
 

AGENDA for FACULTY SENATE XXIII 
2018-19 

Faculty Senate Agenda 
February 11, 2019 

The XXIII Session of the Faculty Senate will meet on Monday, February 11, 2019 
from 3:10 to 5:00 p.m. in 205 Hamilton Smith Hall 

 

Faculty Senator Sign-In.  Note, Proxies for Senators must check in with Kathy Brunet  

1. Call to Order 

2.  Remarks by and questions to the provost  

3.  Remarks by and questions to the chair  

4. Approval of the minutes from January 28, 2019 (Appendix 4.1 attached separately) 

5. Discussion and vote on the RPSC motion on the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change Special Report 
(Appendices 5.1 – 5.4) 

6.  Academic Affairs Committee motion on Test Optional Admission (Appendices 6.1-6.2) 

7.  Report by Campus Planning Committee on SAARC (Appendices 7.1-7.2 are attached separately) 

8.  Report by Transportation Policy Committee  

9.  Agenda Committee motion on Amorous Relationship Policy (Appendices 9.1 - 9.3) 

10.  Discussion and vote on Discovery Committee motion to lift the moratorium on online Inquiry courses -  
(Appendices 10.1 – 10.2) 

11.  New Business  

12.  Adjournment  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Appendix 5.1 

DRAFT Faculty Senate Resolution 
on the IPCC Special Report 

Whereas, the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) has issued a Special Report on the impacts of global 
warming and finds that adverse impacts on human and natural systems are already occurring at the current 1°C of 
warming and that risks will be much more severe and destructive at 2°C than previously projected and beyond the 
capacity of our societies to adapt, and 

Whereas, the IPCC report recommends limiting global warming to 1.5°C and finds that this goal can be achieved if 
global greenhouse gas emissions are reduced to a target of 45% below 2010 levels over the next twelve years, and to 
carbon neutrality by 2050, and 

Whereas, UNH has become a national leader in climate action and sustainability and has already developed an aggressive 
Climate Action Plan (WildCAP) that is on track with near term goals and seeks carbon neutrality by 2100. 

BE IT RESOLVED BY THE FACULTY SENATE OF THE UNIVERSITY OF NEW HAMPSHIRE 

To urge the community of the University of New Hampshire, including faculty, staff, students and university leadership 
to collectively commit to adopting the IPCC goals of 45% reduction in greenhouse gas emissions from the 2010 baseline, 
by 2030, and net-zero emissions by 2050 as part of a revised UNH Climate Action Plan. 

To urge the University of New Hampshire to develop and implement a plan to meet these goals through continued 
coordinated actions among students, staff, faculty, administration and community partners and in a manner that ensures 
that all members of the university community understand the urgency and importance of the issue, and 

To urge the University of New Hampshire community to commit to providing its students with an education that prepares 
them to respond creatively and effectively to the unprecedented challenges outlined in the report, insuring that they have 
the skills to contribute to solutions in their professional and civic lives. 

 

Appendix 5.2 

Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change Special Report, October 2018  
View online at https://www.ipcc.ch/sr15/ 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

https://www.ipcc.ch/sr15/


Appendix 5.3 

Slide Presented during 01/28/19 Faculty Senate Discussion about the IPCC motion 

 

Appendix 5.4 
 

FAQs from the UNH Energy Task Force (ETF) Shared by email with the senate on 02/06/19 

1. How will adopting the IPCC target of 45% reduction in greenhouse gas emissions from the 
2010 baseline, by 2030, and net-zero emissions by 2050 impact the UNH community? 

 
Based on data and experience of the past two decades, adopting emission reductions commensurate 
with the 2018 IPCC Special Report will have positive economic, environmental, and educational 
benefits for the UNH community. The UNH Energy Task Force, made up of UNH staff, faculty, and 
students updates our Climate Action Plan (WildCAP) based on rigorous analysis and assessment of 
opportunities to reduce costs and emissions, while enhancing the dependability of our energy sources. 
The incorporation of the IPCC targets into WildCAP will also present important opportunities to 
engage UNH faculty, staff, and students in creative approaches to mitigation and resilience that have 
broad, long-term value and relevance to all sectors of society domestically and internationally. 

 

  

UNH   CO 2   emissions:   WildCAP (Climate Action Plan)   and   IPCC  
2018   recommendations   

  
  
  
  

WildCAP 1.0   

Using 2001 as a baseline:   
•   50% reduction by   2020   
•   80% reduction by   2050   
•   100% reduction by   2100   

  
IPCC 2018   
(and WildCAP 2.0 if adopted)   

Using 2010 as a baseline   
•   45% reduction by   2030   
•   100% reduction by   2050   

  

For more information, visit:  
sustainableunh.unh.edu/wildcap   
and   
www.ipcc.ch/report/sr15/   

  
  

UNH WildCAP 1.0   
UNH Actual  
IPCC 2018   
UNH WildCAP 2.0   
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2. How much have greenhouse gas emissions from UNH risen over the past two decades? 

 
Greenhouse gas emissions have actually decreased 51% over the period from 2001 – 2018 (from 
85,000 metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent (MTCDE) in fiscal year (FY) 2001 to 41,500 
MTCDE in FY18 (Figure 1). Over this time period, the campus gross square footage (GSF) has 
grown by 51% (from 4.36 to 6.6 million GSF); the number of FTE students increased 22% (from 
just over 12,000 to nearly 15,000; the percentage of students living on campus has increased by 
20%, from 5,940 to 7,160; and energy use in buildings has increased 70%. 

 
 

 

Figure 1. Annual greenhouse gas emissions for Scope 1, 2, and 3 emissions from 2000-2001 to 
2017- 

18. Scope 1 refers to direct emissions from UNH facilities; Scope 2 refers to emissions from 
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3. Why have greenhouse gas emissions gone down over this time period? 
 

The primary reason is UNH installed an efficient combined heat and power plant (CHP) in 
2006. Since 2009, the CHP plant is powered primarily with methane that originates from the 
Waste Management landfill in Rochester, NH and is transported to UNH through a 12-mile 
pipeline known as EcoLine. Use of methane derived from landfills is considered carbon neutral, 
so providing energy to heat and cool buildings, and generate a portion of the electricity we use 
from the CHP plant has served to significantly reduce our greenhouse gas emissions. Another 
significant contribution to reducing UNH’s footprint has been a shift away from gasoline and 
diesel used in UNH fleet vehicles to alternative fuels: compressed natural gas and biodiesel. 

Since 2001, UNH has cut its consumption of fleet vehicle gasoline by 23% and diesel fuel by 
68%. 

 
4. What is the  return-on-investment for the EcoLine project? 

 
Building the plant at the landfill in Rochester to “clean up” the landfill gas (essentially to extract the 
methane) and the EcoLine cost about $49 million. The savings that resulted from using landfill gas to 
generate energy used by UNH paid for that investment over a 10-year period. The current money that is 
saved is being reinvested in upgrading the energy system at UNH. For example, UNH recently built the 
Northwest Heat Plant which will provide hot water to serve 5 area buildings. The centerpiece of this 
project is a new biomass boiler fired using semi-dry woodchips. The plant will burn about 750 tons of 
woodchips per year, reducing the natural gas use of the plant by 85-90%. 

 
 

Figure 2. The percentage of electricity produced on campus, purchased 
hydropower, or purchased from the grid from 2000-01 to 2017-18. 
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5. What is the power source of UNH’s daily electricity? 
 
Most of the electricity use on campus originates from the CHP plant and a secondary generator, also run 
on landfill and/or natural gas, and occasionally distillate oil (Figure 2). In 2016, UNH signed a contract 
with three small NH hydropower producers to purchase additional electricity when the campus requires it 
(for more info see UNH Today story: https://www.unh.edu/unhtoday/2016/08/artisanal-energy) 

 

6. How does UNH's energy use and greenhouse gas emissions compare to national averages for 
other universities and colleges? 

 
In terms of greenhouse gas emissions per unit area of building on campus or per student, we are 
significantly lower than the national average (Figure 3). In terms of energy cost per unit area of 
buildings on campus, we are slightly lower than the national average. 

 

Figure 3.  Comparison of UNH to the national average of other universities and colleges. 

 

7. What are the long-term trends in emissions for different sectors at UNH? 
 
Since 2000-21, emissions of greenhouse gases from building energy use has dropped 51%, from fleet 
transportation has dropped 77%, from public transportation has dropped 44%, and from financed air 
travel has dropped 39% (Figure 4). 

 
8. Did making James Hall an energy efficient building negatively impact its occupants? 

 
While faculty in James Hall expressed initial concerns that pursuing LEED Gold certification would 
mean reduced functionality and comfort, the process actually resulted in the adoption of technologies that 
provide better performance, safety, and comfort while also saving energy. Some examples include high 
efficiency fume hoods that provide greater safety and use less energy; energy efficient HVAC 
technologies that reduced the amount mechanical equipment needed, making more space available for 
program needs; and use of gray water, eliminating the use of town water for toilets. 

https://www.unh.edu/unhtoday/2016/08/artisanal-energy


 

 
Figure 4. Trends in greenhouse gas emissions for different sectors at UNH. 

 

9. What is the Climate Commitment and the Climate Leadership Network? 
 
The Climate Leadership Network is an association of leaders from more than 500 colleges and universities who believe 
that bold commitments to climate action by higher education leaders can have significant impact not only at those 
institutions, but far beyond. Network members are campuses whose presidents have signed a commitment to achieve 
institutional carbon neutrality (the “Carbon Commitment”), collaborate with local community leaders to plan for and 
deepen climate resilience (the “Resilience Commitment”), or both (the “Climate Commitment”). UNH has been part of 
the Carbon Commitment since 2007 and the integrated Climate Commitment since 2016. As a signatory institution to 
the Climate Commitment, UNH has agreed to report its GHG emission annually, submit and updated climate action 
plan every five years, and develop and report resilience indicators and metrics—all in a public Reporting Platform 
administered by the nonprofit Second Nature. As part of participation in the Climate Commitment, UNH has also 
agreed to do its utmost to support climate leadership through its education and research enterprises. 

 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

Appendix 6.1 

Academic Affairs Committee Motion  
on Test Optional Admissions 

 

Preface: The Office of Admissions would like to move to a test optional admissions policy that would no 
longer require UNH undergraduate applicants to submit standardized test scores (e.g., SAT/ACT) as part of 
their application materials. The primary reason cited for this change is that the Admissions office believes this 
to be an effective strategy for increasing the quantity and diversity of the applicant pool. Further arguments 
provided to support this change are that SAT/ACT scores provide little additional predictive information 
regarding likelihood of students’ first-year success beyond high school GPA. Admission decisions are 
currently primarily driven by HS transcripts (i.e., grades, course difficulty, etc.), and by placing the high school 
transcript in context (e.g., by using characteristics of HS, curricula).  In addition, research suggests that 
standardized testing may include bias that misrepresents the abilities of social and class groups marginalized or 
underrepresented at UNH or in American society. Thus, requiring SATs/ACTs may be embedding this bias in 
UNH Admissions Policy.  

Motion:  The Faculty Senate supports the move to a “test optional” admissions policy for undergraduate 
admissions at UNH, provided that: 

• students decide whether to submit standardized scores or not based on which approach the 
student believes makes the strongest application; 

• additional resources to review applications if necessary would be provided to the Admissions 
Office; 

• the review process and criteria for reviewing and evaluating applications for university 
scholarships be modified appropriately as needed to ensure the process remains equitable and 
fair; 

• individual departments, or Colleges reserve the right to require additional admission criteria to 
select programs which may include ACT and/or SAT test scores upon consultation with the  
Admissions Office, to ensure satisfactory admission criteria for such programs; 

• the Office of Admissions collects data yearly to monitor and evaluate the impact of the test 
optional policy on student outcomes, and the quality, quantity and diversity of the applicant pool, 
and matriculated students, making a report to the Faculty Senate each year for the first three 
years; and 

• the policy undergoes a formal review by the Faculty Senate three years after it is implemented. 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

Appendix 6.2 

Response from Rob McGann, UNH Admissions, to the Academic Affairs Committee to the April 30, 
2018 Memo regarding the development of a proposal for UNH to move to a “test optional” admissions 
policy for undergraduate admissions at UNH. See Motion # XXII-M13 at the end of this document for 
additional background 

Note:  the blue text is memo and questions submitted by Academic Affairs Committee.  The black text is the      
response from Rob McGann 
 
Memo:  To the Office of Admission 
Date: April 30, 2018 
 
Subject: Developing a proposal to move to a “test optional” admissions policy for undergraduate admissions at UNH 
 
From: The Faculty Senate Academic Affairs Committee 
 
The Office of Admissions has informed the faculty of their intentions to develop a proposal to consider moving to a test 
optional admissions policy – i.e., no longer requiring applicants to submit standardized test scores (e.g., SAT/ACT) as 
part of their application materials. (communicated via presentations by Victoria Dutcher & Rob McGann in Faculty 
Senate Meeting, 1/29/2018 and by Rob McGann to the Academic Affairs Committee Meeting, 2/19/2018). The primary 
stated reason for proposing this change was that it is a possible effective strategy for increasing the quantity and diversity 
of the applicant pool. Further arguments provided to support this change include:  
 SAT/ACT scores provide little additional predictive information regarding likelihood of students’ first-year 

success beyond high school GPA. Admission decision are primarily driven by HS transcripts (i.e., grades, course 
difficulty, etc.), and by placing the high school transcript in context (e.g., by using characteristics of HS, 
curricula). 

 Standardized testing may include bias that misrepresents the abilities of social and class groups marginalized or 
underrepresented at UNH or in American society. Thus, requiring SATs may be embedding this bias in UNH 
Admissions Policy. 

o Note: since UNH does not use a formulaic approach to admissions, the probability of bias built into 
the decision-making process due to score differentials realized by various populations is reduced.  

 
The Academic Affairs Committee of the Faculty Senate have led efforts to solicit questions and/or concerns regarding 
this issue from the faculty. Based on preliminary discussions of the issue, the Faculty Senate encourages the Office of 
Admissions to address the following questions as part of any proposal that they develop for recommending that UNH 
move to a test optional policy: 
  
1. State clear goals of the policy change, with supporting evidence that the policy change will accomplish such 

goals 
a.  Goals:  
i. Reduce real or perceived barriers for applying to UNH for populations that typically do less well on 

standardized   testing (FG and multi-cultural) 
 

1. Anecdotal evidence—Udelaware, WPI 
2. In the 10 years following WPI’s decision to go test-optional, applications from women increased by 99 percent 

and those from underrepresented minorities rose 146 percent. Enrollments for women were up 81 percent and 
for the minorities, 156 percent. 

3. The percentage of women enrolled in the WPI Class of 2021 was 44 percent, the highest ever. 
4. NACAC report: https://www.nacacnet.org/globalassets/documents/publications/research/defining-access-

report-2018.pdf  
 
a. ‘The experiences of institutions in this study provide evidence that the adoption of a well-

executed test-optional admission policy can lead to an increase in overall applications as well as 
an increase in the representation of URM students (both numeric and proportionate) in the 
applicant pool and the freshman class. Roughly two-thirds of our TOP institutions experienced 
URM growth above that of a matched test-requiring peer institution. A similar but smaller 

https://www.nacacnet.org/globalassets/documents/publications/research/defining-access-report-2018.pdf
https://www.nacacnet.org/globalassets/documents/publications/research/defining-access-report-2018.pdf


 

magnitude increase was seen among Pell recipients.’ 
 

b. ‘We also found that Non-Submitters were often admitted at lower rates than Submitters, but, on 
average, enrolled (yielded) at substantially higher rates. Their HSGPAs were modestly lower than 
the Submitters, and, upon entering college, their First Year GPAs and Cumulative GPAs were 
comparably lower. However, they ultimately graduated at rates equivalent to, or marginally 
higher than, Submitters, the ultimate proof of success.’ 
 

c. ‘Furthermore, our data indicated that high school GPA had a stronger correlation with college 
success for NonSubmitters than the ACT/SAT (for the 27% of Non-Submitters for whom we had 
test scores) -- both in terms of college cumulative GPA and graduation rate. While test scores had 
a generally stronger relationship with college GPAs for the Submitters, for the Non-Submitters 
they tended to show a weaker relationship, essentially underpredicting the college GPA. The test 
scores continued to most strongly correlate with family income.’ 
 

5.   Crossing the Finish Line, William Bowen and Michael McPherson, the former Presidents of 
Princeton and Macalester, respectively 
 

a. In the chapter which examined the predictive value of test scores and high school grades, they 
reported that: ‘The findings are dramatic. …the coefficients for SAT/ACT scores are always less 
than 0.02, which means that an increase in test scores of one standard deviation is associated with 
an increase of less than 2 percentage points in six-year graduation rates; this relationship is even 
negative at the historically black colleges and universities (HBCU’s)…. The consistency of the 
results is extraordinary: In all but one of these more than 50 public universities, high school GPA 
remains a highly significant predictor of six-year graduation rates after taking account of the 
effects of test scores... Test scores, on the other hand, routinely fail to pass standard tests of 
statistical significance when included with high school GPA in regressions predicting graduation 
rates, especially when we leave the realm of the most highly selective public universities… …the 
remaining incremental predictive power of the SAT/ACT scores disappears entirely when we add 
controls for the high school attended, whereas the predictive value of the high school GPA 
increases.’ (Bowen, Chingos, McPherson, 2009) 
 

6.     Defining Promise: Optional Standardized Testing Policies in American College and University 
Admission, William Hiss and Valerie Franks, 2014 
 

a. These Non-Submitters went on to graduate at virtually the same rates (a 0.6% difference) and 
with nearly the same college GPA (0.05 of a Cum GPA point) as the Submitters whose test 
scores were considered in the admission process. Their research also concluded that Non-
Submitters were more likely to be first-generation-to-college, underrepresented minority 
students, women, Pell Grant recipients, and students with Learning Differences. And, using 
large volumes of HSGPA data, their findings underscored the sturdiness of the HSGPA as a 
predictor of college performance. 
 

ii. Encourage more applicants from noted groups, but also from groups that might be reluctant to apply because 
of a misunderstanding about the relative importance of testing, i.e., students think that SAT or ACT scores are 
more important than they are.  
 

2.  If, as suggested, the reduction of bias in admissions policy is a goal of this change it underscores the importance 
of a large effort to increase equity. How does this policy change fit into that larger effort? 
 

a. Our effort is designed to address/respond to the level of societal bias that influences college going rates of 
students regionally and nationally.  There is little to no bias in the admissions process as it is currently 
structured.  We eliminate bias by having multiple reviewers consider applications from MC students to ensure 
that we are considering the totality of their experiences and that their grades are sufficiently strong to warrant 



 

admission. 
 

b. The policy change will reduce barriers that some students believe exist or perceive, encouraging them to      
apply and engage the university with this process.   
 

3.  Include a plan for tracking whether goals are being met. For example, over the course of several years, has the 
“test optional” admissions policy resulted in a larger and more diverse applicant pool?  
 

a. Easily done through existing reporting tools in admissions that track the number and percent of applicants by 
residency, race/ethnicity, FG status, college division, among other criteria. 
 

4.  How is the policy change likely to contribute to UNH’s mission as a land-grant public institution serving the 
changing communities and demographics of the State? 
 

a. This policy change will amplify our contribution to the UNH land grant mission.  We will be providing greater 
access to UNH’s educational opportunities to both residents of New Hampshire, as well as students from other 
states where we draw students.   
 

b. Demographics are changing in NH and other primary markets.  This proposed change will serve this changing 
populace well by providing encouragement to a portion of the of the population that either excludes themselves 
from the process or under-estimates their ability to engage competitive academic environments.  Note the 
following data from WICHE: 

i. https://knocking.wiche.edu/nation-region-profile/  
ii. https://knocking.wiche.edu/state-profiles/  

iii. https://knocking.wiche.edu/state-profiles/  
 

5.  To what extent is the policy change aligned with the renewed UNH Strategic Plan, which includes 
strengthen[ing] and diversify[ing] enrollment” as a key focus? 
 

a. Directly addresses issues of strengthening and diversifying enrollment. 
b. As envisioned, would allow/encourage greater diversification of applicant pool (and, by extension, the accept 

and enrolled student populations).  Recent experience at U of Delaware, and many other institutions, suggests 
that this experience would be possible.   

I. Being a test optional school is part of a larger strategy to engage under-represented populations; being 
test optional will not be the sole reason why a student applies or enrolls at an institution.  When working 
with students and discussing both the admissions process and the opportunities available at UNH, being 
test optional would provide additional reasons for particular groups of students to look more closely at 
UNH. 

c. The applicant pool would be strengthened in several ways 
i. Enlarged—providing UNH with greater stability in a challenging enrollment dynamic 

ii. Diversified—creating a more diverse applicant pool would only enhance the educational experience of 
all students and further UNH’s mission. 

iii. Academic quality—quality, as measured by classroom performance, would likely increase, and would 
not decline. 

 
6.  Enrolling students entails a responsibility to those students’ retention and success. We urge the Admissions 
Office to take up this responsibility in the proposal by making clear how the needs and interests of a more diverse 
applicant pool, if enrolled, will be served by UNH. 
 

a. A more diverse applicant pool, and/or a larger applicant pool, does not imply or equate to a less well qualified 
applicant pool.  The central purpose of any admissions office is to identify, recruit, admit and enroll students 
capable of academic success at the institution in question.  The data collected by this office and other 
organizations that examine student persistence routinely point to the information contained on a high school 
transcript as being the most reliable predictor of success during the first year of college.  Specifically, the 
information examined on the HS transcript is the following: 

i. Courses taken 
ii. Level of difficulty of the courses taken 

iii. Grades earned 

https://knocking.wiche.edu/nation-region-profile/
https://knocking.wiche.edu/state-profiles/
https://knocking.wiche.edu/state-profiles/


 

iv. Patterns of achievement  
b. This information is reviewed within the context of a student’s high school experience, acknowledging that most 

students have little or no choice of where they attend high school and that bright, capable students can be found 
at every high school.  Reviewing applicants within the context of their high schools allows us to make more 
nuanced decisions that are not rigidly wedded to an absolute measure such as class rank (i.e., only students in 
the top X% of a class can be accepted to UNH) that, if utilized, might result in poor decisions.  Rather, we tend 
to focus on GPA as a measure of readiness for college level work at UNH and restrict ourselves to students who 
fall in an acceptable range of performance.  For example, the average GPA of an accepted student from outside 
of NH this past cycle was a 3.45, with the interquartile range being 3.1-3.78 (all on a weighted 4.0 scale).  

c. We do acknowledge that grade inflation occurs in many institutions.  Data resources noted below allow us to 
better interpret a student’s HS GPA within the context of their HS and relative to our expectations. 
 

7.  As UNH expands its recruitment efforts to new markets, how will HS GPA be used to compare applicants in 
cases where contextual information such as familiarity with curricula and course difficulty has not yet been 
developed? 
 
Several data points exist for us to consider the academic context of students from communities where we have less 
familiarity 

i. School profiles—this information provides useful context to any student’s academic experience at a 
given high school by contextualizing that experience through some key data points such as % going to 2 
and 4-year institutions or grade distributions within the HS.  

ii. College board data—college board data available to us through various subscription services that we 
utilize for planning purposes also provide additional context for us to learn about high schools in 
different parts of the country.   

iii. School counselors—we routinely have conversations with school counselors at high schools across the 
country to better understand a high school, its offerings, its students and its outcomes.  
 

8.   Will added resources be required to review applications, and if yes, is there a commitment from UNH 
Administration for allocating the necessary resources?   
 
No added resources are necessary to review applications.  Any changes will be changes to process and existing protocols 
and can be managed by existing staff. 
 
9.   How might this proposed change impact third party ranking such as, those conducted by US News and World 
Report?  
 
UNH will report our SAT or ACT scores in the manner that we have in the past, with the following important change.  If 
UNH becomes a test optional school, we will report our SAT or ACT scores with a qualifier that explains our new policy 
and its implications.  For example: For those who submitted testing, our averages/interquartile ranges were…  We 
would also indicate what percentage of the enrolling class or admitted population chose to submit/not submit 
standardized testing.  This is how most colleges who are test optional manage this process, and this approach has no 
impact on their rankings by assorted agencies.  Currently, there are over 500 test optional schools at all levels of 
selectivity that are still included in any ranking organization’s results. 
 
a. We will collect test data for all enrolling students, including those that select the test optional program, following 

their decision to enroll at UNH (after the May 1 candidates reply date).  This will allow us to examine our enrolled 
students to determine if not using SAT or ACT data in the admissions process masked student deficiencies that 
manifest themselves in a student’s first year GPA.   
 

10.  Will admitted students under a test optional policy be as well prepared for college-level work as our current 
students?   
 
The data from our latest and past validity studies would suggest that students admitted under a test optional policy will 
be as well prepared as those students submitting standardized test scores.  Validity studies all point to a student’s HS 
record (courses taken, grades earned, and level of difficulty of those courses) as having the greatest impact and 
relationship with a student’s first year college GPA.  Standardized testing can add additional predictive value to an 
admission decision, but in all analyses available the HS record carries the greatest value in any admission decision at 
UNH.   



 

 
Some excerpts from the latest validity study indicate the following: 
 

 

 



 

 
 
 
 
 
 



 

11. How will applicants who choose to send in test scores be fairly evaluated against those who do not submit 
test scores, especially in high-demand competitive programs where many more qualified students apply than 
can be enrolled due to space limitations?   

 
The preliminary thoughts we have on this issue focus on a few items.  One, is to maintain the emphasis on the 
primacy of the high school transcript, with an added emphasis and more dissection of the course selection 
choices made by students within the context of the student’s high school.  Second, rely more heavily on 
recommendations in the review of applicants for more competitive programs.  This approach must be considered 
carefully given the disparity in the quality of recommendations among different schools that is caused by a range 
of issues, ranging from training of teachers and counselors in how to write recommendations, to student to staff 
ratios and their impact on the ability of school staff to write effective recommendations, to name but a few issues.  
Third, we might need to modify the review protocols for applicants to more highly competitive majors and 
employ more of a committee-like structure for a far greater percentage of these students than is currently the 
case (currently, a minority of students applying to competitive majors go through a multi-person/committee 
review process.).  This committee structure may insure greater consistency of decision making if we are 
emphasizing a larger number of criteria with some of those criteria (recommendations) more subjective in 
nature. 
 

12. How will merit-based scholarships be fairly evaluated without the use of test scores?  
 
The details of how to award merit scholarships have not been finalized or resolved, but the common approach is 
to rely solely on transcript information to make scholarship decisions.  This process would use standard 
measures such as GPA but may also assign a greater emphasis to the level of rigor found in a student’s course 
selection relative to the opportunities found in the student’s high school.  Historically, about 1/3 of our enrolling 
students receive a merit scholarship.  This goal is reasonable given our financial resources and desire to 
maintain the integrity of our merit scholarship program.  Past practices have used SAT scores as both a measure 
to identify ‘merit’, but also as a tool to limit access to merit scholarships as the institution has limited funds 
available for this purpose and we want recipients to be ‘meritorious’ within the context of our applicant and 
accepted student pool.  
 

13.  Are there external funding agencies that support our programs that require standardized test score 
reporting?   

 
There are no external agencies that require the submission of standardized testing for all students if the 
institution has a formal policy of being ‘test optional’; if UNH were to implement a test optional policy, we 
would provide standardized testing data for those students who elect to submit this information as part of their 
application materials and/or for as many enrolled students who have taken the SAT or ACT.  Institutions have 
the latitude to define their own admissions processes if these processes are thoughtfully constructed and can 
establish a relationship between the admission criteria utilized and student success measures (typically first year 
GPA). 
 

14.  To what specific purposes will test scores be used when applicants choose to submit them?   
 
Test scores submitted will be used in the way we currently use them—as a supplemental data point to the 
primary academic information (the transcript).  Test scores never drive an admission decision but are typically 
used a means to validate decisions and impressions of an applicant provided by the student’s high school 
transcript and other supporting documentation.    
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

Appendix 9.1  
The USNH Amorous Relationship Policy:  

https://www.usnh.edu/policy/usy/v-personnel-policies/d-employee-relations#usyvd36 

 

 
Appendix 9.2 

Resolution the USNH Amorous Relationship Policy 

Rationale 

The Faculty Senate recognizes the importance of UNH having a strong amorous relationship policy. The 
entire UNH community will benefit from a well-developed, clear policy that supports the highest ethical and 
professional standards, academic fairness, and a campus community free from sexual misconduct.  

A university is “a community of scholars,”  scholars being faculty as well as students.  Indeed, all faculty 
should be, as scholars, students; and, for many students, teaching is a significant part of their learning process.  
It is also far more than a workplace, and to treat it as such, demeans it.  This is particularly true for traditional 
undergraduate students, for whom the “university experience” is their first move into independent adulthood, 
albeit in a transitional sense.  Yet, the undergraduate populations of universities such as UNH extend far beyond 
traditional undergraduate students, with non-traditional students who may be only a few years older than 
traditional undergraduates, as well as students who have retired after successful careers and now seek to start or 
complete an undergraduate degree they never found time for, and veterans who are making their own transition 
to civilian life.  As any faculty member knows, these students add richness to the undergraduate experience.   

Any policy must accommodate the vast and rich diversity of students, staff and faculty at a university.  
Shared governance is crucial to these many voices being heard and recognized.   

 
Motion 

In response to the imposition of the new Amorous Relationship Policy, which did not involve shared governance, 
the Faculty Senate of the University of New Hampshire resolves that any amorous relationship policy for UNH 
must:  

I. Support, and not undermine, the academic mission of UNH: 

1. Any coercive or exploitive relationship, amorous or otherwise, particularly under color of 
university authority, undermines the academic mission; 

2. Relationships in which there is, or is perceived to be, an unequal power balance do not necessary 
fall under 1), but must be monitored and managed to avoid such a case;   

3. This said, any policy that unnecessarily or unfairly discourages, disadvantages or disincentivizes 
participation in academic opportunities (e.g. peer teaching, internships, service or volunteer 
opportunities) by putting onerous restrictions on participants as is the case with the present policy 
(i.e., prohibiting undergraduate from amorous relationships with all other undergraduates), 
profoundly undermines the academic mission (see also Student Senate motion R40.06); 

 

 

 

https://www.usnh.edu/policy/usy/v-personnel-policies/d-employee-relations#usyvd36


 

II. Be fair, clear and equitable both in intent and application: 

1. The new policy is confusing and subject to widely varying interpretation;   

2. Further to the above, an effort is underway to develop an UNH “implementation plan” that, it 
appears, will modify the policy, despite the policy being, presumably, the governing document, 
further exacerbating confusion; 

3. Any policy so subject to such varied interpretations, even supposedly official interpretations, is 
ripe for abuse, and therefore inherently unfair; 

4. The policy places sole (for each campus) responsibility for its application in the hands of one 
administrator and is also ripe for abuse, real or perceived;   

5. Any policy that is unclear, ripe for abuse and lacking in due process can only have questionable 
legitimacy; 

6. Statements and justifications by representatives of the administration that the policy is in response 
to “the current climate” profoundly undermine fairness and equity, and even more so, the 
academic mission, as the basis for the policy; 

III. Be adopted under the norms of shared governance and input from, and consideration of, all stakeholders: 

1. The policy was developed and adopted with no considerations of shared governance with the 
UNH Faculty Senate, Undergraduate Student Senate, or Graduate Student Senate, PAT or OS 
Councils, nor, so far as the UNH Faculty Senate leadership has been able to determine, with 
similar bodies on any other USNH campus; 

2. The policy was developed and adopted with no input from UNH staff, non-traditional students 
(including veterans) or others, and, so far as the UNH Faculty Senate leadership has been able to 
determine, the same applies to other USNH campuses; 

3. Had the policy been developed within the norms of shared governance and with broad 
participation, the many serious issues with the new policy would have become apparent and been 
addressed;  

IV. The new policy must improve upon the preceding policy: 

1. The UNH faculty Senate believes the previous policy needed to be strengthened, but was 
serviceable pending a adoption of an improved policy; 

2. Given the specific issues above, the UNH Faculty Senate considers the new policy, far from being 
an improvement, is inferior to the previous policy; 

V. The UNH Faculty Senate therefore finds the new policy unacceptable: 

1. The UNH Faculty Senate calls for the previous policy to be reinstated immediately, at least on 
the UNH campus; 

2. The UNH Faculty Senate calls for a plan, one that respects the principles of shared governance 
and meaningfully involving by all stakeholders in the process, to developed a truly improved, 
widely respected and accepted, Amorous Relationship Policy. 

 

 

 



 

 
 

Appendix 9.3 
From: : Wayne Jones, Jr., Interim Provost and VP Academic Affairs, and Chris Clement, VP Finance and AdministrationTo: 
To:   
Subject: USNH Approves Amorous Relationship Policy 10:13:54 AM 
Date: Wednesday, October 10, 2018 

 
 

 

 

Dear Members of the UNH Community, 
 

The University System of New Hampshire amorous relationship policy has been approved by the 
board of trustees. It provides an update to the UNH policy and will now apply to all institutions of 
USNH. We thank you in advance for increasing your awareness of this policy as we work to reduce 
the risk and conflict of interest that is inherent with amorous relationships that involve an uneven 
power dynamic. An amorous relationship is defined as any interpersonal relationship that is 
intimate, sexual, and/or any other type of amorous encounter or relationship, whether casual or 
serious, short-term or long-term. 

 
Please review the policy as well as a list of FAQs. Some key highlights: 

 

Faculty and staff cannot pursue or engage in amorous relationships with 
undergraduate students. 
Graduate assistants, teaching assistants and all student workers (graduate or undergraduate) 
are also subject to this policy, and cannot pursue or engage in amorous relationships with 
any other student who they may teach, grade or supervise. 
A current or past amorous relationship must be disclosed if there is currently an uneven 
power dynamic, a possibility that one party may participate in employment or academic 
decisions affecting the other, and/or risk that the relationship impacts the dynamics of a work 
group or academic group/department. 
Supervisors who suspect an amorous relationship with an uneven power dynamic that is 
denied or not disclosed must contact the Affirmative Action & Equity Office for 
investigation. 
Disclosing an amorous relationship will result in a written plan to mitigate an uneven power 
dynamic or potential negative impact to the work or academic dynamic. 

 
If you don’t know if you should disclose an amorous relationship or you have questions 
about the policy, reach out confidentially to your Human Resource partner or the Affirmative 
Action and Equity Office for help. 

 
Wayne Jones 
Interim Provost and Vice President for Academic Affairs 

 
Christopher D. Clement 
Vice President for Finance and Administration 
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attachment to 10/10/18 email announcing new Amorous Relationship  Policy 

 

Highlights - Amorous Relationship Policy update 

• Why was this policy updated and does it apply to me? 
UNH wanted to clarify its existing Consensual Amorous Relationship policy and the USNH Board of Trustees 
wanted a system-wide USNH Amorous Relationship policy. Utilizing the UNH Consensual Relationship 
Policy as a foundation, the USNH institutions collaborated to clarify and then extend the policy beyond UNH 
to GSC, KSC, and PSU. This policy is an important part of the university’s ongoing effort to provide an 
equitable workplace, protecting employees in amorous relationships from a violation of the USNH conflict of 
interest policy and potential legal claims, and helping ensure no perception of favoritism or undue influence by 
those who are in such relationships. The policy applies to all faculty, staff, volunteers, student employees – 
including graduate and teaching assistants - and the policy informs actions related to vendors/contractors 
providing services to our community. 

 
• What’s the difference between this updated policy and the UNH Consensual Amorous Relationship 

policy? 
Key clarifications in this policy include: 

o Faculty and staff are prohibited from pursuing or engaging in an amorous relationship with 
undergraduate students 

o Graduate and teaching assistants are prohibited from dating any undergraduate student who they 
supervise, or may have impact to the student’s academic/employment dynamic, or are in the same 
academic program by the department 

o The policy applies to undergraduate students who supervise or may have impact to the student’s 
academic dynamic 

o Parties involved in any amorous relationship with an uneven power dynamic are required to disclose 
the relationship to authorities 

o Parties must disclose a past amorous relationship if there is currently an uneven power dynamic 
o Supervisors who suspect an amorous relationship with an uneven power dynamic that is denied or 

not disclosed must report to AAEO for investigation 
o When an uneven power dynamic cannot be eliminated, one or both parties may be moved to a 

different role, or if no other role is available or appropriate, leave the institution 
 

• What is the policy definition of an amorous relationship? 
Any interpersonal relationship that is intimate, sexual, and/or any other type of amorous encounter or 
relationship, whether casual or serious, short or long-term. 

• What if I am unclear if I should disclose or not? 
You can confidentially reach out to your HR Partner or the Affirmative Action and Equity Office who will 
help you determine if there is a need to report the current or past relationship. 

 
• What is an uneven power dynamic? 

A circumstance where: 
o one party has professional responsibility to evaluate the other party’s academic and/or work 

performance, and/or a “check and balance” role relative to the other (e.g., sign off on a time sheet or 
expense report), 

o one party could be called upon to participate in decisions affecting the other party’s employment or 
academic prospects (e.g. promotion, grading, work evaluation, etc.), 



 

o where both parties are members of a team work group/academic group and the relationship can 
reasonably be perceived as having influence on others of their team/group. 

• Does this apply just to the campus environment? 
The policy applies to all locations and venues where work or academics are performed, including but not 
limited to, our Concord and Manchester locations, off site internships, workshops, conferences, 
athletic/recreational events and trips abroad. 

 
• To whom do I disclose the existence of an amorous relationship? 

To your supervisor, who will then contact Human Resources or the Affirmative Action and Equity Office. 
 
• What is the process after I disclose? 

You will work with your supervisor and/or your HR partner to create a written plan to formalize steps taken to 
mitigate an uneven power dynamic or potential impact to the work or academic dynamic. The plan will 
include reassignment of supervisory and/or check and balance oversight duties and recusal of the parties from 
all institutional decisions related to the other. In some circumstances, it may be necessary to modify 
employment roles. 

 
• The following are examples which would be considered violations of this Policy: 

o Lecturer engages in a relationship with an undergraduate student who is pursuing a degree in 
another College. 

o Administrator pursues a relationship with a non-traditional age undergraduate student working at an off-
campus location affiliated with UNH. 

o Faculty of similar status go out on a couple of dates. One faculty is promoted to Chair. Parties fail to 
disclose the amorous relationship. 

o A faculty and a staff member were married and then became divorced. They remained employed at 
UNH. Several years later, the faculty becomes a PI (Principal Investigator) on a research grant and the 
ex-spouse assists with the administrative duties in managing the grant. They failed to disclose their 
prior marriage. 

o The spouse of a faculty member is accepted into the graduated program of the department. They failed 
to disclose their marriage. When other graduate students learn of the marriage they raise the issue and 
believe that the spouse is receiving special treatment. 

o A member of the community volunteers to coach a Campus Recreation Sport Club Team and engages in 
a relationship with a member of that team. 

o An undergraduate work-study student with supervisory responsibility begins dating an 
undergraduate student who they supervise. 

o Two Resident Assistants (RA) live in the same residential hall and are engaged in an amorous romantic 
relationship. The following year, one elects to not be an RA and becomes a resident of that residential 
hall.  They failed to disclose their relationship. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

Appendix 10.1 
Discovery Committee Motion 

To remove the 2013 moratorium prohibiting Inquiry 444 and Inquiry Attribute courses from being 
delivered in an online format, with the exclusion of Inquiry Labs, which must be offered in a 
classroom format pending further investigation of best practices for delivering Inquiry labs online. 

 

Appendix 10.2  
December 12 Email from Nicky Gullace about the motion in 10.1 

 
To: Faculty Senate Agenda Committee 
From: Nicoletta Gullace, Faculty Director Discovery 
Re: Online Inquiry Moratorium 
Date: December 12, 2018 
Cc: Vice Provost PT Vasudevan 
 
The Discovery Committee, after extensive deliberation, voted to lift the moratorium on offering Inquiry 444 
and Inquiry Attribute courses online. The lifting of the moratorium does not apply to Inquiry labs, which 
need to be offered in a “high-touch” classroom format. The motion, which passed unanimously in our 
December 12th meeting, states that the Discovery Committee agrees: 
 
“To remove the 2011 moratorium prohibiting Inquiry 444 and Inquiry Attribute courses from being 
delivered in an online format, with the exclusion of Inquiry Labs, which must be offered in a 
classroom format pending further investigation of best practices for delivering Inquiry labs online.” 
 
The Discovery Committee asks that the Faculty Senate, as it contemplates approving this motion, be mindful 
of best practices in the offering of online Inquiry. While research conducted by the Administrative Director 
of Discovery, Amy Oliva, and our Academic Technology representative, Daniel Carchidi, suggests that the 
four pillars of Inquiry pedagogy (formulation of student-driven questions,  evaluation of multiple 
perspectives, assessment of data, and the presentation of research results) can be offered online, it is essential 
that faculty consult with Academic Technology about best practices for offering Discovery’s foundational 
critical thinking seminar remotely.  Given that online Inquiry courses will not necessarily be offered in a 
simultaneous format (allowing for all seminar participants to communicate through Zoom), faculty must 
work with AT to foster an online community and the intellectual exchange of ideas.  Under current 
Discovery rules, a “change of mode” from “high-touch” to online pedagogy requires review by the 
Discovery Committee. During this process we, along with our Academic Technology Representative, will be 
happy to offer assistance to faculty about how best to adapt their Inquiry courses to an online format. 
 
A serious caution about this change in mode relates to UNH’s relationship with our national accrediting 
bodies and the Federal Financial Aid administration.  While our accrediting bodies recognize UNH as a 
Fall/Spring institution, e-UNH runs a truncated semester that may not be compliant with Federal or 
accreditation guidelines for a fully online undergraduate degree. If the proposed online major in 
Cybersecurity is offered on a Fall/Spring schedule, this should not pose a problem. However, if it is offered 
in e-UNH terms, the Administration must take care to make sure that it is fully compliant with all regulatory 
requirements over term length, as the failure to do so could result in fines and demerits. We assume that the 
Provost’s Office is fully aware of any restrictions and requirements necessary to create a fully compliant on-
line program, but the Discovery Committee felt that it was necessary to include this caution in order to alert 
the Faculty Senate to what were to us unfamiliar rules regarding semester length and the delivery of online 
degrees.  
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