University of Idaho

Faculty Council Minutes

2005-2006 Meeting #10, Tuesday, November 1st, 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 Faculty Council

“The Faculty and Administration of the University of Idaho are deeply committed to academic freedom, which is a fundamental foundation of a university.  The University recognizes its role in fostering discourse and debate, and provides many appropriate opportunities for these discussions to occur, both inside and outside the classroom. 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.  Further, the Faculty Council and the Administration of the University of Idaho wish to reiterate their commitment to academic freedom and freedom of inquiry as articulated in FSH 3160 and FSH 3170. To reinforce our statement, we encourage you to read the official university policies on academic freedom, rights and responsibilities which are reprinted below for your convenience.”  

3160

ACADEMIC FREEDOM, RIGHTS AND RESPONSIBILITY

PREAMBLE: This section serves as an introduction to the rights and responsibilities of both faculty and staff employees. The following declarations embody the essential elements of both the Board of Regents' policy regarding rights and responsibilities and the 1940 statement of the American Association of University Professors. (As used in this section "teacher" is understood to include all UI professional employees who are engaged in teaching, research, or service activities.) [NOTE: See 4700 C for proscribed subjects of instruction. For additional statements pertaining to the responsibilities of faculty members, see 3120 B, 3240, 3260, 4310, 4700, 5100, 5200, 5300, 5400.] This section appeared in the 1979 Handbook. Section B-3a/b was added in June 1989 and B-3-c in July 1996 (reflecting the Board of Education's Policies and Procedures III-B-3). For further information, contact the Office of the Faculty Secretary (208-885-6151). [ed. 7-97, 7-00]

A. POLICY. The Board of Regents has affirmed its beliefs that academic freedom is essential for the protection of the rights of faculty members in teaching and of students in learning; that freedom in research and teaching is fundamental to the advancement of truth; that, therefore, academic freedom should not be abridged or abused; and that academic freedom carries with it responsibilities correlative with rights. (State Board of Education, Governing Policies and Procedures, IIIB.) 

B. RESEARCH AND TEACHING RIGHTS AND RESPONSIBILITIES.
B-1. Research. Teachers are entitled to full freedom in research and in the publication of the results, subject to the adequate performance of their other duties, but research and consulting for pecuniary return should be based on and consistent with the established written policies of the institution.

B-2. Teaching. Teachers are entitled to freedom in the classroom in discussing their subjects, but they should be careful not to introduce into their teaching controversial matter that is unrelated to their subjects. [ed. 7-97]
B-3. Responsibilities.
a. Membership in the academic community imposes on teachers, administrators, other institutional employees, and students an obligation to respect the dignity of others, to acknowledge the right of others to express differing opinions, and to foster and defend intellectual honesty, freedom of inquiry and instruction, and freedom of expression on and off campus of the institution.

b. Teachers are citizens, members of learned professions, and representatives of their institutions. When they speak or write as citizens, they should be free from institutional censorship or discipline. However, as members of the academic community and as representatives of their institutions, they should at all times be accurate, exercise appropriate restraint, show respect for the opinions of others, and make every effort to indicate that they do not officially speak for the institution.

c. Faculty members must refrain from using institutional resources for the furtherance of their interests or activities which are not a part of their assigned responsibilities to the institution.
3170

PROFESSIONAL ETHICS

PREAMBLE. The following policy embodies the essential elements of the 1966 statement of the American Association of University Professors. The word “professor,” as used in this section, is understood to refer to any UI professional employee. This section appeared in the 1979 Handbook. The specific prohibition against plagiarism, fabrication, and deception (in section B-1) was added in July, 1992.

A. In addition to the requirements set forth below, all employees of the UI are also subject to the Conflict of Interest and Ethical Conduct Policy of the Regents RGPIIQ. This policy can be reviewed at the following website: http://www.idahoboardofed.org/ policies/. Professors, guided by a deep conviction of the worth and dignity of the advancement of knowledge, recognize the special responsibilities placed upon them. Their primary responsibility to their discipline is to seek and state the truth as they see it. To this end they devote their energies to developing and improving their scholarly competence. They accept the obligation to exercise critical self-discipline and judgment in using, extending, and transmitting knowledge. They practice intellectual honesty, and do not engage in plagiarism, fabrication, or deception. Although they may follow subsidiary interests, these interests must never seriously hamper or compromise their freedom of inquiry. [rev. 7/02]

B. As teachers, professors encourage the free pursuit of learning by their students. They hold before the student the best scholarly standards of their discipline. They demonstrate respect for the student as a person and adhere to their proper role as intellectual guide and counselor. They make every reasonable effort to foster honest academic conduct and to ensure that their evaluations of students reflect the students’ true merit. They respect the confidential nature of the relationship between professor and student. They avoid any exploitation of a student for their private advantage and acknowledge significant assistance from a student. They protect the student’s academic freedom.

C. As colleagues, professors have obligations that derive from common membership in the community of scholars. They respect and defend the free inquiry of their associates. In the exchange of criticism and ideas, they show due respect for the opinions of others. They acknowledge their academic debts and strive to be objective in their professional judgment of colleagues. They accept their share of faculty responsibilities for the governance of their institution.

D. As members of their institution, professors seek above all to be effective teachers and scholars. Though they observe the stated regulations of the institution (provided they do not contravene academic freedom), they maintain their right to criticize and seek revision. They determine the amount and character of the work they do outside their institution with due regard to their paramount responsibilities within it. [See 3260.] When considering the interruption or termination of their service, they recognize the effect of their decisions upon the programs of the institution and give due notice of their intentions. [See 3940.]

E. As members of their community, professors have the rights and obligations of all citizens. They measure the urgency of these obligations in the light of their responsibilities to their discipline, to their students, to their profession, and to their institution. When they speak or act as private persons, they avoid creating the impression that they speak or act for their college or university. As citizens engaged in a profession that depends upon freedom for its health and integrity, professors have a particular obligation to promote conditions of free inquiry and to further public understanding of academic freedom.
