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University of Idaho

Faculty Council Minutes

2007-2008 Meeting #6, Tuesday, October 2, 2007

Present: Adams (w/o vote), Baker, Crowley (chair), Fritz, Griff, Guilfoyle, Hubbard, Keim-Campbell, McCaffrey, McCollough, McDaniel, Mihelich, Miller, Murphy, Odom, Ripplinger, Rowland, Rush, Schmiege, Sullivan, Ch. Williams, Ci. Williams, Wilson. Liaisons: Newcombe (Coeur d’Alene), Stauffer (Boise).

Absent: Haarsager, Munson; Liaisons: Crepeau (Idaho Falls) 

Observers: 3

A quorum being present, chair Crowley called the meeting to order at 3:33 p.m. in AgSci 104. He introduced and welcomed Jennifer Ripplinger, representative from GPSA, Brad Griff, and Michael Rush, representatives from ASUI, and James Murphy, newly elected representative from CLASS. It was moved and seconded (Odom, Sullivan) to approve the minutes of September 25th as distributed. The motion carried with one abstention.

Chair’s Report: Saying he had nothing to report, the chair graciously ceded his time to the provost.

Provost’s Report: The provost reported on the president’s sustainability conference. He noted again the stellar list of speakers (including the governor, president, leading scientists and policy makers). The conference looked particularly at carbon issues and sustainability and looked at the implications of these issues for our strategic plan. The conference was taped and should be viewable.

He also noted that the NWCCU accreditors would be back to campus in the next week or so and walked the council through the university’s report to them (attached to the agenda for this meeting) on the issues that the original accreditation visit in October 2004 had raised. He was pleased to report that he thought significant progress had been made on all issues. In responding to questions he noted that the university’s ratio of permanent to temporary faculty was probably not very changeable because of our rural location: there was not a pool of potential part-time or temporary faculty that would exist in a larger, urban environment. We have a higher ratio of permanent to temporary/part-time faculty than any of our peer institutions. In this context he raised the notion of creating a category of “clinical professor,” a notion he had already broached with the council leadership. Having such a category would allow the university to hire experienced professionals (he instanced particularly doctors or media editors) who would be valuable faculty additions but who would not have the training or desire to do the kind of research that would gain them tenure. A council member asked why such people couldn’t be hired on in the already existing rank of instructor and the provost responded that we would need a title with sufficient prestige to attract the kind of people he had in mind. On the financial side of the report to the accreditors he mentioned the problematically high amount of carry-over from one budget year to the next: it made us look less needy than we actually were. Several councilors responded that often those carry-overs were earmarked for specific items of equipment renewal, etc., that were necessary budget outlays that couldn’t be accomplished within the confines of a single budget year. Furthermore, departments had learned to their sorrow over the past several years that it was prudent to have a cash cushion to weather holdbacks when state funding was less rosy than at present. The provost agreed that these were legitimate issues but urged the university community to spend its budgetary resources strategically. Finally, he noted that $250,000 had been found to increase the library’s collection budget.

University Bonding Proposal: Tyrone Brooks, Senior Director Administrative Operations and Jana Stotler, Associate Vice President Strategic Budgeting and Finance  updated the council on the university’s bonding proposal that will be presented next week at the State Board of Education/Board of Regents meeting in Lewiston. The university has performed a technical audit to identify potential energy savings and is now proposing bonding as a way to financing them; the market is also favorable to refinancing earlier bonds. The initial bond proposal to be set before the board is designed to cover both of these needs: $35 million for energy projects and $65 million for bond refunding. If the initial bonding request is approved, the plan is to go for $34 million in bonds in December 2008 and another $45 million in December 2010 to raise funds for taking care of deferred maintenance. The university has received favorable ratings from the bond rating agencies (an A1 from Moody’s and an A+ from Standard & Poor’s). Our bonding proposals have been made on the basis of very conservative estimates about enrollment increases and increases in state funding in general.

In response to a question about repayment, Mr. Brooks noted that the university had instituted a $40 per semester facilities fee which will be devoted to paying off bonds and that there were plans to increase that fee over time. He was also asked how much we might rely on state funding for fixing deferred maintenance. Mr. Brooks said, and others agreed, that the state “does not open its purse for capital outlays.” A striking example of this reluctance of course is the long running suit of Idaho school districts against the state for not properly funding capital needs. The legislative assumption is that state agencies should be putting money aside from their regular operating budgets to fund capital maintenance. (It should be noted that this legislative assumption does not prompt the legislature to actually appropriate sufficient money for agencies to actually do that.) The bottom line, as emphasized by both Mr. Brooks and Ms. Stotler, is that we will need to invest in ourselves.

Student Evaluation of Teaching: Jeanne Christiansen, vice provost for academic affairs, brought to council’s attention the need to revisit FSH 2700, the policy on student evaluation of teaching. She noted that when the university faculty had voted to go from paper evaluations to electronic ones, it had been on the basis of a particular set of procedures that were put into the Handbook and with the explicit understanding that a thorough review of the new way of doing things would be conducted after four semesters. The four-semester period was up in 2004 when the university was in a state of crisis and that review did not get done. The faculty secretary had brought the issue to the attention of the then vice provost, Linda Morris, in fall 2006 and the vice provost had charged the Teaching and Advising Committee with doing a belated report. The committee had done so and vice provost Christiansen had given that report to council in preparation for this meeting.

As could be expected, given the topic, a lively discussion ensued. Issues raised included; (1) how much of the actual procedure should be written into the policy, (2) how valid is the response, given that the response rate has declined by approximately a third, (3) are we getting useable data or has the current system become obsolete?

There was some discussion of creating a special subcommittee of Faculty Council to address these issues but then it was moved and seconded (Sullivan, Ch. Williams) to charge the Teaching and Advising Committee with a full review of the current system of student evaluation of teaching, taking counsel with other faculty and students as appropriate, availing themselves of the information that Institutional Research may be able to provide them, and reporting back to Faculty Council by the end of the Fall 2007 semester with possible recommendations concerning both policy and procedures. The motion carried unanimously.

Adjournment: The hour having again grown late, it was moved and seconded (Miller, McDaniel) to adjourn. The motion carried unanimously and the meeting was adjourned at 5:07 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,

Douglas Q. Adams, 

Faculty Secretary and Secretary to Faculty Council

