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University of Idaho

2005-2006
FACULTY COUNCIL AGENDA

Meeting #18
3:30 p.m.

Tuesday, February 21, 2006
Brink Hall Faculty Lounge

Order of Business

I.
Call to Order.

II. Minutes.

· Minutes of the 2005-06 Faculty Council Meeting #17, February 14, 2006
III.
Chair’s Report.
IV.
Provost’s Report. 
V.
Other Announcements and Communications.
· Budget-setting and Student-fee-setting Process (Nancy Dunn)
VI. Committee Reports.
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 #17, February 14, 2006
University of Idaho

Faculty Council Minutes
2005-2006 Meeting #17, Tuesday, February 14th, 2006

Present: Adams (w/o vote), Baker (w/o vote), Beard, Davis, Exon, Greever, Gunter, Hart, Hubbard, Machlis, McCaffrey (sitting in for Bechinski), McCollough, McLaughlin, Munson, Parrish, Williams, Young, Zemetra

Absent: Bechinksi, Crowley, McDaniel, McMurtry, Pine

Observers: Three

A quorum being present, Chair Robert Zemetra called the meeting to order at 3:34 p.m. in the Brink Hall Faculty Lounge.

Minutes: It was moved and seconded (Exon, Greever) to approve the minutes of February 7th as distributed. The motion carried unanimously.

Chair’s Report: The chair introduced Professor Sally Machlis as the new representative from the College of Letters Arts and Social Sciences, elected to fill out the remainder of Professor Woolston’s unexpired term.

He announced to council that the president was seeking to revive Campus Day, a tradition begun in 1910 but which had lapsed about the time of the Second World War. It was an opportunity for faculty, staff, and students to clean the campus, plant new plants, and in general spiff up the university’s physical appearance. There were a number of projects already scheduled, e.g., the creation of better access to the “Liberty Grove” within the Shattuck Arboretum, but units should feel free to suggest projects of their own. Particularly if those projects involved new plantings, facilities would have to be notified sufficiently in advance that the plants could be obtained. This year’s Campus Day was scheduled, rain or shine, for Tuesday, April 11th from 8:00-12:00.

The chair further reported on a discussion he had had with the athletic director concerning issues raised at Faculty Council concerning the hiring of a new football coach. Because letters of intent had just been signed with this year’s recruiting class there was a need to proceed very quickly in replacing the football coach and the Athletic Department was given permission by the affirmative action officer to proceed quickly. Interviews with prospective coaches were conducted with Professor Carl Hunt, the university’s faculty representative to NCAA, in attendance, thus providing a certain amount of faculty input into the decision. Concerning athletic graduation rates, the athletic director pointed out that the NCAA’s rules concerning them had changed greatly over the past two decades and the NCAA had instituted stringent penalties if an institution did not meet the graduation-rate standards.

Provost’s Report: The provost reported that the University Promotion Committee had met for eleven and a half hours the previous Saturday to review candidates for promotion. He felt it had been a good process with excellent questions and straightforward discussion. He announced his intention of working closely with the Faculty Affairs Committee to address issues concerning the appropriate alignment of job descriptions and annual evaluations and the promotion and tenure process.

He mentioned again the university’s new strategic plan. To implement it there will be a need for the establishment of groups to oversee and coordinate its four primary and somewhat overlapping goals.

He reminded the council that there will be budget hearings in March when deans and directors will be making budget presentations to the central administration. Since we cannot anticipate much new money coming to the university, colleges will need to reallocate within their existing budgets to support their top priorities. Major university-level issues are ways of dealing with the $100 million in deferred maintenance, university equity (with the other institutions of higher education in the state) and funding the Core. The chair pointed out that the new vice president for finance and administration would be attending next week’s council meeting to give the council an overview of how the budget-setting and student-fee-setting process would work and to answer councilors’ questions about university finances.

FC-06-024 and FC-06-025: Proposals to shut down the undergraduate Agribusiness and Plant Science programs at Idaho Falls came as seconded motions from UCC. Representatives from the College of Agricultural and Life Sciences explained that both programs, while initially promising in terms of numbers of students enrolled, had been adversely affected by the decision of Ricks College to become a four-year institution under the name of Brigham Young University-Idaho. Ricks had been the largest single source of students in the program but now BYU-Idaho was offering comparable bachelors programs itself in these areas. For the remaining students there would be a three-year teach out period. The one faculty member in Agribusiness currently located in Idaho Falls would be transferred to the Moscow campus. Future attempts at offering distance education programs of this sort would be largely web-based. Both motions carried unanimously.

National Survey of Student Engagement: Professor McLaughlin and Jane Baillargeon, assistant director of Institutional Research presented material on the National Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE) and its possible implications for the University of Idaho. The NSSE is a large survey taken by almost 900,000 students at institutions across the country, including the University of Idaho and many of its peer institutions. It allows institutions to benchmark their success in a number of different areas: levels of academic challenge, active and collaborative learning, student-faculty interaction, enriching educational experiences, and supportive campus environment. All of these areas are measured for freshman students and for seniors. In all areas the University of Idaho registers about at the overall average. In all areas satisfaction increases from the freshman to the senior level but not always as much as the NSSE average improvement.

The presentation led to a discussion, at times quite passionate, about student engagement in the university and in the learning process. Given that we would like to see higher levels of engagement than what we currently show, what are the costs of doing things at the university and what are the new ways we would have to work at our jobs to increase student engagement? Are we going to compare ourselves to ourselves or are we going to compare ourselves to our competitors (it turns out that Boise State for instance does not take part in this survey)? Do the responses depend on the kind of students we attract to the institution as freshmen or the way we work with whatever kind of student is here? There was certainly some agreement that a senior capstone course was too late to draw the student into a greater engagement; it needed to begin at the freshman level. What kind of trade-offs are there between working with students and research productivity and are these tradeoffs acceptable? Who gets to decide? Major changes in these areas would come only after major cultural changes at the institution. Clearly these issues generated a lot of energy but how the university should or would proceed to address these issues was unclear.

Adjournment: It was moved and seconded (Beard, Exon) to adjourn at 5:05 p.m. The motion carried unanimously.

Respectfully submitted,

Douglas Q. Adams

Faculty Secretary and Secretary of the Faculty


















