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Introduction:  

On October 14th, 2025, faculty members representing CAS, COE, CBT, Graduate Studies, 
the Library, UNKEA, and Faculty Senate met with SVCAA Dr. Julie Shaffer and received a 
charge to explore means to facilitate a $4.5 million cut from UNK’s structural budget.  A 
draft of possible expenditure reductions to the instructional portion of the budget was 
presented to the committee by the SVCAA.  The Faculty Advisory Committee (FAC) was 
informed that their recommendations are advisory in nature, and ultimate decision 
authority lies with Chancellor Schnoor.  Notwithstanding, the committee progressed with 
the charge believing our recommendations matter.  Of important note, the FAC differed 
from the Budget Advisory Committee (BAC) whose charge included “....  focus on units, 
services, and expenditures outside of direct academic instruction and research.   
Examples include but are not limited to administrative services, facilities operations, 
auxiliary services, support offices, and non-instructional staffing.” 

Guided by the draft recommendations provided by the SVCAA, the FAC explored strategies 
for reductions in graduate assistants, remissions, summer salaries, operating funds, UNK 
online, VSIPs and their impact, program elimination, and faculty reduction.  The FAC was 
not tasked in pursuing a target dollar amount in reduction, but rather, examined multiple 
areas based on data from the SVCAA, data secured by committee members, and 
departmental data provided by chairs to provide a holistic recommendation.   

It is important to note that the FAC recommendations are not solely data driven but also 
demonstrate a regard for future institutional health and the hope of collaboration within 
UNK along with sincerity and compassion for those who are affected by these reductions.  
The process has been challenging, and we have sought to work as a unified voice weighing 
all information and opinions in coming to our conclusion. 

Mindset:  

The current FAC review occurred within a broader institutional history of budget deficit, 
most severe of which was faced in 2023.  In 2023, the prior FAC was convened under 
Article XII and recommended the elimination of fifteen faculty positions as the maximum 
feasible reduction without compromising program viability or the university’s mission.  The 
UNK administration eliminated 24.5 faculty lines and discontinued multiple academic 
degrees and concentrations. 



These reductions were implemented through a combination of vacant lines, retirements, 
non-renewals, and phased eliminations extending through 2024–2025.  The impact of this 
decision was substantial.  The resulting academic contractions altered the distribution of 
instructional load, advising responsibilities, and breadth of campus offerings. 

In ways similar to the 2023 committee, the 2025 FAC is again being asked to evaluate 
reductions that reach into the academic core of the institution.  As the present 
circumstances follow closely after a significant prior RIF cycle, this context has 
significantly guided the 2025 FAC’s approach, especially in the following two aspects: 

1. Institutional Memory and Cumulative Impact: 
The campus is now managing the effects of the previous reduction while 
confronting a new structural deficit.  The cumulative effect of previous cuts has 
reshaped the curriculum, increased vulnerability to workload imbalances, and 
contributed to long-term morale concerns.  These conditions make it necessary to 
evaluate proposed reductions not in isolation, but in the continued reference of 
recent institutional contraction, especially in retrospection.   

2. Strategic Use of Advisory Input: 
The committee reiterates that advisory recommendations provide crucial 
perspective on program integrity, interconnected offerings, student pathways, and 
long-term viability.   

For these reasons, the committee frames its 2025 recommendations with an emphasis on 
safeguarding disciplinary capacity, preserving essential faculty lines wherever possible, 
and prioritizing structural and collaborative efficiencies ahead of personnel reductions.  
Given the magnitude of the reductions already absorbed in 2023–2024, the committee 
advises the SVCAA to consider not only the numerical budgetary targets but also the 
institutional trajectory and the cumulative impact on academic vitality, student 
experience, and the campus’s ability to meet workforce and regional needs.   

As prescribed in the Collective Bargaining Agreement, this 2025 FAC was formed to give 
faculty a voice before the administration makes a final decision about the RIF.  While our 
role is not to dissuade the administration from making any necessary cuts, we have 
worked to identify areas where our programs could continue to thrive with appropriate 
adjustments—changes that would still meet the needs of UNK, our students, and our state 
while generating cost savings to help close the gap.  Understandably, campus morale has 
suffered under the pressure of anticipating these decisions, particularly given that this will 
be the third round of position losses in just the last five years.  We hope the administration 
recognizes this and makes a concerted effort to foster a positive environment—whatever 



that may require—to show appreciation for the grit, tenacity, and creativity faculty bring to 
their work every day. 

After weathering the current RIF, we hope that our faculty can move forward with renewed 
energy and innovation so that, as a campus, we can focus on areas of potential growth and 
pursue collaborations across departments, colleges, and campuses.  By doing so, we can 
be better stewards of NU system resources while still meeting the demographic shifts and 
workforce needs of our state and region.  Faculty will look to the administration for 
leadership in rebuilding morale and providing meaningful support—whether through 
incentives, recognition, or other measures—to help us move past the strain of this 
process.  Rebuilding trust will be essential.  Ultimately, we all share the same goal: to 
thrive as researchers and educators and to provide the best possible experience for our 
students. 

Process:  

From the outset, our committee approached this charge with the goal of identifying 
solutions that balance fiscal realities with the integrity and mission of the university.  
Although we worked primarily from the initial draft of proposed cuts, we looked beyond 
those suggestions to examine program overlap, patterns of small course enrollments, and 
underused resources.   We expanded our analysis to consider the critical needs of the 
institution, our students, and the state, with the aim of protecting programs already 
meeting those needs and recognizing the diligent efforts some programs have undertaken 
to refine their offerings accordingly. 

Collectively, we have invested hundreds of hours in this work.  We have met with 
numerous departments and decision-makers, and we hope the earnestness of our 
intentions is clear despite the difficult questions we had to ask.  We have come a long way 
in this process, and we hope the administration will appreciate and seriously consider the 
recommendations we offer. 

In our work, the FAC met as a committee 9 times between October 14 and November 25, 
2025.  These meetings included conversations with the chancellor, academic deans, 
department chairs, and other impacted faculty.  The committee initially focused on 
departments and budget items identified in the Budget Reduction Proposal for the Faculty 
Advisory Committee.  However, as data gathering progressed, the committee expanded 
the scope of their discussions to look holistically across campus.   



Communication between the FAC committee and departments, between departments and 
administration, and between the FAC committee and administration has been a key part of 
the process leading to these recommendations.   

The committee recognizes that no single metric tells the story of a department, let alone 
the university.  To inform our decision, we proactively gathered qualitative and quantitative 
data from a variety of sources.  A crucial component of data gathering was consulting with 
departments for whom cuts were proposed in the initial Budget Reduction Proposal.   A 
comprehensive list of everything considered would be difficult to itemize.   We have listed 
many of the most studied data sources here (in no particular order).   Other points of 
discussion were redundancy and duplication as determined by the faculty and 
administration, as well as the programs, services, and myriad intangible benefits to 
campus and the community provided by faculty and departments. 

• Financial data: we evaluated university and departmental revenue using the 
publicly available Departmental Budget Listing for 2024-2025 as well as 
undergraduate and graduate student credit hour production for the fiscal year.  
We recognize this fails to incorporate every departmental income or 
expenditure, providing only a rough idea of departmental cost.    

• Enrollment, duplicated majors, credit hour production: for the university as a 
whole and for each department, the FAC evaluated enrollment, duplicated 
majors – every major, regardless of whether it’s a student’s first major or not, 
and credit hour production.  In addition to AY 2025-2026 data, we looked at the 
last 5 years of data to assess change over time.  The university’s enrollment 
decline was considered when analyzing an individual department’s metrics. 

• Coordinating Commission for Postsecondary Education Benchmarks: CCPE 
performance standards specify minimums for the average number of degrees 
awarded per year over the previous five years and student credit hour 
production by department per full time faculty member.  While the committee 
didn’t specifically assess CCPE compliance, data calculated elsewhere suggest 
evaluated departments meet CCPE minimums. 

• Faculty and Administration: The committee recognizes the importance of faculty 
voice when considering cuts to faculty and programs.  To inform our decisions 
regarding this, we met with both deans and department chairs to review how 
reductions would impact both colleges and departments.   

o Deans: The committee met with all deans, seeking their perspective on 
the potential impact of the cuts which they helped identify, other 
opportunities for cost savings, and possibilities for finding savings 

https://nebraska.edu/-/media/projects/unca/offices-policies/business-and-finance-office/docs/budget-salary-information/2024-2025/volume-5---unk.pdf


through innovation and efficiency in order to position the university to 
grow out of the current budget crisis. 

o Department Chairs: departments were prioritized based on the depth of 
their proposed cuts.  Initially, departments where proposed cuts were 
minimal and covered by VSIPs were invited to provide a brief written 
summary covering the impact of the cuts on the department, what 
additional things the committee should consider, and any knock-on 
effects of the proposed cuts.  The committee met with heavily impacted 
departments on 10/28.  The week of 11/11, the committee met with those 
departments again, as well as with departments with fewer proposed 
cuts.  All departments were asked to explain how cuts of various levels 
would impact their department, even more than suggested in draft 
proposal from the SVCAA, to walk through the interactions between 
undergraduate and graduate programs, and to consider what campus 
collaborations might be possible, as well as to share any information 
they felt would help the committee understand the department’s 
situation.  The committee recognizes the immense amount of work 
departments put into providing the committee with the requested data, 
as well as additional information to assist the committee’s work.  While 
the committee didn’t mandate that the departments provide specific 
data points, in general, we welcomed departments to provide data and 
information that they felt most important to the discussion.   

• Hanover Research Academic Portfolio Optimization Report (May 2024): it 
provided an analysis of bachelor’s degree fields, assessing each field on student 
and labor demand, job growth and overall number of positions, and degrees 
awarded and their change over time.  The report compared these metrics for 
UNK to Great Plains peers.  While the report attempted to identify trends and 
areas of opportunity, the committee noted significant issues limiting its 
relevance and utility and thus deprioritized it. 
 

Recommendations:  

From the draft provided by SVCAA Shaffer, we have the following recommendations 
regarding efficiency of the campus operations:  

a. GA Reductions 
i. Phase in any reductions so as not to disrupt programs who rely on 

GAs for efficiency in their programs.   



b. Remissions Reductions 
i. Reduce remissions, but provide careful oversight and review of 

changes and their impacts on recruitment 
ii. New Nebraskan in-state tuition.   Evaluate the effectiveness and level 

of tuition remission provided to out-of-state students. 
c. Summer Salaries  

i. More carefully administer summer offerings with cost/benefit 
analysis 

ii. Ensure tighter use of summer budgets to bolster regular term budgets 
iii. Ensure more judicious oversight on enrollment numbers for a course 

to make 
d. Operating funds 5% reduction 

i. Request a 5% reduction from all colleges’ operating budgets across 
UNK, keeping in mind program viability and needs for each 
department.   

e. Adjust UNK Online Annual Allocation 
i. Reduce innovation funds from SVCAA office but ensure the budget 

contains sufficient funds to fund growth opportunities 
f. VSIP 

i. Allow Voluntary Separation Incentive Plan participants to take their 
VSIP, but ensure participants and chairs are aware of the effects 
taking a VSIP has on their department.  E.g., that the faculty line goes 
away and cannot be asked back for a period of time, benefits 
attached to the lines may also go away or be used to provide benefits 
to other lines on campus, and other information that can be found at 
https://nebraska.edu/offices-policies/business-finance/human-
resources/2025-VSIP 

ii. These are personal decisions for the faculty, but ensure Chairs, 
Administration and Faculty have agreed to the VSIP 

g. Staff Reductions 
i. Defer to the Budget Advisory Committee  

ii. Consider equitable practices in hiring and compensating faculty, 
staff, and administration particularly regarding salary and raise 
decisions. 

h. Thomas Hall 
i. Fully analyze the costs and benefits of bringing Thomas Hall offline 

including deferred maintenance, exploration of private partnerships, 
potential of historic sight designation and grant funding, etc.   

https://nebraska.edu/offices-policies/business-finance/human-resources/2025-vsip
https://nebraska.edu/offices-policies/business-finance/human-resources/2025-vsip


i. Faculty Reductions 
i. Counseling School Psychology (1 VSIP) 

ii. Cyber Systems (1 VSIP) 
iii. Family Science/Early Childhood Family Advocacy (1 open + Consider 

another 1)  
1. Lose open line, recommend strategic and considered 

repositioning or reimagining of departmental offerings and 
collaboration with other departments 

2. Consideration of another line based on general studies 
offerings, majors, in departments with similar metrics, and 
intrinsic value to the university and community 

iv. Marketing (2 VSIP)  
1. Work on cross disciplinary collaboration with other 

departments 
v. Teacher Education (1 VSIP)  

vi. Art (1 VSIP)  
1. Work on cross disciplinary collaboration with other 

departments 
vii. Biology (1 open line position)  

viii. Communications (2 VSIP, 1 open line) 
1. Work on cross disciplinary collaboration with other 

departments 
ix. English (1 VSIP) 
x. History (2)  

1. Reduce number of courses with low enrollment 
xi. Modern Languages (.5) 

1. Collaborations with other system campuses 
xii. Music (2)  

xiii. The FAC also sincerely thanks and recognizes the consideration and 
sacrifice of departments who are conceding already- or soon-to-be 
empty lines.   

j. Structural Changes 
i. Create a framework, whether through policy, guidelines, or other 

mechanisms, for programs to collaborate or unite where doing so 
finds synergies, relieves duplication, or provides other logical 
benefits.  Changes should be given the necessary time and 
consideration to ensure that any merger leads to a new identity for all 
rather than appending new members to an existing identity.   



ii. Conversely, consider judiciously paring from departments areas that 
cannot stand alone and are not essential to the remaining core of the 
department.   

iii. Explore, and if it is prudent, support and facilitate collaboration 
between Marketing, Art, and Communication 

iv. Look for other duplication and encourage shared offerings to foster 
innovation and collaboration, to free up workload, for efficiency, or to 
grow enrollment 

v. Ensure there are procedures and policies in place so that when cross 
campus collaboration happens, all parties are informed and have a 
voice in the process.   

vi. Encourage cross campus collaborations for programs with large 
online offerings 

vii. We strongly suggest that the SVCAA and Chancellor review Office of 
Sponsored Programs and evaluate their implementation of federal 
guidelines for indirect funds (particularly for past funds that were 
retroactively adjusted), for faculty salary, for rulings on workload 
including research releases and administrative roles, and for overall 
support.  Many faculty expressed frustration in working with this 
office. 

k. Degree Eliminations 
i. FSTDS-BS Family Sciences 

1. We do not recommend eliminating FSTDS-BS Family Sciences 
ii. ECFAD-BS Early Childhood Family Advocacy 

1. We do not recommend eliminating ECFAD-BS Early Childhood 
Family Advocacy 

iii. RDPK12-MAE Reading  
1. We do not recommend eliminating RDPK12-MAE  

iv. STDAFF-MSE Higher Ed Student Affairs 
1. We recommend elimination of STDAFF MSE Higher Ed Student 

Affairs 
v. MODLA-BA Modern Languages – German Emphasis 

1. We recommend elimination of the German Language 
Emphasis 

vi. MODLA-BAE 7-12 Teaching Subject Endorsement -- German 
1. We recommend elimination of the German Language 

Emphasis 
vii. GERMAN-MN German Minor 



1. We recommend elimination of the Minor in German 
viii. MUSIC-BM Music Comprehensive—Music Business Emphasis 

1. We recommend elimination of the Music Business Emphasis 
ix. MUSBUS-MN – Music Business Minor 

1. We recommend elimination of the Minor in Music Business 
x. SCIMTH-MSE—STEM Education 

1. We recommend consideration of the strategic importance of 
the STEM ED MSED degree.   

l. Additional Recommendations 
i. We recommend there be more careful consideration of administrative 

release including examining the need for a uniform release policy for 
Chairs/Grad Chairs/Asst Chairs/Etc.   

ii. We recommend more transparency and standardization of research 
reassigned time.   We also recommend departments consider 
reducing total departmental reassigned time as an alternative to 
filling open lines.  Specifically, this should be a strong consideration 
when the university is in a state of financial stress.   

iii. Encourage policy review around promotion and tenure guidelines for 
faculty who opt out of reassigned time when departments have need 
for more workload. 

iv. We recommend policy reviews around duplication, and 
encouragement of departmental collaboration.  E.g., ensure 
Academic Affairs encourages and supports, academically and 
financially, departments that collaborate on development of cross-
disciplinary courses rather than each offering their own.   

v. We strongly recommend the administration promote a focus on 
growth, innovation, collaboration, and meeting the challenges facing 
the university instead of turf wars, siloing, and entrenchment, leading 
to regular retrenchment, malaise, and protectionist attitudes.   The 
former supports recruitment, and the latter stifles it.   This should be 
done not only at the campus level, but at the system level when 
appropriate. 

vi. We strongly encourage the administration to work within the NU 
System to find ways to grow, collaborate between, and realign 
structural aspects of all campuses, so all are able to find efficiencies 
of scale in administration and staffing.   

vii. We recommend that differentiated tuition opportunities be explored 
for programs in high demand and high paying fields. 



viii. We recommend strongly encouraging mentoring and supporting 
faculty who may teach in specific areas of expertise, but who are also 
qualified and willing to teach in additional areas where needed, so 
long as accreditation is not jeopardized.  We also recommend that 
when departments are recruiting new faculty, consideration should 
be given to hiring those who are able to teach within specific areas of 
a discipline as a department needs, but who can also teach across 
the department’s curriculum.   

ix. We recommend that department and program chairs use data driven 
decisions on course offerings and, when appropriate, consider 
programmatic and scheduling changes to enable longer periods of 
rotation to ensure larger section enrollments.   For example, consider 
changing course offerings from every semester to once a year or once 
a year to once every two years when appropriate. 

x. We recommend administration review prior Faculty Advisory 
Committee recommendations again and ensure everything possible 
is considered before making cuts to personnel, be it staff, 
administration, or faculty.   The life of a university is in its people, and 
its health is observed through relationships and the communication 
of knowledge, experience, and expertise to the students.   This cannot 
happen without people. 

The FAC also has a recommendation to the campus regarding UNK after the 2025 budget 
reductions have been decided.    

The status quo for higher education has changed even in the past two years since UNK 
went through our last reduction in force, but certainly over the last 20-30 years.   Access to 
higher education is critical to ensure students are equipped for success in today’s 
economy.   This need for increased access comes at a cost and necessitates innovation in 
our curriculum, campus, and even in the concepts of what all campus personnel do, 
especially faculty.   

Most of us have found our own styles of leading a classroom and edifying students.   But in 
addition to modifying our classroom approaches and providing active and engaging styles 
of teaching, we are now also tasked with a variety of other jobs which were traditionally 
performed by staff or administration or are tasks that didn’t exist when we were first hired.   
Many of us engage in these with enthusiasm, but not all of us are adept or even adequate in 
performing these new parts of the job.   The challenge, then, is how best do we as an 



institution satisfy the demands of current students and citizens of the communities we 
serve?  

No one has a complete answer to that question, but what we do know is that the university 
needs to be nimble in scope and approach.   We are lean, but we must not be brittle.   All of 
us must flex and stretch and work collaboratively to find change that works to grow the 
university.   Though we have lost some funding as a system and a campus, the 
communities we serve still trust UNK.  It is a trust we must maintain.    

We are one campus and need to act like a team after this period of stress.   We cannot 
survive if we bicker and fight with each other for students and funding.  Every student who 
comes to UNK supports all of us, and we must all support them.   We have seen some very 
stressful times in the past several years, but we need to use the proven resiliency that 
sustained us through recent challenges to come together and be a positive force for our 
students.   The most attractive thing we can do to recruit in this time of turmoil is to deeply 
believe as an institution that we will come through this period and enable our students to 
be successful despite the uncertainty.   In fact, we need more than that, we need to show 
them how to be resilient and adaptive and successful in spite of the challenges we all face 
in not knowing the future.    

That is the beauty of education; we inspire students to face and overcome challenges that 
haven’t ever existed before.  We know that what we do today really does change the future.  
So, our final recommendation is to be inspired and inspiring.   What we do changes 
destinies, and UNK’s destiny is not that of continued cuts and struggles.   We, from those 
of us maintaining our facilities, to filling out personnel forms, to teaching independent 
studies, to advocating to the legislature, won’t let that happen.   

Conclusion: 

The FAC understands the hard financial and budgetary constraints administration faces; 
however, we also acknowledge that programmatic cuts affect our core mission and 
shifting of institutional identity.   We urge the leadership to articulate how the FAC’s 
recommendations were considered in their decision-making process; this should help with 
institutional commitment towards transparency and shared governance.   
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