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University of Idaho

Faculty Council Minutes

2007-2008 Meeting #25, Tuesday, April 15th, 2008

Present: Adams (w/o vote), Baker, Crowley (Chair), Fritz, Griff, Hubbard, Machlis, McCaffrey, McCollough, McDaniel, Mihelich, Miller, Murphy, Oman, Ripplinger, Rowland, Rush, Schmiege, Sullivan, Ci. Williams, Ch. Williams, Wilson; Crepeau (Idaho Falls), Stauffer (Boise), Newcombe (Coeur d’Alene). Absent: Guilfoyle, Schmeckpeper. Observers: 6

A quorum being present, the chair called the meeting to order at 3:33 p.m. in the Brink Hall Faculty Lounge.

Minutes: It was moved and seconded (McDaniel, Mihelich) to accept the minutes of the April 8th meeting (Meeting #24) as distributed. The motion carried unanimously.

Chair’s Report: The chair reported on his attendance at the higher ed consortium meeting he had attended last week at Idaho Falls. He said that it had been very interesting and that he had learned more than he had given to learn. There were two legislators in attendance, Matt Shirley and Bart Davis, they had proven to be strong proponents of dual enrollment. After the consortium meeting, he had met with the majority of the UI faculty at Idaho Falls for a very productive session. Their concerns were very largely those of Moscow-based faculty, though being in a different time zone, they did point out the difficulties for them associated with starting faculty and Faculty Council meetings and such always at 3:30 p.m. Pacific Time. This issue was part of a larger issue of feeling connected to the center of the institution. Crepeau (via phone) invited members of council to visit Idaho Falls, pointing out that there are meaningful opportunities to do joint work with INEEL personnel.

In conclusion he noted the fine series of events on diversity earlier this week on the Moscow campus and hoped other members had had an opportunity to take part as he had.

Provost’s Report: The provost thanked the chair for making time to visit in Idaho Falls. He too underscored the opportunity for productive research and teaching opportunities with the faculty at the various centers and extension offices around the state. Expanding on the chair’s remarks, he noted that Frances Kendall had been here for two days talking about diversity and other broad cultural issues.

He noted that last week a councilor had asked why there had been no reminder concerning the submission of mid-semester grades. Nancy Krogh, registrar, was present and said that the Registrar’s Office could and would gladly send out such a reminder, though several colleges were already doing so on their own, but though it would be better received if they sent out the reminder at the behest of Faculty Council. It was moved and seconded (Rush, Griff) to have the Registrar’s Office send out reminders concerning the submission of mid-term grades at the behest of Faculty Council. The motion carried unanimously. [The registrar and faculty secretary will work together on the exact wording.]

Increasing Student Evaluation Return Rate: The discussion of midterm grades, and how to increase the number of such grades posted, was a natural segue to a discussion of how to improve the response rate of student evaluations of teaching. 
The first issue was that of how to schedule evaluations with respect to the posting of grades. There was clear consensus that the two periods should not overlap. After some false starts at proposing a schedule, it was moved and seconded (Crowley, Ch. Williams) that the student evaluation of teaching system be shut down at 8:00 p.m. Sunday night before finals week and that no grades would be posted until 10:00 a.m. the following Monday morning. The motion carried unanimously.
Jeanne Christiansen noted that the last semester that evaluations were done on paper the response rate was 57.3%, the first semester they were done on line the response rate was 60.2%, the second semester 57.9% but there had been a gradual decline to last fall’s 43.3%. While no one could be certain, there was the widespread assumption that the response rate would go up if students were better convinced that those evaluations were meaningful and important, e.g., in annual performance evaluations and in tenure and promotion, and in improving teaching and presentation of course material. 
Councilors who were departmental administrators or former departmental administrators noted that in classes where the response rate was low (e.g., 16%) the student evaluations were hard to use as part of the evaluation process because not enough students responded to make a representative sample. In the face of some doubt, the provost assured council that, at least since he had been here, one could not get tenure or promotion with low teaching evaluations and a productive research record: there were minimum standards for both that had to be met.

In response to a question, it was noted that the results of student evaluations were not publicly available, though they had been publicly available in the now distant past. The students noted that their availability would be another way of their being useful, and thus important, to students. Could WSU students enrolled in joint UI-WSU classes take part in the evaluation of a UI-WSU class offered at UI. Yes, but only by filling out a paper form since they did not have access to VandalWeb. Were students reminded that they could and should evaluate their instructors? Yes, several times (and one could see an elevated response rate immediately after those reminders, so at least some students were responsive). A final suggestion was that the university look into amassing a pool of laptops that could be lent out to instructors who wished to have his or her class do them all at once in class.

Report from the University Budget and Finance Committee: The chair asked the representatives of the University Budget and Finance Committee if they had anything to report. Professor McCollough, the chair of UBFC, noted that there was now about a million dollar “hole” in the budget because the regents had allowed an increase of only 5% in student fees for next year, rather than the university’s recommended 7.9%, but that there was no current consideration to any further internal reallocations because of that. The bond market is not all that it could be in terms of further bonding projects, such as that proposed for the Kibbie Dome. The committee does not rule out the possibility of a holdback from the state during the FY09 budget year.

Professor Crowley noted that the two legislators he had talked to at the Idaho Falls meeting had been noticeably unoptimistic about next year’s revenue going to the state. He also reminded council that our next meeting would have the vice president for finance and administration, Lloyd Mues, with us to talk about next year’s budget.

FC-08-050: FSH 1640, University Judicial Council: The secretary gave some background information to this seconded motion from the Committee on Committees. The length of time for an appointment on this committee was currently two years, rather than the standard three years. In the recent past it had been one year. Even further in the past it had been the standard three years. It was a committee assignment in the past that had led to early burnout and thus the reduction from three years to one year as the length of the appointment. However, that reduction had led to a loss of history on the committee. The current committee recommended, in view of the necessity of preserving some history from year to year and the amount of time put into training of new members, it would be better to have three-year terms. The motion carried unanimously.

FC-08-003: Resolution on Indirect Cost Assessment: After brief prefatory remarks by the chair, it was moved and seconded (Oman, Schmiege) to take the issue of indirect costs off the table. The motion carried 10 to 8. It was then moved and seconded (Crowley, Miller) to substitute the following motion:

That the current FSH 5100 J-3 would be replaced by:

A minimum of 5% of the annual F&A income will be distributed to the principal investigators according to the percent of work responsibility defined on the ESF. The remainder of the annual F&A annual income will be allocated as approved by the Research Council. In doing so the Research Council should take into consideration the needs of the participant departments, colleges and institutes involved in the research.

Adjournment: It was moved and seconded (Murphy, Miller) to adjourn. The motion carried unanimously and the meeting was adjourned at 5:00 p.m. 

Respectfully submitted,
Douglas Q. Adams, Faculty Secretary and Secretary to Faculty Council
