University of Idaho

Faculty Council Minutes

2005-2006 Meeting #25, Tuesday, April 11h, 2006

Present: Adams (w/o vote), Baker (w/o vote), Beard, Bechinski, Crowley, Davis, Eckwright (w/o vote, sitting in for Greever), Exon, Hart, Hubbard, Machlis, McCollough, McLaughlin, Munson, Parrish, Young, Zemetra

Absent: Greever, Gunter, McDaniel, McMurtry, Pine, Williams
Observers: three

A quorum being present, Chair Robert Zemetra called the meeting to order at 3:30 p.m. in the Brink Hall Faculty Lounge.

Minutes: It was moved and seconded (Beard, Exon) to approve the minutes of April 4th. The motion carried unanimously.

Chair’s Report: The chair reported that Campus Day had gone off that morning as planned, though some plantings had to be delayed because of the previous day’s rain. Some 65-70 people had participated. He himself, along with an unnamed departmental chair had put up a short fence along Paradise Creek very near the corner of 6th and Deakin. He was of the opinion that the quality of the fence-setting would have been greater had someone knowledgeable about such things been part of the crew. [Your secretary checked it out on his way to work this morning and found it entirely acceptable, with only the hint of pleasant rustic sway to its trajectory.] He also mentioned the success of last Friday’s “After Hours” in the Commons.

Provost’s Report: The provost also briefly noted the positive success of Campus Day (he had been involved with digging a trail) and also noted that dean candidates for the College of Education were continuing to be coming on campus.

FC-06-026, FSH 1565 “Faculty Ranks and Responsibilities”: The council returned to the issue of proposed revisions to FSH 1565, which was before it as a seconded motion from Faculty Affairs. Suggestions from Faculty Council’s earlier discussion had been incorporated in the latest version before it. As a result of that earlier discussion the five options presented in the original version seen by Faculty Council for A-2, which concerns the way teaching load is calculated, had been reduced to two. Option 1 could be characterized as less specific; option 2 as more specific. It was moved and seconded (Munson, Beard) to adopt option 1. Discussion of this motion centered around the desirability of specificity. Would it play into the hands of those who didn’t understand academic workloads and who wanted a rigid and inappropriate uniformity? How were teaching loads to be measured across campus in such a way to do justice to market forces in individual disciplines and at the same time not penalize, at promotion and tenure time, those whose teaching loads were genuinely high with consequently much less time to devote to research? In the course of the discussion it was cogently observed that the institution needed both quantitative and qualitative metrics for judging loads of all kinds. Also in the course of the discussion it was agreed that the last sentence of option 2, “Any adjustments to teaching load (e.g., teaching unusually large classes, team-teaching, teaching studios or laboratories, intensive graduate and undergraduate student mentoring, technology-enhanced teaching, and others) must be documented in the position description” be added at the end of option 1. A further friendly amendment changed “load” to “appointment” in this sentence. In the course of the discussion the provost repeated his interest in seeing that faculty teaching loads be made more comparable across the institution, pointing particularly to CLASS as having burdensome teaching loads. The motion to adopt option 1, thus amended, passed with one dissenting vote.

It was moved and seconded (Bechinski, McLaughlin) to amend section A-3-e so as to replace the proposed third sentence (“The acts of application and engagement often follow discovery, however they can and should initiate new discovery”) by two new sentences, “The acts of application and engagement often occur simultaneously, but may occur independently. Application and engagement often follow discovery, however they can and should initiate new discovery”; to add as a new third paragraph, “Evidence of scholarship in the area of application may include: publication of papers in refereed and peer-reviewed journals; published books; published law reviews; citation of a faculty member’s work; invited seminar, symposium, professional meeting papers and presentations. The validation of scholarship in the area of application is based on evaluation by other professionals in the faculty member’s discipline or sub-discipline” [in subsequent discussion the words “citation of a faculty member’s work by other professionals in the field; published reviews and commentary about a faculty member’s work” were struck by friendly amendment]; and to replace the second paragraph of section A-7 with, “Effective extension programs result when needs assessment leads to well-planned, carefully implemented, and well-documented efforts. Documentation may include (1) evaluation by participants in extension outreach activities; (2) quantity and quality of extension publications and other mass-media outlets; (3) numbers and types of audiences impacted; (4) evaluation of the program’s effects on participants and stakeholders; (5) measures of significance to discipline/profession; and (6) extension awards, particularly those involving peer evaluation.” These changes were suggested as a way to clarify a distinction between “application” and “engagement,” particularly as that distinction impacted extension faculty. The motion to amend carried unanimously.

It was moved and seconded (McLaughlin, Bechinski) to amend section A-3-a first sentence (“Scholarship in teaching and learning can involve classroom action research (site-specific pedagogy), descriptive or qualitative research, case studies, and other forms of teaching and learning research”) to read, “Scholarship in teaching and learning can involve classroom action research (site-specific pedagogy), qualitative or quantitative research, case studies, experimental design, and other forms of teaching and learning research.” The motion to amend carried unanimously.

The main motion, thus amended, then carried unanimously. Chair Zemetra thanked the Faculty Affairs Committee for their hard work on and successful resolution of these issues.

FC-06-028, FSH 5300 “Copyrights, Maskworks, and Patents”, and 5400 “Employment Agreement Concerning Patents and Copyrights”: Professor Beard, chair of the ad hoc task force working on intellectual property issues, reported that suggestions made at Faculty Council’s previous discussion of the issue had been circulated to the task force, approved by them, and incorporated in the current version of the document. It came as a seconded motion from the task force. The motion carried unanimously without further discussion. Chair Zemetra thanked Professor Beard and his task force for the successful resolution of difficult issues which had bedeviled Faculty Council for at least three years now.

Health Insurance Benefits for FY 2007: Paul Michaud Assistant Vice President of Human Resources and Linda Peavey Director of Benefit Services presented to Faculty Council the newly established options for medical insurance for FY2007.  They reported that had there been no changes made in the FY2006 plan that plan would have cost $24.9 million at an average increased cost per employee of $23 per pay period, on average of doubling of the employee premium (even taking into account the increase of $250 per employee per year given by the legislature for board-appointed employees). The Benefits Advisory Group had recommended changes which would put the total cost at $23.9 million. For FY2007 there will be three options rather than two as in FY2006. Plan A (new) is designed for those who are (or plan on being) healthy who may have one to four doctor’s office visits a year and whose health-care needs are not expected to require ongoing or complicated care. Plan B has lower deductibles than Plan A but higher employee premiums. Plan B is targeted at employees who require continued care and those with serious health care needs. Plan C (né “traditional”) is the most expensive from the employee’s point of view because it does not rely on a preferred provider network with the discounts that network makes possible. The biggest changes are to Plan C which will be considerably more expensive to the employee than its predecessor. Plan B shows a small increase and Plan A a small decrease in employee premiums. It was noted that all three plans carry a maximum lifetime cap of one million, per plan choice, including Plan C which was changed to $1 million a year ago.

Subsequent discussion raised the question of why the university was continuing to offer something like Plan C if it was so expensive. The response was that it was possible that in certain non-Moscow locations the preferred provider network might not be sufficiently robust to provide adequate insurance benefits. However, it was also possible that Plan C would disappear in the future if there was not enough demand for it. The issue of mental health benefits was also raised. These remain largely unchanged from before and while not overly generous were approximately the same as offered by similar institutions. Michaud and Peavey noted that by becoming self-insurers the university had been able to accommodate more individual exceptions and that we had “saved” (i.e., had been spared the increase of) about $1.8 million in costs.

Adjournment: The hour being late, it was moved and seconded (Beard, Exon) to adjourn. The motion carried unanimously and the meeting was adjourned at 5:20 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,

Douglas Q. Adams

Faculty Secretary and Secretary and Secretary to Faculty Council

