University of Idaho

Faculty Council Minutes

2005-2006 Meeting #11, Tuesday, November 8th, 2005

Present: Adams (w/o vote), Baker (w/o vote), Beard, Bechinski, Crowley, Exon, Gaffney, Greever, Kreutzer (w/o vote, sitting in for Reid), McCollough, McLaughlin, McMurtry, Morgan, Munson, Parrish, Young

Absent: Hubbard, McDaniel, Reid, Williams, Woolston, Zemetra

Observers: One

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

Minutes: It was moved and seconded (Beard, McMurtry) to approve the minutes of November 1st as distributed. The motion carried unanimously.

Chair’s Report: In the absence of the chair, Professor Zemetra being at a conference, there was no chair’s report.

Provost’s Report: The provost reported that Nancy J. Dunn had accepted the position of vice president for finance and administration and would start on January 30th. She comes to the university with strong credentials in both public and private institutions. He also announced that Wendy Shattuck had accepted the position as assistant vice president for marketing and strategic communications. She would take up her duties on January 1st.  It was also the case that the transition team for the new College of Art and Architecture, chaired by President White, and composed of representatives of faculty, staff, students, and art and architecture foundation members would have its first meeting this evening. This group would be working on proposed budgets, schedules, and searches.

The provost further reported that Stamats, the marketing firm employed by the university, had been working on campus to see whether our stated values (those identified by the Vision and Resource Task Force and used by the President in The Plan for Renewal) matched the actual values that emerge from the Focus Groups they are doing on campus. Stamats also has been conducting surveys of prospective students, their parents, and their guidance counselors as well as alumni concerning their knowledge of and opinions about the university. In general their work is designed to strengthen the university’s image and reputation, to tell the university’s story proactively. Their report should be available in a week or so. He went on to say that in on-campus student focus groups the opinion had emerged that the university was a great place to be for someone who was ambitious. Dean Parrish remarked that there were lots of good things happening at the university that we weren’t telling ourselves or others.

The RFP process for Phase II “Reinvestment in the University” had been launched and the blue ribbon panel, chaired by Margrit Von Braun (associate dean, College of Graduate Studies), had met for the first time last week to begin its preparation for reviewing the proposals. The committee is composed of James Gregson (Adult, Career & Technology Education), Paul Joyce (Mathematics), Monique Lillard (Law), Phillip Mead (Architecture), Matt Morra (PSES), Mario Reyes (Economics, Finance and Information Systems), Richard Reardon (Psychology and Communication Studies), Deborah Stenkamp (Biological Sciences), and Lisette Waits (Fish and Wildlife).
The provost noted that the proposed strategic plan is eliciting less feedback than he had hoped for and he urged people to respond by the end of this week.

Finally he said that the university’s centers in other parts of the state were not structured appropriately to be as successful as they could be. There was a mismatch between authority and responsibility. The provost had appointed Larry Branen, associate vice provost for northern Idaho, chair of a task force to make recommendations concerning possible restructuring. The committee is composed of John Hammel (dean of the College of Agricultural and Life Sciences), Jean Christiansen (dean of the College of Education), Trudy Anderson (dean of the Boise Center), Barry Willis (associate vice president for Educational Outreach), Mark Brainard (budget director), and Jean Teasdale (assistant dean for research and student outreach, College of Engineering).

Digital Measures: Linda Morris, associate vice provost for academic affairs, presented some history on the decision to buy Digital Measures and the short and long-term benefits which it was hoped Digital Measures would provide. Digital Measures, customized for use at the University of Idaho, will integrate data from the university’s position descriptions, annual evaluations, curricula vitae, and personnel activity reports. Integrating these reports will allow faculty and administrators to view any reports they need and to gather data and statistics for accreditation reviews and other internal reviews “at a moment’s notice.” The product had been reviewed before purchase by some deans, all associate deans, and some department administrators and academic affairs directors. Most had agreed that the product had time-saving features for faculty and administrators. The product can be customized at the college level to include data important for particular disciplinary accreditation and other such needs (e.g., the extension faculty’s IDEAS system). Eventually this faculty e-portfolio might also be adapted for the tenure and promotion portfolio. The October 4, 2005, streaming video of Digital Measures’ presentation can be seen on the associate provost for academic affairs website at http://www.vice-provost.uidaho.edu/default.aspx?pid=85411.

The associate vice provost said she hoped the program was fully operational by December 1st of this year and that it could be used for this year’s annual performance reviews. The NWCCU accreditation revisit will take place in March and she was hoping that as much data as possible could be entered by that time.

In response to a question about whether Digital Measures was vulnerable to hacking, associate provost Morris replied that the university’s Instructional Technology people had looked at the system with that question in mind.

In response to another question concerning consistency of definitions of such categories as “refereed” and “peer-reviewed,” the associate provost replied that the onus for definitions was on the individual college. Also arising was the issue of how the university “counts” things on a university-wide basis if individual colleges categorize items differently because they are following norms appropriate to their own disciplines. The provost replied that the system was not designed to be used in situations such as arose last spring as part of the “program mapping” process but, in any case, the university as a whole would want to use only the highest standards.

FC-06-017: “Compassionate Leave”: Greg Möller, chair of the Faculty Affairs Committee, provided some history and a rationale for the proposal. The initial prompting to think about such a policy had come from an associate dean who was concerned that the tenure “clock” was too rigid for female faculty whose probationary period might be disrupted by pregnancy. The committee’s own research had shown that, nationally, female faculty were tenured at a lesser rate than male faculty. The proposed policy might help in such cases but was designed to take into account all sorts of situations (e.g., child-bearing, sickness of faculty member, spouse, or child, death of spouse or child), most of which were entirely gender-neutral. He emphasized that this policy, despite the ill-chosen title under which it appeared in the agenda, was not a leave policy but rather a policy which would extend the probationary period under extreme circumstances. It would not affect teaching responsibilities, but it would allow for more time for research and the publication of research findings. He further pointed out that the university had a current ad hoc practice with regard to granting extensions of the probationary period; the proposal would provide a policy that would more even-handedly provide solutions for difficult situations. The proposed policy had been crafted the way it had, vesting the approval solely with the provost, rather than in a chain from department head to dean to provost, because of confidentiality and privacy issues that seemed best handled by making the smallest possible number of people privy to the reasons for the request. The provost would be responsible for “due diligence,” asking for information and advice from those he or she thought best able to provide it. The faculty member would initiate any request for this extension; the overall university culture would have to be welcoming to them.

In the ensuing discussion everyone who spoke was clear on the notion that the university should be a compassionate and family-friendly institution. Some who spoke were strongly in favor of the proposed policy as one that was needed and one that would send the correct message about the university’s family friendliness. Others were more cautious. Following is a list of issues discussed: 
· concern about 1 year time frame
· the policy was sufficiently open-ended, should more specific definitions be used

· universities were already notably family-friendly with respect to industry standards

· the academic profession as a whole was so demanding and intense that it was difficult to balance professional and non-professional duties, with the result that some of the best and brightest graduate students were opting out of academic careers before they started them
· perhaps higher education is not all that family friendly, are there other actions we can do on campus to make it family friendly

· concern about potential abuse by low performing probationary faculty 
· concern that it could tie up a position for years in a kind of limbo that would be to the department’s detriment 
· is this really the issue we are dealing with, or is it the rising expectations in academic accomplishments 

· why the focus on scholarship, why not teaching and extension 

· this is not a “leave” issue, but rather an extension 

· how would this be accounted for in the annual evaluations and position descriptions

· how work done while on the extension would be handled

· how would tenure and promotion committees view such extensions 

· since this has been done on an ad hoc basis, without a current policy, having one might better formalize the process 

· could this give an unfair advantage

· perhaps do this on a trial basis 

· should the request be initiated directly to the provost, chair, dean, other?  
· how might a policy such as this be assessed?
Adjournment: Seeing that it was 5:00 and seeing no quick resolution to the important issues raised, it was moved and seconded (Crowley, Exon) to adjourn, with the assurance that this item would be part of next week’s agenda. The motion carried unanimously.

Respectfully submitted,

Douglas Q. Adams

Faculty Secretary and Secretary to Faculty Council

