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2008-09 Meeting #26 Tuesday April 7, 2009
Present: Baillargeon, Baker, (w/o vote), Battaglia, Crowley, Eveleth, Fairley, Fritz, Guilfoyle (chair), Hill (w/o vote), Graden, Huber, Limbaugh, Machlis, Makus, Mihelich, Miller, Murphy, Oman, Schmeckpeper, Stohner, Sullivan, Wilson. Liaisons: Budwig (Boise), Anderson for Newcombe (Coeur d’Alene), Dakins (Idaho Falls). Absent: Baird, Johnson, Williams, Newcombe. Visitors/Guests: 9
A quorum being present, the chair opened the meeting at 3:31 p.m.
Minutes: It was moved and seconded (Murphy/Fairley) to approve the minutes of the meeting of March 31, 2009 as distributed, approved.
The chair briefly explained the concept of the new consent agenda for non-controversial items. There being no request to discuss, the consent items FC-09-074: FSH 3360 and APM 50.15 were approved, 12 in favor. 

The chair requested approval to introduce another item to the agenda, FC-09-076: UCC-09-062 proposed catalog change to Registration regulations B and C requiring a 2/3 majority support. It was moved (Schmeckpeper/Miller) to approve the new agenda item, approved, 16 in favor.
FC-09-075 FSH 4130. UCC Chair, Professor Dacey described the change to limit standard course numbers as defined in the FSH to assignment by Registrar’s Office. The rationale for this is to ensure that it will prevent departments from cross and joint listing standard courses to existing UI courses without UCC approval. There being no discussion the change was approved.
FC-09-076. Registration regulation B & C. Registrar Krogh explained that the rationale for this change is that it would eliminate the option of taking a course for zero credit and provide a more standard way for students to audit a course. 
Discussion clarified the meaning of B3. The discussion focused to the intent to allow the instructor to have the call on who should be admitted to the classroom setting. A friendly amendment to the proposal was moved (Oman/Schmeckpeper), to delete the sentence from B3, “Only lecture classes delivered in a face-to-face setting may be audited.” The amendment was approved. There being no further discussion the change to the regulation was approved, 16 in favor.
FC-09-071. FSH 1520 - University Constitution 1520 and supporting changes to 1540 and 1640.94. The secretary of the faculty briefly commented that the constitutional changes had been provided during the previous two meetings and feedback had been requested. It was moved (Hill/Miller) to approve the changes as distributed.

Is it possible that there may be unintended consequences of new language that states in 1520 Clause A “may participate and vote in meetings by being physically present”?

The secretary replied that this language had been reviewed by General Counsel and at his suggestion standardized when specifying faculty presence at both the Moscow campus and at other designated venues throughout the state. At this time no unintended consequences were evident.
 Does this change need to be approved at a General Faculty meeting?

Yes this is a constitutional change requiring a quorum at a General Faculty Meeting and it needs to be approved by a two-thirds majority.

The vice-chair reminded FC that other constitutional changes had been previously approved by FC for vote in a General Faculty Meeting at which there is a quorum. The proposed changes: representatives at Centers with full privilege at FC and name change from faculty council to faculty senate in line with the majority of our peer institutions. 

There being no further discussion, the proposed changes were supported by unanimous vote.
Chair’s Report: The Chair noted that the discussion of RFI’s would occupy the remainder of the meeting. The chair was supportive of the work of the RFI review committee, and encouraged FC to work towards constructive discussion and development of criteria suitable for reviewing the RFI proposals from a faculty perspective. The chair also noted that many faculty and staff were heavily committed at this time of year and she had found that it was difficult to stimulate responses from constituents who were consulted for input to FC review of the final 16 RFI proposals.

The chair reiterated the importance of FC providing input in the strategic planning process. The RFI proposals covered a broad gambit of university activities including proposed changes in structure, faculty alignment across colleges/institutes, curricular changes and others that directly affect faculty and will benefit from active faculty input. The chair had asked the provost for an additional week for FC to review the RFI proposals. The size of the task had been problematic and FC was still working towards an effective approach to proceeding with the review process. 
Provost’s Report: The Provost thanked faculty leadership for thoughtful input and dialog around the RFI process. He noted in response to the motion requesting the RFI review committee to consider the FC request for their report. He noted several issues that needed further explanation. 1) The process had not moved to the stage of providing feedback to the authors of the RFI’s, who deserved to receive this feedback prior to the document becoming public. 2) The process was unlike an RFP in which individual proposals were ranked. Rather, the process would involve taking pieces of each of the proposals and combining these using input from the broad UI community. The process will evolve outcomes that will be molded together from these initial ideas. 3) The RFI review committee report is not in its final form and is currently incomplete. Thus, the report would not be available to FC at this time. However, the provost noted that he had copies of the process that the committee used to review the proposals as a handout (also distributed to the Centers). He also noted that any processes moving forward that involved curricular changes would have to go via the regular process, that is via UCC and FC review.

Discussion of RFI’s: The RFI committee has identified 16 from the more than 70 in the original pool. It was important to capture the good ideas in the roughly 60 proposals that were not forwarded through the process.

The rigor of the process was discussed. What precautions were in place to ensure impartiality of the selection process?
The provost replied that, although he was not in attendance at any of the meetings, his understanding was that where there was a conflict of interest, committee members were asked to leave the room during the discussion. This was reiterated by a FC member who was also an RFI review committee member. In addition, the RFI review committee was formed prior to the initial RFI submission date. There was broad UI community involvement in developing the RFI’s. Thus, it was almost inevitable that some committee members would be participants in submitted RFI’s. 
Other perspectives on the review process were discussed. Further rationale for keeping the process within the committee suggested that this was a pragmatic approach that circumvented lobbying of committee members from others in the UI community. 
The chair noted that we need to move the culture of the UI community further toward building trust in our peers. It was very important that we focused upon being productive and working to contribute to the process and a strategic vision for UI.
Clarification was sought to ascertain whether any of the proposals would go forward as written or if all would be subjected to the molding and selective process described by the provost.

The provost replied that until the full review and community input phase was completed, it was unclear which, if any proposals would remain unmodified. He added that the process was designed to be iterative. For any proposal, there would be multiple steps, as he and the President reviewed the overall recommendations and before moving to an implementation phase. 
There was further discussion of suitable review criteria that might be used in an FC review of the RFI proposals. Suggestions included: 1) RFI’s must be revenue neutral. 2) The process needs to identify the broadest possibilities for faculty input to each RFI. Thus, broad participation and invitation to participate should be extended to those who have interest/expertise to contribute. 3) Worthy proposals that are not feasible in a fiscal down-sizing environment should be approached with a view to finding alternative funding sources. 4) Those that were highly innovative, a required component of the RFIs, should be given greater emphasis.

After extended discussion about the most effective approach to review of the RFI’s, the consensus was to address each RFI through open discussion involving the entire FC rather than breaking into discussion groups. A limit of 5 minutes discussion for each of the RFI’s was agreed.

The chair added that it was important to capture each council member’s thoughts in written form and to obtain feedback from their constituents. The provost added that he would value the qualitative input from the FC discussion. In addition, he welcomed individuals to provide him with written input and suggestions strongly encouraging them to send them to him by email at rfi@uidaho.edu.
Another FC member noted that we were unlikely to come to general agreement with any of our discussion, but the value of the process would allow faculty review and a range of perspectives to be presented.

The discussion moved to considering individual RFI’s. RFI #1 entitled “Improving the quality of instruction while significantly lowering costs – teaching in the 21st Century.” One FC member had received feedback from students who had taken Math 143 (Polya) and others who had taken Math 170 via regular class format. The level of satisfaction with Math 170 was greater than with Math 143. Student member comment was sought. It was noted that the Polya approach was not an effective approach to learning and that the transition from high school to this system was challenging for some students. An alternative view was that there were peer reviewed articles published that showed that the Polya approach provided an effective learning tool. Yet another view was that on-line teaching had its place and could be very cost-effective and was great to facilitate distance education.
RFI #2 entitled “Parfleche Exchange Program – A cross-disciplinary collaboration among Tribal and College/University Communities.” This RFI was noted as being highly aspirational. It was noted that it was difficult to perceive how the objectives would be accomplished. In addition, the proposal requested $145,000 in year one. The objective of strengthening ties between tribal communities and the UI community was admirable but it was likely that state dollars would be needed to fund the proposal. The provost added that the group had secured NSF funding and not all of the pieces of this initiative were presented in the proposal. Another suggestion was that tribal revenues from casino profits might be a potential source to approach for further funding. The provost pointed out that another piece missing from several of the RFI proposals are submitted grants for external funding to off-set institutional costs, some having been received such as for this proposal.
The chair reminded FC members that preparation through individual review of the RFI’s and provision of written comments were required investments to yield a meaningful and productive discussion at FC meeting next week. To that end, she asked members to come prepared with written notes on proposals looking at their strengths, possibilities and problems and to include suggestions on ways they can be improved. 
Adjournment: It was moved and seconded (Crowley/Makus) to adjourn at 5:06 p.m. The motion carried unanimously.

Respectfully submitted, 

Rodney A. Hill, Faculty Secretary and 

Secretary to Faculty Council
