or degree to the Undergraduate
Council (subpart c) or Graduate Council (subpart d), as appropriate, below. [US: 5/7/12; SREC:
2/13/2013]
*
“Health care practices” within the meaning of this rule includes those health care
practices that subject students to jurisdiction of the Board of Trustees-approved Health Care
Colleges Code of Student Professional Conduct (‘HCC Code’), even if the practices are
conducted as part of an undergraduate or graduate academic program (see also HCC Code
1.B, para. 2) [SREC: 12/17/2013].
(c)
Undergraduate certificates and degrees. All proposals concerning undergraduate
certificate or degree programs shall be forwarded to the Undergraduate Council [US: 5/7/2012]
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(d)
Graduate certificates and degrees. All proposals concerning graduate certificates
and degrees shall be forwarded to the Graduate Council. [US: 5/7/2012]
(e)
Transmittals and notifications. New professional degrees or changes in
professional degree programs in the College of Law do not require approval by an academic
council and are transmitted by the dean of the College of Law, or their designee, directly to the
Senate Council Office. If the curriculum of a professional residency or fellowship program is
planned to require 18 or more credit bearing hours of Senate-approved courses this information
shall be provided to the Senate Council for reporting to the Council of Postsecondary Education.
[US: 5/7/2012]
2.
Within 30 days of initial receipt of the proposal, the academic council(s) will take
action on the proposal or notify the college as to the status and reason for delay. The academic
council will evaluate the proposal for compliance with rules and regulations, and for its academic
merit. When the academic council approves a proposal, the Chair of the academic council, or
their designee, shall forward its evaluation and recommendation to the Senate Council. If the
academic council disapproves the proposal, the chair of the academic council shall notify the
college. [US: 5/7/2012]
3.
The Senate Council Office shall review proposals for new certificates or degrees for
compliance with current rules and regulations. In the case of final approvals of proposals by the
HCCC, the Senate Council Office shall notify the Registrar and Provost. In the cases of all other
proposals, the Senate Council Office shall forward the proposals to the Senate's Academic
Programs Committee (SAPC) for review. The SAPC shall submit its evaluation and
recommendation to the Senate Council.
C.
1.

Final

University Approval [US: 10/11/99; US: 2/10/03; US: 5/7/2012]

New Certificates and Degrees.

(a)
The Senate Council shall review the proposal and take appropriate action. If the
Senate Council approves the proposal for consideration by the Senate, the Senate Council shall
place the proposal on the University Senate agenda for its action.
In the case of new degree-granting academic programs, the Senate shall either (1) approve the
proposal and forward it through the University Senate Chair (the President) to the Board of
Trustees for final University action, including also a Senate recommendation on the
organizational placement of the degree program in a particular home educational unit and
college, or (2) shall make the final University decision to disapprove and stop action on that
proposal.
In the case of establishment of a new certificate, the Senate shall either (1) make the final
University decision to approve the establishment of the certificate, including a recommendation
to the Provost on the organizational placement of the certificate in a particular home educational
unit and college, or (2) shall make the final decision to disapprove and stop action on that
proposal.
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In the case of disapproval of a proposal, the Senate Council Office shall notify the college dean
that forwarded the proposal. [US: 5/7/2012]
(a)
When a new certificate or degree has received final University approval, the Senate
Council office shall notify the Provost, Registrar and other appropriate entities.
2.

Changes

to Existing Certificates and Degrees.

(a)
Significant Change. The Senate Council Office shall review proposals for changes to
existing certificates or degrees for compliance with current rules and regulations.
Significant degree program changes are those that involve one or more of the following:
(1) at least a twenty-five percent increase or decrease in the number of credit hours
within the major or the degree program;
(2) changes to academic content of the degree program (GR IV.C.2) that carry a
significant impact (e.g., fiscal, resources, curricula) on the home unit or another
educational unit;
(3) change significantly the character or the purpose of the degree program (e.g.,
addition of a track, concentration, or specialization in a degree program);
(4) are judged to be significant changes by the College, Undergraduate or Graduate
Council review bodies or Senate Council, or
(5) are determined by the Office of Strategic Planning and Institutional Effectiveness to
be “substantive changes” within the meaning of AR 1:5 (SACSCOC).
A degree program change meeting the criteria of “minor program change” (SR 3.2.3.D) is
exempt from the above definition.
If the change is deemed a significant change, the Senate Council Office shall forward the
proposals to the Senate's Academic Programs Committee (SAPC) for review. The SAPC shall
submit its evaluation and recommendation to the Senate Council. The Senate Council shall
review the proposal and take appropriate action. The Senate Council may direct that the
proposal shall proceed directly to the Senate 10-day posting approval process. If the Senate
Council approves the proposal for consideration by the Senate at a Senate meeting, the Senate
Council shall place the proposal on the University Senate agenda for its action. The Senate
shall either (1) approve the proposal, or (2) shall make the final University decision to
disapprove and stop action on that proposal. The Senate Council office shall circulate reports of
these decisions to the Provost, Registrar and other appropriate entities.
(a b)
Posting. Unless deemed a significant change, the Senate Council Office shall post
proposals to change an existing certificate or degree on the corresponding Senate web site for
ten business days. [US: 5/7/2012]
(b c)
Objections. Any University Faculty member can raise an objection to a posted
proposal through a member of the University Senate. If a Senator raises an objection to the
Senate Council and the objection is not resolved, then the Senator may have the issue placed
on the agenda of the next regular Senate Council meeting by having five Senators submit an
objection to the Senate Council Office. If the Senate Council deems the objection has merit,
then it will place the item on the Senate agenda. The Senate shall be informed about the nature
of the objection by information included with the proposal packet. Formal action by the
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University Senate on the proposal is final Senate action. The Senate Council shall circulate
reports of these decisions to the Provost, Registrar and other appropriate entities. [US:
5/7/2012]
(c d)
Final Approval. If no objection is raised to the Senate Council Office within ten
business days of the posting, then the proposal is approved. The Senate Council Office will
report approvals to the Provost, Registrar and other appropriate entities. [US: 5/7/2012]
3.
Changes to the Structure of UK Core. In the case of proposals involving significant
changes in the nature of UK Core, if the Senate Council approves the proposed changes, the
Senate Council shall put the proposal on the Senate agenda for action. [US: 5/7/2012]
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Schroeder, Margaret <mmohr2@g.uky.edu>

Fwd: Senate Rules for Graduate Programs
Wood, C <cwood@uky.edu>
Thu, Dec 14, 2017 at 9:53 AM
To: "Jones, Davy" <djones@uky.edu>
Cc: "Brothers, Sheila" <sbrothers@uky.edu>, "McCormick, Katherine" <kmcco2@uky.edu>, "Stallones, Jared"
<jared.stallones@uky.edu>, "Schroeder, Margaret" <m.mohr@uky.edu>, "Fisher, Molly" <molly.fisher@uky.edu>, "O'Hair,
Mary" <mjohair@uky.edu>, Jane Jensen <jane2jensen@gmail.com>, "Perry, Kristen" <kristen.perry@uky.edu>, "Wilhelm,
Jennifer" <jennifer.wilhelm@uky.edu>, "Rintamaa, Margaret" <mfrint00@uky.edu>, "Mazur, Joan" <jmazur@uky.edu>
All, I completely agree with Davy. Connie
Sent from my iPad
On Dec 14, 2017, at 9:43 AM, Jones, Davy <djones@uky.edu<mailto:djones@uky.edu>> wrote:
Balancing of considerations raised by Sheila, it seems that there are actually two classes of affected proposals.
For those proposals that have already entered the Senate level steps without securing a Provost's letter of administrative
feasibility back at the collegelevel of activity, it may create a more intense difficulty.
However, for proposals that have not yet left the collegelevel out to the Senate level, then those proposals are at the
stage anyway of next securing the Provost's letter, i.e., no 'retroactive' step is involved, merely follow the next step that is
in the rule of now obtaining the Provost letter.
Davy
Davy Jones, Professor
Dept. of Toxicology and Cancer Biology
University of Kentucky
Lexington, KY 40506
________________________________
From: Brothers, Sheila
Sent: Thursday, December 14, 2017 9:32 AM
To: Jones, Davy; McCormick, Katherine; Stallones, Jared; Schroeder, Margaret; Fisher, Molly; O'Hair, Mary; Jane Jensen;
Perry, Kristen; Wilhelm, Jennifer; Rintamaa, Margaret; Mazur, Joan
Cc: Wood, C
Subject: RE: Senate Rules for Graduate Programs
Hi. Per Katherine’s request, I did a little research and reviewed a couple of new degree programs from each of the past
academic years to see what the proposals included. (Just FYI, new degree programs are more common now than they
were in the past.)

As best I can tell, the 20062007 academic year was the last year in which new program proposals included letters of
administrative feasibility from a provost. I didn’t find any proposals that included a letter of administrative feasibility from a
dean. A few proposals included general letters of support from the dean’s office but the letters were not detailed and were
along the lines of “this is a good idea and it’ll be a good addition to the inventory of degree programs already offered by
the college.”

I think it’s relevant to share some information about pertinent, upcoming deadlines. There are a few proposals in the
pipeline that are seeking approval by Senate and the Board of Trustees in the spring semester, to have an effective date
for fall 2018. In order to meet all Board and CPErelated deadlines, a new program proposal must be approved by
Senate at its February 12 meeting. Any new degree programs approved by Senate in March or April will only go to the
Board if the Provost is willing to specially request that the President’s office to put the proposal on a Board agenda after
the Board’s deadline for receipt of agenda items has passed. (The Board deadline for receipt of materials for one of their
agendas is eight weeks prior to the Board meeting. The CPE deadline is about four weeks prior to its meeting.)

I presume that if one proposal is newly held to a standard, then every current proposals will also be affected. I suspect it
will not reflect well on Senate if faculty contact persons (and their colleagues and deans) are told now that there are
provisions in the Senate Rules that they must follow, even though those provisions haven’t been enforced for the last 10
years. I think following the rules is important, but maybe if there is a rule that has not been enforced for a decade, it would
be fairer to everyone to start enforcing it at the beginning of the next academic year.

Sheila

Office of the Senate Council
Phone: (859) 2575872

From: Jones, Davy
Sent: Thursday, December 14, 2017 8:14 AM
To: McCormick, Katherine <kmcco2@uky.edu<mailto:kmcco2@uky.edu>>; Stallones, Jared <jared.stallones@uky.edu<
mailto:jared.stallones@uky.edu>>; Schroeder, Margaret <m.mohr@uky.edu<mailto:m.mohr@uky.edu>>; Fisher, Molly
<molly.fisher@uky.edu<mailto:molly.fisher@uky.edu>>; O'Hair, Mary <mjohair@uky.edu<mailto:mjohair@uky.edu>>; Jane
Jensen <jane2jensen@gmail.com<mailto:jane2jensen@gmail.com>>; Perry, Kristen <kristen.perry@uky.edu<mailto:
kristen.perry@uky.edu>>; Wilhelm, Jennifer <jennifer.wilhelm@uky.edu<mailto:jennifer.wilhelm@uky.edu>>; Rintamaa,
Margaret <mfrint00@uky.edu<mailto:mfrint00@uky.edu>>; Mazur, Joan <jmazur@uky.edu<mailto:jmazur@uky.edu>>
Cc: Brothers, Sheila <sbrothers@uky.edu<mailto:sbrothers@uky.edu>>; Wood, C <cwood@uky.edu<mailto:cwood@
uky.edu>>
Subject: Re: Senate Rules for Graduate Programs

Katherine,

I and Connie both have a clear understanding of the origin of this Senate Rules, that states:

“The dean shall include a statement of administrative feasibility. Proposals concerning degree programs, or concerning
certificates that report to an office outside of a college, shall also include a statement of administrative feasibility from the
Office of the Provost.”

The Senate Rules since at least 1999 have required that a letter of administrative feasibility from the Provost’s Office be
secured by the Senate Council into proposals for new degrees “before final action is taken.” In a 2012 revision to SR 3.2
(programs), the Chair of the SREC (at the time, Davy Jones), worked closely with the Provost’s Office (at the time,
Richard Greissman), on improvement of the rule; in particular the Provost’s Office wanted earlier involvement by the

Provost’s office than the prior ‘just before final action.’ Hence, the wording was changed to the current rule, that requires
the Provost’s letter of administrative feasibility (and a Dean’s letter of administrative feasibility) be secured to the proposal
package prior to the proposal submission to the Senate level bodies. The Provost’s Office wanted this current wording
specifically so that the Provost’s administrative feasibility assessment would have the opportunity to impact the Senate
level bodies (if not also affect the college level proposal evaluation.

The current rule wording from 2012 not only continues the effect of requiring a Provost’s letter for proposals for new
programs, but also requires that proposed changes to existing programs secure a letter of administrative feasibility from
the Provost (and Dean), because there may be program changes that would significantly affect issues of Provost concern,
e.g. new duplication of programs, significant program expansion that requires significant changes to resources, etc.

The continuing requirement in the current SR 3.2 for a Provost letter of administrative feasibility for a new creditbearing
degree is akin to the current requirement in SR 3.4 for a Provost letter of administrative feasibility when a new noncredit
bearing educational program is proposed for a new multidisciplinary research center. For example, the Provost’s letter
provided to the proposal for the Schnatter Institute:

“In the event that external funding is not available, I agree that the Gatton College and UK will support those faculty
members and graduate students to the otherwise normal conclusion of their careers (or programs) at UK.” 04/12/2016,
Provost Tracy

Note: Jones and Wood understand that the current wording is not to be taken so literally that every program change no
matter how small requires a letter of administrative feasibility from the Provost; we will put this clarification on the agenda
of an upcoming SREC meeting.

Therefore, it is our understanding that, as always, a new degree proposal requires a letter of administrative feasibility from
the Provost’s Office. Changes in programs require a letter of feasibility from the Dean and the Provost if substantial new
resources are required. If no letters are included in a program change proposal , the program proposing the change must
include documentation that new resources or a reallocation of resources is not required.

If we can provide additional information concerning this rule please let us know.

Davy Jones
Connie Wood

Davy Jones, Professor
Dept. of Toxicology and Cancer Biology
University of Kentucky
Lexington, KY 40506

________________________________

From: McCormick, Katherine
Sent: Wednesday, December 13, 2017 11:13 PM
To: Jones, Davy; Stallones, Jared; Schroeder, Margaret; Fisher, Molly; O'Hair, Mary; Jane Jensen; Perry, Kristen; Wilhelm,
Jennifer; Rintamaa, Margaret; Mazur, Joan
Cc: Brothers, Sheila; Wood, C
Subject: RE: Senate Rules for Graduate Programs

Yes. You are correct; the rule hasn’t changed; thanks for the clarification,
K

From: Jones, Davy
Sent: Wednesday, December 13, 2017 11:08 PM
To: McCormick, Katherine <kmcco2@uky.edu<mailto:kmcco2@uky.edu>>; Stallones, Jared <jared.stallones@uky.edu<
mailto:jared.stallones@uky.edu>>; Schroeder, Margaret <m.mohr@uky.edu<mailto:m.mohr@uky.edu>>; Fisher, Molly
<molly.fisher@uky.edu<mailto:molly.fisher@uky.edu>>; O'Hair, Mary <mjohair@uky.edu<mailto:mjohair@uky.edu>>; Jane
Jensen <jane2jensen@gmail.com<mailto:jane2jensen@gmail.com>>; Perry, Kristen <kristen.perry@uky.edu<mailto:
kristen.perry@uky.edu>>; Wilhelm, Jennifer <jennifer.wilhelm@uky.edu<mailto:jennifer.wilhelm@uky.edu>>; Rintamaa,
Margaret <mfrint00@uky.edu<mailto:mfrint00@uky.edu>>; Mazur, Joan <jmazur@uky.edu<mailto:jmazur@uky.edu>>
Cc: Brothers, Sheila <sbrothers@uky.edu<mailto:sbrothers@uky.edu>>; Wood, C <cwood@uky.edu<mailto:cwood@
uky.edu>>
Subject: Re: Senate Rules for Graduate Programs

Katherine,

Did you mean below that you would ascertain when 'compliance with the rule was discontinued and the rationale',
because it is still the Senate Rule ...

Davy

Davy Jones, Professor
Dept. of Toxicology and Cancer Biology
University of Kentucky
Lexington, KY 40506

________________________________
From: McCormick, Katherine
Sent: Wednesday, December 13, 2017 10:46 PM
To: Stallones, Jared; Schroeder, Margaret; Fisher, Molly; O'Hair, Mary; Jane Jensen; Perry, Kristen; Wilhelm, Jennifer;
Rintamaa, Margaret; Mazur, Joan
Cc: Brothers, Sheila; Jones, Davy; Wood, C
Subject: RE: Senate Rules for Graduate Programs

Dear Colleagues, I’ll ask Davy Jones (as SREC CoChair; by copy of this email) to provide some guidance in this matter.
In the same way that Margaret recuses herself from action on degree/curricular proposals [and/or curriculum changes]
from her department; I assume that Joan will recuse herself from this review. Therefore, although Joan is Davy’s Co
Chair, I’ll ask Connie Wood (previous SREC Chair) to replace Joan in this specific action. Both Davy and Connie have
historical memory and knowledge regarding the development and implementation of Senate Rules. I’ll also reach out to
Andrew Hippisley who was the previous Senate Council Chair (before me) and also previous Senate Academic Programs
Committee Chair (preceding Margaret) to determine at what point this rule was discontinued and the rationale for doing
so. Sheila may also have some knowledge of how/when noncompliance became current and accepted practice. I very
much appreciate everyone's help,
K

From: Stallones, Jared
Sent: Wednesday, December 13, 2017 8:30 PM
To: Schroeder, Margaret <m.mohr@uky.edu<mailto:m.mohr@uky.edu>>; Fisher, Molly <molly.fisher@uky.edu<mailto:m
olly.fisher@uky.edu>>; O'Hair, Mary <mjohair@uky.edu<mailto:mjohair@uky.edu>>; Jane Jensen
<jane2jensen@gmail.com<mailto:jane2jensen@gmail.com>>; Perry, Kristen <kristen.perry@uky.edu<mailto:
kristen.perry@uky.edu>>; Wilhelm, Jennifer <jennifer.wilhelm@uky.edu<mailto:jennifer.wilhelm@uky.edu>>; Rintamaa,
Margaret <mfrint00@uky.edu<mailto:mfrint00@uky.edu>>; Mazur, Joan <jmazur@uky.edu<mailto:jmazur@uky.edu>>
Cc: Brothers, Sheila <sbrothers@uky.edu<mailto:sbrothers@uky.edu>>; McCormick, Katherine
<kmcco2@uky.edu<mailto:kmcco2@uky.edu>>
Subject: Re: Senate Rules for Graduate Programs

Hi all,

I sent this in the interest of avoiding problems going forward. I’m not sure that noncompliance with written policies is a
reason to continue noncompliance. In my experience at other institutions written rules were followed until we saw the
need to formally change them. Following written policy provides clarity, stability, and transparency. It protects the
institution against mistakes and grievances.

Jared
[cid:image001.png@01D37450.0789E680]

From: "Schroeder, Margaret" <m.mohr@uky.edu<mailto:m.mohr@uky.edu>>
Date: Wednesday, December 13, 2017 at 5:32 PM
To: "Fisher, Molly" <molly.fisher@uky.edu<mailto:molly.fisher@uky.edu>>, "O'Hair, Mary"
<mjohair@uky.edu<mailto:mjohair@uky.edu>>, Jane Jensen <jane2jensen@gmail.com<mailto:
jane2jensen@gmail.com>>, "Perry, Kristen" <kristen.perry@uky.edu<mailto:kristen.perry@uky.edu>>, "Wilhelm, Jennifer"
<jennifer.wilhelm@uky.edu<mailto:jennifer.wilhelm@uky.edu>>, "Rintamaa, Margaret" <mfrint00@uky.edu<mailto:mfrin
t00@uky.edu>>, "Mazur, Joan" <jmazur@uky.edu<mailto:jmazur@uky.edu>>, "Stallones, Jared"
<jared.stallones@uky.edu<mailto:jared.stallones@uky.edu>>
Cc: "Brothers, Sheila" <sbrothers@uky.edu<mailto:sbrothers@uky.edu>>, "McCormick, Katherine"
<kmcco2@uky.edu<mailto:kmcco2@uky.edu>>
Subject: Re: Senate Rules for Graduate Programs

Hi

I'm writing in my capacity as chair of the Senate Academic Programs Committee. This committee reviews all new
programs that come through the university.

You are correct in that these are the rules, but that is not currently what is in practice and has not been for several years
(as long as I've been on SAPC which is 6+ years). The current practice of SAPC/Senate Council/Senate is to ask for a
letter from the dean of the unit proposing a program IF new resources are needed (e.g., additional faculty lines, laboratory
space, facilities). The current practice of SAPC/Senate Council/Senate does not require a statement from the Provost's
office. From the senate perspective it would be unfair to ask something of a unit that is currently not asked of other units at
the university. I've included Sheila Brothers and Katherine McCormick in case they want to weigh in anymore.

Hope that helps in clarifying needed information.

Thanks
Margaret MohrSchroeder

Margaret J. MohrSchroeder, PhD <https://education.uky.edu/stem/facultyandstaff/aboutmohrschroeder/> | Associate
Professor of STEM Education  Mathematics | SAPC University Senate Committee Chair <http://www.uky.edu/Faculty/
Senate/committees_councils/standing_committees/academic_programs.htm> | University Senator/Senate Council
Member<http://www.uky.edu/Faculty/Senate/> | STEM PLUS Program CoChair<https://2b.education.uky.edu/stem/new/
undergraduateprograms/> | Department of STEM Education<http://goog_321265639/> | University of
Kentucky<http://www.uky.edu/> | www.margaretmohrschroeder.com<http://www.margaretmohrschroeder.com> | Schedule
a Meeting with Me<https://www.vyte.in/mohrschroeder#!>

On Wed, Dec 13, 2017 at 4:15 PM, Jennifer Wilhelm <jwi229@uky.edu<mailto:jwi229@uky.edu>> wrote:

Sent from my iPhone
Begin forwarded message:
From: "Stallones, Jared" <jared.stallones@uky.edu<mailto:jared.stallones@uky.edu>>
Date: December 13, 2017 at 3:30:06 PM EST
To: "Fisher, Molly" <molly.fisher@uky.edu<mailto:molly.fisher@uky.edu>>, "O'Hair, Mary"
<mjohair@uky.edu<mailto:mjohair@uky.edu>>, Jane Jensen <jane2jensen@gmail.com<mailto:
jane2jensen@gmail.com>>
Cc: "Perry, Kristen" <kristen.perry@uky.edu<mailto:kristen.perry@uky.edu>>, "Wilhelm, Jennifer"
<jennifer.wilhelm@uky.edu<mailto:jennifer.wilhelm@uky.edu>>, "Rintamaa, Margaret" <mfrint00@uky.edu<mailto:mfrin
t00@uky.edu>>, "Mazur, Joan" <jmazur@uky.edu<mailto:jmazur@uky.edu>>
Subject: Senate Rules for Graduate Programs
Hi all,

I was consulting the Senate Rules about moving the STEM MAT proposal forward and I read a couple of steps we want to
be sure to not miss. I doublechecked this with SREC and they confirmed the steps.

According to SR 3.2.3.A.3, the DGS from the proposing department should seek a “statement of administrative feasibility
from the perspective of that college administration” and also a “statement of administrative feasibility from the Office of the
Provost.” The DGS then forwards the materials to the Dean of the Graduate School. It might be a good idea to review all
the Senate procedures to avoid complications.

Jared
[cid:image002.png@01D37450.0789E680]
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