University of Idaho

Faculty Council Minutes

2006-2007 Meeting #21, Tuesday, March 20, 2007

Present: Adams (w/o vote), Baker (w/o vote), Beard, Bechinski, Greever, Gunter, Hammel, Hart, Machlis, McDaniel, McCaffrey, McCollough, McLaughlin, Munson, Odom, Schmiege

Absent: Crowley, Guerrero, Guilfoyle, Haarsager, Hubbard, Taylor, Williams

Observers: 2

A quorum being present, despite the remarkably blustery March day, chair McLaughlin called the meeting to order at 3:35 p.m.

Minutes: It was moved and seconded to approve the minutes of the March 6th meeting with minor editorial corrections. The motion carried unanimously.

Chair’s Report: The chair noted that there would be a lot of important matters taken up by Faculty Council in the next few meetings and urged everyone to arrange their schedules so as to be able to attend all of them. He also noted that candidates for the position of vice president for research have been on campus or are in the process of coming on campus for interviews and urged councilors participation in the process. Finally he noted that the legislature was still in session and we should be watching their deliberations and decisions closely.

Provost’s Report: The provost noted that the legislature had approved a 5% increase in employee compensation, raises to be awarded on merit. The exact parameters of granting raises was still to be finalized. Applications for next year were up some 5% and admits were up 2%. Faculty members may be asked to call undecided students to answer their questions and further encourage them to enroll at the university. He also reminded the council that Friday, March 30th was Vandal Friday and everyone should begin to practice their smiles and other welcoming behaviors now.

He was pleased to announce the appointment of Jean Henscheid as the new Core director. She came to the position with a wealth of both background and experience.

He reminded council that all academic programs were to have produced written learning outcomes by March 1st. He had received abut three-quarters of those for undergraduate programs but only one-third of those for graduate programs and 15% of those for certificate programs. The learning outcomes were a part of the strategic plan, as well as a compliance issue with NWCCU. He had asked that programs have conversations with their students about program assessment. It turned out that there were concerns about human assurance issues in doing so but pointed out that federal regulations specifically excepted this kind of assessment feedback from the usual human assurances constraints.

He and other council members raised the issue of recent digital security breaks whereby sensitive employee information (e.g., social security numbers) had been compromised. He noted that the first incident had been the result of three computers being stolen which had contained that information. In large part the problem was one of the maintenance of “legacy systems” in various offices on campus that contained that kind of information. Information Technology had a “deferred maintenance” backlog just like Facilities and steps were being taken to make sure that that kind of information was properly encrypted and available only to those who did truly “need to know.” The latest misadventure involved social security numbers in a “hidden column” of a spreadsheet whose presence was unknown, though ultimately knowable, by the person who inadvertently published them and by those who read the spreadsheet and were knowledgeable of hidden columns. The bad news was that these security breeches had occurred, the good news was there was no evidence that anyone had made illegal use of them. The on-going news was that the institution was working very hard to see that nothing similar happens in the future.

Discussion with Superintendent of Moscow Public Schools: Candis Donicht, superintendent of Moscow Public Schools joined council to present some background information of the Moscow schools and the upcoming operations levy. Moscow enjoys a $5.6 million permanent supplemental levy. Unfortunately that fixed amount is continually eroded by inflationary increases in expenses and so every four to seven years the district must go to the public and ask for an increase if the current level of programming is to be maintained. Particular expenses that drive increased costs are the decision to maintain small classes, the decision to offer a wide range of electives and academic and athletic programs, for the gifted and talented program (for which some 10% of the student body is eligible—twice what it is at other districts), for various special education programs, for increased utility costs. In response to a question, she noted that the requirements of the No Child Left Behind Act did raise costs and reduce hiring flexibility.

In a later discussion a couple of councilors raised the issue of whether it was appropriate to hear the superintendent on the subject of the upcoming levy without inviting opponents as well. Chair McLaughlin, acknowledging the appropriateness of the issue thus raised, explained the thinking of the Faculty Council leadership in saying that council has traditionally been quite open to requests of various people or organizations who wanted to address it and Ms. Donicht had made such a request, there was a tradition of discussing school district levies in the past, and that they saw it as an opportunity to learn about the educational institution that provided the largest single source of UI’s incoming freshman class. Were a group opposed to the levy to ask for time at council, leadership would have welcomed them for the information they might bring as well.
Report from the Athletic Director: The university’s athletic director, Rob Spear, reported to council on plans to enlarge and remodel the ASUI-Kibbie Dome. He noted that in his opinion, and that of others, the university had the worse athletic facilities in the WAC. That fact was an important, and negative, factor in recruiting student-athletes. Private money had been raised to undertake a feasibility study concerning possible renovations and expansions. The results of that study could be grouped in four areas:

1. Life-safety improvements to the dome. These were urgent issues (fire control and suppression, emergency egress, a failing playing surface which was old and injury inducing) which had not been addressed for at least fifteen years. To fix them would cost in the neighborhood of $14 million. He was hopeful that the university could apply for at least a significant chunk of the needed money from a pool of money that the legislature was apparently going to be putting together for the purpose of deferred maintenance projects across the state.

2. University performing arts center. In what would be a benefit for all the campus there needed to be built a performing arts center which would handle not only basketball and volleyball but also the jazz festival, commencement and other such events. The total cost for such a facility is likely to be about $70 million.

3. Improving game-day atmosphere. Improvements would be made by lowering the field about twelve feet so as to prove sightlines, increasing seating to 20,000, providing suite-seating to foster a more intimate atmosphere for some, and dressing up the concourses. The cost for these projects would be about $20 million.

4. West end addition. Further down the road there is the possibility of expanding the dome to the west to increase seating to 25,000. Such an expansion would probably be accompanied by removal of the roof.

Responding to questions he noted that the second and third areas would be funded by private donations. A campaign for those donations would be an integral part of the university’s larger capital campaign. In any case, the athletic capital campaign would have to be broken into manageably sized portions if it is to be successful. Those life-safety issues not covered by the proposed legislative initiative would be bonded. Has the department considered a lease-back arrangement? Yes, though he didn’t see it as politically feasible right now.

In closing his comments, he noted that the department was serious in its work to address behavioral issues among student-athletes. There is a current discussion with the coaching staff about the possibility of introducing a “zero-tolerance” policy.

FC-07-047: Motion Based on Findings of the Sub-Committee on Promotion and Tenure: Professor Robert Zemetra, chair of the Faculty Affairs Committee, and Professor William McLaughlin, chair of the council, provided history and background on the following proposal which came to council as a seconded motion:

To address enforcement, accountability, and communication issues in the UI promotion and tenure process immediate action by he Provost’s Office should be taken to:

a) initiate an annual mandatory training for all administrators and their assistants beginning Fall 2007; 

b) initiate the creation of a one-stop shop website for all documents relevant to the promotion and tenure process at the university by the Office of the Faculty Secretary; and

c) initiate the creation of a joint task force of Faculty Council and the Provost’s Office for a comprehensive review of promotion and tenure policies within the Faculty-Staff Handbook (1320, 1340, 1565, 1590, 3050, 3140, 3320, 3520, 3560, 3840 and any others the committee may deem appropriate).

In the discussion Professor Zemetra pointed out that a recurring theme of the subcommittee’s findings was that existing policies were not being followed because those who were supposed to execute them did not fully know them, thus the necessity of having special training in this area. He also noted that the motion currently before council was only the first of several motions that he envisioned coming from Faculty Affairs on the basis of the report of the subcommittee. There might well be further motions this semester. In response to a question, he said that he thought having this training annually (rather than “regularly”), was necessary, both because of the turn-over in administrators and because of the pace of change of the policies that refer to tenure. In response to other questions, Professor McLaughlin pointed out that this subcommittee had been charged with reviewing the current process.  [Though not brought out clearly in the meeting, there are two other groups slated to work on promotion and tenure issues. The task force referred to in part (c) of the motion will be charged with reviewing the Handbook with regard to resolving inconsistencies currently found there and to make recommendations with regard to procedural issues such as how to properly set up evaluation committees for “interdisciplinary faculty” and those working at the various centers. A second group will be the one already discussed earlier by council that will deal with proposals for changing definitions, e.g., of “interdisciplinary” or “engagement.”]
Other issues raised were how to prepare and train new faculty to be successful in the promotion and tenure process and how senior faculty, particularly department heads, might mentor them and be held accountable for mentoring them, and how college bylaws might need to be revised.


The motion carried 12-0-1.

Alternative Ways for Communication between the President and the Faculty: Chair McLaughlin pointed out that we as faculty had not been as responsive as we might have been in taking up President White’s invitation to meet with him in “faculty conversations.” He invited the council to think on what alternative ways there might be to facilitate dialog between president and faculty and come with suggestions to the next meeting.

Adjournment:

Respectfully submitted,

Douglas Q. Adams

Faculty Secretary and Secretary to Faculty Council

