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University of Idaho

2005-2006
FACULTY COUNCIL AGENDA

Meeting #11
3:30 p.m.

Tuesday, November 8, 2005
Brink Hall Faculty Lounge

Order of Business

I.
Call to Order.

II. Minutes.

· Minutes of the 2005-06 Faculty Council Meeting #10, November 1, 2005

III.
Chair’s Report.
IV.
Provost’s Report.  
V.
Other Announcements and Communications.

· Discussion of Digital Measures (Linda Morris)
VI. Committee Reports.


Faculty Affairs

· FC-06-017:  Compassionate Leave (Greg Möller)
VII.
Special Orders.
VIII. 
Unfinished Business and General Orders.
IX.
New Business.
X. 
Adjournment. 
Professor Robert Zemetra, Chair 2005-2006, Faculty Council

Minutes of 2005-2006 FC Meeting #10, November 1, 2005
FC-06-017
University of Idaho

Faculty Council Minutes

2005-2006 Meeting #10, Tuesday, November 1, 2005

Present: Adams (w/o vote), Baker (w/o vote), Beard, Bechinski, Crowley, Exon, Gaffney, Greever, Gunter, Hubbard, McCollough, McLaughlin, McMurtry, Munson, Parrish, Williams, Woolston, Young, Zemetra

Absent: McDaniel, Morgan, Reid

Observers: None

Minutes: It was moved and seconded (Beard, Bechinski) to approve the minutes of October 25th as distributed. The motion carried unanimously.

Chair’s Report: Professor Zemetra reported that a clarification of Vice President Chichester’s memo concerning the reporting of sick leave would soon be forthcoming. Also appearing in the near future (this week) would be instructions to administrators for determining the calculation of the mid-year raises that would begin in January 2006. Less easy to forecast is when the issue of post-retirement medical benefits would come to Faculty Council for discussion and be open to general discussion by the university community. He still hopes that it will come this fall, but cannot be certain that it will.

Provost’s Report: The provost reiterated the chair’s announcement that guidelines for the mid-year raises would be published this week. In general 1% of the 4% would be given to all employees who met expectations (e.g., 3 or above on the faculty evaluation scale); the other 3% would be devoted to merit and retention issues. Two issues dominated the subsequent discussion: would or could these merit raises be determined on the basis of averaging more than one year’s evaluation data and how did units where substantial numbers of employees were not paid from state appropriated funds cope with providing raises for such employees. With regard to the first issue it was ultimately found that the Faculty-Staff Handbook (3340 A-2-g) did require averaging “of the current period and any preceding consecutive periods for which merit-based funding was not provided.” The exact effect of this provision remains uncertain, however, as even the minimal salary increments appropriated by the legislature over the past few years have been labeled as “merit increases.” As to the second issue the provost agreed that finding a source of funding for the raises for those employees not paid by state appropriated money was a challenge but he hoped it would not come down to the necessity of cannibalizing positions.

The provost responded to several questions concerning Digital Measures. How might the information thus gathered into a central and easily accessible place be used? How would the privacy of faculty members be assured? How could the large body of historical data (e.g., faculty CVs dating back a decade or more) be put into the system in an efficient and timely way? The faculty secretary said that Linda Morris, vice provost for academic affairs who is spearheading the implementation of Digital Measures has been invited to talk to Faculty Council next week on these and other issues concerning the use of Digital Measures.

Report from Athletic Director: Athletic Director Rob Spear reported on the outcome of the recently concluded NCAA certification process of the university’s athletic program. The certification team had made a number of very positive comments about the program.

· The self-study, headed up by Dan Davenport, was an accurate reflection of what was happening at the University of Idaho. The certification team was impressed by the broad-based participation in the self-study and commended the efforts put forth by Dan Davenport.

· The certification team was convinced that the university was on an upswing under President White.

· The certification team was convinced that the athletic program was on a similar upswing. The university’s athletic facilities were great; they were as good or better than any other facilities in the WAC.

· UI’s student-athletes feel that they can major in anything they want and that coaches allow student-athletes to miss practices or schedule practices around academic commitments.

· Coaches believe the director of athletics treats all sports equally.

· There are no issues of race, gender, or inequality.

Usually certification teams may find eight or nine issues; this certification team found only four areas to comment on:

· There is a need to review all Department of Athletics employee job descriptions and evaluations to make sure that they have statements in them regarding the importance of rule compliance.

· Similarly there is a need to do the same for all UI employees outside of the Department of Athletics who are involved or associated with athletes and athletics.

· The graduation rate for male student-athletes is lower than the graduation rate of male students across campus.

· There needs to be a review of the department’s academic support services.

· The athletic director reported that all four areas are currently being addressed. With regard to the issue of graduation rates he pointed out that this week’s latest figures, unavailable to the certification team at the time of their visit, showed that graduation rates for the cohort of students who had entered in 1998 were dramatically up over previous years.

The second part of his presentation was devoted to the financial outlook of the department. Several revenue sources were up dramatically—they included ticket sales and conference receipts (from $140,363 to $208,500 and from $523,353 to $951,600 respectively). Expenditures were generally more stable though there was a dramatic increase in “supplies, equipment, services, and operating expenses” (from $1,639,252 to $2,708,943). In a budget just shy of $11 million the Athletic Department anticipated a net income of $546.

FC-06-016, Business Plan for NOIs: In the discussion on this item there was general agreement that there was a long-standing cultural assumption at the university that new programs (including new minors, or new certificate programs) must be presented as “costing nothing” if they are to be approved. There was also general agreement that this cultural assumption needs to be changed. The provost pointed out that Washington State University had a thirty-eight page business plan template that had to be filled out if a new program was being proposed. In response to a question he agreed that the introduction of this template had definitely reduced the number of new programs being proposed. Examining section 4110 of the Faculty-Staff Handbook, councilors found most of the questions that a business plan should pose and answer to be already listed though it was suggested that there should be further references to the university’s strategic plan, to the potential impact on other university programs, to the establishment of teaching outcomes, and to the possible affect on university diversity. It was also suggested that there might be some sort of “sunset provision” for new programs that did not meet initial expectations for enrollment or income.

Professors McLaughlin, Adams, and McDaniel agreed to serve on an ad hoc committee to discuss the issue further. It will also be an issue on some future UCC agenda for discussion.

Response to the president’s letter on evolution: Professor Young, chair of the ad hoc committee to consider a response, reported on the committee’s deliberations and their decision to focus entirely on the issue of academic freedom. Their main purpose was to reaffirm the notion of academic freedom as embodied in Faculty-Staff Handbook sections 3160 and 3170. He also reported that the provost and president had indicated their full support of the ad hoc committee’s proposal. In their deliberations councilors discussed the following issues: (1) was it necessary or appropriate for there to be any Faculty Council response to the president’s letter, (2) did the proposed response allow the interpretation that any individual faculty member could decide to teach whatever he or she chose, and (3) should a Faculty Council response be overtly supportive of the president’s position vis-à-vis intelligent design and evolution.

In the end it was agreed by friendly amendment to insert the words “as a body” to the third sentence of the proposed statement so that it read: “The Faculty Council and the Administration of the University of Idaho wish to reaffirm their commitment that the faculty of the university as a body has the right to determine curriculum and to teach that curriculum.”

The motion to approve the statement carried 10-5 with one abstention.

Adjournment: It was moved and seconded (Beard, McCollough) to adjourn. The motion carried unanimously at 5:00.

Respectfully submitted,

Douglas Q. Adams

Faculty Secretary and Secretary to the Faculty
FC-06-017
October 28, 2005

To:

R. Zemetra, Chair, Faculty Council

D. Adams, Faculty Secretary

From: 

G. Möller, Chair, Faculty Affairs Committee

Subject: 
Seconded Motion from Faculty Affairs Committee for amendment of 
FSH 3520 G-9 Compassionate extension of the tenure probationary period

The Faculty Affairs Committee (FAC) is forwarding the attached amendment as a seconded motion for consideration by Faculty Council. 

FAC has reviewed needs in this area and analyzed a variety of policies adopted by other institutions. This issue of accommodating the life challenges of junior faculty has come into increasing analysis nationally. The challenges are diverse as are the policies that seek to address them. Current UI and State Board policy for the tenure probationary period states, “A faculty member will usually be evaluated for the acquisition of tenure after at least four (4) full years of service and in no case later than during the faculty member's sixth (6th) full academic year of employment at the institution” (RGP IIG6). UI Office of General Counsel (UIOGC) and the Provost suggest that Board approval will be needed to adopt this amendment into UI policy. Currently only one other Idaho institution, Boise State University, has a compassionate extension policy and UIOCG has suggested that this policy may be in violation of RGP IIG6. FAC has chosen to craft a policy based on the existing BSU policy since Board approval may come easier with similar policies.
This process of compassionate extension is not business as usual, and the inclusiveness we typically seek by committee review may only raise the bar, such that the individuals who really need to avail themselves of "institutional compassion" may shy away. We do not get a sense of policy abuse when reading the reports of other institutions' implementation of this type of policy. Rather, what we do see is a general reluctance by junior faculty to take advantage of available extensions for cause. Many of the situations that may open up a candidate for a compassionate extension consideration may be intensely private, sensitive and/or embarrassing. Many of us have daily contact with a department chair whereas contact with the provost is rare and the "confessional" aspect of a request for compassionate extension that only goes to the provost has an inherent privacy. The individual is already in a compromised situation; more eyes may mean more reluctance. 
Departmental offices and college offices are not as good at managing sensitive information. Academic environments are notoriously bad at keeping secrets. Many requests for compassionate extension could fall under the HHS HIPAA privacy rules and the liability management for each level of the institution involved could become onerous. The current policy proposal enables the provost to seek additional input at his/her discretion and this may be where faculty, department chairs and deans need to trust this person to perform due diligence in the decision making process. According to Provost Baker, he would call up the chair and dean to get general background input on the candidate at a minimum, in addition to many cases where in-depth discussion would take place. "Need-to-know" of this sort of sensitive information is best managed unilaterally by trustworthy people, appropriately tasked and trained, and not by policy dictate that is insensitive to case-by-case peculiarities. In the policy amendment we forward, childbirth and adoption carry the "presumption" of approval. The sensitivity of many of the situations that could be considered may require great discretion and it is better to err on the side of exclusionary rather than forcing inclusion of other eyes via policy directive. The current version of the proposed policy balances the need for robust oversight with empathy towards those in need.  

Please contact me if you require supporting information in your discussions of this proposal. 

(Attachment)

CHAPTER THREE: 3520

EMPLOYMENT INFORMATION CONCERNING FACULTY AND STAFF

FACULTY TENURE

G. TIME REQUIREMENTS FOR TENURE ELIGIBILITY.

G-1. Probationary or term appointments may be for one year, or for other stated periods not exceeding one year, and are subject to renewal. [See 3900.] Prior to the award of tenure, employment beyond the annual term of appointment may not be legally presumed. (RGP IIG6). Ordinarily a faculty member is not considered for tenure until the fourth full year of probationary service, and consideration is mandatory no later than the  sixth full year of service. (RGP IIG6). Credit for prior service may be given in accordance with the provisions in G-4. Faculty members initially employed as full professors can be appointed with tenure when this action is supported by a majority of the tenured faculty in the department or equivalent unit and by the university administration; otherwise, professors are considered for tenure during the fourth full year of service. In this context, unless otherwise specified, the term “year” means the appointment year, whether that is an academic, calendar, or fiscal year. A faculty member who is not awarded tenure may be given written notice of non-reappointment, or be offered a one-year terminal appointment, or be granted an additional short-term probationary appointment for not more than a twelve-month period by mutual agreement between UI and the faculty member. The decision to offer employment following a denial of tenure is in the sole discretion of the president (RGP IIG6j). [See 3900.] [rev. 7-98, 7-02, 7-05] 

 

G-2. Tenure evaluation procedures must be started in sufficient time to permit completion by the end of the time periods indicated in G-1. When authorized by the president or his or her designee, the year in which the tenure decision is made may be the terminal year of employment if the decision is to deny tenure. (RGP IIG6k). [rev. 7-02]

 

G-3. Satisfactory service in any professorial rank may be used to fulfill the probationary periods required for awarding tenure. A maximum of two years of satisfactory service in the rank of instructor at UI may be recognized in partial fulfillment of the time requirement in the professorial ranks. For the purposes of tenure eligibility only, the rank of senior instructor is considered as a professorial rank.

 

G-4. In cases involving prior equivalent service, tenure may be granted following less than the usual period of service. In particular, new faculty members from other institutions--educational, governmental, and others--with comparable service in instructional, research, or service positions may be granted credit for such service up to a maximum of four years and may be considered for tenure after a minimum of one full year of service at UI. [ed. 7-98]

 

G-5. In the event that a nontenured faculty member’s period of service at UI has been discontinuous, prior years in the same or a similar position may be counted toward tenure eligibility, subject to the conditions that:

a. Not more than three years have passed since the person left UI.

 

b. Applicability of the prior service toward tenure must be stated in writing before reappointment.

 

c. At least one additional year is to be served before tenure is recommended.

G-6. When a nontenured faculty member holding academic rank moves from one department to another within UI, the faculty member must be informed in writing by the provost, after consultation with the new department, as to the extent to which prior service will count toward tenure eligibility. (RGP IIG6l) [rev. 7-02].

 

G-7. If a tenured faculty member leaves UI and later returns to the same or a similar position after not more than three years, the appointment may be with tenure, or he or she may be required to serve an additional year before a tenure decision is made. Notification of probationary or tenure status is to be given in writing before reappointment.

 

G-8. When a tenured faculty member moves from one position to another within UI, or accepts a change from full-time to part-time appointment, his or her tenure status does not change. While a tenured faculty member is serving as a departmental administrator, college dean, or in some other administrative or service capacity, he or she retains membership, academic rank, and tenure in his or her academic department. Should the administrative or service responsibilities end, the faculty member would take up duties in his or her academic discipline.

G-9. A compassionate extension of the tenure probationary period may be granted under certain circumstances which may impede a faculty member's progress toward achieving tenure, including responsibilities with respect to childbirth/adoption, significant responsibilities with respect to elder/dependent care obligations, disability/chronic illness, or circumstances beyond the control of the faculty member.

a. The procedures for requesting a compassionate extension are:

1. The faculty member provides a written request to the Provost.

2. Requests for extension of the probationary period with respect to childbirth or adoption must be made within one year of the birth or adoption. Other requests should be made in a timely manner, proximate to the events or circumstances which occasion the request. All requests should include appropriate documentation.

3. A request for extension of the probationary period with respect to childbirth and adoption responsibilities carries with it the presumption of approval for a one-year extension. Except to obtain necessary consultative assistance on medical or legal issues, only the Provost will have access to documentation pertaining to a request related to disability or chronic illness. For request other than childbirth and adoption, elder/dependent care obligations, and disability or chronic illness, the provost will, at his or her discretion, determine if consultation with the dean and/or department is appropriate. The provost shall notify the faculty member, department chair, and dean of the action taken.

4. Multiple extension requests may be granted. All requests for probationary period extensions shall be made prior to commencing with a tenure or contract renewal review.

5. If a probationary period extension is approved, a reduction in scholarly productivity during the period of time addressed in the request should not prejudice a subsequent contract renewal decision. Any faculty member in probationary status more than the ordinary probation period specified in 3520 G-1 because of extensions shall be evaluated as if the faculty member had been on probationary status for the ordinary probation period.



















