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University of Idaho

Faculty Council Minutes

2006-2007 Meeting #16, Tuesday, February 6, 2007

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

Absent: Guerrero, Gunter, Hammel, Odom, Taylor

Observers: 3

Minutes: It was moved and seconded (Beard, McCaffrey) to approve the minutes of the January 30th meeting as distributed. The motion carried unanimously.

Chair’s Report: The chair reminded council that Mr. Mark Edwards has been appointed director of Diversity and Community. His office is Ad 104-C. His job is to look at issues of diversity on campus and to make diversity something more than a point of discussion on campus. He will be meeting with Faculty Council in a few weeks. He noted that our strategic marketing and communication efforts are taking hold and our message is appearing in more places, e.g., newspapers, TV, NPR. He thanked ASUI for its efforts in organizing Martin Luther King III’s speech the night before and was pleased to see the large turnout of students.

He further noted that student recruitment efforts for next fall were in high gear, with a continuing focus on recruiting the best and brightest (e.g., National Merit Scholars, Idaho high school leaders, applicants with gpa’s over 3.0). There will be opportunities for faculty involvement and he urged faculty’s serious consideration of these opportunities; face-to-face, personalized marketing involving faculty is a key part of our new strategy. Closely related to recruitment is retention. Again faculty involvement is key to our success. Particularly advisers need to talk, not just about class schedules, but also about students’ futures. Advisers need to be proactive about finding out how the student is faring. Advisers need to make advising as personalized an experience as possible. The university’s faculty needed to be much more active in posting midterm grades; key indicators of exceptional value for both advisers and students. The discussion about advising sparked some further discussion. One councilor noted that student and faculty expectations about advising were probably quite divergent and neither side was going to feel fully satisfied about the process until they agreed what the process should be. Students are likely to want a “one-stop” advising system where financial, academic, and life/professional advice can be gotten. Another councilor noted that an advising workshop was planned for sometime near the end of the month and urged attendance by all advisers, not just new ones. She also noted that there was considerable disparity across campus of advising loads and the kind of advising one could do with ten advisees was not possible when one had 150.

The chair noted that there was continued progress on making budgeting a more open and transparent process. Particularly he noted work on making the labeling of budget categories more transparent and understandable.

He ended his report with the announcement of two “informational opportunities.” The first is a “Town Hall” meeting this Friday, February 9th, at 1:00 PST in the University Auditorium. The topic will be post-retirement health and life insurance benefits. The second is a scheduled conversation with the president on March 8th. This is an opportunity to meet with the president in a small group situation (where the small group might be gathered on the basis of department affiliation, interdisciplinary group, etc.) and discuss something of importance to that group. He urged members of Faculty Council to take advantage of the opportunity.

Provost’s Report: The provost reminded council that there had been a Diversity Task Force a couple of years back which had produced a fine report. That report was now being implemented. The hiring of the director of Diversity and Community was one such fruit. A part of the Diversity and Community Director’s responsibility will be to assist the campus and the community as we move forward in this area. Another Task Force result has been the creation of the position Native American tribal liaison. This individual will look at what we are doing in the way of studying and presenting Native American culture, and it is substantial, and will look at ongoing needs at the tribal level with the intention of putting those two pieces together. A diversity center, to be located in the Commons, is planned.

The provost further reported that the joint administration and Faculty Affairs promotion and tenure sub-committee had produced a draft which has now gone to Faculty Affairs for its consideration. A recurrent theme in its draft report which was also transmitted to the Provost is that we are not following or enforcing the rules and procedures that we have.

Finally, he seconded the chair’s concerns about recruiting and retaining students. He noted that we were down 3% in our student headcount this spring, but that was a definite improvement over our 5% drop in the fall. Keys to better recruiting and retention were faculty calling of prospective students and better advising of existing students. With the fall off of student numbers the chair noted that meant that revenue from student fees was down yet there had been no call for budget cuts this year. This is because investment income for the year was up substantially, but it was pointed out we should not count on being so lucky all the time. The provost noted that we needed to do a better job both to ensure student success and for the crass reason that student enrollment, and the fees produced, are necessary to provide needed services to our students.

Strategic Plan Implementation, Team III: Outreach and Engagement: Priscilla Salant, Coordinator of University Outreach and Engagement and co-chair of Team III, and Phil Cook, research associate from CNR, and Team III member were present to explain to Faculty Council what they had been doing and to get feedback from council on their activities. The team’s overall goal was to promote departments, colleges, and the university as a whole with the larger community. (As an example of that kind of engagement a councilor noted the plans for the Alternative Spring Break for Law School Students who would be going to New Orleans this spring to do pro bono legal work for hurricane Katrina victims.)

The team has made connections with the other teams, particularly Teams I and IV where their goals overlapped. Professor Salant pointed out that her position, which had begun in July, was to provide university leadership in precisely the area of outreach and engagement and that it was partially funded by the Provost’s Office and partially by University of Idaho Extension.

Team III had so far devoted most of its time to three tasks: (1) defining the scope of engagement and of its own task, (2) building from and connecting Extension to the rest of the university, (3) looking at structures that could be changed or incentives that could be tweaked to advance engagement. Noting inconsistencies in the use of various terms in university documents, they had started with defining terms such as engagement, outreach, extension, etc. These definitions for instance define extension, distance education, service learning, cooperative education, technology transfer, and extramural professional service as types of university outreach. These definitions are designed to inform the hiring process for at least certain faculty, to provide the framework for the evaluation of programs, and to the definitions used in job descriptions, annual performance reviews, and in tenure and promotion. The various sections of the Faculty-Staff Handbook need consistent language with regard to engagement and outreach. They were proposing that representatives of Team III work with the Faculty Affairs Committee to draft appropriate common language. A councilor noted that no set of definitions was going to be useful or even appropriate in every situation. Professor Salant agreed and noted that the process of arriving at appropriate definitions was an iterative one.

With regard to their second task they saw Extension as potentially a valuable asset in recruiting students and as a vehicle that could create important learning experiences for students throughout the state. They were working on creating partnerships between Extension and non-extension faculty. One way of doing this was by the creation of small seed grants for such partnerships.

As to their third current goal, they were looking at ways by which administrative barriers to outreach might be reduced. Two barriers already identified are the (perceived) liability issues and the need to enter into complicated service contracts. In this area there is clear overlap with Team IV and some of the effort is being shifted to the latter team.

The ensuing discussion noted that some university units, notable CALS and CNR had long, overt histories of outreach but that outreach was an integral part of a surprising number of other units (e.g., the University Library, the school of music, art and architecture). The issue of how to create appropriate rewards to encourage engagement and at the same time preserve disciplinary excellence was raised. There was no firm answer but it was clear that it was a question that needed discussion. The provost noted that Team III was, in some ways, trying to get the university back to the original land-grant model of 1889 where teaching, research, and outreach worked together. One might think of increasing time and attention to outreach must mean time and attention to research and teaching must diminish. But if we can pull the three together ding all three become more efficient.

Whistleblowers’ Protection: Professor McLaughlin briefly recited the history of the current concern with whistleblower protection and noted that it had been sent to the Staff Affairs Committee as an issue of particular concern to them where they might take the lead in proposing possible revisions. Mr. Dan Noble, chair of the Staff Affairs Committee, explained the process by which Staff Affairs had produced the draft changes for FSH 3810 and 3290 that were being presented to Faculty Council as informational items. When the drafting process was complete, they would be brought back to Faculty Council for further discussion and approval. In general, the proposed revisions were in the direction of clarifying existing policy but adding sufficient detail that one wanting to access the policies knew how to proceed.

The discussion raised at least three issues that council members thought Staff Affairs should work on further. (1) While retaliation is pretty obvious, how should the policy address attempts on the part of agents of the university to discredit the whistleblower? (2) Should it be the burden of the whistle-blower to prove a causal relationship between his or her whistleblowing and possible retaliation? (3) Should language about threatening retaliation and the possibility of future retaliation be stricken as grounds for accessing these policies? The law school representative promised to ask his colleagues for input which he would forward to Mr. Noble. Other councilors were also encouraged to forward input (dnoble@uidaho.edu).

Adjournment: It was moved and seconded (Beard, McCaffrey) to adjourn. The motion carried unanimously and council was adjourned at 5:15 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,

Douglas Q. Adams

Faculty Secretary and Secretary to Faculty Council

