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University of Idaho

Faculty Council Minutes

2005-2006 Meeting #19, Mardi Gras, Tuesday, February 28th, 2006

Present: Adams (w/o vote), Baker (w/o vote), Beard, Bechinski, Crowley, Davis, Exon, Greever, Gunter, Hart, Machlis, McCollough, McDaniel, McLaughlin, McMurtry, Munson, Parrish, Pine, Williams, Young, Zemetra

Absent: Hubbard

Observers: two

A quorum being present, Chair Robert Zemetra called the meeting to order at 3:35 p.m. in the Brink Hall Faculty Lounge.

Minutes: It was moved and seconded (Beard, Bechinski) to approve the minutes of February 21st as distributed. The motion carried unanimously.

Chair’s Report: The chair reported that after last week’s meeting he found a phone message waiting for him from Vice President Dunn explaining that she would not be at Faculty Council that afternoon because it would be premature at this time. Chair Zemetra concluded that, despite the information he had given her, she was under the impression that she understood her task to council was to report on the budget rather than, as council desired, to report on the budget and student fee process.

From the President’s Cabinet Chair Zemetra reported a renewed emphasis on student recruitment and retention. In this regard he pointed to the importance of Vandal Friday and Vandal Transfer Day. There was widespread administrative recognition that the single most important influence of recruitment and especially retention is faculty-student contact and interaction. This recognition came as no surprise to councilors. Professor McLaughlin pointed out that, for the first time, the university had captured all the names of the student attendees at the Jazz Festival with the goal of creating a contact list. The list will be used to maintain contact with these prospective students through promotional brochures with the intent of instilling in them a desire to choose the University of Idaho.

Chair Zemetra further noted that there had been nothing too noteworthy at the recent State Board of Education/Regents of the University of Idaho meeting for higher education except for the approval of the salaries for the new football coaches at the University of Idaho and at Boise State University. The salary of the latter was some two and half times that of the former.

Provost’s Report: In his report the provost noted that the State Board had also approved policies for the several university foundations. They had also wrestled, without much result, with the governor’s proposals to expand the state’s community college system and had asked, yet again, for clarification of institutional roles.

He noted that the finalized strategic plan had been posted on the provost’s website and he passed out a letter asking for nominations for a Strategic Plan Task Force. The task force, to be composed of faculty, staff, and students, and stakeholders, would be charged with overseeing the implementation of the strategic plan. There would be considerable upfront work to be done this summer and the task force would be very active the first two years or so before the task of implementing the strategic plan had fully “cascaded” to the college and department level. He went on to point out that one of the major ways of implementing this or any other strategic plan was through the budget. Next week there would be budget hearings for the FY07 budget. Because of the short time between the finalization of the strategic plan and the budget-forming process this year, these budget hearings would be something of a “spring training” for future years’ hearings. He noted that there was not much prospect of new money from the state for FY07 so that meeting the goals of the strategic plan would involve internal reallocation at the college level. He very much looked forward to the dialog between administration and colleges and among colleges that he anticipated would be a part of the budget presentations.

He noted, too, that the revisit of the Northwest Commission on Colleges and Universities would be taking place April 4th and 5th. There would a two-member team from NWCCU on campus those days investigating the university’s progress on nine of the sixteen recommendations the commission had left the university with at its regular accreditation visit in October of 2004.

The provost also touched on the theme of student recruitment and retention, with particular emphasis on the difficult freshman-to-sophomore retention rate. He held out the law school’s intensive recruitment program as a possible model for other areas of the university. By a natural association of ideas, a councilor asked whether there was any central tracking of student mentoring, instancing particularly the mentoring done by graduate students in graduate-student taught freshman courses. The answer was that there was not any central tracking system. Professor McLaughlin noted that the new Digital Measures program was designed, inter alia, to collect that kind of data but only for faculty.

FC-06-026 and FC-06-027: Professor Greg Möller, chair of the Faculty Affairs Committee, provided background on the two proposals from Faculty Affairs. Both proposals were proposals to amend Faculty-Staff Handbook 1565 “Academic Ranks and Responsibilities.” The first, which came as a discussion item only, would change certain definitions concerning scholarship and define more precisely how to calculate teaching loads. The second, which came as a seconded motion, would clarify and heighten the importance of interdisciplinary work. In the first set of proposals he felt that the Faculty Affairs Committee had “grabbed with both hands the third rail of academia.” The current proposal was part of a long-standing concern with defining scholarship at the university stretching back well over a decade, a process which might be said to have been precipitated by Boyer’s book Scholarship Reconsidered. Faculty Affairs felt that in previous (and laudable) attempts to broaden the definition of scholarship the university may have gone a bit too far and made it difficult to, say, distinguish between effective teaching and the scholarship of teaching and learning. With regard to teaching load, Professor Möller noted that there was no university standard of any sort with the result that the University Promotion Committee was faced with situations where a single three-credit course might count as 10% of one person’s job description but 75% of another’s. Faculty Affairs’ proposals included a range of possible ways a unit could calculate a faculty member’s teaching load. With respect to FC-06-027, Professor Möller noted that Faculty Affairs had separated the proposal concerning multidisciplinary engagement from the other proposals concerning 1565 so that it would not be lost in the discussion of the other, possibly more controversial, items. It was possible that discussion of FC-06-026 would proceed in such a way that multidisciplinary engagement would be fully incorporated throughout the document and any need for FC-06-027 would be rendered moot. The ensuing discussion, as one could anticipate, was wide-ranging.

· In general Faculty Affairs’ proposal to make a clearer distinction between teaching and the scholarship of teaching and learning met with approval, as did the similar distinction between extension and the scholarship of extension and engagement.
· There seemed to be some general consensus that interdisciplinarity should be woven into the entire section rather than given a special subsection of its own. However there was an acknowledged difficulty in defining what was meant by interdisciplinarity.
· The difficulty of defining teaching load was fully acknowledged. How did one or could one compare the load produced by a large section of 100 students with large e-mail traffic between students and professor and a section of 30 or 40 students with a large number of written assignments; or essay vs. multiple choice exams; or to measure fairly the similarities or differences between a lecture course, a seminar course, a studio course, or a lab course? Still, there seemed to be some sense that there should be some way of minimizing some of the widest (and wildest) disparities that now exist.

· The larger problem remained that despite current definitions the culture of the university continued to reward with tenure and promotion on “count the number of articles” basis. If we were really interested in rewarding and regarding a wider range of scholarly activities, how could we change that culture?

After some discussion it was agreed that councilors would make every effort to get feedback from their constituents before next week and that Faculty Council would devote itself solely to this item at its next meeting (March 7th) so that it might give Faculty Affairs its feedback then. At that time the general faculty would be invited to participate in the discussion, this time via the newly created policy website, directly with Faculty Affairs and not through their Faculty Council representatives. Faculty Affairs would consider all this feedback and present a final proposal to Faculty Council as soon after April 1st as possible. The last meeting where Faculty Council can take action that will be transmitted to the May University Faculty meeting is April 17th.  

Adjournment: It was moved and seconded (Beard, Munson) to adjourn. The motion carried unanimously and the meeting was adjourned at 5:10 p.m.

Respectfully Submitted,

Douglas Q. Adams

Faculty Secretary and Secretary of Faculty Council

