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University of Idaho

Faculty Council Minutes

2006-2007 Meeting #27, May Day (Tuesday, May 1), 2007

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

Absent: Hart, Hubbard, Guerrero, Gunter, McCaffrey, Schmiege

Observers: 6

The first meeting of the 2007-2008 Faculty Council having concluded, and a quorum being present chair McLaughlin called the meeting to order at 3:45 p.m.

Minutes: It was moved and seconded to approve the minutes of the April 24th meeting as distributed (Beard, Bechinski). The motion carried unanimously.

Chair’s Report: Before the chair could properly begin his report, the secretary rose to a point of personal privilege so as to present to him gifts gotten for him by the members of Faculty Council in appreciation of his manifold efforts over the past year in the cause of faculty governance. Among the presents was a pair of matching UI sweatshirts for Professor McLaughlin and his spouse who will be going on matching Fulbrights to Guatemala next year. The council did not want him (or Debbie for that matter) to forget his roots while away. The council further showed its appreciation of Professor McLaughlin’s work by a sustained, and well-deserved, round of applause.

The chair, in turn, thanked members of council for their long hours and hard work and thanked the faculty secretary and his administrative assistant, Ann Thompson, for their “incredible” support. The vice chair echoed the chair’s comments vis-à-vis Faculty Secretary’s Office’s support with respect to the Committee on Committees. The faculty secretary suggested that such praise might be exaggerated when it came to himself but was surely no exaggeration with respect to the work of Ms. Thompson.
Turning to the Chair’s Report proper, the chair handed out to members of council a report summarizing the work the council had done on the various issues raised at its August retreat (attached). 
He noted that accomplishing these goals always took longer than expected but he was grateful for the hard work of council, administration, students, and the many faculty committees and task forces which had worked on them and largely brought them to completion. He also commended these same committees and task forces for their work on other necessary “maintenance” matters. He also commended the provost and administration for working closely with the Faculty Council leadership, particularly through the mechanism of monthly leadership meetings with the provost where the discussions had been open, frank, and helpful.

Provost’s Report: The provost noted that the council had worked on a formidable list of items over the past year. He wanted only to add an item to the chair’s list for next year, namely, working more on creating a systematic way to look at academic and fiscal viability of new programs.

Approval of Candidates for Degrees: The secretary presented the list, prepared by the registrar, of the candidates for degrees for this spring (as well as for summer and fall 2006). The chair noted that one candidate was the council’s very own Ann Thompson (more applause). In response to a question, the secretary noted that the registrar, the faculty’s agent in this case, had certified that the candidates on this last had met all academic requirements for graduation. He went on to note that Faculty Council’s approval of this list was symbolic but that it was an important symbolism and reminder that it was the university’s faculty ultimate responsibility for curriculum and academic standards. It was moved and seconded (Haarsager, Beard) to approve the list of candidates for degrees. The motion carried unanimously.

Ombuds’ Report: Ombuds James Fazio and Associate Ombuds Roxanne Schreiber presented an interim report of the activities and caseload of the Ombuds Office. (A full report will be submitted after the end of the fiscal year.) The caseload was down a bit from where it was at this time last year. The kinds of cases and their numbers were about the same as in the recent past. There were few cases involving allegations of discrimination or harassment. More prevalent were disputes involving interpersonal relationships, benefits, and miscellaneous employment related issues.

The goals of the office were to create positive work environments, improve communication, and reduce conflict. This year the office had worked on how they might define their success. They had divided their cases into three categories: satisfactory outcome (cases resolved or where disputants were demonstrably happier than when they had started the case), neutral outcome (e.g., unfixable cases or cases that had been begun but then abandoned), and unsatisfactory outcome (e.g., where their advice had been disregarded). 55% of the cases fell in the first group, 30% in the second, and 15% in the third.

They saw three larger areas that need attention. (1) Employees were often upset or felt devalued when they got average performance evaluations but below average raises. There were good mathematical reasons why this should be so, but there needed to be better language surrounding the salary distributions that would reduce inappropriate expectations. (2) There are a number of departments where positions have been occupied by “temporary” employees for years. This is not a good situation as those employees lack access to due process. (3) The increasing professionalization of the ombuds position made it necessary to ask whether it was best filled by a half-time faculty member rather than a full-time professional. The institution should be thinking about collapsing the two half-time positions currently in the Ombuds Office into a single full time, professional, position.

FC-07-060: Update on Joint UI/WSU Food Science Program: Dean John Hammel provided background on this proposal. For the better part of twenty years the programs in food science at UI and WSU have been in the process of combining their programs. In the early nineties they adopted a uniform undergraduate and graduate curricula. There has been continuing strong, grass-roots, support from both departments to integrate more fully. The current proposal was to hire a single director to oversee both departments, to be paid half by UI and half by WSU. The combined programs would be the fifth or sixth largest food science program in the country. Students would continue to move from campus to campus for courses as they do now; also as is the case now, they would receive either a UI or a WSU degree. Still to be worked out are how promotion and tenure decisions might be made (semi-)jointly, how indirect costs might be appropriately allocated, and how to write a single set of bylaws. In response to a question, Dean Hammel said that there were currently no other programs showing this degree of interest in merging and he did not anticipate that the situation with food science was the start of a mass movement. In response to another question, he said that if this merger did not work for whatever reason, the exit strategy would be to reestablish independent programs at the two universities.

It was moved and seconded (Crowley, Williams) to support the concept of hiring a joint director and the continuing effort to merge the two departments and programs, with the understanding that Faculty Council would be updated as appropriate and that any curricular changes or changes to the tenure and promotion policies necessitated by this merger would be brought for approval through normal institutional channels. The motion carried unanimously.

FC-07-060: Annual Evaluation Forms: In the absence of Bob Zemetra, chair of Faculty Affairs, Professor McLaughlin explained the changes being proposed for the annual evaluation forms 2a and 2b (2c would be eliminated). These forms were part of a larger package of form changes made to bring the evaluation forms into consistency with Handbook language changed last year. Council had dealt with the rest of the package a few weeks ago but the forms currently under discussion had been inadvertently omitted form the package. The changes to these forms were largely parallel to the changes already approved on the other forms: the addition of new signature lines for interdisciplinary or center administrators (if appropriate). The rating scales were change from a three-point scale to a five-point scale, again to bring these forms into conformity with the other evaluation forms.

A question arose concerning Form 2b where it had a line dedicated to evaluating the department administrator on his or her “successful mentoring of faculty for promotion and tenure.” Did “successful mentoring” mean that the candidate got promotion or tenure? After some trial essays at improving the language it was moved and seconded (Crowley, Haarsager) to remove the word “successful.” The motion to amend carried unanimously. The main motion, coming to council as a seconded motion from Faculty Affairs, carried with one abstention.

FC-07-060: Human Rights Compliance Issues and Definitions of Employee Categories: April Preston, Director of Employee Services, who had most patiently waited through this meeting and the previous one in hopes that council would get to these matters, provided background to the two proposed changes to the Faculty-Staff Handbook. The changes were designed to bring the policies in line with current practice and current board policies as well as to clarify their intent. After brief discussion it was moved and seconded (Beard, Williams) to approve the proposed changes to FSH 3370. The motion carried with one abstention. It was further moved and seconded (Beard, Greever) to approve the proposed changes to FSH 3080. The motion carried unanimously.

Adjournment: It was moved and seconded (Beard, Crowley) to adjourn. The motion carried unanimously. The meeting was adjourned at 5:10 p.m. 
Respectfully submitted,

Douglas Q. Adams

Faculty Secretary and Secretary to Faculty Council

