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University of Idaho

2005-2006
FACULTY COUNCIL AGENDA

Meeting #7
3:30 p.m.

Tuesday, October 11, 2005
Brink Hall Faculty Lounge

Order of Business

I.
Call to Order.

II. Minutes.

· Minutes of the 2005-06 Faculty Council Meeting #6, October 4, 2005

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

· Response to President White’s Evolution Letter 

· Vandal Innovation and Enterprise Works (VIEW) (Michele O’Neill)
VI. Committee Reports.
VII.
Special Orders.

VIII. 
Unfinished Business and General Orders.
· University Issues: Ranking, Disposition & Other Issues Raised (Bill McLaughlin)
IX.
New Business.
X. 
Adjournment. 
Professor Robert Zemetra, Chair 2005-2006, Faculty Council
Minutes of 2005-2006 FC Meeting #6, October 4, 2005
Ranking and Disposition of University Issues

University of Idaho

Faculty Council Minutes
2005-2006 Meeting #6, Tuesday, October 4th, 2005

Present: Adams (w/o vote), Baker (w/o vote), Beard, Bechinski, Crowley, Eckwright (w/o vote, sitting in from Greever), Exon, Gunter, Hubbard, Kreutzer (w/o vote, sitting in for Reid), McCollough, McLaughlin, McMurtry, Morgan, Munson, Parrish, Williams, Woolston, Young, Zemetra

Absent: Cooke, Farnen, Greever, Reid
Observers: 3
Call to Order: A quorum being present, Faculty Council Chair Robert Zemetra called the meeting to order at 3:31 p.m.

Minutes: It was moved and seconded (Beard-Bechinski) to approve the minutes of September 20th as distributed. The motion carried unanimously.

Chair’s Report: Chair Zemetra reported that the search for a new faculty representative to the NCAA was going well. There was an excellent pool of candidates and there would be candidate interviews next week. He also reported on a meeting with a representative from Digital Measures he and Bill McLaughlin had attended. The university has recently purchased a new database system from Digital Measures that will encompass the current curriculum vitae and the job descriptions. It looks to be an excellent tool, or will be when it is up and running. Entering the retrospective CV data will be a burdensome task. Finally he noted that the draft report of the post-retirement benefits task force had been sent to outside legal counsel for review. Once that review has taken place the draft will come back to the task force for consideration of any suggested changes and then sent to the president. He anticipated that it would be available for public, and Faculty Council, comment sometime in the first part of November.

Provost’s Report: The provost’s report was dedicated to reviewing the university’s preparations for the upcoming revisit by the NWCCU accreditors. He reminded council members of the accrediting team’s sixteen recommendations and referred them to the provost’s website where they might view the entire self-study prepared by the university in preparation for the accrediting visit and other NWCCU-related documents. In response to a question, he said that he would see that the complete report to the university from NWCCU, as well as the list of recommendations, would be posted http://www.provost.uidaho.edu/default.aspx?pid=73113. He proceeded to spend some time talking about the university’s response so far with all of them.

1. The Committee recommends a full review of the mission statement to ensure accuracy and currency of this fundamental, direction-setting statement for the University of Idaho (Standard 1.A.1).
The president’s February 11th, 2005 message to the university, approved by the Regents, outlines the university’s current mission statement.

2. The Committee recommends the development of an inclusive process of strategic planning that identifies priorities, consistent with the mission statement, to guide organizational shifts and budgetary decisions (Standard 1.A.1; 1.A.4). 
A new strategic plan is being put together. A draft was presented to the President’s Cabinet eight days ago and a second draft is being crafted now. The provost was hopeful that it would soon be released to the larger campus community for comment.

3. The Committee recommends that the State Board of Education/Regents evaluate its own performance and demonstrate to its constituencies that it carries out its responsibilities in an effective and efficient manner (Standard 6.B.6).

The university had talked with Board staff about the NWCCU recommendations. Sandra Ellman of the NWCCU had scheduled a meeting with the board staff on these issues as well. That meeting had to be canceled but it was being rescheduled for the near future. There was a brief discussion about whether there might be plans to divide the board so that there was one board for higher education and another for K-12 and whether such a division might be desirable. The provost knew of no current movement in the direction of splitting the board.

4. The Committee recommends that the University evaluate and revise its policies and procedures to ensure integrity and public trust in the actions of the institution (Standard 9.A.1; 9.A.2; 9.A.3).
The provost pointed out that changes had been made concerning the university’s financial processes, including budgeting, to make them more transparent. A councilor commented that he thought the accreditors were thinking not just in terms of the university’s finances. The provost promised to get back to council on that issue.

5. The Committee recommends that the University administration take steps to ensure that the appropriate number and quality of faculty be provided to maintain educational quality and to support timely student achievement in its programs (Standard 2.A.1).
There has long been concern that the university may be trying to offer too many programs given its faculty resources. This was an area the provost said that should be addressed by the several colleges as they look at possible restructuring. It should also be a concern of Faculty Council when asked to approve new programs.

6. The Committee recommends that solutions to the ongoing and cumulative deficits in the operating and capital budgets of the University be identified and solutions be found (Standard 7.A.3)
7. The Committee recommends as part of the long-range budget planning, and because of the current level of debt outstanding, the identification of an action plan that will eliminate the deficit (Standard 7.A.4).
Items 6 and 7 belong together. The university’s cumulative deficit has been identified and a plan for paying it down in seven years has been adopted.

8. The Committee recommends that the University’s liquidity position and lack of operating reserves be incorporated in future budget planning ((Standard 7.A.2, 7.A.4, 7.B.2).
In an interesting turn around the university shows much greater liquidity than it did at the time of the accreditation visit. The greater liquidity may, however, be something of a mirage. Much of the money that shows up as liquid is the result of deans and department heads, faced with the prospect of future budget cuts, not filling vacant positions, etc. Now that the major budget cuts are behind us these liquid assets are largely earmarked for specific purposes and will be encumbered soon. He emphasized that with regard to this issue we are talking about monies in X-accounts, not monies in Y-accounts. A brief discussion ensued as to the best level for these liquid funds. Should it be at the departmental, college, or university level and whether it would be possible to draw interest on these monies. Whatever the level, he emphasized that they would be eventually used by the unit that had “deposited it in the bank.”

9. The Committee recommends that implementation of a comprehensive and adequate system of checks and balances on spending be developed and implemented with regular review by audit personnel of the State Board of Education/Regents (Standard 7.C.10).
10. The Committee recommends that a well-functioning internal audit system needs to be fully addressed by the State Board of Education/Board of Regents (Standard 7.C.11).
Items 9 and 10 also belong together. The university has hired internal auditors and new internal auditing procedures have been instituted.

11. The Committee recommends that the status of deferred maintenance for on and off-campus sites, estimated to be between $80 and $100 million, must be addressed and a long-term solution identified (Standard 8.A.6).
The provost reminded councilors of Vice President Chichester’s presentation at the previous meeting concerning the university’s backlog of deferred maintenance. The deferred maintenance had been identified but no long term funding solution had been developed.

12. The Committee recommends a correction in the discrepancy between the general education mathematics requirement for transfer students and that for entering freshmen. This discrepancy should be resolved so that all students graduating from the University of Idaho will be assured of appropriate course work in mathematics (Standard 2.C.3).
There was some discussion of what the actual discrepancy was that the accreditors were referring to. It would appear to be that the university’s core requirements permitted certain computer science courses to be counted toward the fulfillment of the core math requirement while the state board core did not. It was suggested that this was an issue that might be addressed by the new registrar. There was some further discussion of the relationship of the state board core and the university’s own and of the affect having an associate’s degree on fulfillment of the core.

13. The Committee recommends that the University align its mission and its strategic enrollment management plan to reflect institutional, academic, and fiscal priorities emerging through the Vision and Resource Task Force discussions. Academic departments and financial managers will need to work together to identify enrollment targets for undergraduate and graduate programs and to allocate resources accordingly (Standard 1.A.4, 1.A.5).
The provost reported that Linda Morris had been charged with overseeing the university’s strategic enrollment goals. We need to identify the type of students we want and to recruit them with better marketing. Certainly in some areas we could not accept more students without at the same deciding to increase faculty and other resources in that area but there are other areas of instruction where we could add more students.

14. The Committee recommends that the University act expeditiously to complete the development of a comprehensive, university-wide assessment program. In accordance with the standards, such a program should focus on campus and off-campus centers. It should focus on educational outcomes, encompass instruction, the libraries (Standard 5.E), student support services (Standard 3.B.6), and other areas related to student learning, and be integrated into the overall planning of the University (Standard 1.B).
The provost expressed his opinion that this may be the most important remaining issue with NWCCU. He welcomed the nudge provided by the accreditation visit to work on learning goals and outcomes for all programs at the university. The program mapping exercise of last spring was a good start on the process of creating such goals and measurable outcomes. He thought that each program should have some four to six outcomes to assess. Goals were obviously easier at times to establish than to assess and that university resources may have to be directed at faculty training for assessment.

15. The Committee recommends that the institution move as quickly as possible to establish leadership stability throughout the organization by filling positions currently held by interim appointments (Standards 2 and 6.C).
The provost thought the university was making progress in making permanent hires in key administrative positions, instancing his own hiring as an example. 

16. The Committee recommends that the University take action to ensure that core library collections are sufficient to support graduate education and research (Standard 5.A.1; 5.A.2)
The discussion on this issue suggested that already at the time of the accreditors’ visit the results of the self-study, which the accreditors were reacting to, may have been outdated. In any case the library has embarked on a program of informing graduate programs more closely about what the library has to offer in support of those programs and has also forged ahead in creating and maintaining electronic journal access.

The provost concluded his presentation by saying he was scheduled for a telephone meeting with Sandra Ellman, the executive director of NWCCU, this coming Friday and, in response to a question, suggesting that the revisit would take place most probably in March or April of 2006.

FC-06-010: FSH 3070 Employment Procedures to Comply with Immigration and Naturalization Laws. To begin discussion it was moved and seconded (Beard, McLaughlin) to approve the proposed changes. Andy Neukrantz-Butler, the university’s Human Rights Compliance Officer, was present to provide background for the proposed changes. The changes were not very substantial but necessary to reflect changes in federal regulations. Discussion centered around section B-2. In the proposed changes to B-2 the second (and last) sentence read: “The administrator may retains a copy of the original of the form and forwards the original a copy, along with Form W-4, to the Payroll Office.” The change is intended to assure compliance with federal regulations that all originals be filed in one central location of the institution. It is furthermore a regulation that these forms not be a part of the individual’s ordinary personnel file. She suggested that language be added that directed the administrator to destroy the copy once the Payroll Office acknowledged receipt of the original. Thus, by friendly amendment, a sentence was added that read: “Any copy is to be destroyed upon verification of the receipt of the original by the Payroll Office.” Some thought it might be better if no copy were ever made, but general sentiment seemed to be that a temporary copy would be a good backup if the original should somehow be lost in the transmittal to the Payroll Office. The motion carried unanimously.

Faculty Ranking of University Issues: Professor McLaughlin pointed out that the survey of faculty interest in various proposed topics, while imperfect, did capture diversity across colleges and across faculty ranks. He also explained the handouts presented to Faculty Council concerning the survey results. One was the ranking, by college and by the university as a whole, of the topics, one was a list of additional comments. As for the overall ranking, it was reasonably clear that there were not great disparities among the colleges. The comments were largely specific suggestions about individual items on the survey or suggestions of topics not on the original survey. The secretary agreed to provide Faculty Council by next week with a final ranked order list of topics accompanied by proposed faculty governance procedures to deal with each item and a second list of all the additional topics raised by the survey.

Adjournment: It being 5:00 and there being no further business, it was moved and seconded (Beard, Gunter) to adjourn.

Respectfully submitted,

Douglas Q. Adams

Faculty Secretary and Secretary to Faculty Council

Final Ranking and Suggested Disposition

of Faculty Council Issues

	Salary Issues (equity and merit; how many years should be considered when considering merit)
	Given that funding for raises occurs irregularly, how should we deal with granting merit raises?  Should we be using some kind of rolling average across the time period since the last raise?  What strategies can we pursue to get our salaries on par with our peer institutions?


Rank: 1

Disposition: Faculty Council resolution in support of president’s salary initiatives; to be sent to Faculty Affairs for discussion of process of granting merit increases and the possibility of using rolling averages (now or in all future increases)

	Relationship of Job Descriptions and Tenure and Promotion Decisions
	Do P & T guidelines adequately reflect annual job descriptions?  Do faculty members have a fair opportunity to receive tenure and be promoted in accordance with their assigned responsibilities?  In other words, if I teach 60% and advise 10% how should I be compared to someone who has an 80% research assignment?  Does a linkage between annual job percentages and expected performance criteria/standards exist so that new faculty members understand how their performance will be determined and are those requirements comparable across campus? 


Rank: 2

Disposition: To be sent to Faculty Affairs

	Intellectual Property
	Who owns what?  Faculty, staff, and student rights to their creations relative to the University


Rank: 3 

Disposition: Under current consideration by a special Faculty Council task force chaired by Ben Beard

	Academic Advising
	Whose responsibility is it (staff, faculty, both, etc.)?  Should it be centralized in a student’s first and second years?  When, if ever, should faculty be the dominant advisor?  How should this responsibility be incorporated into P & T?  How does this percentage on our annual job description get evaluated?  Does a faculty member have the right to not be involved in academic advising or is this an expectation for all faculty members?



Rank: 4

Disposition: To special Faculty Council task force including members of Associate Deans’ Council, ASUI, and Advising Center

	New Core (both from the standpoint of advising, and its content)
	How is it working?  Do we have the right content?  What are the intended student learning outcomes?  What kind of materials or approaches can be used to explain it to advisees, parents, and potential students?


Rank: Mid (scoring from 58.5 to 72.5)

Disposition: Wes Chun, university core director, will be visiting Faculty Council October 18th; subsequently to be sent to UCGE


	Codifying Teaching Loads and other changes to FSH 1565
	Setting standard teaching load expectation for faculty in accordance with a teaching percentage.



Rank: Mid (scoring from 58.5 to 72.5)


Disposition: Currently under consideration by Faculty Affairs
	Maternity/Paternity Impact on Tenure and Promotion
	Allow individuals to elect to turn off tenure clock for up to one year for each new child added to their family (adopted or child birth).  Should this apply to other circumstances (someone gets cancer, a parent needs care, etc.).  Do we have the right name for this issue?



Rank: Mid (scoring from 58.5 to 72.5)


Disposition: Currently under consideration by Faculty Affairs

	Student Evaluation of Teaching
	Do we need to change, amend, or leave as is our approach to student evaluation of courses?  Does the existing student evaluation system need to be complemented with a peer evaluation system?  How do we introduce the idea of assessment at the course level?



Rank: Mid (scoring from 58.5 to 72.5)


Disposition: To be sent to the Teaching Enhancement Committee

	Increasing Faculty and Student Diversity
	How do we more proactively deal with diversity?



Rank: Mid (scoring from 58.5 to 72.5)

Disposition: To special Faculty Council task force including as outside members at least Dean Burnett and Andy Neukranz-Butler

	Academic Standards/Grade Inflation
	Do you believe we have grade inflation?  Should we develop strategies to monitor grade inflation?  If it exists, how should it be dealt with?



Rank: Mid (scoring from 58.5 to 72.5)


Disposition: To be sent to the Teaching Enhancement Committee

	Motivation of Faculty to Greater Participation
	How do we increase the motivation for faculty to be involved in campus standing committees and special task forces?  How should we deal with Deans and Department Heads who openly encourage new faculty to not place time and energy into these types of citizenship oriented activities?



Rank: Low (scoring 80.5 or more)


Disposition: Referred to President’s Cabinet

	Plus/Minus Grading
	Do the majority of faculty members support or oppose?  What strategies could be used to make it easy to implement?  What, if any are hidden problems we have not considered?



Rank: Low (scoring 80.5 or more)


Disposition: To be sent to Faculty Affairs as low-priority item

	Academic “Citizenship” (service, advising, etc.)
	Should existing service and advising functions be placed into a new category called “Academic Citizenship?”





Rank: Low (scoring 80.5 or more)


Disposition: To be sent to Faculty Affairs as part of discussion of item 2 above
Faculty Council Survey Results - October 6, 2005 (Version #3 data - FINAL)

 –Rankings by College and Total University (Ranks computed using numbers of responses in the “High”(3), “Moderate”(2), and “Low”(1) categories multiplied by the corresponding number in parenthesis and then ordering the total).  The lower the sum of ranks the more important the issue.
	Faculty Council Identified ISSUES
	ENGR.
(29)
32%
	LAW

(7) 
32%
	EDUCATION

(23) 
66%
	BUSINESS

(18) 
45%
	AT-LARGE

(14) 
45%
	SCIENCE

(42) 
83%
	CLASS

(21)
13%
	CALS

(46) 20%
	CNR

(28)

61%
	SUM OF RANKS

	Maternity/Paternity Impact on Tenure and Promotion
	8
	9
	7
	10.5
	7.5
	5
	8
	3
	4
	62

	Intellectual Property
	2
	5.5
	6
	2
	9
	3
	7
	6.5
	7
	48

	Codifying Teaching Loads and other changes to FSH 1565

	5
	12
	3
	10.5
	4.5
	12
	4
	5
	3
	59

	New Core (both from the standpoint of advising, and from the standpoint of its content)
	7
	9
	10
	4.5
	3
	7
	5.5
	6.5
	6
	58.5

	Plus/Minus Grading
	12
	13
	12
	10.5
	12
	11
	10
	12.5
	11
	104

	Academic Standards/Grade Inflation
	6
	7
	11
	4.5
	10
	6
	11.5
	8
	8
	72

	Academic Advising
	4
	4
	5
	7
	6
	8.5
	9
	4
	5
	52.5

	Relationship of Job Descriptions and Tenure and Promotion Decisions
	3
	5.5
	2
	6
	1.5
	4
	2
	2
	1.5
	27.5

	Academic “Citizenship” (service, advising, etc.)
	13
	9
	13
	13
	11
	13
	13
	12.5
	13
	110.5

	Salary Issues (equity and merit; how many years should be considered when considering merit)
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1.5
	1
	1
	1
	1.5
	10

	Motivation of Faculty to Greater Participation
	9
	11
	9
	8
	4.5
	8.5
	11.5
	9
	10
	80.5

	Student Evaluation of Teaching
	10.5
	3
	8
	3
	13
	2
	5.5
	10.5
	9
	64.5

	Increasing Faculty and Student Diversity
	10.5
	2
	4
	10.5
	7.5
	10
	3
	10.5
	12
	70


RATING INSTRUCTIONS

Descriptions of issues faculty were provided when they were asked to rank the thirteen issues has high, moderate, low, or no.  Faculty members were instructed that High Importance means that you believe faculty governance bodies should invest time and energy to address the issue and if at all possible address it by the end of fall semester 2005; Moderate Importance means you believe faculty governance should invest time and energy to address the issue and if at all possible address it by the end of spring semester 2006; Low Importance means you believe faculty governance should invest time and energy to address the issue but only after other more important issues are addressed; and of No Importance means you believe this is not an issue that faculty governance bodies should invest time and energy to address.
	Maternity/Paternity Impact on Tenure and Promotion
	Allow individuals to elect to turn off tenure clock for up to one year for each new child added to their family (adopted or child birth).  Should this apply to other circumstances (someone gets cancer, a parent needs care, etc.).  Do we have the right name for this issue?

	Intellectual Property
	Who owns what?  Faculty, staff, and student rights to their creations relative to the University

	Codifying Teaching Loads and other changes to FSH 1565
	Setting standard teaching load expectation for faculty in accordance with a teaching percentage.

	New Core (both from the standpoint of advising, and its content)
	How is it working?  Do we have the right content?  What are the intended student learning outcomes?  What kind of materials or approaches can be used to explain it to advisees, parents, and potential students?

	Plus/Minus Grading
	Do the majority of faculty members support or oppose?  What strategies could be used to make it easy to implement?  What, if any are hidden problems we have not considered?

	Academic Standards/Grade Inflation
	Do you believe we have grade inflation?  Should we develop strategies to monitor grade inflation?  If it exists, how should it be dealt with?

	Academic Advising
	Whose responsibility is it (staff, faculty, both, etc.)?  Should it be centralized in a student’s first and second years?  When, if ever, should faculty be the dominant advisor?  How should this responsibility be incorporated into P & T?  How does this percentage on our annual job description get evaluated?  Does a faculty member have the right to not be involved in academic advising or is this an expectation for all faculty members?

	Relationship of Job Descriptions and Tenure and Promotion Decisions
	Do P & T guidelines adequately reflect annual job descriptions?  Do faculty members have a fair opportunity to receive tenure and be promoted in accordance with their assigned responsibilities?  In other words, if I teach 60% and advise 10% how should I be compared to someone who has an 80% research assignment?  Does a linkage between annual job percentages and expected performance criteria/standards exist so that new faculty members understand how their performance will be determined and are those requirements comparable across campus?

	Academic “Citizenship” (service, advising, etc.)
	Should existing service and advising functions be placed into a new category called “Academic Citizenship?”



	Salary Issues (equity and merit; how many years should be considered when considering merit)
	Given that funding for raises occurs irregularly, how should we deal with granting merit raises?  Should we be using some kind of rolling average across the time period since the last raise?  What strategies can we pursue to get our salaries on par with our peer institutions?

	Motivation of Faculty to Greater Participation
	How do we increase the motivation for faculty to be involved in campus standing committees and special task forces?  How should we deal with Deans and Department Heads who openly encourage new faculty to not place time and energy into these types of citizenship oriented activities?

	Student Evaluation of Teaching
	Do we need to change, amend, or leave as is our approach to student evaluation of courses?  Does the existing student evaluation system need to be complemented with a peer evaluation system?  How do we introduce the idea of assessment at the course level?

	Increasing Faculty and Student Diversity
	How do we more proactively deal with diversity?


	Version 3 Council Issues Survey - 10/6/05.  Final.
	Resp.

Rate

to

Quest.

	
	No. Responses
	Importance Percentage 
	

	Engineering: 29/92 responses, 32%
	High
	Mod.
	Low
	No
	Other
	High
	Mod.
	Low
	No
	Other
	

	
	 
	
	
	
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	

	Question 1
	4
	8
	13
	4
	 
	14%
	28%
	45%
	14%
	0%
	100%

	Question 2
	15
	6
	7
	1
	 
	52%
	21%
	24%
	3%
	0%
	100%

	Question 3
	12
	7
	4
	5
	1
	41%
	24%
	14%
	17%
	3%
	100%

	Question 4
	7
	12
	6
	3
	1
	24%
	41%
	21%
	10%
	3%
	100%

	Question 5
	1
	5
	17
	5
	1
	3%
	17%
	59%
	17%
	3%
	100%

	Question 6
	8
	11
	6
	4
	 
	28%
	38%
	21%
	14%
	0%
	100%

	Question 7
	8
	11
	10
	
	 
	28%
	38%
	34%
	0%
	0%
	100%

	Question 8
	11
	10
	7
	
	1
	38%
	34%
	24%
	0%
	3%
	100%

	Question 9
	1
	7
	10
	10
	1
	3%
	24%
	34%
	34%
	3%
	100%

	Question 10
	16
	9
	2
	1
	1
	55%
	31%
	7%
	3%
	3%
	100%

	Question 11
	3
	9
	10
	6
	1
	10%
	31%
	34%
	21%
	3%
	100%

	Question 12
	4
	5
	14
	4
	2
	14%
	17%
	48%
	14%
	7%
	100%

	Question 13
	5
	4
	13
	5
	2
	17%
	14%
	45%
	17%
	7%
	100%

	Law: 7/22 responses - 32%; 1 instr., 1 visit. Instr., 1 assoc., 1 visiting assoc.,  3 full  

	Question 1
	1
	2
	4
	
	 
	14%
	29%
	57%
	0%
	0%
	100%

	Question 2
	1
	4
	2
	
	 
	14%
	57%
	29%
	0%
	0%
	100%

	Question 3
	1
	2
	2
	2
	 
	14%
	29%
	29%
	29%
	0%
	100%

	Question 4
	2
	1
	3
	
	
	29%
	14%
	43%
	0%
	14%
	86%

	Question 5
	 
	2
	2
	2
	
	0%
	29%
	29%
	29%
	14%
	86%

	Question 6
	1
	4
	1
	
	
	14%
	57%
	14%
	0%
	14%
	86%

	Question 7
	3
	2
	1
	
	
	43%
	29%
	14%
	0%
	14%
	86%

	Question 8
	1
	4
	2
	
	 
	14%
	57%
	29%
	0%
	0%
	100%

	Question 9
	1
	2
	4
	
	 
	14%
	29%
	57%
	0%
	0%
	100%

	Question 10
	5
	2
	
	
	 
	71%
	29%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	100%

	Question 11
	1
	2
	3
	
	
	14%
	29%
	43%
	0%
	14%
	86%

	Question 12
	2
	5
	
	
	 
	29%
	71%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	100%

	Question 13
	4
	2
	1
	
	 
	57%
	29%
	14%
	0%
	0%
	100%

	Education: 23/35 responses 66%; 5 assistants, 6 associates, 12 full 

	Response rates by dept.: C&I - 6/11 - 55%; HPERD - 7/10, 70%; ACTE - 6/10, 86%; CASPEL -4/7, 67% 
 

	Question 1
	8
	6
	8
	
	
	35%
	26%
	35%
	0%
	4%
	96%

	Question 2
	12
	7
	4
	
	
	52%
	30%
	17%
	0%
	0%
	100%

	Question 3
	16
	6
	1
	
	
	70%
	26%
	4%
	0%
	0%
	100%

	Question 4
	5
	5
	11
	
	
	22%
	22%
	48%
	0%
	9%
	91%

	Question 5
	3
	2
	18
	
	
	13%
	9%
	78%
	0%
	0%
	100%

	Question 6
	2
	9
	10
	
	
	9%
	39%
	43%
	0%
	9%
	91%

	Question 7
	13
	8
	1
	
	
	57%
	35%
	4%
	0%
	4%
	96%

	Question 8
	20
	3
	0
	
	
	87%
	13%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	100%

	Question 9
	0
	5
	16
	
	
	0%
	22%
	70%
	0%
	9%
	91%

	Question 10
	22
	1
	0
	
	
	96%
	4%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	100%

	Question 11
	5
	8
	9
	
	
	22%
	35%
	39%
	0%
	4%
	96%

	Question 12
	7
	4
	12
	
	
	30%
	17%
	52%
	0%
	0%
	100%

	Question 13
	17
	2
	3
	 
	
	74%
	9%
	13%
	0%
	4%
	96%

	Business & Econ: 18/40 responses 45% - 1 unknown; 3/9 full - 33%, 7/15 assoc. - 41%, 4/8 assist. - 50%, 3/8 instr. - 38% 

	Response rate by dept.: Mgmt, Mktg, Oper - 6; finance, econ & IS - 4, accounting 3, CBE -4, 1 - unknown

	Question 1
	4
	5
	5
	4
	 
	22%
	28%
	28%
	22%
	0%
	100%

	Question 2
	10
	6
	2
	
	 
	56%
	33%
	11%
	0%
	0%
	100%

	Bus. & Econ. (cont.):
	High
	Mod.
	Low
	No
	Other
	High
	Mod.
	Low
	No
	Other
	

	Question 3
	4
	5
	5
	1
	
	22%
	28%
	28%
	6%
	17%
	83%

	Question 4
	7
	9
	1
	0
	
	39%
	50%
	6%
	0%
	6%
	94%

	Question 5
	6
	2
	5
	5
	
	33%
	11%
	28%
	28%
	0%
	100%

	Question 6
	9
	5
	3
	1
	
	50%
	28%
	17%
	6%
	0%
	100%

	Question 7
	4
	7
	4
	2
	
	22%
	39%
	22%
	11%
	6%
	94%

	Question 8
	6
	8
	3
	0
	
	33%
	44%
	17%
	0%
	6%
	94%

	Question 9
	0
	2
	10
	6
	 
	0%
	11%
	56%
	33%
	0%
	100%

	Question 10
	13
	2
	3
	0
	 
	72%
	11%
	17%
	0%
	0%
	100%

	Question 11
	3
	7
	6
	2
	 
	17%
	39%
	33%
	11%
	0%
	100%

	Question 12
	9
	8
	0
	1
	 
	50%
	44%
	0%
	6%
	0%
	100%

	Question 13
	2
	7
	7
	2
	 
	11%
	39%
	39%
	11%
	0%
	100%

	At-Large: 14/31 responses 45%: 5 assistant, 5 associate, 4 full; 1 gave comments no rankings

	Response Rate by dept.: Counseling & Testing - 3, 43%, Law Library - 2, 67%, Library - 9, 47% (Military faculty not contacted) 

	Question 1
	2
	6
	5
	
	
	14%
	43%
	36%
	0%
	7%
	93%

	Question 2
	3
	4
	5
	1
	
	21%
	29%
	36%
	7%
	7%
	93%

	Question 3
	4
	6
	1
	2
	
	29%
	43%
	7%
	14%
	7%
	93%

	Question 4
	4
	8
	1
	
	
	29%
	57%
	7%
	0%
	7%
	93%

	Question 5
	2
	2
	5
	4
	
	14%
	14%
	36%
	29%
	7%
	93%

	Question 6
	3
	2
	5
	3
	
	21%
	14%
	36%
	21%
	7%
	93%

	Question 7
	3
	6
	3
	1
	
	21%
	43%
	21%
	7%
	7%
	93%

	Question 8
	7
	6
	
	
	
	50%
	43%
	0%
	0%
	7%
	93%

	Question 9
	1
	4
	5
	3
	
	7%
	29%
	36%
	21%
	7%
	93%

	Question 10
	7
	6
	
	
	
	50%
	43%
	0%
	0%
	7%
	93%

	Question 11
	3
	7
	2
	
	
	21%
	50%
	14%
	0%
	14%
	86%

	Question 12
	 
	2
	10
	1
	
	0%
	14%
	71%
	7%
	7%
	93%

	Question 13
	2
	7
	3
	1
	
	14%
	50%
	21%
	7%
	7%
	93%

	Science: 42/83 responses, 51%- 1 unknown, 9 assoc. 4 assistant, 23 full, 3 research assoc. 1 Rfull, 1 Sinst.

	Response Rate by dept.: Biol. 15, 83%; Chem 5, 36%; Geog.  2, 29%/ Geol. 7, 54%; Math 4, 29%; Phys. 4, 44%; Stat. 5, 100% 

	Question 1
	13
	6
	20
	2
	1
	31%
	14%
	48%
	5%
	2%
	100%

	Question 2
	10
	17
	12
	3
	 
	24%
	40%
	29%
	7%
	0%
	100%

	Question 3
	7
	15
	8
	11
	
	17%
	36%
	19%
	26%
	2%
	98%

	Question 4
	13
	8
	13
	5
	
	31%
	19%
	31%
	12%
	7%
	93%

	Question 5
	6
	16
	10
	9
	
	14%
	38%
	24%
	21%
	2%
	98%

	Question 6
	15
	12
	1
	9
	5
	36%
	29%
	2%
	21%
	12%
	100%

	Question 7
	8
	14
	13
	4
	1
	19%
	33%
	31%
	10%
	7%
	95%

	Question 8
	16
	4
	17
	4
	
	38%
	10%
	40%
	10%
	2%
	98%

	Question 9
	5
	14
	6
	16
	
	12%
	33%
	14%
	38%
	2%
	98%

	Question 10
	29
	3
	9
	1
	
	69%
	7%
	21%
	2%
	0%
	100%

	Question 11
	8
	15
	11
	7
	
	19%
	36%
	26%
	17%
	2%
	98%

	Question 12
	12
	17
	8
	4
	
	29%
	40%
	19%
	10%
	2%
	98%

	Question 13
	9
	13
	11
	5
	2
	21%
	31%
	26%
	12%
	10%
	95%

	CLASS: 23/167 responses, 14%: 8 assistants, 4 associates, 2 lecturers, 8 professors,1 ? 

	Question 1
	8
	7
	6
	2
	 
	35%
	30%
	26%
	9%
	0%
	100%

	Question 2
	9
	4
	10
	
	 
	39%
	17%
	43%
	0%
	0%
	100%

	Question 3
	11
	4
	7
	
	1
	48%
	17%
	30%
	0%
	4%
	100%

	Question 4
	6
	12
	4
	
	
	26%
	52%
	17%
	0%
	4%
	96%

	Question 5
	6
	6
	8
	3
	 
	26%
	26%
	35%
	13%
	0%
	100%

	Question 6
	5
	5
	9
	3
	1
	22%
	22%
	39%
	13%
	4%
	100%

	Question 7
	8
	5
	8
	2
	 
	35%
	22%
	35%
	9%
	0%
	100%

	CLASS (cont.):
	High
	Mod.
	Low
	No
	Other
	High
	Mod.
	Low
	No
	Other
	

	Question 8
	15
	4
	4
	
	 
	65%
	17%
	17%
	0%
	0%
	100%

	Question 9
	1
	8
	9
	5
	 
	4%
	35%
	39%
	22%
	0%
	100%

	Question 10
	19
	3
	1
	
	 
	83%
	13%
	4%
	0%
	0%
	100%

	Question 11
	3
	6
	13
	
	1
	13%
	26%
	57%
	0%
	4%
	100%

	Question 12
	11
	4
	5
	1
	1
	48%
	17%
	22%
	4%
	9%
	96%

	Question 13
	11
	7
	3
	 
	1
	48%
	30%
	13%
	0%
	9%
	96%

	CALS: 46/228 responses 20%; 0/1 distinguished prof. 0%, 19/103 professors 18%, 14/55 associate 25%; 8/62 assistant 13%; 5 not listed - 11%, 0/3 Senior Instructor 0%, 0/4 Instructor 0%
	 

	Response Rates by dept.: Coop. Extension - District 1 - 4; District 2 - 2; District 3 - 1; District 4 - 4; Ag Econ. & Rur. Soc. - 7; AVS - 2, Educ. Comm. -1; F&CS - 3, Food Sci. -1; MMBB - 5, PSES - 14; unknown - 2 

	Question 1
	14
	24
	5
	2
	1
	30%
	52%
	11%
	4%
	2%
	100%

	Question 2
	10
	21
	14
	1
	0
	22%
	46%
	30%
	2%
	0%
	100%

	Question 3
	11
	25
	6
	3
	1
	24%
	54%
	13%
	7%
	2%
	100%

	Question 4
	15
	17
	7
	4
	3
	33%
	37%
	15%
	9%
	7%
	100%

	Question 5
	7
	12
	15
	10
	2
	15%
	26%
	33%
	22%
	4%
	100%

	Question 6
	7
	18
	15
	4
	2
	15%
	39%
	33%
	9%
	4%
	100%

	Question 7
	13
	23
	7
	1
	2
	28%
	50%
	15%
	2%
	4%
	100%

	Question 8
	23
	15
	6
	1
	0
	50%
	33%
	13%
	2%
	2%
	98%

	Question 9
	8
	10
	16
	10
	1
	17%
	22%
	35%
	22%
	4%
	98%

	Question 10
	38
	6
	1
	0
	0
	83%
	13%
	2%
	0%
	2%
	98%

	Question 11
	6
	19
	15
	4
	1
	13%
	41%
	33%
	9%
	4%
	98%

	Question 12
	10
	12
	16
	4
	2
	22%
	26%
	35%
	9%
	9%
	98%

	Question 13
	7
	16
	17
	4
	1
	15%
	35%
	37%
	9%
	4%
	98%

	CNR: 28/46 responses 61% ; 5/10 assistant 50%, 5/10 associate 50%, 16/26 full 62%, 2 no rank listed 4%

	Response Rate by dept.:  Central/Non-dept.1,  50%; Conservation Soc Sci. 6, 86%, Fish & Wild. 5, 45%, Forest Products 4, 67%; Forest Resources 10, 71% Rangeland Ecol. 2, 40%

	Question 1
	9
	16
	3
	0
	 
	32%
	57%
	11%
	0%
	0%
	100%

	Question 2
	10
	8
	8
	2
	 
	36%
	29%
	29%
	7%
	0%
	100%

	Question 3
	17
	6
	5
	
	 
	61%
	21%
	18%
	0%
	0%
	100%

	Question 4
	9
	12
	5
	2
	 
	32%
	43%
	18%
	7%
	0%
	100%

	Question 5
	7
	7
	11
	3
	 
	25%
	25%
	39%
	11%
	0%
	100%

	Question 6
	12
	2
	12
	2
	 
	43%
	7%
	43%
	7%
	0%
	100%

	Question 7
	8
	14
	5
	1
	 
	29%
	50%
	18%
	4%
	0%
	100%

	Question 8
	20
	4
	3
	1
	 
	71%
	14%
	11%
	4%
	0%
	100%

	Question 9
	3
	5
	15
	5
	 
	11%
	18%
	54%
	18%
	0%
	100%

	Question 10
	15
	13
	
	
	 
	54%
	46%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	100%

	Question 11
	3
	14
	10
	
	1
	11%
	50%
	36%
	0%
	4%
	100%

	Question 12
	4
	14
	8
	1
	1
	14%
	50%
	29%
	4%
	4%
	100%

	Question 13
	4
	10
	10
	2
	2
	14%
	36%
	36%
	7%
	7%
	100%
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