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University of Idaho

Faculty Council Minutes

2005-2006 Meeting #9, Tuesday, October 25th, 2005

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

Absent: McMurtry, Reid

Observers: 1

Minutes: It was moved and seconded (Parrish, McLaughlin) to approve the minutes of October 18th as distributed. The motion carried unanimously.

Chair’s Report: It turns out that the “Faculty Day” with legislators in Boise has already been set, by representatives from BSU, for January 11th, which is the first day of class for the UI. The chair is still hopeful that faculty members from the University of Idaho will be able to attend as it is an important opportunity to explain to legislators the importance of higher education in Idaho. His experience suggests that legislators are eager for information but already come with a good deal of misinformation. The discussion moved on to consideration of what we should be doing for “University of Idaho Day.” There was a general feeling that we needed to more effectively tell our story and it was suggested that we produce a packet of material on the university that could be handed out to legislators. The provost added that he had been very much struck by the strongly positive response visitors had had to the College of Science’s poster presentation at the pre-game activities last Saturday. All in all, we need to do a better job marketing the university to the general public and to the legislature.
The chair also mentioned a topic brought up by the provost: what is our policy concerning joint appointments across departments and across colleges. With the increasing emphasis on interdisciplinary research this is an area of concern. The provost pointed out that joint appointments were reasonably common. The faculty secretary said that they were not unknown here but that each case had been negotiated on an individual basis. The provost emphasized the notion that this kind of collaboration is good and we need to provide structures that don’t get in its way.

Provost’s Report: The centerpiece of the provost’s report was the draft strategic plan. The strategic plan attempts to put together the results of a number of planning documents and processes (e.g., accreditation self-study and report, the president’s February 11th statements to the university community, the program mapping exercise of last spring) and put them into a single, relatively short, document of goals and strategies for meeting them. He thought of the resultant strategic plan as “compass directions rather than a detailed plan.” It was an attempt to be true to our land-grant history and to implement the president’s February 11th goals. The first draft of this document had been written by members of the Provost’s Council and after a couple of iterations there it had gone through review by the President’s Cabinet. The plan’s fourth goal on “Organization, Culture and Climate” grew out of certain “metathemes” of the other goals and how the university needed to change its organization and culture a bit to create the proper environment for meeting the other three goals. The plan was now out for general comment and critique. He hoped that the comments would come from individuals and departments through the several colleges, though there was also provision for comments to be sent directly to the provost. Meetings are being scheduled with staff and student leadership for their input as well. A councilor commented and praised the provost on a job well done; he in turn praised the deans, vice provosts and vice presidents. 
In other news the provost said that on Wednesday of this week his office would be e-mailing the university community a request for proposals for Phase III Reinvesting in the University. These five-page proposals would be due on December 1st. The winning proposals would be selected by a blue ribbon faculty committee. There was $1,000,000 a year for five years set aside to fund these awards. It was anticipated that this money would be divided into three portions. These awards should be looked upon as really big seeds and the recipients of the grants should be looking for further grant opportunities or possibly jumping off points for University of Idaho Foundation fund-raising. In any case there should be an exit strategy for when the five-year commitment was over.
On Thursday there would be another e-mail to the university community announcing a new university organizational chart. Some realignments would be noted (e.g., the centers would now be reporting directly to the provost rather than to the vice president for research) and some title changes to reflect new duties.
In response to a question the provost and Dean Parrish talked about the Digital Measures e-portfolio system that the university has recently purchased. It is a database system that, when fully implemented, will allow the university much more ease in retrieving information on faculty work. The plan will start with inputting the information needed for this year’s annual review and then to add the full contents of faculty vitas and other information.

Finally, the chair and provost both emphasized the need for council members to nominate colleagues from their colleges for possible service on the university-level promotions committee. It was a substantial commitment of time and effort culminating in a long Saturday meeting in February when the committee’s decisions would be made. However, it was an excellent opportunity to understand more fully the many things the university and its faculty were doing. Nominations should be given to the chair or to the faculty secretary.

FC-06-013: FSH 1565 K-5, “Post-Doctoral Fellows”: The secretary explained that the current wording of this section had led some to believe that only those who already held a PhD might apply to be a post-doc. The insertion of the words “at the time of the appointment” was intended to better clarify the intent, which was that those who did not have a PhD in hand yet could indeed apply as long as the degree would be awarded before the appointment began. It was moved and seconded (Beard, Williams) to thus amend FSH 1565 K-5. The motion carried unanimously.

FC-06-014: NOI, “Minor in Aquaculture”: Professor McLaughlin provided background on this proposal which came as a seconded motion from UCC. The proposed minor was composed entirely of existing courses and was intended for those who were already UI students in the College of Forestry who wanted the extra credentialing in this area that the minor would provide. Questions were raised about the possible costs of the new minor, tough none were mentioned in the proposal. After some discussion it was generally agreed that costs would indeed be minimal and largely undetectable. It was still thought desirable that there be more information of student and employer demand and more information of the program’s learning goals. Nevertheless, the motion carried unanimously with one abstention.

FC-06-015: NOI, “Fire Ecology, Management and Technology Certificate”:  Professor McLaughlin also provided some information on this proposal saying that the various federal land management agencies had decided that employees charged with fire suppression or fire fighting must have some academic background in this area. The university was responding by putting together this certificate program. The College of Natural Resources had been given a grant to create three new on-line courses for this program which would be taught through distance-learning technologies by affiliate faculty, largely retired federal land management personnel, hired on a course-by-course basis. The discussion on actual costs of new programs was renewed in a much more lively fashion because it was clear that there would be obvious income and expenses to this program, unlike the case for the minor in aquaculture. One member of council also pointed out that there was real faculty time expended in the creation of this (or any) new program and in its supervision and that was a real cost to the institution; faculty time was the resource most often overlooked. There was also a need for a “dismount strategy.” What would happen to the program when the initial influx of students had passed through it? The motion carried 10 to 5 with one abstention. The chair suggested that he would put together an ad hoc committee of the council at the next meeting to try to assemble a template for a business plan that would accompany future requests for new minors, majors, or certificates.

Response to President White’s Letter on Evolution: Discussion then turned to the email distributed by the ad hoc committee of the council, charged with deciding how, if at all, the council might respond to President White’s letter concerning evolution. The ad hoc committee proposed to issue a statement to the UI community reaffirming the university’s dedication to academic freedom. The council was not of one mind how to proceed. One councilor voiced the opinion that this would be an excellent opportunity to “reaffirm our vows” concerning academic freedom. However, others thought the wording of the proposed resolution still needed work, others thought that no response at all was the best course, and yet others felt that a late response would be so out of place that it would cause more confusion than clarity.

Adjournment: It was moved and seconded (Beard, Munson) to adjourn at 5:14 p.m. The motion carried unanimously. Potential response to the president’s letter would appear on next weeks’ agenda.

Respectfully submitted,

Douglas Q. Adams

Faculty Secretary and Secretary to the Faculty

