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University of Idaho

Faculty Council Minutes

2006-2007 Meeting #12, Tuesday, November 28, 2006

Present: Adams (w/o vote), Baker (w/o vote), Beard, Bechinski, Crowley, Greever, Guilfoyle, Gunter, Haarsager, Hammel, Hart, Hubbard, Machlis, McCaffrey, McCollough, McDaniel, McLaughlin, Munson, Odom, Rowett, Schmiege, Taylor, Williams

Absent: Guerrero

Observers: thirty

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

Minutes: It was moved and seconded (Beard, McCaffrey) to approve the minutes of November 14th. The motion carried with one abstention.

Chair’s Report: The chair noted that Faculty Council was currently scheduled to meet on December 5th and December 12th, as well as on January 9th. It was possible (and desirable) that we would work through our extensive list of agenda items by December 12th. If so, there would be no meeting on January 9th. He reported that the President’s Cabinet had been presented with an outline of the new budget-formation process. He noted that there was much interest in seeing how the budget-formation process would tie in with the strategic plan. He also reminded council that the December graduation was fast approaching and there was an expectation that faculty participate—a great opportunity to meet parents and interact with students.

Provost’s Report: The provost reported on a workshop that he had just come from for deans and department heads on how to create appropriate learning outcomes at the program level and appropriate assessment tools for those outcomes so as to fulfill the Strategic Plan’s goal I, strategies 1 and 2.

Digital Measures: The bulk of the meeting was devoted to a discussion of Digital Measures, the database program adopted by the university to capture data from curricula vitae, job descriptions, and annual performance reviews. Linda Morris, Vice Provost for Academic Affairs provided a brief history of the decision to buy a license for Digital Measures. The process began in spring 2005 with a demo to certain deans and associate deans. Later the associate deans’ group had advised her to buy the product. Using Digital Measures it was thought would create greater efficiency in the process of gathering data, with less repetition of data entering, and allow the generation of reports necessary for accreditation, federal compliance, or national benchmarking surveys (e.g., the University of Delaware’s peer comparison database) with much greater ease. She emphasized the point that almost all of the data that the university’s customized version of Digital Measures required was data that was already required as part of the university’s standard curriculum vitae, position description, or an annual performance review. The only new data asked of faculty in the current form of Digital Measures concerned the university’s five student-learning outcomes and the linkage to course and assessment activities. Professor Bill McLaughlin has been the university’s “point person” in dealing with Digital Measures in customizing the program so as to reproduce the university’s current forms for the curriculum vitae, the job description, and the annual performance evaluation. Individual colleges could also have special forms necessary for them (e.g., ABET accreditation in the College of Engineering and the AACSB accreditation forms for College of Business & Economics) included in Digital Measures.

The ensuing discussion, by both councilors and visitors, was energetic and wide-ranging. However, certain universal themes quickly emerged: (1) the notion of having a unified database for such data was conceptually a good one (as one councilor noted, “this is how this kind of data is handled in the twenty-first century”), but (2) the current program offered by Digital Measures, particularly with respect to the curriculum vitae function, was cumbersome, inordinately time-consuming in terms of data entry, and incapable in many cases of producing coherent, correctly formatted output.

Specific questions and issues that were voiced included:

· When and what kind of beta-testing had been done on Digital Measures? None before purchase; a varied group of faculty (totaling 33 from different colleges and having different levels of computer expertise) was assembled in April and May of 2006 to test the version that Digital Measures had produced at that point. One speaker noted that she had been a member of that group and had made several recommendations on the basis of that experience but most had not yet appeared in Digital Measures.

· From what kind of competitors had Digital Measures been chosen and what kind of research had been done investigating Digital Measures’ use at other institutions, particularly those similar to UI? There was no other comparable program on the market. The program was in use at many institutions, though often by a particular college rather than by the institution as a whole (the product had been initially developed for and marketed to colleges of business). The institution most like us that was using it university wide was the University of Nevada at Reno.

· A number of questions asked by Digital Measures was for data already created or collected by the university (e.g., CRNs, grade distributions in classes). Why did the individual have to recreate that data? Digital Measures was working on ways to upload that kind of information automatically. Eventually screens will be populated from BANNER, but not yet. For the present one could certainly ignore the request for CRNs.

· How secure was the data? UI’s informational technology staff had reviewed Digital Measures with this question in mind and had found it as secure as any such program could be expected to be.

· Was a cost benefit analysis run before the program was purchased and what is its true cost? There was no cost-benefit analysis attempted before it was purchased. The true cost would include the purchase price, the cost of maintaining the program, the faculty (or staff) hours expended in inputting data (over and above whatever time already being spent on doing this work in other formats), and the cost of lost opportunities for those faculty and staff members.

· How does Digital Measures interact with InfoEd and IDEAS (used by extension faculty)? It has been designed to interface with InfoEd. The interface key elements of IDEAS are being incorporated into Digital Measures and the final design should be operational in a couple of weeks. Additionally, the administration has been working with extension leaders to develop a training program for field level extension educators.

· Currently Digital Measures does not handle special symbols, italics, superscripts, or subscripts in research titles; nor does it support all necessary citation issues (e.g., citing edited books). What is the time-table for fixing these problems? These issues have been brought to Digital Measures’ attention. Some will be easier fixes than others. One issue that we face is the necessity to support different citation styles (APA, MLA, etc.) Other institutions using Digital Measures have decided on one uniform style.

· Who has access to the data in Digital Measures? The individual faculty member has full access to his or her data only. The department head has access to all in his or her department; the dean has access to all in his or her college, the provost has access to everyone in the university.

· Is this the best interface we could expect? The councilor from Computer Science responded succinctly, “it sucks.” He would not allow a student to graduate from the program if he or she could do no better than what Digital Measures was currently offering.

The dean of the College of Science, who was in attendance, noted that she had been an enthusiastic proponent of Digital Measures as she, as dean, had a need to be able to collect data in report form on a timely basis so as to be able to take advantage of opportunities for her faculty as they arose. But she went on to say that, from the beginning, her enthusiasm had a proviso: the system had to be simple, particularly the entering of research citations had to be simple. In her opinion the current configuration of Digital Measures did not offer the required simplicity.

At the conclusion of this discussion, it was moved and seconded (Haarsager, Gunter) that, given the many operational concerns raised by faculty and administrators, Faculty Council recommends to the central administration that the introduction of Digital Measures on a university-wide basis be suspended for a year so that a full evaluation of the suitability of this system and possible alternatives might be made. In the discussion of this motion the question was asked if the creation of a comparable alternative might be handled as a student design project in Computer Science. The answer was, yes, but that the ongoing maintenance would be a problem since the students who created the program would graduate and IT does not have adequate staff to take it over and maintain it. The motion carried: eighteen for, none against, three abstentions.

FC-07-036, Proposed Change to Regulation J-3-c: In the brief time remaining to it council took up as a seconded motion from the University General Education Committee to change the wording of the Core regulation concerning Mathematics, Statistics, and Computer Science. The change was proposed to quiet certain concerns of the NWCCU institutional accreditation. The motion carried unanimously.

Adjournment: The magic hour having arrived, it was moved and seconded (Beard, Gunter) to adjourn. The motion carried unanimously and the assembly, fortunately still warm from the rollicking discussion, exited to brave the sub-zero (-1) temperatures.

Respectfully submitted,
Douglas Q. Adams

Faculty Secretary and Secretary to Faculty Council
Digital Measures Concerns/Improvements (11-29-2006)

(List of Items Written During Comment Period)

1. Length of time – Perceived as taking a lot of work and time

2. Were other products considered? – (Answer:  No because none existed at the time)

3. Is it really more efficient? – (Answer: Yes, in the long run we believe so)

4. It is too complicated and needs to be made simpler

5. Parsed data techniques should be used, especially for citations

6. If possible use software to transfer existing vitae, etc.

7. Database idea is OK, but this is an unfunded mandate (time; effort) and that is what makes it suck!!

8. Man-machine interface sucks --- why can’t we make this more user friendly?

9. How is Extension being integrated into the system? (Answer:  We have been working with them to have this replace IDEAS)

10. It could be useful as a way to get timely information, but reports must work more effectively than they presently do

11. Publications/citations put in as a block would make things much easier

a. This needs to be addressed

b. There must be better alternatives

12. Feedback from some beta-testers was not totally addressed

13. Impacts faculty productivity – there are real opportunity costs

14. DM- Private sector dependency is a problem and risk and we should we do this inside (could it be a student project)

15. Improved efficiency is unlikely, at least right now

16.  Concerned about quality control across those inputting data

17. How will this be used in terms of numeric reporting?  (Answer:  It manages text and produces reports and can be used to count things, etc.) 

18. What other Universities are using the system: UNR; Utah state; Wisconsin/ Lacrosse; but where are the major research institutions? 

19. We need to think about the time (lost opportunities); what are we going to give up to do this and will the tradeoff be worth it; what are the true costs; and was a cost/benefit study done? (Answer:  Not in the true sense of a formal cost/benefit analysis.)

20. We need to find a way to make DM be of interest to DO to the faculty (Impact – perhaps step back and enlist faculty members assistance in the redesign effort)

21. How do we rethink this as an institution? – Satisfy our internal needs and empower faculty

22. How do we make this work better?

23. Reports – Need to Better Meet Our Needs

a. Need more technical support (e.g. training, trouble shoot) 

b. Need a person with time assigned to this task (not already busy people) 

c. Need more responsiveness from Digital Measures

d. Need ETA- On All New Screen Designs

e. Need to re-design to make more user friendly

f. As an individual we need to be able to click items (boxes) to tailor make reports, especially resumes/vitas

24. No duplicate information needs to be collected on campus (populate from banner and other sources whenever possible)

25. Faculty time is really not the issue, it is making this idea and database work for us

