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University of Idaho

2006-2007 FACULTY COUNCIL AGENDA

Meeting #20
3:30 p.m., Tuesday, March 6, 2007
Brink Hall Faculty Lounge

Order of Business
I.
Call to Order.

II. Minutes.

· Minutes of the 2006-07 Faculty Council Meeting #19, February 27, 2007
III.       Chair’s Report.

IV.       Provost’s Report.  

V.
Other Announcements and Communications. 

· FC-07-045: Space Governance Group Policy (Brian Johnson) 

VI. Committee Reports.

Faculty Affairs:

· FC-07-046: Additions to FSH 1565, 3320, 3520, and 3560 - Joint Appointments (Bob Zemetra)

VII.
Special Orders.
VIII.    Unfinished Business and General Orders.
· FC-07-042B:  NOI: College of Business & Economics: Executive Master of Business Administration (Mario Reyes)

IX.
New Business.

X.        
Adjournment. 

Professor Bill McLaughlin, Chair 2006-2007, Faculty Council

Attachments:  

Minutes of 2006-2007 FC Meeting #19, February 27, 2007
 FC-07-045
 FC-07-046

University of Idaho

Faculty Council Minutes
2006-2007 Meeting #19, Tuesday, February 27, 2007

Present: Adams (w/o vote), Baker (w/o vote), Crowley, Greever, Guilfoyle, Hart, Hubbard, McCaffrey, McCollough, McDaniel, McLaughlin, Odom, Schmiege, Taylor, Williams

Absent: Beard, Bechinksi, Guerrero, Gunter, Haarsager, Hammel, Machlis, Munson

Observers: 5

Minutes: It was moved and seconded (Odom, Taylor) to approve the minutes of the February 20th meeting. The motion carried unanimously.

Chair’s Report: The chair reported on a number of e-mails he had received from faculty concerning classroom scheduling and conversations he had had with the registrar on this topic subsequent to Faculty Council’s discussion of the issue. He pointed out that the registrar was trying to enforce existing classroom scheduling directives, approved by Faculty Council, so as to minimize student class scheduling conflicts and to maximize space utilization efficiency. He encouraged those with exceptional scheduling needs to make them known to their deans or associate deans. It remained that there were not enough high tech classrooms to meet demand, nor were there enough classrooms holding 30-50 students, nor enough classrooms appropriate to small group breakouts. The registrar will be back to Faculty Council later this spring to discuss these and other issues further. A councilor asked that when she returned that she bring some clearer data on the extent of the problems (is this a 95% issue or a 5% issue?). Another councilor suggested, perhaps not altogether facetiously, that we could adopt a market-based approach to scheduling by charging departments and students higher costs for prime time scheduling slots. Other discussion suggested the possible need to rethink classroom scheduling to bring it in line with contemporary teaching needs. Another way of reducing the load on current classroom use would be to increase their utilization during the summer by building up summer school.

Provost’s Report: The provost reported that our proposal for a “compassionate clock” had been bounced back from the board onto CAP’s agenda. He was not sure how it would fare; the board had not been excited about it earlier. Similarly, his proposal that the university be allowed to issue multi-year academic contracts had not been met with much enthusiasm though he planned to try once more.

He said that the Jazz Festival had been a great success, a good sendoff to Lynn Skinner, the old director, and welcome for John Clayton, the new director. The latter has interesting ideas about the teaching and learning part of the festival and how to bring in bigger names for performances.

He noted a number of searches that were in various stages: deans from CLASS, Art & Architecture, Science, campus executive officer in Boise, the director of Native American Student Center, Native American Liaison, the director for the Core (which has reached the interview stage), and the vice provost for Academic Affairs.

He reported that the state board had been very enthusiastic about the proposed EMBA and expansion in Sandpoint. They had also approved the requested nineteen positions in development. In response to a question as to why the board was so enthusiastic about Sandpoint but so unenthusiastic about compassionate leave and multi-year contracts, he and others noted that it was not something unique to this board but corporate boards as well. It is simply easier to deal with more tangible items.

Finally, he noted that the Kibbie Dome was in need of refurbishment and possible remodeling and enlargement so as to create a performing arts pavilion as part of the complex. The turf needs to be replaced, there are fire-life safety egress issues, and the walls need work to increase their fire resistance. The board has approved the use of $1.6 million, originally from HUD as planning money for the now cancelled Jazz Festival hall, for the next stage of planning and development which, if favorable, would lead to private fund-raising efforts.

Civic Engagement Board and Student Activities and Leadership Programs Office co-sponsored Workshop: ASUI’s Shannon Hohl alerted Faculty Council to several workshops during the 2007 Leadership and Social Action Summit this Thursday, March 1st. Paul Rogat Loeb, affiliate scholar at the Seattle Institute for Ethical Leadership, has written various books including "Soul of a Citizen." He has spoken at hundreds of campuses and been interviewed on television and radio, nationally and internationally, for his research work. His website is www.paulloeb.org for those interested in more information. Mr. Loeb will be conducting these workshops centered on the university’s strategic action plan and learning outcomes. The faculty/staff workshop will focus on teaching for engagement or teaching with a purpose and be held on March 1st, 3:00-4:30 p.m. in the Commons Clearwater/Whitewater rooms. Mr. Loeb will also be giving a lecture that evening at 7:00 p.m. in the Administration Building Auditorium on similar topics. 
Intercampus Bus: The chair introduced Professor Nick Sanyal and two undergraduate students, Nathan Jayo and Tim McKinley, all of Conservation Social Sciences who reported on a survey done in January of bus-ridership on the Wheatland Express (between Moscow and Pullman) and Moscow Valley Transit (within Moscow). From their data they were able to conclude that the two services were primarily used to get to and from the two universities and by students, faculty, and staff. That was the basis of 88% of the ridership on the Wheatland Express and of 59% of the ridership on Moscow Valley Transit. WSU-connected riders were the largest group on the Wheatland Express (49%) and UI students were the second largest group (39%). Trips by UI students going to and from class were 32% of Wheatland Express’s business, WSU students going to and from class amounted to 12% of the business, and 27% of the ridership was WSU employees going to and from work. An average day saw some ninety-two one-way trips on the Wheatland Express—presumably the majority of which, though not all, represented people who actually made round trips.

As a result of this information it was moved and seconded (Greever, Taylor) to remove from the table the proposed resolution concerning university support of the intercampus bus. The motion carried 12-1. The motion read:

The Faculty Council encourages the University of Idaho administration to find a financially sustainable way to continue the intercampus bus service between the university and Washington State University. The bus is critical for cross-campus collaboration in many programs. Students, faculty, and staff alike use the bus for educational and administrative purposes. Discontinuance of the bus system would undercut our collaboration with WSU, further isolate out intellectual environment, hinder recruitment and retention of quality students and faculty, and retard our progress toward our becoming a sustainable institution.

In the ensuing discussion it was noted that having the intercampus bus greatly aided graduate student interaction in joint or closely intertwined graduate programs. It was also most useful for those who had no access to car transportation, particularly mentioned here were international students, and those who, by reason of physical handicap, could not use a car. The price of parking, particularly at WSU, was noted as a possible hardship for some most notably for those who would need both a UI and WSU permit. Another councilor noted that this was one of many issues of allocating scarce resources at the university and, if we were to fund the intercampus bus, what should the university not be spending money on instead? The original maker of the motion responded by pointing out that the motion was not binding and merely asked that the institution give close and serious thought to how the intercampus bus might be sustainably funded. The provost, when asked, said that he thought the funding situation was close to resolution but no official word had been released. The final vote on the resolution was 7-3 with two abstentions.

Proposed Subcommittee on Tenure and Promotion Definitions: The chair asked for four volunteers from Faculty Council to work with representatives from each of the strategic plan task forces to work on new standard definitions of scholarship, engagement, outreach, etc. His idea was that by working together it would ensure that the good ideas along these lines coming out of the task forces would not be lost and, at the same time, the definitions would be looked at as a whole rather than from individual, and perhaps conflicting, perspectives. In response to a question he said that he hoped this group could finish its work before the end of the semester. In response to another question, he noted that the current tenure and promotion subcommittee was focused on process rather than on definitions. Councilors Taylor and McCaffrey volunteered. Other councilors suggested other possibilities which the chair said he would pursue.

Adjournment: It was moved and seconded (Taylor, Odom) to adjourn. The motion carried unanimously and council was adjourned at 5:10 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,

Douglas Q. Adams, Faculty Secretary and Secretary to Faculty Council
FC-07-045
Policy Statement on the Assignment of Space

All UI buildings, space, and land, regardless of fund source or location, belong to the University as a whole and are subject to assignment or reassignment to meet the overall needs and best interest of the institution.  Long-range planning for optimum use of these valuable University assets is a continuing process.  Policies and procedures that guide space assignment and reassignment are the responsibility of the Space Governance Group (SGG).  Unless otherwise specified by the Provost, space assigned to a College/Unit may be reassigned or reallocated within and among internal units of the College/Unit to meet its goals and purposes, consistent with university space and facilities policies.  Any assignment of space between one College/Unit and another is subject to prior approval by the Director, Architectural and Engineering Services (AES), and may necessitate action by the SGG.

Criteria for space assignment

Space assignments are made after careful consideration of all relevant factors and consultation with the units involved.  Criteria governing assignment and reassignment of University space are:  

· appropriateness of space for function to be served

· physical proximity in cases where programs are enhanced by close geographical location
· space utilization guidelines
· productivity of program
· accessibility requirements of program
· university strategic priorities
· level of disruption of ongoing activities
· restrictions related to grants, donor intent, etc.
· other factors as may be warranted on a case-by-case basis
Policy on facility alterations and improvements

For reasons of safety, liability, and building codes, all building alterations or improvements must be approved in advance by Facilities.  Building alterations must conform with all relevant codes including the Americans with Disabilities Act and the National Fire Protection Association, Life Safety Code.  Code requirements must be considered during the initial stages of planning.

FC-07-046
DRAFT

Proposed FSH Amendments Concerning Faculty Joint Appointments

1565 ACADEMIC RANKS AND RESPONSIBILITIES

3520 FACULTY TENURE
3560 FACULTY PROMOTIONS
3320 ANNUAL AND PERIODIC PERFORMANCE EVALUATIONS AND SALARY DETERMINATION OF FACULTY MEMBERS AND PERFORMANCE EVALUATION OF ACADEMIC ADMINISTRATORS

Forwarded to Faculty Council from Faculty Affairs Committee, February 26, 2007

1565 ACADEMIC RANKS AND RESPONSIBILITIES

N. Faculty Joint Appointments. Under certain circumstances, it may be both academically and economically desirable for faculty members, both present faculty and future appointments, to have joint appointments with departments in the same college, with departments in different colleges, with department and interdisciplinary or research schools in the same or different colleges, or with partner universities. Specific conditions for each individual joint appointment must be detailed at the time of initial appointment in a written memorandum of understanding between the appointing units and the candidate. 

While the faculty member and the appointing units should have the freedom and flexibility to negotiate individual agreements, certain fundamental guidelines need to be observed in all such appointment statements. Specifically, a memorandum of understanding must be prepared by the appointing units, and endorsed by the provost(s), dean(s), and departmental administrator(s) to whom they report, at the time at which the position is offered. This document must specify the division of the faculty member’s responsibilities, time, and salary among each of the units; the weighing of factors (teaching, scholarship, service, and other) in the faculty member’s merit evaluations; expectations for tenure and/or promotion; and the process by which all evaluations for salary increment, third year review, tenure, promotion, and appeal will be conducted. The memorandum of understanding will also specify the resources (space, research funds, teaching support, etc.) that each unit will be responsible for providing the appointee. A copy of the memorandum of understanding will be filed in the appointee’s personnel file. 

N-1. Joint Appointment Faculty Rank. A joint appointment faculty member’s rank is normally the same in the participating units. 

N-2. Faculty Governance Participation by Joint Appointment Faculty. The joint appointment memorandum of understanding shall specify the agreement reached by the appointing units and the faculty member with reference to the faculty member’s role in the faculty governance structure of the units, the college, and the university. A faculty member on joint appointment shall in no way be disenfranchised from the governance system because of the nature of the appointment. 

N-3. Amendment of a Joint Appointment Faculty Memorandum of Understanding. Provided all of the concerned parties agree, the initial memorandum of understanding for a joint appointment may be amended at any time after the appointment has been made. If any of the parties wishes to change any of the provisions in the agreement, this must be accomplished through the mutual consent of all parties involved. 

-----------------------------------------

3520 FACULTY TENURE

F. Faculty Joint Appointments. General tenure expectations for faculty with joint appointments (FSH 1565 N) must be agreed upon by the appointing units and communicated to the faculty member in the memorandum of understanding at the time of appointment. The ways in which tenure reviews will be conducted must also be specified in the memorandum of understanding. Both units should participate in the tenure review process. The department chair(s) and/or school administrator(s) shall maintain regular communication with each other regarding the faculty member’s performance in their units. Each unit will provide a written annual evaluation of the progress toward tenure, with greater attention given to the written third-year review of candidates. In these cases, the emphasis must be upon the extent of the faculty member’s excellence in meeting the expectations for tenure and promotion specified in university and college personnel documents. These expectations must be consistent with those of faculty members with regular appointments. The joint appointment memorandum must specify a procedure to address disagreement among appointing units on recommending tenure for a faculty member with a joint appointment. The policy and procedures regarding faculty appeal of tenure decisions are the same as the units participating in the joint appointment.

--------------------------------------------

3560 FACULTY PROMOTIONS

B.  BASES OF EVALUATION.

B-1. Faculty Joint Appointments. General promotion expectations for faculty with joint appointments (FSH 1565 N) must be agreed upon by the appointing units and communicated to the faculty member in the memorandum of understanding at the time of appointment. The ways in which promotion reviews will be conducted must also be specified in the memorandum of understanding. Both units should participate in the promotion review process. The department chair(s) and/or school administrator(s) shall maintain regular communication with each other regarding the faculty member’s performance in their units. In these cases, the emphasis must be upon the faculty member’s performance in meeting the expectations for promotion as specified in the respective university and college personnel documents. These expectations must be consistent with those of faculty members with regular appointments.
I.  APPEAL.

I-1. For faculty with joint appointment, the joint appointment memorandum must specify a procedure to address disagreement among appointing units on recommending promotion for a faculty member with a joint appointment. The policy and procedures regarding faculty appeal of promotion decisions are the same as the units participating in the joint appointment.

---------------------------------------
3320 ANNUAL AND PERIODIC PERFORMANCE EVALUATIONS AND SALARY DETERMINATION OF FACULTY MEMBERS AND PERFORMANCE EVALUATION OF ACADEMIC ADMINISTRATORS

A-1. g. Faculty Joint Appointments. The joint appointment memorandum of understanding (FSH 1565 N) shall clearly specify how each participating unit is to provide an evaluation that will be incorporated into the overall annual evaluation. There should be a clear and mutually agreeable determination of how and by whom the units’ individual evaluations will be combined, and how and by whom yearly increment ratings will be determined. In all joint appointments there must be a clear and mutually agreeable prior statement of how a faculty member’s professional work will be evaluated, by whom that work will be evaluated, and the extent to which the faculty member’s productivity will be evaluated differently from that of others in the department because of the specific nature of the joint appointment. Specifically, two kinds of considerations need to be addressed in this determination: (1) the definition and weighing of professional performance factors (teaching, scholarship, service and other) that will apply to the individual on joint appointment; (2) the manner in which the evaluation of professional achievements will be divided among the appointing units performing the evaluation. The joint appointment memorandum must also specify a procedure to address disagreement among appointing units on evaluation of the faculty member and increment rating of the faculty member.
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