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University of Idaho
Faculty Council Meeting Minutes
2008-09 Meeting #6 Tuesday October 7, 2008
Present: Baird, Baker (w/o vote), Battaglia, Crowley, Eveleth, Frey, Fritz, Guilfoyle (chair), Holbrook, Holthaus, Hill (w/o vote), Huber, Limbaugh, Miller, Murphy, Oman, Schmeckpeper, Schmiege, Sullivan, Williams, Wilson. Woolston (w/o vote for Machlis), Liaisons: Budwig (Boise), (Coeur d’Alene), Crepeau (Idaho Falls), Absent: Chandler, Fairley, Ripplinger, Newcombe. Visitors: 4.

A quorum being present, the chair, called the meeting to order at 3:30 p.m. in the Brink Hall Faculty Lounge.
Minutes: It was moved and seconded (Wilson, Schmeckpeper) to accept the minutes of the September 30 meeting (Meeting #5) of the 2008-2009 Faculty Council as distributed with the following amendment The word “athletics” (page 3, paragraph 5) deleted and replaced with “non-academic”. The motion carried unanimously.
Chair’s Report: The chair emphasized that the faculty needs to stay involved with the program prioritization process (PPP). For much of the year, the PPP will be posted as “unfinished business” on the FC meeting agendas as FC will be continually dealing with the topic.

The chair added that in conversations with the provost, it was agreed that draft documents on the PPP coming from Provost’s Council would come to FC for information and discussion. FC would be able to comment on drafts (and final forms of documents) and provide feedback to the Provost’s Council. 
Jack McIver had been approached to come to Faculty Council to report on the roll out of the process re-engineering in the Research Office as an example of the process as it might be applied to the PPP. A firm date for Dr. McIver’s visit was not yet set.
Lloyd Mues would visit on October 21. The chair requested that FC members think about questions for Mues and bring them to the chair next week to be collated. It was suggested that VP Mues might be asked about the performance and level of UI community satisfaction with the current Health Insurance Program. It was also noted that the Budget and Finance Committee had been discussing issues around the Health Insurance Program and that VP Mues would be able to bring those discussion points to FC.
Don Crowley, Chair of Faculty Affairs is tentatively scheduled for the proposed revisions to the promotion and tenure forms.

At the November 4 FC meeting. FC will also breakout for brainstorming sessions to address issues with the four service organizations. At the November 11 and 18 meetings leaders from each of the service sections will visit to review the discussion and suggestions arising from the breakout sessions with FC. 
The fall General Faculty Meeting will be held November 17.

The importance of communications in the PPP was discussed. The issue of effectively communicating issues around the PPP to extension faculty was a concern. The Faculty Secretary noted that improving communications especially from the bottom up during the PPP was an issue that the office was attempting to address. The office might provide a useful portal being a ‘neutral’ entity perhaps conducive to engaging constructive comments from the broader UI community.
Provost’s Report: The provost noted he had toured the new joint venture building at CAES with the Governor yesterday. The Governor was highly supportive of the venture as it addresses national and global needs, builds on strengths of the universities and creates jobs in that part of the state.

It was noted that new equipment was being moved in and the new facility would provide much needed additional research space. The facility currently had 25 graduate students in Nuclear Engineering plus many others with individual faculty.
The provost noted that new research grants won by faculty in the facility were in the range of $2M. The FC representative for Idaho Falls encouraged UI Moscow faculty to visit in order to develop further collaborations. He noted that their activities stretched much further than just nuclear energy and that there are many opportunities for collaboration with UI faculty. INL is a large entity with an annual budget approximately double of the UI.

The provost noted that the Governor also addressed the recent events on Wall Street and the ensuing economic down-turn and advised that there will be flow-on that will affect UI. Thus, the timeliness of the PPP was even more evident in the present situation.
The provost then moved on to address further issues around the PPP. He noted that several different schematic (visual) models for the process had been suggested and an updated schematic would be available soon. The Provost’s Council is presently meeting twice each week. Several iterations of PPP criteria development have been completed through sub-committees. The draft criteria were: Centrality to UI mission, Productivity, External demand, Internal demand, Quality, Size, Cost/Revenue, Synergies.
In these discussions the Provost Council had taken some units out of the PPP in consideration for dis-investment. These included the WWAMI program and the Blue Ribbon Initiative projects. These address high priorities in the strategic action plan consistent with the objectives of the PPP. The Law School was in the process of negotiating with the legislature for offering the full law program at Boise and would not be considered for dis-investment. 
In a second rough cut of programs, the process would look at the department level and might divide them into thirds, i.e. high, medium or low ranking, however this would still be subject to several iterations. That will be followed by a more detailed examination of programs in departments using the eight criteria noted above.
Questions: 
How does this apply to strategies for re-investing? The provost noted that this approach was a first attempt at identifying criteria for dis-investing but four processes had been identified: to invest, to dis-invest, to maintain or to transform (transfer). 
The Delaware data concept is not clear to all. Please provide additional information about this data source. The Delaware database is a national resource for universities held at the University of Delaware. Universities that provide data have access to the national database. It has become a gold standard information source providing information in many forms about university programs.
Please provide an example of how a rough cut might happen at the department level vs. program level. A department might have 3-4 degree programs. Looking at the Delaware data might show that relative to other norms in the country the department may have fewer students or faculty research dollars in one of its programs. The next step would be to identify the strengths and weaknesses using the PPP criteria. Thus, a program might be cut but another changed, so the department might be reorganized.

It was also noted that when the PPP sought input at the department level that in at least one college, two faculty will sit on each department level committee, and will have the opportunity for input.

The Strategic Action Plan emphasizes a focus on multi-disciplinary programs, yet the Delaware data would have little information on these. What criteria might be used to evaluate these? One example might be data from the Yardley report.
UI is well-placed to excel in multi-disciplinary programs across research, education and outreach and a further concern was raised about the level of representation of multi-disciplinary programs in the Provost’s Council's review process. The provost replied that Provost’s Council strongly supported these ideas and the category entitled “synergy” was intended to capture the importance of multi-disciplinary programs in the PPP. He also noted that more work was needed and there would be further feedback on addressing this issue.
It is difficult to identify peer university norms on issues of centrality to our mission. How will that criterion be evaluated? This is an area in which judgment will play an important role.
The provost offered examples of possible data types to use to address some other criteria: For Productivity, student credit hours per faculty fte, degrees awarded per faculty fte, or student headcount per faculty fte; for External demand, employment data for graduates, incoming student demand for program. 
A question was raised about the suitability of data when it is not possible to identify an appropriate time-frame reference. Do not ebbs and flows in data over time make it difficult to set a representative reference time-frame? The provost replied that this is another example of a need to exercise judgment. 

The question of program size was raised: are we to assume that bigger is better? Not necessarily, if a large program requires large inputs it may not be effective. For example, a program with a good student-faculty ratio may be rated more highly.

Why has there been no mention of research programs in the discussion so far? The provost replied that the bi-weekly meetings of the Provost Council has research and outreach as specific issues to work through at the up-coming meeting this Friday.

What is the expectation of the blue ribbon initiative projects and when can we expect them to become revenue positive? Each of the programs is moving at a different pace. They all have a five-year time-line and the support ends at that time. Each of the programs under-go an annual review. It is too early yet to expect them to stand independently.
The provost noted that the UI research community needs to aim to win large-scale awards. He provided an example of a proposal that was recently submitted from CAES faculty for $25M.
The chair requested feedback from FC on the choice of the criteria and whether there were suggestions for additions or deletions. The provost added that he would appreciate receiving further suggestions before the next Provost’s Council meeting via direct e-mail message, before 10:00 this Friday.
Campus Security Update. Nancy Spink provided presentation materials and outlined the major issues. The main areas of focus will be implementation of multi-modal personal mass notification of security events; recruitment of and emergency and security services officer; completion of a security audit and implementation of strategies for campus-wide training and exercises.

Discussion addressed the number and nature of “alert” events that might be typical. Issues arise regularly. For example, the police may be seeking an individual for questioning in relation to a crime; an individual on campus showing repeated ‘troubling’ behavior may need to be evaluated for their potential to represent a real threat to the UI community. It was also noted that alert response training needs to be more comprehensive than just video sessions. There was a real need to have a response protocol in the hands of the faculty. It was also noted that faculty are a main group that needs training in alert/safety event response. Faculty would be called upon to take a leadership role in securing student and other UI community member safety in response to a safety event. 
Further input from faculty was welcomed.
Skillsoft. Dan Noble outlined the uses and strengths of the Skillsoft package available to faculty and staff at the UI website. The package has training modules in a wide array of topics in a format designed to be self-paced. A wide array of topics from software application instruction to business skills development are available.
Discussion centered around the potential for the package to also be made available to students. This would require a special site license and was outside of the initial scope in establishing this facility for faculty and staff under Goal 4 of the Strategic Action Plan.

FC 09-002 (revised). FC engaged in a discussion around the removal of Item B-12 in the general catalog. The seconded motion from UCC was approved with one against and one abstention.

FC 09-008. Academic Calendar. FC discussed the merits of more closely aligning the calendar with ISU / BSU and WSU. As UI has multiple courses cross-listed with WSU it was suggested that this was a priority when considering setting the academic calendar. It was also noted that this issue had been visited by FC several times in the past few years. The consensus was that this issue required further discussion.
Adjournment: It was moved and seconded (Sullivan, Eveleth) to adjourn at 5:02 p.m. The motion carried unanimously.
Respectfully submitted, 
Rodney A. Hill

Faculty Secretary and 

Secretary to Faculty Council
