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  FACULTY SENATE 
 

Faculty Senate Meeting 

Minutes -  February 28, 2020 

1:00 PM SSC 

Auditorium 

 

 

I. Welcome and Roll Call 

President Nolen calls the meeting to order at 1:06 PM 

Secretary Barrio-Vilar calls roll 

 

Present:  CALS -- Anson, Barrio-Vilar, Cheatham, Condran, Deng, Douglas, LeGrand, Smith, 

Stone. CB -- Felan, Woolridge. CEHP -- Atkins, Grover, Hamilton, Otters, Ruhr, Tate, Teague, 

Vander Putten. CSSC -- Blevins-Knabe, Golden, Giammo, Jensen, Lopez Ramirez, Matson, 

Scranton. CEIT -- DeAngelis, Jovanovic, Milanova, Shroat-Lewis. LIBRARY -- Macheak. 

LAW -- Cain. EX OFFICIO -- Bain, Nolen, Wright.  

  

Absent:  CALS -- Clifton, Deiser, Scheidt. CB -- Hendon, Leonard. CEHP -- Sadaka, Solomon. 

CSSC -- Nahrwold. CEIT -- Turner. LIBRARY -- None. LAW -- Woodmansee. EX OFFICIO 

-- Drale, Weigel, Zakrzewski. 

 

 

II. Announcements 

 

Larry Smith: Next week (Tuesday through Thursday, March 3-5), the Department of Theatre 

Arts and Dance is presenting a series of staged readings titled A Seat at the Table: 3 Plays on 

U.S. Life and Other Matters. Everyone is welcome. As with several of our most recent 

productions, and to fulfill our educational mission toward our university, student, and 

community constituents, we will offer a series of short but evocative interdisciplinary 

discussions prior to each staged reading. Pre-show panels start at 6:45 p.m. Please, invite your 

students. 

 

Jeff Condran: Heather Hummel and myself will be having a book launch party and reading this 

Saturday (Feb. 29) as part of the Argenta Reading Series. Doors open at 6:30 p.m. Wine and 

food will be served. Please join us at Argenta UMC, 317 Main St., North Little Rock. 
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Laura Barrio: ATLE is hosting a Happy Hour today at Senor Tequila (on University Ave.) from 

4:00-6:00. Everyone is welcome to join us. 

 

 

III. Airing of Grievances (2 minute limit) 

 

None 

 

IV. Introduction of New Topics (2 minute limit) 

 

Is there a plan for the Corona virus in case it hits Little Rock? We might have to transition to 

online teaching. 

 

Ann Bain will address the issue during her report. 

 

V. Reports 

A. Executive Committee - Amanda Nolen 

 

Our next senate meeting is on March 20th. Committee Chairs must email any issues they want 

on the agenda by March 6th (next Friday). If something is time critical this semester, let’s try to 

get it on the March agenda, because in April the Chancellor’s final draft plan will come through 

to the faculty senate. Contact me if you need to discuss the matter. 

 

At the last senate meeting, this body approved College Assembly Presidents recommendations 

(memorandum on website). One of their main concerns is the second phase of the reorganization. 

 

Jennifer Hune: The College Assembly Presidents strongly recommend that additional 

restructuring within the new colleges occur after academic planning retrenchment. Additional 

planning time in the 2020-2021 academic year allows for a series of retreats, open forums, and 

strategic planning 

sessions among faculty from the newly-formed colleges. It affords the opportunity to involve 

local community stakeholders. This allows us to create sensible, effective, and needed 

departments or schools and to more efficiently respond to the changing higher education 

landscape in the state. 

 

The College Assembly Presidents also strongly recommend that decisions regarding academic 

planning retrenchment be informed by shared financial and academic data, so that all decision- 

makers in the process are operating on the same assumptions. We want the data to be transparent 

so we can have an opportunity to see that “who we are” is clearly reflected by the data. 

 

Mann: The Blackboard organization shell has provided us with access to some of the data we 

need. We will also need to get a clearer picture of how the process of developing new college 

governance documents. 

 

Wright: We will have to elect a new senate for next year. When we did this the last time, the FS 

President called those meetings for purposes of getting senators elected. I think it will be wise to 

Commented [1]: https://ualr.edu/facultysenate/files/20
20/02/College-Assembly-Presidents-Letter.pdf 
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get senators elected for next year.  

 

Wright moves to adopt the recommendations from the Assembly Presidents. 

 

Motion approved and recommendations adopted. 

 

Nolen: The Executive Committee had discussed introducing a resolution asking the other 

divisions to provide an accounting of any re-organization and restructuring they have done, what 

is the cost or savings as a result of the efforts as well as a detailed organization chart down to the 

person and what they continue to plan to do. The chancellor was of the same mind and beat us to 

the punch. At this week’s cabinet meeting, she made this request directly to the Vice 

Chancellors. She created a report template that each Vice Chancellor must complete and that 

includes any cost/savings associated with any reorg/restructuring and a detailed accounting of 

personnel for FY 18, FY 19, and FY 20. At my request, she was going to amend her request to 

include a detailed description of what they are planning to do to cut costs/find efficiencies. Per 

her timeline, the VC's report this back to her by the 11th. She will send those reports to both the 

Executive Committee and the IEC.  

 

Report from the ad hoc committee: Things are moving quickly and we’re planning to have a 

report by March 30th. We have 12 program proposals to get to the Provost today. One program 

we are referring, but we need more information about this. Next week there will be another wave 

of proposals. They will be available on Blackboard. They will include the decisions (suspend, 

delete, restructure…) and the data those decisions are grounded in. 

 

Special thanks to department chairs for getting information to us so quickly. Thanks to Larry 

Beachler in OIR and Dana Steele from Records and Registration.  

 

Wright: In terms of the Provost’s memo, could you talk about the process whereby what steps for 

proposal of academic retrenchment will take place? 

 

Nolen: Once we have all of our work done and to the Provost/Chancellor, the Chancellor will 

write a report/proposal. Monday, March 30, after we get back from Spring Break, that will be 

distributed to the faculty. Faculty directly affected by any of the proposals will get time to 

comment (believe it’s a week) and then that proposal will go to the college level where it will be 

under consideration by the college level curriculum committees, the college faculties led by the 

college level executive committees and college deans for recommendations. It then goes to 

university level councils, who will have a week to review and offer comment and 

recommendation. It then goes to the Senate and we will consider it on the 24th at our senate 

meeting. We will aggregate those comments and recommendations which then go to the Provost 

who writes up her recommendations and then it goes to the Chancellor. You will be able to see 

the comments made before you. 

 

Two senate meetings ago we had referred some curriculum items back, which have proven to be 

difficult to catalog or even find them because some of them are in paper form and those in a 

digital file are difficult to find. Carmien and Ross will be creating a digital catalog. 

 

Mann: Will all programs be listed as enhance, keep the same or remove? 
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Nolen: There can be an assumption that if it’s not listed, it’s kept the same. However, to close the 

loop, it could be helpful to have all programs listed with the appropriate action.  

 

B. Provost’s Report - Ann Bain 

 

The Chancellor didn’t include organizational charts in her report, but did include data going back 

3 years. 

 

Donna Shelton is going to develop an online submission process for the review process (to be 

piloted) which the Chancellor will have access to. 

 

HLC visit: We had a very positive HLC visit. Summary information that the HLC leaders shared 

before leaving: They were impressed by the participation and engagement of the faculty and 

staff. The visit was very well organized. Everyone who spoke was student-focused. They’re 

pleased we’re making data-driven decisions. They believe our relationship to the Clinton School 

is critical. They observed a strong relationship to the City of Little Rock. They observed that we 

were facing our challenges openly and realistically and taking action. They encouraged us to 

stick with our current processes for retrenchment. They commended the IEC and ATLE and 

appreciated our strong faculty development program. 

 

Things we need to work on: Student retention. They realize we have a plan in place and we need 

to activate that plan and continue to work in that area. The meeting with the students was not 

entirely positive. They had complaints about being deleted from classes for non-payment, so 

customer service and communication need to be worked on. They recommended focusing on 

diversifying faculty and administration to reflect our student body.  

 

Finzer: The biggest challenge of our report was linking thousands of documents as pdf files. I 

want to thank Ross for his computer and organization skills and helping with the process. He is 

our HLC super hero. [Finzer gives him a cape and a mask in recognition of his hard work]. 

 

CoronaVirus: We have a Pandemic Policy and an Emergency Response Policy. We have an 

Emergency Response team who will take care of any steps necessary if the pandemic affects us. 

We may get a notification over the weekend. Pay attention to class attendance. We might have to 

finish classes online. There is a team on campus disseminating our research efforts to the 

community. 

 

We are getting ready to go into a challenging time. Continue engaging as we move forward in 

the retrenchment process. 

 

C. Council Reports 

1. Council on Core Curriculum and Policies 

2. Undergraduate Council - Report on Faculty Senate website. 

3. Graduate Council - Report on Faculty Senate website. 

 

D. Academic Calendar and Schedules Committee - Attachment A 

 

Matson: Catherine Crisp, who is the chair of the committee, couldn’t be here today. The 
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committee reviewed the proposal for dead hour at noon and determined not to support the idea. 

The memo outlines our reasoning. If we were to adopt a dead hour, the best time would be the 

3:05 p.m. time slot on Thursdays, and we would recommend not calling it “dead hour.” 

 

Wright: I think the original proposal for the 12 o’clock hour - that seems like a high traffic time. 

We recognize that when a standing committee has a meeting set for a particular time, department 

heads and units will facilitate the clearing of schedules. The idea is that there are some folks who 

will not be able to make it to meetings and therefore not be able to participate in shared 

governance. So we should also consider the proposal from the faculty point of view. On MWF at 

3:00 many faculty members are already attending committee meetings (Graduate Council, 

Undergraduate Council, Executive Committee…), so we should consider that time slot. 

 

Matson: All the schools around us have dead hours, so the committee considered their data as 

well. 

 

Smith: I do think it would be helpful to have this dead hour for scheduling meetings for faculty 

and students. It would be tricky to do it right now, but we shouldn’t drop the idea altogether. 

 

Hunter: Isn’t Friday afternoon already a de facto dead hour? I wonder why that wasn’t one of the 

options. 

 

Giammo: We definitely need to consider thinking about it. I would caution about the 3 o’clock 

time for those who have children. 

 

Wright: This would be a good opportunity to remind us that we do need a daycare center. It 

doesn’t sound like the calendar committee will do anything further with the proposal. Can we 

defer the matter to another body? 

 

Anson: Can we give it back to the SGA and ask for surveys? 

 

Nolen: We need to give them more specific suggestions and data. 

 

Matson: A possibility would be to refer it back to the calendar committee next year. 

 

Smith: One possibility to make this work over the noon hour is to see how many classes are 

offered on MWF at the proposed hour and see if they can meet M & F to allow Wednesday to be 

the dead hour. 

 

Wright: We have class schedule legislation and the legislation does not have a Friday slot. When 

most of us are thinking about an open hour, we are thinking about lecture hours. However, we 

might not be thinking about lab times. What we are probably talking about is an amendment to 

the calendar and schedule legislation to remove a block ... 

 

Nolen: We need to refer this to a standing committee, rather than the SGA. 

 

DeAngelis: Motion to refer this back to the Executive Committee to form a task force/ad hoc 

committee that investigates and reports back to the senate a option for 3 periods for this dead 
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hour.  

 

Wright seconds with a friendly amendment that the executive committee should develop the 

language about the task for this ad hoc committee. 

 

Cheatham: I would like to speak against this motion. People need to have knowledge of the 

intricacies of how the calendar works. It would be better to form a sub-committee with 

representatives from the calendar committee. 

 

Wright: Robert’s Rules says that when a committee is not interested in pursuing an idea further, 

an ad hoc committee should be formed.  

 

DeAngelis: From what I heard, the Calendars and Schedules Committee was not interested in 

working on this. If that is incorrect, they can continue to work on it along with input from the 

SGA.  

 

Matson: The idea of returning the idea back to the calendar committee undermines its authority. I 

think they are done with it. 

 

Jovanovic: The motion allows for the executive committee to appoint, among others, members 

from the standing calendar committee, so they are not entirely left out. 

 

All in favor of referring this matter to the executive committee: 14. All opposed: 12. The referral 

carries. 

 

Matson: There will be calendars on the March Senate meeting to approve. They are following 

this template that was adopted, which looks like it will work fine. 

 

E. Faculty Governance Committee 

 

Cheatham: We have been looking at the ramifications of the new 3 college structure. We will 

have ⅗ of the faculty represented in the senate, councils, etc. if we keep the same structure. We 

need to look at whether the distribution of faculty on councils and committees needs to be 

adjusted, at attendance timing, etc. This coming Monday we will meet with the Executive 

Committee and will have a more extensive report at the March meeting. 

 

Hune: Will you be using the census to make those decisions once the colleges are consolidated? 

 

Cheatham: The census is partially the issue because with the retrenchment and reorganization we 

don’t know when the census snapshot will be. This is not a natural year for revisiting the census. 

There is no one-size-fits-all answer. We don’t want to have people sit in on too many 

committees, etc. 

 

DeAngelis: The elections to committees and to the Faculty Senate occurs at the College level. 

Normally (at least in EIT), elections are held in the spring. I’m assuming all elections need to be 

delayed. 

 



 

 
P
A
G
E 
1

0 

Cheatham: That’s one of the possibilities we will be considering. 

 

 

F. Planning & Finance Committee 
 

Cheatham: The committee has met diligently in an attempt to provide a report to the Chancellor 

this week or next week. They have taken on a charge of looking for cost reductions across the 

campus that are outside of the academic planning retrenchment. One of our members has been 

able to have access to the Workday workflow processes. We have observed there are too many 

touches for processes. There are now opportunities to touch less or to copy in the processes we 

currently have to improve efficiency. We want to have a tangible report that can be implemented. 

 

Processing EPAFs, for example, take too many phone calls and people. Perhaps we could have 

EPAF specialists. Maybe mid-level managers, rather than upper-level administrators, could be in 

charge of these processes to save time and money and make things less cumbersome. We’re 

looking for fewer people to touch and fewer places to block the process. We definitely welcome 

suggestions. 

 

VII. Review of Minutes from November 22, 2019 and January 31, 2020: 

 

Nolen: Comments, suggestions, changes to the minutes? 

 

None. 

 

Wright moves to approve the minutes as written from Nov. 22. Seconded. Motion passes by 

acclamation. 

 

Wright moves to approve the minutes as written from Jan. 31. Seconded. Motion passes by 

acclamation, 

 
 

 
 

VI. Old Business 

A. Motion FS_2020_02 Committee on Tenure (Legislation. Majority vote at one 

meeting, no second required.) Post-tenure Review (Policy 403.3) 

 
Be is resolved to amend the Policy on Annual Review (403.3., 3/2019, 10/2018, 4/2017, 

and 4/1993) as it pertains to Section II Post-tenure Review as indicated in Attachment B 

(underline indicates addition; strikethrough indicates deletion); and 

 
Be it further resolved that if approved, implementation of the changes will go into effect 

immediately. 
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Commentary: The changes made to the section reflect the Committee on Tenure’s 

amendment to the motion from the Executive Committee that was presented at the January 

31, 2020 meeting of the Faculty Senate and referred to the committee to be brought at the 

February meeting. Changes made to the Annual Review policy in Section I created 

inconsistencies with the process of post-tenure review as described in Section II of the 

policy. The proposed changes resolves those inconsistencies and aligns the policy with 

Board Policy. 

 

Nolen: My recommendation is that we go through this line by line and we ask questions or make 

changes as necessary. 

 

Wright: Faculty also have a right to appeal processes as outlined in departmental governance 

documents and the Promotion and Tenure policy 403.15ies, including the Faculty Handbook. 

 

Revision approved by acclamation. 

 

Cheatham: Could we delete the word “will”? 

 

No objections. 

 

DeAngelis: Shouldn’t we be consistent in our language? Motion to replace “departmental” with 

“academic unit” as appropriate. 

 

We may also need a footnote clarifying what we mean by “academic unit”? Department, 

program, or school. 

 

Jovanovic: This issue will also apply to other policies, so we’ll need to do similar edits to other 

documents. 

 

Nolen: For the purpose of today’s organization structure, with the expectation that we may have 

to revise according to the academic reorganization, can we agree that “academic unit” refers to 

“department or school or library” and include it as a footnote? Motion approved by acclamation. 

 

 

 

 
VII. New Business 

 
A. Motion FS_2020_03 Admissions and Transfer of Credit Committee 

(Legislation. Majority vote at one meeting, no second required.) Modify Admissions 

Policy for First- time Entering Freshmen. 

 
Be it resolved to modify Admissions criteria (FS_2013_3) as indicated in the markup in 

Attachment C; and 

Be it resolved that the modification includes the elimination of “conditional 

admission” and “conditional prep” classifications; and 



 

 
P
A
G
E 
1

0 

Be it further resolved that if approved, implementation of changes will be for Spring 

2021. 

 
Commentary: Detailed rationale and supporting data for each of the proposed changes 

are provided in Attachment C. 

 

 
Mark: Heather Reed contributed to the committee. Chelsea presented the admission 

requirements, which were problematic. Cody and Larry provided data. We strived to simplify 

processes. In 2013, there were 3 motions; this one is just one of them. The committee will work 

on the appeals process next. There will likely be students who won’t be admitted under this new 

policy, so we need to have a clear appeals policy for them. 

 

ACT scores are only valid for 5 years after you take the test. Freshmen aged 24 or older are 

required to submit their ACT scores, but we don’t take them into consideration. This change will 

allow for more students to enroll. 

 

Daryl Rice: Enrollment might drop, despite recruitment efforts, because of this new admission 

standards. We don’t have the resources to help some students persist, so it would be unethical to 

admit them if we know they are unlikely to succeed. I would like to have OIR revisit the student 

persistence before the 11th day of the fall semester. 

 

Cody Decker: Undergraduate admissions are up 44%, partly because of our ability to admit and 

scholarship students on site during recruitment events. 

 

Cheatham: We need to be in line with our competitors, rather than operating on a perceived need. 

In the past, we weren’t able to offer scholarships on site like UCA was, for example. 

 

Mark: Let’s not confuse admission issues with financial issues. 

 

Woolridge: With the new requirements, will the new students have a 50-50% chance of 

succeeding in the first year? 

….. 

Decker: These admission standards are realistic. But it doesn’t negate the retention and 

persistence issues we deal with. 

 

Mark: We will also have to work on a review process. 

 

Motion to change GPA from 2.5 to 2.0. Seconded. 

 

Nays have it. GPA remains 2.5 

 

Decker: We’re striking through requirements for conditional admission. 

 

Matson: Could the committee come up with a test-score option? 
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Wright: Motion to divide the question to remove the strikethroughs related to conditional 

admission.  

 

Seconded. 

 

Nolen: This means we are voting on the section above the strikethrough. We are already doing 

this, so we are separating the two edits out. 

 

DeAngelis: This unconditional work would not be part of Andrew’s motion? 2.25 would stay. 24 

over would stay.  

 

Mark: The question is - do we require a GPA for admission? 

 

Daryl: Key players (in financial aid) were missing in the debate.  

 

Motion (proposed by Wright) approved.  

 

Based on this section (three bullets & 24+) -  

 

Approved.  

 

Cheathem: Motion to amend the new standards to Fall 21 instead of Spring 21.  

 

Seconded. 

 

Friendly amendment to the amendment for implementation of 24+ to be in the Spring (of 21) and 

the rest to be in the Fall (of 21) 

 

Motion approved. 

 

Wright: Move to refer the remaining section  (to refine conditional matters) back to admission 

and transfer committee to work with student affairs and financial aid and bring back in April 

 

Mark: Does the Senate want a minimum GPA?  

 

Motion has been referred.  

 

 

 
B. Motion FS_2020_04 Committee on Tenure (Legislation. Majority vote at 

one meeting, no second required.) Annual Review (Policy 403.3) 

 
Be it resolved to amend the Policy on Annual Review (403.3., 3/2019, 10/2018, 

4/2017, and 4/1993) as it pertains to Overall Unsatisfactory (Section I.A.11) as 
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indicated below (underline indicates addition; strikethrough indicates deletion); and 

 
Be it further resolved that if approved, implementation of the changes will go into 

effect July 1, 2020. 

[The full policy is located in Attachment B where you can view this section in situ.] 

 

 

Wright: Amendment to place in B “Described in 11 A”  

 

DeAngelis: Move to amend (in section b) that instead of evaluation, change to “this review” 

 

DeAngelis: I would change the amendment to “This departmental tenure committee review will 

be used as part of …” 

 

Motion to accept section as amended approved. 

 

Adjourned at 4:56 pm. 
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I. Annual Faculty Review 

 

A. Procedures for Annual Faculty Evaluation 

…. 

 

 

11. Unsatisfactory Rating in a Category 
 

a. Definition of Overall Unsatisfactory: To determine that an individual is 

overall unsatisfactory, the departmental tenure committee must, at minimum, 

determine that the individual was unsatisfactory in 2 out of 3 categories in 

two consecutive years or in 3 out of the 3 categories in one year. 

ba. If the chairperson evaluates the individual as unsatisfactory in 2 out of 3 

categories in a given year, then the matter is referred to the departmental tenure 

committee, who which will review (but not alter) the previous three years’ 

materials to assess overall the individual’s performance in each category 

assessed unsatisfactory by the chairperson for the year at issue pursuant to 

section I.A.11.e below. This single- year evaluation will be used as part of any 

the two consecutive- year determination of overall satisfactory or overall 

unsatisfactory status described above. 
 

cb. If the departmental tenure committee determines the individual is overall 

unsatisfactory, then post-tenure review (section II) will be initiated. If the 

department tenure committee does not determine that the faculty member’s 

overall performance is unsatisfactory, then the faculty member’s overall 

performance shall be deemed satisfactory. 
 

c. To determine that an individual is overall unsatisfactory, the departmental 

tenure committee must, at minimum, determine that the individual was unsatisfactory 

in 2 out of 3 categories in two consecutive years or in 3 out of the 3 categories in one 

year. 

d. The chairperson’s evaluation of unsatisfactory in a category may be appealed to 

the departmental tenure committee. If the departmental tenure committee does 

not determine that the faculty member’s performance in the category is 

unsatisfactory, then the faculty member’s performance in that category shall be 

deemed satisfactory. 

e. For a departmental tenure committee to determine that an individual’s 

performance in any category is unsatisfactory, a minimum of sixty percent of the 

committee must vote in favor of a finding of unsatisfactory. 
 

f. The unit’s operating procedures shall specify the scope of materials for review, 

the voting procedures, and the method of voting. 

 

C. Motion FS_2020_05 Committee on Tenure (Legislation. Majority vote at one meeting, 

no second required.) Committee on Tenure E-voting Operating Procedures
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 Be it resolved to adopt the following e-voting operating procedures for the Committee 

on  Tenure; and 
 

Be it further resolved that if approved, implementation of these procedures occurs 

immediately. 
 

Only members of the committee may propose an item to be decided by E-voting. Any 

member may propose an item to be decided by E-voting. Any member of the committee 

may require a meeting and that the voting be done at the meeting by notifying the chair 

of the committee in writing after an item to be decided by E-voting has been 

communicated to the committee and before the end of the voting period. If there is a 

need to amend the item, then a meeting must be held. 
 

The committee may consider through E-voting all routine matters of business. A 

matter of routine business is a matter that the committee encounters frequently in its 

operation and which the committee typically acts on with limited or no discussion. A 

policy decision or election cannot be considered as a routine matter of business. 
 

If an item is to be decided by E-voting, it shall be communicated to all members of 

the committee, including ex officio members.  E-voting will be conducted by email.  

The time period from the communication of the item by which the E-voting will be 

concluded is five days. The required percentage of those voting that will be used to 

determine if an item is approved is a majority of those voting, and the minimum 

number of the committee that must vote in order for an item to be approved is a 

quorum. The votes may be viewed by committee members during the voting and the 

results will be communicated to the committee via email. 

 
Commentary: Faculty Senate Legislation FS_2016_1 and FS_2016_2 requires that e- 

voting operating procedures for standing committees of the Faculty Senate be 

approved by the senate. 

 
VIII. Open Forum 

 
IX. Adjournment 
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Attachment A - Academic Calendar & Schedules Committee Recommendation re: “Dead 
hour” 

TO: Amanda Nolen, President UA Little Rock Faculty Senate 

 

FROM: Catherine Crisp, Chair of Academic Calendar and Schedules 

Committee DATE:February 13, 2020 

RE: SGA “Dead Hour” Proposal 

 

The UA Little Rock Student Government Association (SGA) requested that the Faculty 

Senate consider their request for a “dead hour” in which students could attend student 

organization meetings and social gatherings. At the request of the Faculty Senate, the 

Academic Calendar and Schedules Committee (ACSC) was charged with making a 

recommendation regarding the dead hour proposal, identifying a time for a “dead hour” that 

would minimize disruption to the current class schedule, and surveying the chairs of the 

academic departments for their feedback on the use of the “dead hour.” 

 

By a narrow vote, the ACSC recommends that the Faculty Senate reject the SGA proposal 

for a dead hour. In considering the SGA proposal, the ACSC considered the following 

information: 

 

● The time of 1:30 - 2:30 on Tuesdays and Thursdays proposed by the SGA overlaps 

with two class periods and will thus require a complete overhaul of the schedule for 

those two class days. 

● Regardless of when the dead hour is held, creating a block of time in which NO classes 
are scheduled will require rescheduling classes and disrupt current scheduling 
practices, many of which have been in place for several years. 

● Eliminating any class periods from being used for classes will force classes to be 

rescheduled into existing class periods. Given current challenges in scheduling 

classes due to limited space on campus, being forced to reschedule classes into 

existing class periods would create additional scheduling problems. 

● A revision of the schedule will require additional faculty and staff resources at a 

time when resources are limited. 

● Feedback from the chairs from (with approximately 50% responding and representing 

all five colleges) indicated that 60% those responding have a dead hour that is used 

for faculty and committee meetings and that approximately 63% “thought it was (or 

maybe was) a good idea” (per feedback from Lisa Sherwin who polled the chairs). 

Considering the demands on the chairs, the ACSC is pleased with this response rate 

and grateful for their feedback. 

● The SGA states that Henderson State University and University of Central Arkansas 

currently have comparable dead hours. However, the committee does not believe that 

either of these schools have student bodies that are comparable to the student body at 

UA Little Rock as these schools have more traditional student bodies than does UA 

Little Rock. By contrast, UA Pulaski Tech, which may be considered more of a 

commuter school and thus more comparable to UA Little Rock, does not have a “dead 

hour”. 
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● While the ACSC supports the intent of the proposal, the SGA proposal indicates that 

they have not surveyed the student body to assess interest, likely use of a dead hour, 

and the preferred time of the dead hour: “We suggest that our University’s ‘dead hour’ 

be from 1:30 p.m. to 2:30 p.m. on Tuesdays and Thursdays, with classes stopping at 

1:20 p.m. and then resuming at 2:40 p.m. However, this decision is one to be made by 

the student body. If the student body requests a different time, we shall support that 

time instead” (italics added for emphasis). Given this, it is not clear that the student 

body supports and would use the dead hour in the way proposed by the SGA. 

● As an increasing number of classes are offered online, it is not realistic to expect 

students to come to campus for student organization meetings. The addition of the 

dead hour may not achieve the outcomes the students hope for while consuming 

significant resources to implement the changes. In view of this, student organizations 

and leaders are encouraged to work with their faculty advisors and constituents to find 

other ways to engage connect and engage with students such as live streaming 

meetings and using other online platforms to facilitate communication with students. 

 

In sum, the ACSC does not support the SGA proposal for a dead hour as it would compound 

existing scheduling challenges and lead to increased work for faculty and staff in order to 

implement the proposal. Moreover, there is little evidence that the student body supports the 

use of the dead hour and would use it in the way that SGA suggests. 

 

If the Faculty Senate decides to ignore the recommendation of the ACSC to reject the dead 

hour proposal, we request that: 

● The class periods on Tuesdays and Thursdays from 8:00 - 9:15 am OR from 3:05 - 

4:20 pm be allocated for the dead hour to be scheduled. These are standard class times 

and do not conflict with two different class periods. Similar time blocks on Fridays 

could also be used with minimal disruption to the schedule. UCA’s dead hour, 

referenced in the SGA proposal, does not conflict or overlap with their existing class 

periods. 

● If any action is taken to implement the SGA proposal, the term “dead hour” should 

be replaced with the term “open hour”. 
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Attachment B - Proposed Revisions to Policy 403.3 Annual Review 

I. Annual Faculty Review 
 

An annual review of the performance of all full time faculty members shall be made on the 

basis of assigned duties and according to criteria and procedures required herein. It is the 

responsibility of the department chair to review the performance of adjunct faculty, visiting 

faculty, and lecturers according to requirements and guidelines established by the voting 

faculty as provided in the department’s approved governance document. 
 

The annual review of each faculty member shall provide the primary basis for the chairperson’s 
recommendations relating to salary, promotion, granting of tenure, successive appointment, 
nonreappointment, post-tenure review, and dismissal. Furthermore, this review is to provide 
guidance and assistance to all faculty in their professional development and academic 
responsibilities in the areas of teaching, scholarly and creative activity, and service. 

 

A. Procedures for Annual Faculty Evaluation 
 

Detailed criteria and procedures for annual evaluation of faculty shall be recommended by the 
faculty and chairperson of each academic unit; these criteria and related procedures must be 
submitted to the dean or director, the Vice Chancellor and Provost, and the Chancellor for 
approval. All procedures for annual reviews adopted by each unit shall include provision for, 
and details for implementation of, the following: 

 

1. No later than 30 days after the beginning of the first appointment of each 
faculty member, the chairperson shall advise him or her in writing of the criteria, 
procedures, and instruments currently used to assess performance; 

 

2. No later than September 1 of each year, each faculty member shall be 
informed in writing by the chairperson of the review schedule, criteria, procedures, and 
instruments to be used that year; 

 

3. No later than the second week of classes in the spring semester of each year, 

each faculty member shall submit to the chairperson any materials desired to be 

considered in the annual review; 

4. Each academic unit shall establish procedures to provide its faculty the 
opportunity to participate in the annual review of their peers. Except as set forth in this 

policy, no particular system[1] of peer review is prescribed. Academic units are 
encouraged to develop a peer review system that is consistent with the unit’s faculty 
resources, the particular expertise of the unit’s faculty members, and practices within 
the discipline. 

a.  Feedback from the peer review process will be provided to the 
chairperson regarding the performance of those reviewed[2]. 

b. If an academic unit forms a peer review committee, the following principles 

govern: 

i. Membership eligibility for peer review committees shall be defined by 
each academic unit. As much as possible, the composition of these 
committees should represent the diversity of faculty within the unit. 
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ii.  The unit’s governance document shall include procedures for developing 
a pool of eligible faculty if a committee from within the unit cannot be 
formed. 

 

5. Each academic unit shall establish procedures for S student evaluation of 

teaching. The purpose of student evaluation of teaching is to provide students with a 

voice in curriculum development and implementation. 

a.  Student evaluations of teaching may not be the sole basis for evaluation 

of teaching. 

b.  The items included in the instrument administered to students to evaluate 

teaching must be approved by the department, college, or university faculty. 

c.  The data resulting from a faculty member’s student evaluation of teaching must 

be made available to that faculty member in a timely manner and are 

confidential. These data may only be made available to those involved in 

performance evaluation (faculty member, chairperson, peer evaluation 

committee, promotion and tenure committee.). 

6. Prior to the chairperson’s making a recommendation in any year, the 

following shall occur: 

a. A meeting between the chairperson and faculty member to discuss all 
issues relating to the review, 

b. The providing to that faculty member a copy of the chairperson’s 
tentative recommendation(s), and 
c. Reasonable opportunity for the faculty member to submit a written response to 
be forwarded to each subsequent level of review. 
d. If the faculty member receives an unsatisfactory rating in any category 
(teaching, scholarly and creative activity, or service), the chairperson shall provide 
a written recommendation for improvement and, when appropriate, a commitment 
of resources to be part of the subsequent year’s annual evaluation. 

 

e. The faculty member and chairperson shall acknowledge that this meeting 

has transpired by signature. 

7. As long as a faculty member is employed by the University and for at least 
three years thereafter, the following documents shall be maintained: annual review 
forms, summaries of annual discussion between the chairperson and faculty member, 
recommendations, and all other writings used in or resulting from the annual reviews 
of that faculty member; 

 

8. The following documents shall be available to each faculty member: all 
writings used in or resulting from the annual reviews of that faculty member including 
any writings relating to the peer evaluation. 

 

9. Each unit shall establish minimum criteria for satisfactory performance in 
each category (teaching, scholarly and creative activity, and service). 
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10. The chairperson shall provide at a minimum a rating of satisfactory/unsatisfactory 
on teaching, scholarly and creative activity, and service. 

11. Unsatisfactory Rating in a Category 
 

a. Definition of Overall Unsatisfactory: To determine that an individual is 
overall unsatisfactory, the departmental tenure committee must, at minimum, 
determine that the individual was unsatisfactory in 2 out of 3 categories in 
two consecutive years or in 3 out of the 3 categories in one year. 

 

ba. If the chairperson evaluates the individual as unsatisfactory in 2 out of 3 

categories in a given year, then the matter is referred to the departmental tenure 

committee, who which will review (but not alter) the previous three years’ 

materials to assess overall the individual’s performance in each category 

assessed unsatisfactory by the chairperson for the year at issue pursuant to 

section I.A.11.e below. This single- year evaluation will be used as part of any 

the two consecutive- year determination of overall satisfactory or overall 

unsatisfactory status described above. 
 

cb. If the departmental tenure committee determines the individual is overall 
unsatisfactory, then post-tenure review (section II) will be initiated. If the 
department tenure committee does not determine that the faculty member’s 
overall performance is unsatisfactory, then the faculty member’s overall 
performance shall be deemed satisfactory. 

 

c.  To determine that an individual is overall unsatisfactory, the departmental 
tenure committee must, at minimum, determine that the individual was 
unsatisfactory in 2 out of 3 categories in two consecutive years or in 3 out of the 
3 categories in one year. 

 

d.  The chairperson’s evaluation of unsatisfactory in a category may be appealed to 
the departmental tenure committee. If the departmental tenure committee does 
not 
determine that the faculty member’s performance in the category is 
unsatisfactory, then the faculty member’s performance in that category shall be 
deemed satisfactory. 

e.  For a departmental tenure committee to determine that an individual’s 
performance in any category is unsatisfactory, a minimum of sixty percent of the 
committee must vote in favor of a finding of unsatisfactory. 

f. The unit’s operating procedures shall specify the scope of materials for review, 

the voting procedures, and the method of voting. 

 

B. Criteria for Faculty Evaluation 

Each faculty member shall render service to the University by the standards of the UALR 

Faculty Handbook and shall behave in a professional and ethical manner. Each faculty 

member shall be evaluated based on his or her achievements with respect to assigned duties 

and the areas 



 

 
P
A
G
E 
1

0 

of teaching (or professional performance for faculty members with non-teaching 

appointments), scholarly or creative activity, and academically-related service. 
 

Competency in teaching (or professional performance) is a minimum criterion for satisfactory 
annual review. However, each unit (department) may allow flexibility in identifying the 
relative importance of each area. In addition, off-campus duty assignments, and research, and 
administrative assignments shall be taken into account when establishing individual criteria 
for a specific review period. 

 

The programmatic learning outcomes data collected from an individual faculty member shall 
not be used in annual reviews for that person. 

 

Evidence, qualifying activities, and artifacts to be used in evaluating teaching, scholarly or 
creative activity, and service are defined in the Promotion and Tenure policy (403.15). 

 
 

II. Post-Tenure Review 
 

Post-tenure review is a mechanism to ensure that the university can maintain a faculty capable 

of fulfilling the university’s mission effectively. It should encourage productivity, reward 

exceptional performance, and offer correction of unsatisfactory performance without 

changing the due process and substantive tenure rights of faculty as enumerated in the current 

UALR Faculty Handbook. 
 

Annual review is conducted for all faculty. Criteria, standards and procedures for annual 

review are specified in policies set forth by the trustees, UA Little Rock administration, 

faculty senate, and academic units. The reviews are used for determining salary increases, 

promotion, tenure, and assisting faculty in professional development. Faculty also have a 

right to appeal processes as outlined in departmental governance documents and the UA 

Little Rock policies, including the Faculty Handbook. 
 

Annual reviews for tenured faculty will be used for post-tenure review. Departmental level 

aAcademic units will define overall what constitutes satisfactory and unsatisfactory 

performance for tenure faculty in the categories of teaching, scholarship, and service. If a 

tenured faculty member receives two unsatisfactory reviews in sequence or three such reviews 

in five years, If a faculty member receives an overall evaluation of unsatisfactory from the 

departmental tenure committee as described in section I.A.11 of this policy, then the faculty 

member, departmental tenure committee departmental group charged with peer review, the 

chair, and the dean shall prepare a professional development plan supported by appropriate 

resources. The plan must contain measurable objective benchmarks identifying what is 

necessary to attain “meaningful progress” and, separately, “satisfactory performance.” The plan 

shall cover up to three years one calendar year with the possibility of a one-year extension. 

During the time period of the professional development plan, progress toward successful 

completion of the plan will become part of the annual review process for the faculty member. 
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If, in the next annual review evaluation after the completion of the plan, the faculty 

member receives a satisfactory rating in at least 2 of 3 categories, an overall satisfactory 

annual evaluation during the plan, the plan will be considered successfully completed. 
 

If, in the next annual review following an overall unsatisfactory performance rating the faculty 

member fails either to attain an overall “satisfactory performance” rating or to demonstrate 

“meaningful progress” in remediating the overall performance deficiencies, as both are defined 

in the professional development plan, the faculty member may be issued a notice of dismissal 

as specified in the UA Little Rock Faculty Handbook. 
 

If the faculty member receives two an additional overall unsatisfactory reviews evaluation 

during the professional development plan period, the department chairperson with majority 

vote of the annual review committee (I.A.4) departmental group charged with peer review, 

and the dean may initiate a process for terminating with cause the tenured faculty member as 

specified by the UALR Faculty Handbook UA Board of Trustees Policy 405.1 Appointments, 

Promotion, Tenure, Non-Reappointment and Dismissal of Faculty. 
 

[NOTE: In the section above, if a word, phrase, or sentence has both underline and 

strikethrough, that indicates that the exec cmte originally proposed the language and the 

Committee on Tenure is proposing to delete the revision. ] 
 

 

 

 

 
 

[1] Solely by way of illustration, a unit might choose to create a separate peer review 
committee. Alternatively, a unit might allocate the peer review process to the unit’s 
promotion and tenure committee. A unit might also decide to have all full-time faculty 
participate in the peer review process for members of that unit. 

 

[2] This feedback may take the form of a rating of satisfactory/unsatisfactory on teaching, 

scholarship and creative activity, and service, or it may take some other form, such as 

feedback regarding specific performance tasks. Examples of the latter include a review of a 

published article or a review of a peer’s teaching based upon a classroom visit. 

 

Comments: 

 

Faculty also have a right to appeal processes as outlined in departmental governance 

documents and the UA Little Rock policies, including the Faculty Handbook. 

 

Wright: strikethrough including faculty handbook - insert the policy # promotion and tenure - 

strikethrough the UA Little Rock  

 

Matson: Why don’t we say policies in the handbook? 

 

Nolen: The moment something is passed, the handbook is out of date. 
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aAcademic units will define overall what constitutes satisfactory and unsatisfactory performance 

for tenure faculty in the categories of teaching, scholarship, and service.  

 

Cheathem: Can we delete the word will?  

 

DeAngelis: I’m curious about academic units and departments. Do we need to change all of 

these anywhere where it says department to academic unit? 

 

Nolen: I think we want to be consistent in our language. 

 

DeAngelis makes a motion to replace departmental with academic unit throughout as 

appropriate. 

 

Matson: Can we add a footnote that defines academic unit? 

 

Jovanovic: The question of the academic unit vs department is bigger than this policy. This is 

something that ought to be done. 

 

Cheathem: What governance has been looking at is that there are a lot of ramifications that affect 

many policies.  

 

Richard: Does academic unit mean department, school, college? 

 

Nolen: In this, it means departmental or school, not college 

 

Joe: In some of these cases, we might be talking about program level decisions - not 

departmental level.  

 

The recommendation is that a footnote with what academic units are, with the expectation that 

the committee on tenure will look at this and the governance committee will look at this and 

make recommendations.  

 

Joe: I recommend we leave things as they are until those changes are looked at. 

 

DeAngelis: There is mixed language in here. That’s why I brought it up in the first place. I’m 

happy with the footnote as a guidance to people looking at this in the future. 

 

Anson: Instead of department - school, then leave out college. Why wait for some sort of 

definition for what a unit is? Be specific for what we mean. 

 

Nolen: When we are referencing an academic unit, we are talking about department or school. 

With the purpose of today, with the expectation that this will be further explored .. When I say 

today, I mean this covers our current configuration. We can make those revisions whenever 

changes happen. 

 

Rob: When I did a quick search 403.15 has some and 403.6 has some on appeals. I think we 

need to add in 403.6 as well.  
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Wright: I have a strong feeling that this is pulled out of the constitution. All of the FS legislation 

is in 403.15 and the only other place that gover 

 

If a faculty member receives an overall evaluation of unsatisfactory from the departmental tenure 

committee as described in section I.A.11 of this policy, then the faculty member, departmental 

tenure committee departmental group charged with peer review, the chair, and the dean shall 

prepare a professional development plan supported by appropriate resources.  

 

Edit approved 

 

The plan must contain measurable objective benchmarks identifying what is necessary to attain 

“meaningful progress” and, separately, “satisfactory performance.” 

 

Matson: I don’t know what meaningful progress versus satisfactory performance. 

 

Rob: That language directly comes from the board policy. 

 

DeAngelis: Should the plan developed have a definition of meaningful progress and satisfactory 

performance? 

 

Nolen: Earlier, we do say that satisfactory performance should be defined. We can also have 

something that defines what meaningful progress should be.  

 

DeAngelis: It seems like satisfactory performance should not be in quotes.  

 

Jovanovic: They are in quotes because they are from board policy.  

 

Wright: If you are quoting an actual document, you have to cite it .. 

 

Nolen: Let’s remove the quotes.  

 

Joe: I’m thinking about the measurably objective benchmarks. Let’s say there’s a problem with 

academic honesty. Is the benchmark you do not publish anything plagiarized in the next year? 

Maybe we can make clear benchmarks.  

 

Wright: The board did add about 13 new reasons to fire someone, and plagiarism is one of them 

... 

 

Nolen: In terms of clear benchmarks versus vague .. 

 

Nolen: Any comments about this particular edit? 

 

None 

 

The plan shall cover up to three years one calendar year with the possibility of a one-year 

extension.  

 

DeAngelis: “The plan shall be implemented over the remainder of the calendar year ending with 



 

 
P
A
G
E 
1

0 

the next annual review.” 

 

Wright: Why not drop the word calendar? That way we’ve covered a year and tied it from annual 

review to annual review. 

 

Nolen: Ok. Strike the word calendar. 

 

Barrio-Vilar: Do we need to specify (like a footnote) something along the lines of how the plan 

needs to be developed ASAP?  

 

Wright: It’s not just the tenure committee coming up with the plan, but the chair, committee, 

dean, and faculty member. And there is an appeal process. 

 

Richard: I would propose 30 days. 

 

Insert “Within 30 days of annual review evaluation” 

 

Beginning with “The plan must be developed within 30 days of the decision to enter post tenure 

review completion and must contain ...” The plan will be implemented over the remainder of the 

year ending with the next annual review” 

 

Joe: Instead of annual review, decision of post tenure review? 

 

Edit approved. 

 

Jovanovic: Going back to the previous conversation ..  

 

Nolen: Instead of reference to handbook, reference to specific policy? 

 

Wright: I’ll speak against this motion because we have control over 403.15, but if we make those 

edits, you’re opening up the potential of others creating policy that could be binding. We have 

authority over the appeal processes, and we need to restrict this to where we have jurisdiction.  

 

Joe: Pertinent faculty senate policy .. 

 

Nolen: Edit is: Faculty also have a right to appeal as outlined in departmental governance 

documents and pertinent faculty senate policy.  

 

Edit has no debate and is accepted. 

 

Wright: Also adding that rogue policy 403.6 faculty appeals be removed. 

 

Motion has been seconded.  

 

Motion has been withdrawn.  

 

Nolen: Motion FS2020_2 approved as edited.  
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No further debate. 

 

Approved as revised.
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Attachment C - Admissions 

 

 
Admission of First-time Entering Freshmen 

Applicants who present a high school diploma with all the following academic 

qualifications will receive unconditional admission: 
 

● Successful cCompletion of the high school Core Curriculum for college preparation as 

required by Arkansas Code Annotated §§6-60-208 and 6-61-217 and defined by the 

Arkansas Higher Education Coordinating Board in consultation with the Arkansas 

State Board of Education. college preparatory core shown below, and This 

requirement applies to students graduating from high school after May 1, 2002., and 

● A cumulative high school grade-point average of 2.25 2.50 on a 4.0 scale, and 

● ACT English, Math and Reading sub-scores of 15 or higher ( minimum SAT 

sub- scores of 26 Writing, 26 Reading, and 515 Math) composite score of 19 or 

higher (References to the ACT composite score always include equivalent 

standards). 
 

Students who receive a GED or are graduates of home schooling are unconditionally 

admitted if they have ACT composite score of 19 or higher sub-scores in English, Math 

and Reading of 15 or higher. 
 

Students age 24 or older with a cumulative high school grade-point average of 2.0 on a 

4.0 scale and who have completed all appropriate placement exams will receive 

admission. 
 

Applicants who do not receive unconditional admission will be considered for conditional 

admission. Applicants with a high school diploma, GED or graduates of home schooling 

who present one of the following academic qualifications will receive conditional 

admission: 
 

·  An ACT composite score of 18 or higher, or 

·  An ACT composite score of at least 15 plus a cumulative high school grade-

point average of 2.6 on a 4.0 scale, or 

·  ACT composite score of at least 15 plus 5 or fewer D’s and F’s in 

college preparatory courses. 

Students using 6th semester transcripts will be admitted with the expectation of continued 

academic success in high school. Preference for housing will be given based on the date of 

admission. 
 

Admission of Freshmen Transfer Students 
 

Freshmen Transfer Students are students with fewer than 12 acceptable transfer credits from 

another college or university. These students will be admitted if they meet the admission 

standards for first-time entering freshmen. 
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Students who do not meet our admission requirements are encouraged to apply and will be 

reviewed for possible admission. Any applicant whose admission is denied or deferred may, 

with the submission of additional information, request reconsideration. A student who is 

admitted without meeting the unconditional or conditional criteria will receive a conditional-

prep classification. 
 

College Preparatory Core 

 

To be automatically admitted as a freshman, students need to complete a minimum of 15 

high school units (year-long classes) in the following areas: 

English – 4 units (Four units with emphasis on writing skills, not to include courses in 

oral communications, journalism, drama or debate.) 

Natural Sciences – 3 units (Three units, with laboratories, chosen from Physical 

Science, Biology, Chemistry, or Physics. Only one unit may come from a Life Science.) 

Mathematics – 4 units (Four units including Algebra I and II, Geometry, and an 

advanced math course. It is strongly recommended that students take a math course 

during their senior year.) 

Social Studies – 3 units (Three units, including one of American History (does not 

include Contemporary American History), one of World History (not to include 

World Cultures, World Geography, or Global Studies), and at least one-half unit of 

Civics or American Government (not to include courses in practical arts). 

Electives – 2 units (To be chosen from English, foreign languages, oral 

communications, mathematics, computer science, natural science, (pre) engineering, 

and social studies. 
 

Total – 16 units 
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Rationale and Supporting Data for Changes to 

Admissions Unconditional admission 

 

● Deleting all definitions of unconditional and conditional admissions. 

○ o The conditional versus unconditional standards served as a placeholder 

policy until the university developed a placement plan. Now that a 

placement plan exists, we do not need to distinguish conditional and 

unconditional admissions. The labels are not reported to ADHE nor 

anywhere else; conditional and unconditional are purely internal labels—

and labels that serve no purpose. 

○ o We must define minimum admissions standards in order to be 

defined as selective admissions (as opposed to open-admissions) 

 
New Admission Standards 

 

● Students age 24 or older will be accepted with a cumulative high school grade 

point average of 2.0 on a 4.0 scale, and completion of all appropriate placement 

exams. 

o Reason: No relationship between GPA/ACT and student outcomes 

for freshmen admits age 24+ (see charts from Illume on page 3) 

o Affects roughly 10% of registered first-time students 

o The GPA minimum matches the ADHE minimums for selective admissions 

o The “completion of all appropriate placement exams” is necessary for 

placement and for reporting to ADHE, but note the minimum acceptable 

placement score is not specified. In practice, this admission standard is 

“test- optional” for students age 24+. 

 
● GED/Homeschool admit with ACT sub-scores of 15 or above in English, Math 

and Reading 

o Reason: Need an admission standard for students lacking transcripts. 

o The current GED/homeschool minimum standard is ACT composite of 18. 

In practice, an Accuplacer reading score equivalent to an ACT reading score 

of 18 is treated as ACT composite of 18. 

o The current GED/homeschool standard is available to all students. This 

provides a backdoor for students with low high-school GPA and low ACT 

composite scores—any student with an Accuplacer Reading score of 18 is 

currently admitted, regardless of GPA or ACT composite score. The 

retention rates of these students is very low. 

 
● Students under the age of 24 and who have high school transcripts must have a 

cumulative high school GPA of 2.25 on a 4.0 scale, plus individual ACT sub-

scores of at least 15 in English, Math and Reading (current standard is 2.6 GPA 

and ACT composite of 15) 

o Reason for ACT sub-scores: retention 
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§ The effect on enrollment is difficult to calculate since we currently 

record only the sub-scores associated with the highest composite score. 

However, using those recorded scores this change would reduce 

freshman registration by about 80 students each fall term. 

§ ACT is moving to super-scoring and will allow students to test one 

section are at a time. Students may use Accuplacer or other equivalents 

to ACT sub-scores. In Fall 2019 over 200 students qualified for 

admission despite low high school GPA and low ACT composite by 

scoring 18 on the Accuplacer Reading test. Presumably, some of the 80 

students who would be denied admissions under the new sub-score 

standards would qualify thru re-testing. 

o Reason for GPA change: realism and retention 

§ Realism: many students with GPA between 2.25 and 2.6 were 

admitted thru the ACT/Accuplacer backdoor cited above. 

§ Retention: 4-yr persistence rate for UALR students with GPA 2.25-2.5 

versus GPA 2.5-2.75: 27.6% versus 28.2%. See more detailed data on 

page 4. 

§ Realism: See data on published admission standards at other 

Arkansas universities on page 4. 

o Reason for deleting the D’s and F’s doorway: This was a holdover 

from previous admission processes and is not in use. 

 
Other policy changes 

● The admission appeals process 

o Reason: appeals process is not available in practice. Committee 

will tackle the appeals process next fall. 
 

● Deletion of Conditional-prep 

o Reason: not done in practice. Other policies set the conditions 

on continued enrollment, such as completion of remedial 

coursework and GPA minimums. 

 
● Deletion of good standing for Freshman Transfer 

o Reason: unclear meaning and impossible to determine 

● Citation for College Prep Core 

o Reason: ensures policy is automatically aligned with state requirements 



 

 
P
A
G
E 
1

0 

 

 
 

 
 

Other published admissions minimums: 

● UCA: minimum 2.5 GPA, plus ACT composite 17+, plus ACT subscore 15+ in all 

areas. 

● ATU: ACT composite 15+ and 2.0 GPA 

● ASU: GPA 2.3 plus ACT composite 19+ 
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● SAU: students 25+ admitted regardless of ACT; 2.0 GPA and 

16+ACT; GED/homeschool use ACT minimums only. 

● HSU: ?? ACT 16+, does not mention GPA 

● UAFS: “Students who graduated from high school or received a GED after May 1, 

2002 will be evaluated for conditional/unconditional admission pursuant to Act 1290 

or 1997, as amended by Act 520 of 1990 by the General Assembly of the State of 

Arkansas. UAFS recommends all high school graduates to successfully complete the 

college core.” 

● Memphis: ??? 

● UMKC + UMSL: sliding GPA/ACT scale, with minimums above anything we 

are considering 

 

 

 

UALR FTIC, no military, age < 24 
 1-yr retention  4-yr persistence 

GPA 2008-19 
2014- 

19 
2008-19 

2014- 

19 

< 1.8 39% 47% 14% 15% 

1.8 38% 38% 19% 17% 

1.9 34% 38% 11% 9% 

2 41% 39% 15% 8% 

2.1 51% 47% 19% 12% 

2.2 48% 42% 24% 31% 

2.3 46% 43% 22% 36% 

2.4 45% 44% 23% 31% 

2.5 54% 67% 22% 34% 

2.6 51% 48% 24% 21% 

2.7 54% 52% 27% 27% 

2.9 58% 58% 28% 27% 

>2.9 74% 77% 50% 50% 

No Data 50% 49% 31% 27% 

 


