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University of Idaho

Faculty Council Minutes

2006-2007 Meeting #23, Tuesday, April 3, 2007

Present: Adams (w/o vote), Baker (w/o vote), Beard, Crowley, Eckwright (w/o vote, sitting in for Greever), Guilfoyle, Gunter, Haarsager, Hubbard, Machlis, McCaffrey, McDaniel, McCollough, McLaughlin, Munson, Odom, Taylor, Williams

Absent: Bechinski, Greever, Guerrero, Hammel, Hart, Schmiege

Observers: 5

A quorum being present 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 27th meeting as distributed (Beard, Haarsager). The motion carried unanimously.

Chair’s Report: The chair welcomed Professor Eckwright who was sitting in for Professor Greever who was unable to attend this afternoon’s meeting. He noted the outstanding nature of the Borah Symposiums’ speakers and urged councilors to attend their public lectures that evening and on the following evening if at all possible. In addition, this Friday a Latin American dance troop was scheduled to perform in the University Auditorium at 6:00 p.m. Admission was free.

Looking a bit ahead, he noted that the Honors Convocation would be occurring on Friday, April 20th. This was always a very special occasion for the institution and he urged councilors and faculty in general to take part.

He noted that the list of possible ways to improve president-faculty interaction and communication, generated at council’s last meeting, had gone to the president for his consideration.

Much less happily, he spoke on the murder the previous Saturday morning of David Boss, a senior history major. He encouraged faculty who had students who had been friends with Mr. Boss to tell them that the Counseling Center was ready to talk to them and help them deal with the issues that arose from this tragedy.

Finally, he noted that he had been contacted by several faculty members who had received their letter of recommendation for tenure and promotion and that the format naming the reasons why was well received. In particular, recipients felt it reflected a thorough review of their materials, and it was great to see things like teaching in the CORE recognized right up there with scholarship. 

Provost’s Report: The provost expressed his own sorrow at the death of Mr. Boss. He asked councilors about their sense of the campus’s reaction to the news. It had, many councilors agreed, put many people on edge—particularly when there was no notion of what motive might lie behind the killing. He promised to pass on whatever news as soon as it was known to the university [see further below].

He reported that Vandal Friday had gone well. There were not quite as many participants as last year, but, on the other hand, there was an increase in the number of participants (an increase of some 60-70 students) who had actually signed up for classes. Naturally the university needs more. In response to a question, the provost said that it looked like next year’s entering class would be about the same as this year’s [subsequently established as 1,612] or a bit larger. He also noted that the proportion of prospective out-of-state students appeared to be up over last year with the attendant potential positive affects on the university’s finances. A councilor asked about the demographic makeup of the incoming class, noting that in engineering the percentage of students who were women was about 5% here, as compared to the already woefully low national average of 16%. In Computer Science the ratio was even more lopsided. There was some agreement that this was a larger cultural issue that to be tackled successfully would have to be tackled in grade school.

Finally the provost urged a high degree of faculty participation in the searches, all entering their final phase, for permanent deans of CLASS and Art and Architecture, for an interim dean of Science, and for the center executive officer in Boise.

Discussion with Vice President for Advancement, Chris Murray: Vice President Murray, a self-proclaimed “veteran” after eight months at the university, explained the status of the proposed capital campaign. The target figure to be raised was $300,000,000 and the target date to be finished was 2014, the university’s 125th anniversary. His office was currently creating the structure necessary to raise that money—they needed to increase both the size and the sophistication of their office. They were also working on strengthening partnerships with the various college development offices.

They were also in the initial stages of building specific fund-raising goals. There are four major foci: faculty endowments (target $100 million), students ($70 million), programs ($50 million), and facilities. Of the $300 million the goal was to raise $200 for “units” (i.e., chiefly colleges) and $100 million for general university or extra-collegiate needs. Typically one would expect 70% of the gifts to come from alumni and 15% from corporations and foundations, the rest from friends and parents of alumni.

In the following discussion a number of questions were raised:

· How can faculty help? They of course will be asked to give but, more importantly, is their enthusiasm and disciplinary expertise in working with potential donors. Faculty should work through their deans’ offices to build priorities for their colleges.
· How are funds for facilities going to be prioritized? The Athletic Department alone has preliminary plans that would run well over $100 million. There will be a need to create a balance. This campaign might yield $25-30 million for athletic facilities. And that money would be primarily directed at ways that future revenue might be enhanced, e.g., the creation of suite-seating. This need to keep focused on the priorities is also one of the reasons why things will be coordinated out of his office on a regular basis.
· Will donors typically earmark their donations? Yes.
· When will priorities crystallize? Very soon and it is key that faculty know to work through their deans.

· How do individual faculty members bring to the attention of the advancement office the names and contact information of potential donors? e-mail it to the vice president directly at chrismurray@uidaho.edu.
· Deferred maintenance is an enormous and ever-growing problem at the university. Will this campaign be able to help in this area? Deferred maintenance is a very hard sell in a campaign like this. Retrofitting existing structures to bring them up to current programmatic needs is easier.

Report from the Committee on Ethical Guidance and Oversight: Professor Michael O’Rourke and associate general counsel Sharyl Kammerzell provided information and historical background on a suite of proposals that would revise the policies on ethical behavior, particularly on conflicts of interest, in the Handbook. The presidentially appointed committee has been meeting since June of 2005 with the goal of reviewing Handbook policies 3170 and 6240 to see where they need updating, clarification, and appropriate enforcement provisions. Whereas the current 3170 was primarily an aspirational profile of the ethical faculty member, the proposed 3170 presents an aspirational profile of the ethical employee, along with ethics guidance, provisions for reporting possible ethical lapses, and specific principles. He noted that there was a guidelines section appended to the proposed 3170, but that it would not have the force of policy. The current 6240 was a grab-bag with little detail. The proposed 6240 would deal exclusively with conflicts of interest and conflicts of commitment. A new 6241 would deal with nepotism and a new 6142 with unionization and loyalty oaths (there were no new proposals with regard to the material that would be in 6142—it was merely a renumbering of material already present in the current 6240.) The committee had used as sources both the State Board of Education’s website and that of the Idaho Attorney General’s Office, as well as analogous policies at peer institutions.

In the very active discussion which followed, several counselors expressed admiration for the work of the committee and suggested possible avenues for continuing work:

· What was an apparent conflict of interest? Apparent to whom?

· Should there be clearer definitions of what constituted unethical behavior rather than casting the Handbook’s discussion in aspirational terms?

· Would moving proposed 3170 III before proposed 3170 II help clarify what kinds of “suspicious behaviors” should be reported?

· Should more detail be added to the reporting procedures and an explanation of how reports of possible conflicts of interest are investigated and disposed of?

· What were the rights of those accused on having conflicts of interest?

· Could additional specific concrete examples of unethical behavior be added to the “guidelines” section?

· At the end of the discussion Faculty Council and the representatives of the Ethical Guidance and Oversight Committee were in agreement that the committee would attempt to incorporate these suggestions and then the revised documents would be sent to the Staff Affairs and Faculty Affairs committees for further discussion and possible amendment and that the resultant documents would be brought to council for its final discussion and vote as soon as possible.

Further Announcement: Receiving a call from the president, the provost was able to announce to council that an arrest had been made, in Nevada, of a suspect in the murder of Mr. Boss. No further details were available but an e-mail announcement would be made to the university community as soon as they were forthcoming.

Adjournment: It was moved and seconded (Beard, Taylor) to adjourn. The motion carrying unanimously, the meeting was adjourned at 5:10 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,

Douglas Q. Adams

Faculty Secretary and Secretary to Faculty Council

