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University of Idaho

2005-2006
FACULTY COUNCIL AGENDA

Meeting #26
3:30 p.m.

Tuesday, April 18, 2006
Brink Hall Faculty Lounge

Order of Business

I.
Call to Order.

II. Minutes.

· Notes of the 2005-06 Faculty Council Meeting #24, April 6, 2006 (FYI)
· Minutes of the 2005-06 Faculty Council Meeting #25, April 11, 2006
III.
Chair’s Report.
IV.
Provost’s Report. 
V.
Other Announcements and Communications.
· FC-06-036:  FSH 1120:  Origins and Growth of the University of Idaho

VI. Committee Reports.
VII.
Special Orders.
· Meeting with President Tim White
VIII. 
Unfinished Business and General Orders (if there is time).
· Committee on Committees

FC-06-033:  Restructuring of University Committees
· FSH 1640: Committee Directory

· FSH 2400: Student Judicial System

· FSH 3910: Dismissal and Discipline of Faculty

IX.
New Business.
X. 
Adjournment. 
Professor Robert Zemetra, Chair 2005-2006, Faculty Council

Attachments:

Notes of 2005-2006 FC Meeting #24, April 6, 2006
Minutes of 2005-2006 FC Meeting #25, April 11, 2006

FC-06-036
University of Idaho

Faculty Council NOTES
2005-2006 Meeting #24, Thursday, April 6th, 2006

Present: Adams (w/o vote), Baker (w/o vote), Crowley, Eckwright (w/o vote, sitting in for Greever),  Gunter, Hart, Hubbard, Machlis, McCollough, McCaffrey (w/o vote, sitting in for McDaniel), McLaughlin, Parrish, Young, Zemetra

Absent: Beard, Bechinski, Davis, Exon, Greever, McDaniel, McMurtry, Munson, Pine, Williams
Members of the Faculty Council met on Thursday, April 6th at 3:30 p.m. in the Brink Hall Faculty Lounge to discuss the report of the University Budget and Finance Committee (UBFC) with members of the committee and with Nancy Dunn, vice president for finance and administration. There were not enough voting members of council present to constitute a quorum so it was not an official meeting of Faculty Council. Chair Robert Zemetra presided.

UBFC’s report received praise from various council members as being clear and informative and praise, via the provost, from the visiting Northwest Commission on Colleges and Universities team who said they had never seen a faculty group so well informed about their institution’s financial matters. The committee reported that there was a good working relationship with the administration and that the administration was reinventing the budget-making process to improve it and make it more open and accountable. One of the fruits of that reinvention was the series of budget hearings that had been conducted in early March, of which the UBFC had been a part.

Faculty Council’s discussion of university finances, led by three of its members who are also members of the UBFC (Jeff Young, chair, Mickey Gunter, Michael McCollough) and the vice president for finance and administration, Nancy Dunn covered a wide range of topics.

· What were the General Education Budget costs of athletics and off-campus programs?

· Was the annual carry-over money which has been increasing the past few years, even in the face of dire warnings about budget crises a matter of X-budgets or all budgets? [All.]

· How much did the university recover in indirect costs and was their redistribution to university, college, department, and principal investigator appropriate? [The stated indirect cost rate is 47% but that what with “discounts” of various sorts the university recovered, overall, about 15% (15 cents on each dollar of direct educational expense). Of the 15 cents, 60%, or .09 cents is retained centrally while .06 cents is returned to the faculty. The vice president emphasized that these indirect costs were real costs. The point was also made that by not recovering more of these costs centrally there was little money held at the central level that could be used for, say, start-ups, the scope of whose impact was greater than that of a single college. No other research university personally known to those in attendance gave back as much of the indirect cost money as to the principal investigators as we do. By dispersing the money into little pots all over campus it was impossible to spend that money strategically. If the return of this money to the principle investigators was an incentive to apply for further grants, then we really needed to come up with a different reward/incentive mechanism. However, it was also pointed out that currently there were many cases of principal investigators having to use their share to pay for phones, incidental supplies, etc., which are, indeed, part of the university’s indirect costs.]

· Do we actually make any money on educating students, or is the admission of ever larger classes of students, a long-stated goal of the university, really a source of income or a source of unfunded costs? How does the cost of education vary across programs? [We don’t know. Part of what we were doing last spring was to get a better handle on precisely that issue. Until we know the answer to those questions we don’t know who we are subsidizing. However, it was also pointed out that we had spent an enormous amount of time and energy last spring without finding out the answers to this question and was it worth further time and (divisive) effort to specify those subsidies when in all likelihood it would not lead to much change because the subsidies would be recognized as necessary to the synergy of the overall programmatic array.]

· Do we have too many programs? [Almost every external observer says yes but, on the other hand, does it save anything to discontinue a degree which never has more than a handful of students in it if all the courses required for the degree must be continued to service other degree programs? We really need to look at low-enrollment programs on a case-by-case basis.]

· The UBFC report suggests, at best, modest increases in income from the state appropriation, student fees, and grant monies. Advancement probably holds the promise of more significant increases. However, the report also lists a number of cost items where the university will almost be forced to increase expenditures by significant amounts: faculty and staff salaries, deferred maintenance, health insurance, retiree health insurance, and everyone’s current favorite, the Core. How can the steady-state universe of income be matched with the big-bang universe of costs? [If we add all our unfunded commitments, necessary improvements in salaries, deferred maintenance, etc., we do not have a healthy situation. We will not see the university’s deferred maintenance problem fully solved in our lifetimes. However, there is a lot of work being done at the university that has been undercommunicated and undersold, so there are some bright prospects for raising advancement dollars.]

· What sooner-rather-than-later steps can be taken to improve the financial picture? [Improving the flow information at all levels about the budget would be a necessary step. A specific suggestion would be consolidate university travel so that we can use our size to create discounts. Similarly with purchasing.

· Where is the university going to put the $2.5 million that it will be receiving as a result of the University Place settlement? [It might go to creating a contingency fund, to reducing the centrally held internal deficit, or to invest in immediate needs. Perhaps it is not so important where it goes as that it be absolutely clear to the entire university community where it went.]

University of Idaho

Faculty Council Minutes

2005-2006 Meeting #25, Tuesday, April 11th, 2006

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

Absent: Greever, Gunter, McDaniel, McMurtry, Pine, Williams
Observers: three

A quorum being present, Chair Robert Zemetra called the meeting to order at 3:30 p.m. in the Brink Hall Faculty Lounge.

Minutes: It was moved and seconded (Beard, Exon) to approve the minutes of April 4th. The motion carried unanimously.

Chair’s Report: The chair reported that Campus Day had gone off that morning as planned, though some plantings had to be delayed because of the previous day’s rain. Some 65-70 people had participated. He himself, along with an unnamed departmental chair had put up a short fence along Paradise Creek very near the corner of 6th and Deakin. He was of the opinion that the quality of the fence-setting would have been greater had someone knowledgeable about such things been part of the crew. [Your secretary checked it out on his way to work this morning and found it entirely acceptable, with only the hint of pleasant rustic sway to its trajectory.] He also mentioned the success of last Friday’s “After Hours” in the Commons.

Provost’s Report: The provost also briefly noted the positive success of Campus Day (he had been involved with digging a trail) and also noted that dean candidates for the College of Education were continuing to be coming on campus.

FC-06-026, FSH 1565 “Faculty Ranks and Responsibilities”: The council returned to the issue of proposed revisions to FSH 1565, which was before it as a seconded motion from Faculty Affairs. Suggestions from Faculty Council’s earlier discussion had been incorporated in the latest version before it. As a result of that earlier discussion the five options presented in the original version seen by Faculty Council for A-2, which concerns the way teaching load is calculated, had been reduced to two. Option 1 could be characterized as less specific; option 2 as more specific. It was moved and seconded (Munson, Beard) to adopt option 1. Discussion of this motion centered around the desirability of specificity. Would it play into the hands of those who didn’t understand academic workloads and who wanted a rigid and inappropriate uniformity? How were teaching loads to be measured across campus in such a way to do justice to market forces in individual disciplines and at the same time not penalize, at promotion and tenure time, those whose teaching loads were genuinely high with consequently much less time to devote to research? In the course of the discussion it was cogently observed that the institution needed both quantitative and qualitative metrics for judging loads of all kinds. Also in the course of the discussion it was agreed that the last sentence of option 2, “Any adjustments to teaching load (e.g., teaching unusually large classes, team-teaching, teaching studios or laboratories, intensive graduate and undergraduate student mentoring, technology-enhanced teaching, and others) must be documented in the position description” be added at the end of option 1. A further friendly amendment changed “load” to “appointment” in this sentence. In the course of the discussion the provost repeated his interest in seeing that faculty teaching loads be made more comparable across the institution, pointing particularly to CLASS as having burdensome teaching loads. The motion to adopt option 1, thus amended, passed with one dissenting vote.

It was moved and seconded (Bechinski, McLaughlin) to amend section A-3-e so as to replace the proposed third sentence (“The acts of application and engagement often follow discovery, however they can and should initiate new discovery”) by two new sentences, “The acts of application and engagement often occur simultaneously, but may occur independently. Application and engagement often follow discovery, however they can and should initiate new discovery”; to add as a new third paragraph, “Evidence of scholarship in the area of application may include: publication of papers in refereed and peer-reviewed journals; published books; published law reviews; citation of a faculty member’s work; invited seminar, symposium, professional meeting papers and presentations. The validation of scholarship in the area of application is based on evaluation by other professionals in the faculty member’s discipline or sub-discipline” [in subsequent discussion the words “citation of a faculty member’s work by other professionals in the field; published reviews and commentary about a faculty member’s work” were struck by friendly amendment]; and to replace the second paragraph of section A-7 with, “Effective extension programs result when needs assessment leads to well-planned, carefully implemented, and well-documented efforts. Documentation may include (1) evaluation by participants in extension outreach activities; (2) quantity and quality of extension publications and other mass-media outlets; (3) numbers and types of audiences impacted; (4) evaluation of the program’s effects on participants and stakeholders; (5) measures of significance to discipline/profession; and (6) extension awards, particularly those involving peer evaluation.” These changes were suggested as a way to clarify a distinction between “application” and “engagement,” particularly as that distinction impacted extension faculty. The motion to amend carried unanimously.

It was moved and seconded (McLaughlin, Bechinski) to amend section A-3-a first sentence (“Scholarship in teaching and learning can involve classroom action research (site-specific pedagogy), descriptive or qualitative research, case studies, and other forms of teaching and learning research”) to read, “Scholarship in teaching and learning can involve classroom action research (site-specific pedagogy), qualitative or quantitative research, case studies, experimental design, and other forms of teaching and learning research.” The motion to amend carried unanimously.

The main motion, thus amended, then carried unanimously. Chair Zemetra thanked the Faculty Affairs Committee for their hard work on and successful resolution of these issues.

FC-06-028, FSH 5300 “Copyrights, Maskworks, and Patents”, and 5400 “Employment Agreement Concerning Patents and Copyrights”: Professor Beard, chair of the ad hoc task force working on intellectual property issues, reported that suggestions made at Faculty Council’s previous discussion of the issue had been circulated to the task force, approved by them, and incorporated in the current version of the document. It came as a seconded motion from the task force. The motion carried unanimously without further discussion. Chair Zemetra thanked Professor Beard and his task force for the successful resolution of difficult issues which had bedeviled Faculty Council for at least three years now.

Health Insurance Benefits for FY 2007: Paul Michaud Assistant Vice President of Human Resources and Linda Peavey Director of Benefit Services presented to Faculty Council the newly established options for medical insurance for FY2007.  They reported that had there been no changes made in the FY2006 plan that plan would have cost $24.9 million at an average increased cost per employee of $23 per pay period, on average of doubling of the employee premium (even taking into account the increase of $250 per employee per year given by the legislature for board-appointed employees). The Benefits Advisory Group had recommended changes which would put the total cost at $23.9 million. For FY2007 there will be three options rather than two as in FY2006. Plan A (new) is designed for those who are (or plan on being) healthy who may have one to four doctor’s office visits a year and whose health-care needs are not expected to require ongoing or complicated care. Plan B has lower deductibles than Plan A but higher employee premiums. Plan B is targeted at employees who require continued care and those with serious health care needs. Plan C (né “traditional”) is the most expensive from the employee’s point of view because it does not rely on a preferred provider network with the discounts that network makes possible. The biggest changes are to Plan C which will be considerably more expensive to the employee than its predecessor. Plan B shows a small increase and Plan A a small decrease in employee premiums. It was noted that all three plans carry a maximum lifetime cap of one million, per plan choice, including Plan C which was changed to $1 million a year ago.

Subsequent discussion raised the question of why the university was continuing to offer something like Plan C if it was so expensive. The response was that it was possible that in certain non-Moscow locations the preferred provider network might not be sufficiently robust to provide adequate insurance benefits. However, it was also possible that Plan C would disappear in the future if there was not enough demand for it. The issue of mental health benefits was also raised. These remain largely unchanged from before and while not overly generous were approximately the same as offered by similar institutions. Michaud and Peavey noted that by becoming self-insurers the university had been able to accommodate more individual exceptions and that we had “saved” (i.e., had been spared the increase of) about $1.8 million in costs.

Adjournment: The hour being late, it was moved and seconded (Beard, Exon) to adjourn. The motion carried unanimously and the meeting was adjourned at 5:20 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,

Douglas Q. Adams

Faculty Secretary and Secretary and Secretary to Faculty Council

FC-06-036

FSH 1120

ORIGINS AND GROWTH OF

THE UNIVERSITY OF IDAHO

PREAMBLE: This section sketches a very brief history of the University of Idaho. Fuller information can be found in Statutes and Decisions Relating to the University of Idaho by Harrison Dale, former president of the university (Boise, 1944) [see the Appendix], Beacon for Mountain and Plain: Story of the University of Idaho by Rafe Gibbs (Moscow, University of Idaho Press, 1962), This Crested Hill: An Illustrated History of the University of Idaho by Keith C. Peterson (Moscow, University of Idaho Press, 1987). This section was written by the Faculty Secretary’s Office for the 1979 edition of the Handbook and has been updated so as to maintain currency of information from time to time since. Unless otherwise noted, the text is as of July 1996. [ed./rev. 7-98]

CONTENTS:

A.
Origins

B.
The University Today

A. ORIGINS. [See also Appendix I.]

A-1. Recognizing that education was vital to the development of Idaho, the legislature set as a major objective the establishment of an institution that would offer to all the people of the territory, on equal terms, higher education that would excel not only in the arts, letters, and sciences, but also in the agricultural and mechanic arts. The federal government’s extensive land grants, particularly under the Morrill Act of 1862, provided substantial assistance in this undertaking. Subsequent federal legislation provided further for the teaching function of the institution and for programs of research and extension. In all, approximately 240,000 acres were allocated to the support of Idaho’s land-grant institution.

A-2. After selecting Moscow as the site for the new university, in part because Moscow was located in the “center of one of the richest and most populous agricultural sections in the entire Northwest” and the surrounding area was not subject to the “vicissitudes of booms, excitement, or specula​tion,” the University of Idaho was founded January 30, 1889, by an act of the 15th and last territorial legislature. That act, commonly known as the university’s charter, became a part of Idaho’s organic law by virtue of its confirmation under article IX, section 10, of the state constitution when Idaho was admitted to the union. As the constitution of 1890 provides, “The location of the University of Idaho, as established by existing laws, is hereby confirmed. All the rights, immunities, franchises, and endowments heretofore granted thereto by the territory of Idaho are hereby perpetuated unto the said university. The regents shall have the general supervision of the university and the control and direction of all the funds of, and appropriations to, the university, under such regulations as may be pre​scribed by law.” Under these provisions, the University of Idaho was given status as a constitutional entity. Though the university is to be governed under regulations as may be prescribed by law, the regents were specifically given control of the funds and conditions of employment. Thus, the Board of Regents (designated in the territorial act as a body corporate and named “The Regents of the University of Idaho”) has wide-ranging authority not inherent in the governing board of the other institutions in Idaho’s state system of higher education.

A-3. The regents were also empowered to appoint the university president to administer the institution and serve as president of the university faculty and of the constituent and associated faculties. As provided in the territorial act, the president is the “executive head of the instructional force” and gives “general direction to the instruction and scientific investigation of the university.” The act also entrusted the immediate government of the University of Idaho to the faculty. The tradition that the faculty, the president, and the regents are jointly responsible for governing this university has continued to the present.

A-4. James H. Forney was named acting president from 1881-1892 and Franklin B. Gault became the first president, welcoming about 30 students and one other professor when the university officially opened its doors, October 3, 1892. Most of the students who entered in 1892 were at the preparatory level; thus, the first graduating class in 1896 numbered only four (two men and two women). The following year the first master’s degree was awarded, and the next year saw the appointment of a new president, Joseph P. Blanton, who served until 1900. Since then, UI has had the following presidents: James A. MacLean (1900-1913), Melvin A. Brannon (1914-1917), Ernest H. Lindley (1917-1920), Alfred H. Upham (1920-1928), Frederick J. Kelly (1928-1930), Mervin G. Neale (1930-1937), Harrison C. Dale (1937-1946), Jesse E. Buchanan (1946-1954), Donald R. Theophilus (1954-1965), Ernest W. Hartung (1965-1977), Richard D. Gibb (1977-1989), Elisabeth A. Zinser (1989-1995), Thomas O. Bell, Interim President (1995-1996), and Robert A. Hoover, (1996-2003), Gary G. Michael, Interim President (2003-2004), and Timothy P. White, who took office in 2004. 

A-5. The university catalog for 1893 states that the “college or department of arts,” “the college or department of letters,” and “the college or department of agriculture” offered five “collegiate courses”: “the classical; the scientific; the mechanic arts and civil engineering; the agriculture; the English.” The College of Letters and Science was formally established in 1900. Colleges established later, though not necessarily under their current names, are: Agriculture (1901), Engineering (1907), Law (1909), Mines and Earth Resources (1917), Forestry, Wildlife and Range Sciences (1917), Education (1920), Business and Economics (1925), and Art and Architecture (1981). Graduate work has been under the supervision of the College of Graduate Studies since it was created in 1925. The Lionel Hampton School of Music (1969) and the School of Communication (1972) function within the College of Letters and Science, and the Margaret Ritchie School of Family and Consumer Sciences (1974) functions within the College of Agriculture. At UI, schools are not independent academic units.

B. THE UNIVERSITY TODAY.
B-1. The University of Idaho serves as the flagship research and land-grant institution of the state, is a Carnegie Doctoral/Research-Extensive institution , is a principal center for professional education, and is the state’s preeminent center for comprehensive and research-oriented graduate programs. [ed. 7-06]
B-2. UI is a member of the National Association of State Universities and Land-Grant Colleges. It is accredited by the Northwest Commission on Colleges and Universities and accredited or approved for specific programs by the Accreditation Board for Engineering and Technology, American Bar Association, American Chemical Society, American Dietetics Association, American Society of Landscape Architects, Association of American Law Schools, Council for the Accreditation of Counseling and Related Educational Programs, National Architectural Accrediting Board, National Association of Schools of Art and Design, National Association of School Psychologists, National Association of Schools of Music, National Council for Accreditation of Teacher Education, and Society of American Foresters. [ed. 7-06]
B-3. As noted in A-1, substantial federal land grants were made available during the territorial days and allocated to the university; the income from these properties still contributes to its support. Nevertheless, the institution’s main support is from annual legislative appropriations and, primarily for auxiliary services, from student fees. The university also receives gifts, grants, and endowments for scholarships, teaching, research, and development from many sources, both public and private, in part through the UI Foundation and the Idaho Research Foundation.

B-4. Since its small beginning, the student body has grown to over 13,000 undergraduate, graduate and professional students and is made up largely of full-time students who live on campus or within easy commuting distance. Though most of the students come from Idaho, every state in the union and approximately 85 foreign countries are represented. There are more than 750 full-time faculty members in teaching, research, and service and approximately 1500 staff and professional personnel. In addition, the university operates instructional/outreach- and research centers and stations around the state, offers a wide variety of high-school and college courses by correspondence, conducts general extension services and continuing-education programs in many localities, and participates in numerous interinstitutional programs. The main campus alone now covers over 300 acres and is the site of more than 50 major buildings. Other university lands, including the nearby university farms and experimental forest, exceed 8,000 acres. [ed. 7-06]
B-5. ’ Following deliberations and recommendations from the specially appointed University Vision and Resources Task Force (summer 2004) and subsequent open commentary period, the sixteenth president of the University, Timothy P. White, developed the Plan for Renewal of People, Programs and Place (February 2005). The Plan is crafted around our identity as a student-centered, research-extensive and engaged learning community. The plan may be viewed on the web at: http://www.president.uidaho.edu/documents/Strategic%20Directions2-11-05.pdf&pid=78760&doc=1 [rev. 7-05]



















