STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION MEETING
February 15-16, 2012
Boise State University
Simplot Ballroom

Student Union Building BOARD of EDUCATION

Boise, Idaho

Wednesday February 15, 2012, 1:00 p.m., Boise State University, Simplot
Ballroom, Student Union Building, Boise, Idaho

BOARDWORK
1. Agenda Review / Approval
2. Minutes Review / Approval
3. Roalling Calendar

WORKSESSION
INSTRUCTION, RESEARCH & STUDENT AFFAIRS
1. College and Institutions Mission Statements

Thursday February 16, 2012, 8:00 a.m., Boise State University, Simplot Ballroom,
Student Union Building, Boise, Idaho

OPEN FORUM

CONSENT AGENDA
PPGAC

1. State Rehabilitation Council Appointments

PLANNING, POLICY & GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS
1. Boise State University Annual Report
Presidents’ Council Report
College Access Challenge Grant — Awards
Idaho Division of Vocational Rehabilitation Annual Report
ldaho Commission for Libraries

Idaho Bureau of Education Services for the Deaf and Blind
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Idaho Public Charter Commission — Annual Report
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8. Plummer-Worley New School Dedication
9. Alcohol Permits Issued by University Presidents

10. Idaho State University — Faculty Governance

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
1. Superintendent’'s Update
ESEA Waiver
Weiser School District No. 431 — Tuition Waiver

Brigham Young University, I[daho — Full Program Review Team Report

o M b

Northwest Nazarene University Superintendents Certification Program — Focused
Review Team Report

6. Idaho Professional Standards Commission 2010-2011 Annual Report

7. Temporary Rule — IDAPA 08.0203.105 — Online Learning Graduation
Requirement

8. Boise School District — Rule Waiver — IDAP 08.0203.105

ATHLETICS
1. Intercollegiate Athletics - Financial Reports

2. Intercollegiate Athletics - Employee Compensation Reports

BUSINESS AFFAIRS & HUMAN RESOURCES
Section | - Human Resources
1. Amendment to Board Policy — Section 11.G.1.b. — Second Reading
2. Amendment to Board Policy — Section Il.1.4. — First Reading

Section Il - Finance

Amendment to Board Policy — Sections V.B.,D., & V. — Second Reading
Amendment to Board Policy — Section V.C. — Second Reading
Amendment to Board Policy — Section V.N. — Second Reading
Amendment to Board Policy — Section V.R. — Second Reading

Boise State University — Park & Ride Lot Purchase

I

Boise State University — Authorization for Issuance of General Revenue
Refunding Bonds (Time Certain Item: 2:00 pm)

7. Lewis-Clark State College — Fine Arts Building Remodel, Planning & Design
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8. Lewis-Clark State College — Refinance Current Student Fee Refunding Revenue
Bond

9. Eastern Idaho Technical College — City of Idaho Falls, Public Right-of-Way and
Easement

INSTRUCTION, RESEARCH & STUDENT AFFAIRS
1. WWAMI Admissions Committee

2. Boise State University — Proposed Changes to existing Masters of Business
Administration program

3. University of Idaho — Bifurcation of existing Master of Science and Master of
Education in Counseling and Human Services to create two new Majors: Master
of Education and Master of Science in Rehabilitation Counseling and Human
Services, and School Counseling

If auxiliary aids or services are needed for individuals with disabilities, or if you wish to
speak during the Open Forum, please contact the Board office at 334-2270 no later
than two days before the meeting. While the Board attempts to address items in the
listed order, some items may be addressed by the Board prior to, or after the order
listed.
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Boardwork February 16, 2012

1. Agenda Approval

Changes or additions to the agenda
I move to approve the agenda as posted.

2. Minutes Approval

BOARD ACTION

| move to approve the minutes from the December 7-8, 2011 Regular Board
meeting, the December 3ot Special Board Meeting, and the January 4, 2012
Special Board meeting.

3. Rolling Calendar

BOARD ACTION

| move to set February 20-21, 2013 as the date and Boise State University
as the location for the February 2013 regularly scheduled Board meeting
and to amend the date of the regularly schedule August 2012 Board
meeting to August 15-16, 2012.

BOARDWORK 1



Boardwork February 16, 2012

STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION

TRUSTEES OF BOISE STATE UNIVERSITY

TRUSTEES OF IDAHO STATE UNIVERSITY

TRUSTEES OF LEWIS-CLARK STATE COLLEGE

BOARD OF REGENTS OF THE UNIVERSITY OF IDAHO

STATE BOARD FOR PROFESSIONAL-TECHNICAL EDUCATION

STATE of IDAHO
BOARD of EDUCATION

DRAFT MINUTES
STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION
December 7-8, 2011
College of Western Idaho
6002 Birch Lane, Room 102/104
Nampa, Idaho

A regularly scheduled meeting of the State Board of Education was held December 7-8, 2011 at
the College of Western Idaho in Nampa, Idaho.

Present:

Richard Westerberg, President Don Soltman, Secretary
Emma Atchley Bill Goesling

Tom Luna Milford Terrell

Rod Lewis

Other:

Ken Edmunds, Vice President — Joined via phone on Wednesday, December 7. Mr. Edmunds
joined the meeting in person on Thursday, December 8" at 10:05 am.

Wednesday, December 7, 2011

The Board met in Room 102/104 of the College of Western Idaho in Nampa, Idaho. Board
President Richard Westerberg called the meeting to order at 1:00 p.m.

BOARDWORK

1. Agenda Review / Approval

M/S (Soltman/Goesling): To approve the agenda as posted. The motion carried
unanimously.

2. Minutes Review / Approval

M/S (Soltman/Atchley): To approve the minutes as corrected from the October 19-20,
2011 regular Board meeting, the November 3, 2011 Special Board Meeting, and the
November 16, 2011 Special Board meeting as submitted. The motion carried
unanimously.

Ms. Atchley pointed out a correction to the October 19-20 minutes. Under the BAHR HR Item 2,

BOARDWORK 2



Boardwork February 16, 2012

Boise State University Head Women’s Softball Coach, the word “athletic’ needs to be changed
to “academic” under criteria number 2 for contracts.

3. Rolling Calendar

M/S (Soltman/Goesling ): To set December 12-13, 2012 as the date and North Idaho
College as the location for the December 2013 regularly scheduled Board meeting. The
motion carried unanimously.

WORK SESSION
BUSINESS AFFAIRS AND HUMAN RESOURCES (BAHR)

1. Performance-based Funding for the Colleges and Universities

Matt Freeman introduced this item and gave a brief summary of his background working on this
item. Mr. Freeman provided a Power Point presentation on strategic financing for Idaho’s Public
College and Universities. Overall, the presentation provided background, best practices and a
concept proposal.

Mr. Freeman stated the state’s investment in four-year public higher education has gone from
$285.1M in FY 2009 to $209.8M in FY 2012, which is a reduction of 26.4% over four years.
The reality of this situation requires that we use every dollar to maximize operational
differences. He summarized that performance-based funding can be used as a strategic
incentive for innovation and creativity in resource allocation to improve desired campus
outcomes.

Mr. Freeman commented that currently the state uses a base-plus method which means the
prior year’s funding is the starting point and adjustments may be made for compensation,
benefits, enrollment growth and new programs. Guiding principles of performance-based
funding should include: allocate funding to drive behavior and incent outputs, link outcomes to
Board 60% goal and strategic plans, measureable outcomes, and outcomes should support
inter-institutional collaboration. In order for the performance-based funding to be successful,
keys to success include stakeholder buy-in, reward improvement, and keeping the funding
formula simple.

Mr. Freeman discussed completion metrics (measureable progress, outcomes and context) and
efficiency and effectiveness metrics (workforce needs and student output relative to input, return
on investment and quality). Other common outcome metrics include student persistence or
credit milestones, STEM or high-need degrees. There are also institution specific metrics
unique to role and mission. Mr. Freeman stated that in order to be most effective, measures
must gauge progress toward goals, diagnose problem areas and help steer investments. They
must also be capable of being disaggregated by sub populations. They need to match
performance metrics relative to accreditation and avoid conflicting metrics. They must have
baselines and benchmarks which enable a measurement of movement.

Mr. Freemen went on to provide an overview of current funding methodology and what

performance based funding looks like. He commented that the cornerstone of an effective
performance-based funding program is an adequate performance funding pool to incent and
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drive behavior. He pointed out that the incentives must be stable for proper long-term function.
He commented that national literature on best practices of performance-based funding comment
that there is a need to provide a meaningful incentive in order for institutions to take it seriously.
If the value is too low, neither the institution nor the policymakers will find performance-based
funding worth the effort.

Mr. Freeman provided possible funding scenarios. They included appropriating new general
funds for higher education, allocating a percent of general fund appropriation to the performance
pool, and earmarking a percent of calculated EWA for the performance pool. Mr. Freeman
presented a concept option provided by the University of Idaho whereby the institution
advocates using EWA as the funding basis. Under this model, each institution’s funding
calculation would be 30% of that institution’s calculated EWA funding increase for the coming
year. If enrollment grows, performance funding would increase in relationship to the EWA
appropriation. Key performance measures would be used to determine the portion of
performance funding amount which would be made available to the institution in the coming
year. If the institution fails to make progress toward its goals or fails to meet the targets for a
given year, then there would be a formula for determining the proportion of that institution’s
EWA funding that would be passed along to the institution for the coming fiscal year.

Mr. Westerberg asked if performance wasn’t achieved during a given year where do the funds
get reallocated. Mr. Freeman indicated the money could be reallocated on a one-time basis to
another area.

Mr. Freeman commented his analysis of Ul's concept identified some pros and cons. Pros
include a simple formula and it does not embed a year-to year funding competition for
performance funding. Cons show the model is heavily focused on enrollment, calculated EWA
is minimal (limited funding to incent performance), and restoration of funding after one-year (a
need for an adequate incentive to improve).

Mr. Freeman went on to provide an alternate proposal which included: adopting the NGA/CCA
progress, outcome and efficiency/effectiveness metrics as strategic categories. It uses the
metrics from those categories as key performance indicators (KPIs). Under this model, all
institutions would be responsible for a specific number of indicators from KPI group one
(mandatory), KPI Group 2 (optional) and KPI Group 3 (institution specific; requiring Board
approval). This structure would provide institutions both parameters and flexibility. Institutions
would review and negotiate new KPIs and goals with the Board every five years. Performance
funding would be distributed based on an institution’s performance on their KPIs. Points would
be earned by an institution for exceeding their baseline for the associated KPI. All points would
be totaled for each institution and then weighted by an institution’s base appropriation. The
institution’s points would be divided into the total performance pool to create a dollar-per-point
value that is then multiplied by the number of points an institution earned to compute each
institution’s performance award.

Mr. Freeman commented this model is similar to the model used by the Pennsylvania system.
The pros of this model are that a point system provides an objective method to allocate static
and limited resources to performance funding, and focus is on results. The cons of this model
are that the funding formula is more complex. A “single pool” concept for performance funding
is implicitly competitive. A common pool can lead to unpredictability in funding and funds for
one institution will depend on how well the other three institutions do on their performance
measures.
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Mr. Terrell asked the Financial Vice Presidents of the institutions were asked for input on this
subject.

President Vailas commented for Idaho State University that he is supportive of the concept of
performance based funding. He commented the characterization of each institution is
important. He would embrace a model that encapsulates where the institution is going along
with commonalities for each institution under the umbrella of the Board goals.

Ron Smith commented that it will be important for the Board to identify what net mission is to be
incented and to strike the right balance.

Keith Ickes stated that using EWA as a base would be a good place to start given the
understanding of its basis. Mr. Ickes encouraged the Board to consider some of the pieces from
the proposal, one in particular called graduation rate handicapping, calculations are based on
national norms. This method benchmarks institutions against other like institutions across the
nation and not against a peer that, for example, has more money. It would enable more realistic
goals to be set for each institution, and it holds institutions accountable in moving forward.

Stacy Pearson echoed the comments on the accountability of each institution based on the type
of institution they are and the use of general metrics.

President Fernandez from LCSC reiterated the previous comments and added that the key to
whatever standards or measures that are developed is having the missions and goals of each
institution clearly defined along with consideration to the students they are serving. Mr. Chet
Herbst from LCSC commented that the reduction in appropriations has already created some
very powerful incentives. He commented that in order for LCSC to meet the Board’s 60% goal,
they need to attract a population that is not currently attending. In accomplishing this, the bar
might need to be lowered to get people in the door. He stated that Higher Ed has lost 26% of its
funding and the discussion has not been how to get those funds back. He felt that the budget
shortage should be looked at first, and then consider performance based funding after the
budget has been repaired. He didn’t feel they were as close as necessary to implement
performance-based funding.

Mr. Terrell asked for comments and feedback from the Board in order to continue work on this
subject. President Westerberg said that the intention today is for the Board to provide some
sort of general guidance for BAHR and CAAP to effectively identify what makes sense going
forward in a performance funding mechanism.

Ken Edmunds commented that he didn’'t understand the linkage between EWA and
performance-based funding. Mr. Freeman responded that the idea is that funded EWA on an
annual basis would be used as the pot of money available to allocate to performance funding.

Mr. Westerberg said the fundamental question is whether the performance based funding is
funded out of new or existing dollars. Mr. Terrell indicated that right now we are dealing with
existing budgets, not new dollars. Mr. Lewis asked how far along we are in discussions with the
legislature and the Governor’s office with respect to this approach. Mr. Freeman responded that
JFAC will be briefed on the subject the following week. He further reported the Division of
Financial Management and the Governor’s office are very interested in a performance based
funding concept for higher education. Actual negotiations have not been initiated.

President Westerberg commented that in regards to EWA he feels the percentage is not great
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enough. He felt the percentage should be not less than three percent because it wouldn’t be
worth the effort.

Mr. Terrell asked for staff to put together discussion points for the funding formula, taking into
consideration the comments and suggestions from this meeting, and bringing it back before the
Board at a later date for further discussion.

Mr. Freeman indicated that going forward, staff would like more direction from the Board.
President Westerberg stated that the starting percentage should be 3-5%. He commented
going forward identifying key performance indicators will be important, along with answering the
many other questions such as on new or existing funds surrounding the topic, and addressing
any concerns of the legislature and Governor. President Westerberg indicated the need to start
with a strong model and proposal going forward.

The Board concluded its work session at 3:15 p.m. and the Board entered into executive
session.

EXECUTIVE SESSION
M/S (Soltman/Terrell): To go into Executive Session to discuss the following items:

Boise State University
(1) I move to hold an executive session pursuant to sections 67-2345(1)(b) and (d),
Idaho Code to consider the evaluation, dismissal or disciplining of, or to hear
complaints or charges brought against, a public officer, employee, staff member or
individual agent, or public school agent and to consider records that are exempt from
disclosure as provided in Chapter 3, Title 9, Idaho Code.

University of Idaho
(2) I move to hold an executive session pursuant to sections 67-2345(1)(f), Idaho Code
to communicate with legal counsel for the public agency to discuss the legal
ramifications of and legal options for pending litigation, or controversies not yet
being litigated but imminently likely to be litigated.
(3) I move to hold an executive session pursuant to sections 67-2345(1)(c) and (d),
Idaho Code to conduct deliberations to acquire an interest in real property which is
not owned by a public agency and to consider records that are exempt from
disclosure as provided in Chapter 3, Title 9, Idaho Code.

Idaho State University
(4) I move to hold an executive session pursuant to sections 67-2345(1)(b), Idaho
Code to consider the evaluation, dismissal or disciplining of, or to hear complaints or
charges brought against, a public officer, employee, staff member or individual agent,
or public school agent and to consider records that are exempt from disclosure as
provided in Chapter 3, Title 9, Idaho Code.

Boise State University
(5) I move to hold an executive session pursuant to sections 67-2345(1)(a) to consider
hiring a public officer, employee, staff member or individual agent, wherein the
respective qualities of individuals are to be evaluated in order to fill a particular
vacancy or need.

A roll call vote was taken and the motions passed unanimously. Following the roll
call, the Board members entered into executive session.
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(6) M/S (Goesling/Soltman): To go out of Executive Session at 4:45 p.m. and adjourn
for the day.

Thursday, December 8, 2011

The Board convened December 8, 2011 at the College of Western Idaho, conference room
102/104 in Nampa, Idaho. Board President Richard Westerberg called the meeting to order at
8:00 a.m.

Dr. Mike Rush presented President Burton Waite, who is retiring, with an honorary plaque for
his service to the state and Eastern Idaho Technical College. Following a few words from
President Waite, Emma Atchley introduced the new president of Eastern Idaho Technical
College, Steve Albiston, who has spent most of his career at the college.

OPEN FORUM

Chris Pentico came forward to speak on the topic of open carry of guns on campus. Mr. Pentico
had several questions for the Board and indicated he intended to also ask those questions of
the legislature. He summarized that his questions were to not only get information and

answers, but to make the Board aware of certain liabilities they and the state of Idaho may be
exposing themselves to. He asked for proof from each of the institutions that they did “due
diligence” in reviewing the Heller and McDonalds U.S. Supreme Court decisions. Mr. Pentico
believes removing the right to keep and bear arms is unconstitutional. President Westerberg
thanked Mr. Pentico for his time, information and presentation. Mr. Pentico provided his list of
qguestions to the Board.

Emily Walton, student representative from the Associated Students of Boise State University
(ASBSU) came forward to speak about issues surrounding enroliment workload adjustment
(EWA) and equitable funding for students. Ms. Walton stated that she does not believe the
current situation in Idaho is fair for students when it comes to college funding. She asked for
the Board to consider students first and less of the institutions when dividing state money,
because there is no fundamental difference between students who choose one institution over
another. Ms. Walton concluded by commenting that students will continue to engage the Board,
the Governor and the legislature to ask them to allow all Idaho students to have equitable
access to the higher education dollar. President Westerberg thanked Ms. Walton for her
comments.

Dr. Dennis Griffin, founding president of the College of Western Idaho, shared some comments
on the founding of the college. Dr. Griffin commented on how far the college has come since its
inception three years ago. During his presentation, Dr. Griffin introduced his book “From
Scratch: Inside the Lightening Launch of the College of Western Idaho.” He commented that
the book serves as a historical record, including a brief history of the community college
movement in Idaho, as well as a tribute to the team that created the College of Western Idaho.
He concluded that the book serves as an acknowledgement of all the people and agencies that
made the College’s creation possible.

CONSENT AGENDA

By unanimous consent item #2 from the consent agenda, Alcohol Permits, was moved to the
end of the Planning, Policy and Governmental Affairs section of agenda.

BOARDWORK 7



Boardwork February 16, 2012

M/S (Soltman/Goesling): To approve the remaining Consent Agenda as submitted. The
motion carried unanimously.

Institutional Research & Student Affairs (IRSA)

1. IRSA — University of Utah School of Medicine Annual Report

Information Item

2. PPGA — Alcohol Permits Approved by University Presidents

Moved by unanimous consent to the Planning, Policy and Governmental Affairs Committee
section of the agenda.

3. PPGA — Eastern Idaho Technical College — Advisory Council Appointment

By unanimous consent, the Board agreed to approve the appointments of Bart Davis and
Scott Crane and the reappointments of Terry Butikofer, Michael Clark, and Sylvia Medina
to the Eastern Idaho Technical College Advisory Council for a term beginning in January
1, 2012 and ending December 31, 2014.

4. Boise State University — Morrison Center Resolution

By unanimous consent, the Board agreed to approve the new Morrison Center
Resolution as presented and to authorize the President of Boise State University to sign
on behalf of the State Board of Education.

PLANNING, POLICY, AND GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS (PPGA)

1. College of Western Idaho — Biannual Progress Report

President Glandon presented the biannual progress report for the College of Western Idaho
(CWI). The report contained information about the progress of the institution’s strategic plan,
details of implementation, status of goals and objectives and information on other points of
interest.

President Glandon commented that CWI is a thriving community college. He officially
recognized the five member Board of Trustees of the College, acknowledging the presence at
the meeting of Board Chair Stan Bastian, M.C. Nyland and Gordon Browning. He commented
that the college has nearly 8,100 credit students presently. They have over 6,000 students
currently registered for the spring semester and are anticipating that number to grow to between
9,000 and 10,000 before the start of the spring semester. They have over 12,000 non-credit
students in 2011. Aside from the main campus site CWI has many off-campus locations
allowing greater accessibility for Idaho students.

In January, the Northwest Commission of Colleges and Universities (NWCCU) will consider the
colleges’ candidacy for accreditation. They have received five accommodations and five
recommendations from the NWCCU team who visited in October 2011. CW!I’s service area
encompasses 10 counties including Ada, Adams, Boise, Canyon, Elmore, Gem Owyhee,
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Payette, Valley and Washington counties. The college also serves professional-technical
programs and dual credit programs throughout the 10-county region.

President Glandon commented they have completed their original five-year plan in the first 18
months of operation and are in the process of putting together another five-year plan. They plan
to use a three-campus concept with satellite locations. The priority is to grow the Nampa
campus, focus on health sciences in Meridian and look at high tech programs in east Boise.

CWI has had a 600% enroliment growth compared to a 61% increase in revenue growth. Their
largest increase in revenue growth has been in tuition and fees. Last August they were granted
$5 million in funding and are strategically placing those dollars in such areas as financial aid for
students; grants, scholarships and student loans. 7,000 of the 8,000 students have received
financial aid, 40% of the aid applicants are at or below the federal poverty level, and 76% are
eligible for full Pell grants. These statistics show that there is a very large population of needy,
at risk students.

Challenges for CWI include resources to support growth, keeping high-level quality programs,
employee retention, maintaining a strong culture and communications, and student retention.
They look at a quarterly review of their business plan because needs are continually changing.
They are using an institutional improvement process model addressing: understand needs,
needs articulated, needs defined, measure effectiveness. President Glandon shared a slide of
the FY 2012 recommended budget and expenditures by function. For student success in 2010
they had 90% positive placement. 72% of the courses were completed with 2.0 or better in
2009/2010. Dual credit is expanding and is expected to continue growing. Collaboration with
local business and community members continues to grow as well. CWI has articulation
agreements with all of the state public or private institutions at this time. CW!I has recently
established a foundation with 23 active members currently. President Glandon shared 2011
foundation financials which have total revenues of $17,349,125 presently. The focus for 2011
and 2012 is fiscal stability, accreditation, the system transition from CSI to CWI to have a full
stand-alone college, new facility moves, and student retention.

Mr. Terrell asked what the expectation is of sending the CWI students on to another University
in the state of Idaho. President Glandon commented that there is a need to encourage a
positive attitude in students that they are university material. He further commented positively
on collaboration efforts between institutions and that we should see more and more students
going on in their pursuit of higher education. Mr. Terrell asked if there are plans to build one
central campus. Mr. Glandon responded the goal is to build out the current Nampa campus and
develop the 100 acres at the main campus. Mr. Glandon said the opportunities that have
presented themselves at various locations have been good opportunities and have been taken
as they come. He commented that it may look like CWI is all over the place, but they have gone
where the need of the people/students are.

2. Boise State University - President’s Council Report

The current chair of the President’s Council, Boise State University President Bob Kustra, gave
a report from the most recent President’s Council meetings and answered questions.

President Kustra summarized discussion from the last meeting held November 8, 2011. Tech
prep fees were discussed at the November meeting and it was clear that the item needs more
work. Additionally, mission statements as they relate to the research mission at the institutions
were discussed and the presidents want to make sure the VPRs at each institution are working
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closely with the Board and Board staff to make sure it is clear what the Board is seeking in the
content of those statements. Mr. Kustra commented lastly that at the meeting there was a brief
discussion on iGEMS which will be one of the Governor’s major initiatives in the coming year.
For the Biomedical proposal, the presidents want to be absolutely clear on what each of the
campuses is doing.

Mr. Edmunds asked about the efforts to commercialize information technology (IT) as related to
the statewide strategic plan for research and how to improve incentives for faculty who promote
commercialization. He commented that at the last meeting of the Governor’s Innovation
Council, the subject came up repeatedly that the culture needs to be changed at the universities
to promote commercialization of IT through research efforts. Specifically, Mr. Edmunds was
seeking feedback from the universities on how to accomplish that cultural change.

Mr. Kustra commented that the topic should be discussed in IRSA with the provosts, given the
relationship with faculty evaluation. He pointed out that on the campuses, there are research
faculty who operate under a different set of terms and conditions for their employment than
tenured faculty. He indicated that generally speaking across higher education, tenured faculty is
held to the standard of teaching, research and public service. He added, however, that
research faculty who are not tenured, are strongly encouraged to work on commercialization
ventures. Mr. Kustra reiterated that the subject would need to be discussed thoroughly with the
university provosts, and in more depth with the Board in the future.

Provost Doug Baker from the University of Idaho indicated they do recognize copyrights and
patents as part of the tenured promotion process and as part of the annual performance
reviews. In addition, there is a revenue sharing model that financially rewards faculty for those
kinds of activities. Provost Baker commented that his sense is that the breakdown is not at the
tenured reward level, but more so at the skill set level in terms of making the transition between
making great intellectual property and actually doing something with it to commercialize it. He
commented they are invested in this area and are working toward growing it. Summarily, the
challenge is to move the intellectual property forward in the market.

Mr. Edmunds concluded that he would like the provosts to be aware that this will be a topic
requiring more action in the future.

3. Idaho Historical Society — History Day in Idaho

Dr. Rush form the State Board of Education introduced Idaho State Historical Society (ISHS)
Executive Director Janet Gallimore and commented on the collaboration efforts of the Idaho
Historical Society and their support to the State of Idaho and Board of Education. Ms. Gallimore
thanked Dr. Rush and introduced Susan Dennis, History Day Program Manager.

Ms. Gallimore stated ISHS is an extraordinary system of cultural and historical resources that
promotes and preserves Idaho history and is valuable to Idaho. While they are a state agency,
they receive about 55% of their funding from non-state sources. Ms. Gallimore provided a
summary of History Day in Idaho as well as the results of a nationwide study regarding History
Day that attests to its value in teaching essential historical literacy. History Day is a year-long
academic program for 6-12 grade students centered around historical research, and guided by
teachers. History Day has 57 affiliates in all 50 states, reaching over 700,000 students. The
Idaho State Historical Society provides valuable educational content and resources to ldaho
public schools. Students who participated in History Day out-performed their peers in nearly
every area, showing a clearly demonstrated value in the program. The presentation and reports
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presented provided information on the specific impact and importance of these programs. Ms.
Gallimore commented that History Day can help assist the state in achieving its 60% goal by
helping students and teachers across the state. Additionally, the ISHS has been working with
Dr. Rush from the Board office and Peter Kavoris from the State Department of Education office
to see how the ISHS may assist the state of Idaho in achieving the 60% post high school
graduate goal and also help teachers achieve new state literacy curriculum requirements
through this program. Ms. Gallimore commented that the History Day program is also being
considered to be used in alignment with the required high school senior project.

President Westerberg thanked Ms. Gallimore for her presentation and noted for the audience
that Representative Wendy Jaquet was present.

4. ACT Annual Report

Stacey Elmore from the American College Testing Program, Inc. (ACT) provided the ACT
annual report. ACT’s College and Career Readiness System was developed to help states and
schools ensure student readiness for postsecondary education and careers, monitor student
performance over time, and determine progress toward school, district, state, and college
readiness standards.

One of the graduation requirements for Idaho high school students in public schools graduating

in 2013 is that they take at least one college entrance exam by the end of the student’s eleventh
grade. Students may choose from the COMPASS, ACT, SAT or Accuplacer tests. In 2011 64%
of Idaho graduates took the ACT with and achieved an average score of 21.7.

Ms. Elmore went on to comment that if students are meeting a particular benchmark on the
ACT, their chances of achieving a C or higher in the corresponding credit bearing course is
75%. Idaho ACT scores are above the national average in English, math, reading and science.
Additionally, students who are just below the benchmark can be identified so they may get help
going forward. Ms. EImore commented that ensuring students are prepared by the time they
leave high school is the single most important thing we can do to improve college-completion
rates.

Ms. Elmore commented the Gear-Up grant has been administering ACT programs throughout
the state. ACT has developed the college and career readiness information system (CCRIS)
which has online real-time reporting 24/7. It will give schools the ability to analyze, explore and
plan item level data and map to ACT college readiness standards and common core standards.
This is expected to be available next spring. Overall the focus of ACT is to increase college and
career readiness.

Mr. Edmunds asked what the expectations should be for statewide averages when all students
are required to take a college entrance exam. She commented that initially, scores go down,
then, over time, scores go back up.

Dr. Goesling asked if the results were higher for the students who went on into professional-
technical education. Ms. Elmore said the research shows the students need skills when they
leave high school, particularly proficiency in math and reading. When they are proficient they
tend to be more prepared for first year courses. Mr. Soltman asked if math is the best indicator.
Ms. Elmore stated it is just one of the indicators and all the factors are important, but math and
science are of particular interest and should be major focuses. Mr. Lewis pointed out that data
shows when a high school student had math or science for four years it made a significant
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difference and increase in the go to college rate.

5. ldaho’s 60% Educational Attainment Goal Benchmark

Scott Grothe from the Board office presented information on dissecting Idaho’s 60% goal. The
presentation provided year-to-year credential-level targets that Idaho’s public postsecondary
institutions would need to meet in order to achieve the 60% goal. The presentation also
illustrated the positive impacts of increasing postsecondary retention and graduation rates on
achieving the goal.

Mr. Grothe commented tracking Idaho’s progress toward attaining the 60% goal will be done
using the U.S. Census Bureau’s annual American Community Survey. In 2012, the survey will
capture population estimates of certificate holders, in addition to the on-going estimates of the
number of Idahoans with associate’s degrees and higher. This new information should be
released in October 2013.

Mr. Grothe summarized what Idaho is up against in attaining the 60% goal. The first graph
showed the attainment of 25-34 year olds of associates degrees or higher at around 31%. He
commented if we maintain our current rate of educating Idaho’s population, an additional 63,500
individuals will need to be educated to reach the 60% goal. Mr. Grothe used the term “goal
related credential” (GRC) which equates to a certificate of 1 year to attain or greater, or an
associate’s or bachelor’s degree. If certificates are included, we are closer to 35% toward the
goal. Certificates make up approximately 10% of the credential production produced by public
institutions per year. The production is coming from public institutions, private non-profit, private
for-profit institutions, including BYU-Idaho. Mr. Grothe pointed out that BYU-Idaho has had a
dramatic increase in degree production. They are the single largest postsecondary producer in
the state. They produced 3,563 bachelor’s degrees in Academic Year (AY) 2009/10 where BSU
was second at 2,097 bachelor’s degrees. Incidentally, this production does not include on-line
degrees. Only about 36% of BYU-lIdaho students are from Idaho. Mr. Grothe commented it is
unclear as to what BYU-ldaho contributes to the state’s educated populous.

Mr. Grothe illustrated two examples of how to reach the Board’s goal. He showed a slow-
growth approach and a linear approach. The information on the proportion of certificates
needed in the tables presented was obtained from the recent work of Anthony Carnevale from
Georgetown University. It shows projections of the credential needed for Idaho’s 2018
workforce. At the time of the research, it was predicted that 61% of Idaho’s jobs in 2018 will
require some sort of postsecondary education. For GRC’s needed, Carnevale projects 18% for
certificates, 49% for Associates and 33% for bachelor degrees.

Mr. Grothe summarized the assumptions used in coming up with this model and then stood for
questions from the Board.

Mr. Edmunds was concerned that the data shows we need 1/3 bachelors and 2/3 associates by
2018 which is opposite of where we are currently at 2/3 bachelors and 1/3 associates.
President Westerberg stated he is concerned that if we do not have an educated workforce, it
will be devastating to Idaho’s economy.

Dr. Goesling questioned what a common definition of what one year means. Mr. Grothe
clarified that the one year definition is two semesters, nine months, equal to an academic year.

Mr. Soltman asked what the next step is. Mr. Grothe stated that these are the targets and how
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we get there is a question for the greater group. Real numbers captured from the data will be
available in 2013. Mr. Terrell talked about the demand for short-term certificated programs,
stating that there is demand to keep certain students in the workforce while they get their
certificate. Dr. Goesling recommended the community college presidents respond on the matter
of certificates. Dr. Beck commented from CSI’s perspective that the associate’s degree is still a
top priority and the needs of much of the community right now are immediate, short term
programs. Dr. Glandon commented that CWI’s challenge has been addressing the short
courses to prepare the citizens for work right now. They are looking at apprenticeship programs
and work study programs where people could get in right away. Jay Lee from NIC commented
that they are adjusting as quickly as they can to the demands of the job market in that area. Dr.
Lee commented if the short-term needs of the students are met, it is likely the student will come
back for more education later.

Mr. Luna commented that there may be a need to look at certificates and match them to the
skills that are needed. He commented that it seems as if some students are just getting what
they need in order meet the demand of the workforce and not actually obtaining certificates. He
asked about obtaining data to get a better picture of that segment of the discussion and how we
might measure to meet the demand of the workforce. Mr. Grothe indicated the type of
information Mr. Luna is looking for may be better obtained through the Department of Labor.

President Beck commented that we must look at what is happening on the ground today and he
felt the highest area of concern presently is rebuilding the workforce. Mr. Glandon commented
the delivery is based on what the community is demanding.

Dr. Rush commented that we need to be careful not to load too much on the 60% goal wagon
because its intent is not to solve short term needs. The theory is that the youngest core people
(25-34 year olds) driving the next economy should have some sort of postsecondary credential.
He commented on the need to figure out how these short term efforts contribute to the 60% goal
which contains many levels of education, including short term needs.

Dr. Glandon added that it would be good to add non-credit students into the equation and
capture those students in the picture. He questioned how to capture them and how to track
them.

Mr. Edmunds wanted to know of the 1/3 of bachelor's degrees being produced, how much they
need to grow over time, so there is a better understanding of what the four year institutions need
to do. He also wanted to look more closely at the needs of the 2/3 associates degrees group.
Mr. Edmunds commented that the short term gains are important for students, but we need to
be able to look at following that through for the student to have continual education and not just
quit their education after they are employed.

Selena pointed out the need of the institutions and Board staff to know if the Board is
comfortable with the projections as presented or do they need to be reworked.

Mr. Luna commented he is comfortable with the projections and the 60% goal. He wants to be
sure the skill sets are monitored and are consistent with the goals. Mr. Soltman clarified that the
Board would like to see the numbers that correspond to the percentages previously noted.

Dr. Goesling would like to see how the Department of Labor information may be integrated into

the work done by Board staff. He asked also if the two year institutions would continue to
develop certificates for non-credited courses.
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Dr. Rush mentioned that the Board office may be looking at doing its own data collection to get
more information about certificates and skill sets and to obtain more data points.

6. J.A. and Kathryn Albertson Foundation

Dr. Rush introduced the Albertson’s Foundation and commented briefly on its background and
the positive impact they have had on the State of Idaho. He introduced Foundation Executive
Director Jamie MacMillan and Program Developer Blossom Johnson. Ms. MacMillan provided
an update to the Board regarding the Foundation’s role in Idaho particularly as it relates to
education. She talked about the Foundation’s GoOn campaign successes, challenges and how
it aligns with the State’s 60% degree/certificate goal.

The Foundation has targeted its giving primarily to four areas shown to be key toward
continuous improvement: leadership, technology, data and student achievement. They feel it is
important to be aligned with the state’s 60% goal. The Foundation believes all Idahoans need
an education that prepares them for the 21% century workplace. They handed out a packet for
Board members containing materials outlining the Foundation’s missions, goals and objectives
in making ldaho’s education a world class system. With a forward momentum, the Foundation
has strategies in mind which should help toward the 60% goal that include increased
preparation, increased access, decreased remediation and increased retention.

Ms. Macmillan commented the Foundation is also interested in making the state data useful,
and commented on how critical the alignment of certificates and degrees with the demands of
the marketplace in Idaho is. Ms. MacMillan also commented on how important the use of data
is in understanding where we are and where we need to go. Additionally, it provides insight in
how financial aid strategies may be more effective and impact student achievement. She
commented they are particularly interested in how financial aid might impact student success at
various levels.

Ms. MacMillan indicated they just concluded a GoOn challenge in which 43 of the state’s high
schools participated in an initiative to boost college preparedness. Ms. MacMillan commented
one of their areas of focus is the Data Quality Campaign. Their interests are on increased
feedback loops in education systems, K12 and Higher Education as well as the workforce
alignment piece. They believe Idaho is suffering from a lack of alignment with these systems
and the economic development and workforce systems as well. Ms. MacMillan also
recommended that Idaho look more closely at the Lumina Foundation’s data dashboard system
and how it could be developed in Idaho.

Mr. Lewis thanked the Foundation for their contribution to the state and asked about the GoOn
campaign and what their intentions were with respect to the period of time that they expect to
affect this campaign. Ms. MacMillan commented they are hopeful that the length of time would
be short, because if it goes on for a great length of time, it would be failing. She commented
they would also like to direct their attention at the high school level to the counselors and
teachers. Mr. Lewis encouraged continued use of the GoOn campaign because of its success.
Ms. MacMillan suggested someone from the Board talk directly to the Albertson’s Board about
collaboration and alignment strategies.

Ms. Johnson commented that the GoOn campaign has been the most public campaign and is a

comprehensive strategy which includes not only preparation but access, affordability, retention
and completion.
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Mr. Edmunds asked what the Board can do to contribute to the direction of the Foundation. Ms.
MacMillan commented that they appreciated being able to help keep members informed, and
that there is great benefit in collaboration. She said a highlight to announce is the Foundation’s
next Ed Session being held January 24" and Mike Rowe from the television series Dirty Jobs
will be here talking about how important a skilled workforce is to the economy.

Mr. Terrell pointed out that there is a committee that a few members from the Board sit on with
the Governor’s office and the Albertson’s Foundation to discuss issues. Mr. Terrell asked if
there are specific things the Board does not have flexibility on that the Foundation sees as
areas for improvement. Ms. Johnson replied that there are other states using programs that
could be beneficial to look at, for example the use of stackable credentials in Minnesota and
also looking at the Lumina foundation data dashboard would be helpful. Ms. MacMillan
indicated there are many areas of opportunity for the Board and the Foundation to work
together.

For the purposes of accommodating some flight schedules, the meeting moved out of the PPGA
agenda and to the Audit agenda at this time.

7. ldaho State Board of Education 2012-2016 Strategic Plan

M/S (Soltman/Edmunds): | move to approve the 2013-2017 Idaho State Board of
Education Strategic Plan as submitted and to authorize the Executive Director to finalize
performance measures that would be in conjunction with the cost per credit hour and
benchmarks as necessary. The motion carried unanimously.

Tracie Bent from the Board office provided a report on the Board'’s strategic plan, highlighting
changes made to the strategic plan. Ms. Bent indicated that there have been minor wording
changes to a couple of the performance measures to further define the data being collected.
Ms. Bent stated that one of the comments from the Department of Education will actually be a
change in the future; currently the plan has a benchmark of 24 for the ACT score and as other
assessments and data are available, the Department would like some additional criteria added.
Another comment was related to the advanced placement (AP) courses and it was felt that a
benchmark on each one of them could result in lessening the number of students who might go
into an AP courses if there is too much emphasis on dual credit courses; there could be an
adverse effect.

Ms. Bent stated that in addition to those comments, originally credits to a degree were
considered as a measure for certificates. Due to large variation in credits required for different
certificates the measure was reviewed and considered invalid, so certificates were eliminated
from the measure and credits for associates and bachelor’s degrees were identified as the
measure.

Another comment was related to data on students who were enrolled in the WICHE professional
student exchange program who returned to practice in Idaho. That data was not able to be
obtained, so the number was altered to the number of students enrolled.

Ms. Bent commented that the final comment had to do with the cost per credit hour to deliver
undergraduate instruction at four-year institutions. The benchmark is less than or equal to the
peer group average and we can’t compare that one to a peer group. This prompts the question
of do we want to change it to a different group or look at a different measure?
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President Westerberg commented that he felt the cost-per credit hour needed to be in the
equation. He felt it was important to leave that KPI or a similar one in there, adding that we
need something we can benchmark to.

Mr. Edmunds asked if there was a report on how we performed this last year. Ms. Bent stated
that a report was included in the agenda material showing the four year trend and where we are
for each measure.

8. Statewide Longitudinal Data System Grant Update

M/S (Soltman/Edmunds): | move to approve staff apply for the Statewide Longitudinal
Data System grant and to authorize the Executive Director to sign the letter of
commitment on behalf of the Board. The motion carried unanimously.

Andy Mehl from the Board provided an update of the Statewide Longitudinal Data System
(SLDS) Grant. He commented we are currently working on transferring data into the SLDS
through a secure data transfer system. Mr. Mehl stated the first set of data which covers last
year’s academic year should be loaded, verified and validated by January 2012 which will bring
us into compliance with ARRA requirements.

Mr. Mehl indicated there is an opportunity to apply for a grant through the U.S. Department of
Education’s Institute of Educational Sciences. The grant is due December 15, 2011. Mr. Mehl
is looking for the support of the Board in going forward and applying for that grant.

In order to apply for the P-20 SLDS grant, the State Board of Education would need to provide a
letter of commitment that indicates the State Board of Education intends 1) sign a legally-
binding cooperative agreement with the Idaho Department of Labor, 2) serve as a conduit for
collecting all postsecondary data for the longitudinal database from all of ldaho's public
postsecondary institutions and the State Department of Education and forwarding it to the Idaho
Department of Labor; and 3) provide the staffing and financial resources necessary for meeting
the Boards responsibilities as outlined in the Memorandum of Understanding.

This funding, with participation of the Idaho Department of Labor to fulfill the labor objectives
and the State Department of Education on other objectives, will provide additional resources,
shorten the implementation timeline for the P-20W SLDS and enhance the capabilities. The
potential for funding from the Institute of Educational Sciences supports the Board’s current
postsecondary longitudinal data requirements. Board staff recommends partnership and
collaboration with the Idaho Department of Labor and the State Department of Education, in the
design, drafting, and submission of the P-20W SLDS grant.

Mr. Edmunds asked for clarification of the grant amount. Mr. Mehl clarified that our potential
grant would be $4 million over a three year period.

9. PPGA — Alcohol Permits Approved by University Presidents

Mr. Terrell commented that he feels that allowing more alcohol on campuses sets the wrong
example for students and campus activities. Mr. Terrell suggested caps being put on the
number of permits.

Mr. Luna asked that if based on Mr. Terrell’s concerns, in the future will this item remain on the
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consent agenda or be moved. Mr. Westerberg said that it would be removed from the consent
agenda and moved to the PPGA agenda.

President Westerberg asked the Presidents council to review the item and report to the Board
on the opinions regarding the alcohol in institution facilities policy.

Since the last update on alcohol permits at the October 2011 Board meeting, the Board staff
has received twenty seven (27) permits from Boise State University, twelve (12) permits from
Idaho State University, thirty-two (32) permits from the University of Idaho, and one (1) permit
from Lewis-Clark State College. A brief listing of permits issued is included in the agenda
attachments for Board review.

AUDIT

1. Financial Statements Review

M/S (Westerberg/Goesling): | move to accept from the Audit Committee the Fiscal Year
2011 financial audit reports for Boise State University, Idaho State University, University
of Idaho, Lewis-Clark State College, and Eastern Idaho Technical College, as presented
by Moss Adams, LLP. The motion carried unanimously.

Mary Case from Moss Adams, LLP, presented audit findings to the Board of annual financial
statements for the colleges and universities. Moss Adams, LLP, is an independent certified
public accounting firm hired to conduct annual financial audits of Boise State University, Idaho
State University, University of Idaho, Lewis-Clark State College and Eastern Idaho Technical
College. Along with the agenda information, Board members received the Independent
Auditor’s Report and Financial Statements for the Year Ended June 30, 2011, which also
contains the Management’s Discussion and Analysis. Ms. Case indicated the firm arrived at
clean opinions on all of the audits and there were no concerning findings at the institutions. She
also indicated the timeline deadlines were all met by institutions despite a number of changes
for some of the institutions.

Ms. Atchley complemented Moss Adams, LLC on their work with the institutions and the Board,
and also the work of the institutions. Mr. Lewis echoed the sentiment of Ms. Atchley in the work
of Moss Adams, LLC.

2. FY 2011 College and Universities’ Financial Ratios

Mr. Lewis introduced this item. He asked the financial officers from each institution to share
their financial ratios for the Board. Boise State University, Idaho State University, University of
Idaho and Lewis-Clark State College presented a brief analysis of their financial ratios. The
ratios and analyses are provided in order for the Board to review the financial health of each
institution and to show the relative efficiency of their enterprise. Mr. Lewis commented that the
report contains a summary on the various benchmarks set forth for different ratios and the
varying performance of each of the institutions with respect to those benchmarks. Mr. Lewis
commented the report shows the institutions are improving and making progress and that he
feels it is a healthy process. He further commented the ratios have been achieved in many
cases, but in some areas there is still a need for improvement.

Stacy Pearson provided an overview of the financial ratios for Boise State University in which
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they show an overall picture of financial health with their primary reserve ratio exceeding the
benchmark. Ms. Pearson concluded that Boise State University’s consolidated financial index is
right on the benchmark.

Jim Fletcher from Idaho State University commented that despite three years of cutbacks in
funding, their trend over time has been very positive. He commented that their improvement in
terms of net assets is striking a very good return at return 241.4% of the benchmark and the
return on net income from operations is even stronger at 524% of the benchmark. Overall their
ratios are very strong and show an upward trend; there were no negative ratios. Mr. Fletcher
reported their consolidated index at 156.6%. Mr. Fletcher recommended the Board track
financial ratio information from year to year as a critical indicator for assessing how institutions
are performing.

Ron Smith from the University of Idaho commented they are showing some improvement.
Improvement is needed in the primary reserve ratio and the viability ratio areas. He felt the
university did not have a lot of flexibility if there was a negative situation. He commented on the
need to build reserves and pay for the growth of the institution.

Chet Herbst from Lewis-Clark State College (LCSC) commented they are content with the
performance they have had and show a good trend in all areas. He commented that
benchmarks are being met in all areas.

Ms. Pearson offered a final comment to the Board and Audit committee that Idaho is considered
an industry leader as far as the national standard for quarterly reporting is concerned.

3. Office of the State Board of Education — FY2011 Legislative Audit

Matt Freeman from the Board office provided a recap of the Legislative Services Board of
Education Office Management Report audit findings for FY2011. The review covered general
administrative procedures and accounting controls to determine if activities are properly
recorded and reported. The Legislative Audits did not identify any significant conditions or
weaknesses in the general administrative and accounting controls of the office.

Prior to the next agenda item, Board President Westerberg took a few moments to publicly
recognize and thank Mark Browning for his service and present him with a plaque recognizing
his contributions to the Board and the state of Idaho.

BUSINESS AFFAIRS & HUMAN RESOURCES (BAHR)
Section | - Human Resources

1. Amendment to Board Policy — Sections Il.A., C., F., G., H., and P. — Second Reading

M/S (Terrell/lLuna): 1 move to approve the second reading of the amendments to Board
Policy Il. A., C., F., G., H and P., as presented. The motion carried unanimously.

Mr. Terrell indicated there were no changes from the first reading.

2. Amendment to Board Policy — Section II.G.1.b. — First Reading

M/S (Terrell/Goesling): | move to approve the first reading of Board Policy Il.G.1.b., as
presented. The motion carried unanimously.
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Matt Freeman from the Board office provided some background on this item. This amendment
to Board policy will allow institutional authority to offer multi-year contracts for non-tenure track
faculty. This motion has some impact on the University of Idaho’s approval of a five-year
contract for a non-tenured faculty position. Mr. Freeman noted that based on current language
in the event there was a need to have a contract in excess of three years, it would require the
Board waive the policy. Mr. Soltman asked that in moving forward and as recommended by Mr.
Freeman, additional language be included allowing longer contract periods with Board approval.

3. Amendments to Optional Retirement Plan Document

M/S (Terrell/Soltman): | move to approve the amendments to the Optional Retirement
Plan document as presented in Attachment 1. The motion carried unanimously.

Mr. Terrell indicated Staff has updated and defined the term plan administrator and made minor
format changes as documented in the agenda materials provided to Board members. The
proposed amendments will bring the Plan into compliance with the federal tax law.

4. Boise State University — Retirement Plan Revisions — Chris Peterson

M/S (Terrell/Atchley): | move to approve the request by Boise State University to: adopt a
new 401(a) base plan and 415(m) excess benefit plan; to amend the existing BSU 403(b)
Base Plan and BSU 415(m) Excess Plan; and to authorize the Vice President for Finance
and Administration to execute the necessary documents. The University is authorized to
request an IRS private letter ruling or determination letter, as applicable, as the Board
cannot guarantee the tax consequences of the Plans pending IRS action. The motion
carried unanimously.

Mr. Terrell summarized the requested changes arise out of a comprehensive review of Mr.
Petersen’s plans and are based on recommendations from Ice Miller. By adopting new plans
and making the recommended amendments to existing plans, the University mitigates the risk of
adverse findings in the event of an IRS audit. Once plans have been approved, the University
will seek a private letter ruling from the IRS on the new 415(m) excess benefit plan. The
Board’s deputy attorney general and outside tax counsel worked closely with BSU counsel on
the matter of Mr. Petersen’s deferred compensation plans. The Board’s tax counsel has
reviewed the existing BSU 403(b) Base and 415(m) Excess plans (approved by the Board in
November 2009) and believes there is little to no risk of an adverse finding by the IRS, but
supports the University’s decision to adopt new plans in an effort to ameliorate any concerns.

5. University of Idaho — Multi-Year Contract for Clinical Law Instructor and Associate Dean for
Boise Programs

M/S (Terrell/Soltman): | move to approve the request by the University of Idaho to
approve a five year contract for clinical law instructor and Associate Dean for Boise
Programs, Lee Dillion, and to authorize the University’s Vice President for Finance and
Administration to execute the contract in substantial conformance to the form submitted
in Attachment 1. The motion carried unanimously.

The proposal is for the renewal of the Board-approved multi-year contract pursuant to ABA

Accreditation Requirement for the College of Law. This is a five year contract for an associate
dean position at the University of Idaho’s College of Law.
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6. Boise State University — Athletic Director Contract

M/S (Terrell/Goesling): | move to approve the request by Boise State University to enter
into a new multiyear Employment Agreement with Mark Coyle, Athletic Director, for a
term commencing January 1, 2012 and terminating December 31, 2016, in substantial
conformance to the agreement submitted to the Board as Attachment 1. The motion
carried unanimously.

Mr. Terrell indicated Boise State University is requesting approval of a multi-year contract for a
new Athletic Director. Mark Coyle has been offered the position of Athletic Director at Boise
State University. Mr. Coyle comes to Boise State from the successful collegiate program at the
University of Kentucky.

Dr. Goesling expressed his appreciation in the efforts of BSU during this hiring process.

BUSINESS AFFAIRS & HUMAN RESOURCES (BAHR)
Section Il - Finance

1. Amendment to Board Policy — Sections V.B., D. and V. — Second Reading

M/S (Terrell/Soltman): | move to approve the second reading of Board Policy V.B., D.,
and V., as presented.

Substitute Motion: M/S (Terrell/Lewis): | move to hold this item for a second reading and
meet with financial Vice Presidents and Rod Lewis. The motion passed by unanimous
consent.

Mr. Terrell indicated there were no changes from the first reading.

Mr. Lewis expressed concern about altering or removing certain reporting standards related to
this policy.

Mr. Freeman indicated there was discussion about this item in a Financial VP meeting and the
reports that were decided upon to be removed were identified as unnecessary, duplicative or
discretionary.

After discussion on the item, an alternative motion was presented to return the item to BAHR for
review before the second reading in terms of the adequacy of the reports themselves.

Mr. Lewis commented that he did not need to give his input on the item, that he was comfortable
about its review by BAHR.

2. Amendment to Board Policy — Sections V.F., and K. — Second Reading

M/S (Terrell/Soltman): | move to approve the second reading of the amendment to Board
Policy V.F., Bonds and Other Indebtedness and V.K. Construction Projects, as presented.

Substitute motion: M/S (Lewis/Soltman): | move to approve the second reading of the

amendment to Board Policy V.F., Bonds and Other Indebtedness and V.K. Construction
Projects, as presented, with the deletion of the sentence at the end of paragraph iii.c.
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The motion carried unanimously. Mr. Terrell abstained from voting.

Mr. Terrell indicated the revised policies will provide clarity in terms of the Board’s expectations
and preferred process for submitting requests for major capital project approval.

Mr. Lewis asked which version is the second reading. Mr. Freeman clarified that what is in the
agenda is the second reading and does not reflect the edits provided by Mr. Lewis.

Mr. Westerberg suggested holding the item until the edits by Mr. Lewis could be reviewed by
other Board members. Through unanimous consent they agreed to handout the edited material
so it could be voted on after the break during this meeting.

Dr. Goesling expressed concern about whether the institutions have seen the edits and been
given the opportunity to offer comments. Mr. Freeman clarified that they have seen the material
and offered comments.

Later during the Board meeting, this item was revisited. After further discussion, a substitute
motion was offered by Mr. Lewis.

Dr. Rush and Mr. Terrell complimented Matt Freeman in his efforts in these policy revisions.

3. Amendment to Board Policy — Sections V.C. — First Reading

M/S (Terrell/Atchley): | move to approve the first reading of proposed amendments to
Board Policy V.C., as presented in Attachment 1. The motion carried unanimously.

Mr. Terrell indicated Staff recommends amending the policy to remove the provision with
respect to spending authority because the provision has already been granted by the
Legislature. The recommendation is to incorporate Idaho Code by reference with respect to
non-cognizable funds.

4. Amendment to Board Policy — Sections V.N. — First Reading

M/S (Terrell/Atchley): | move to approve the first reading of proposed amendments to
Board Policy Section V.N., as presented in Attachment 1. The motion carried
unanimously.

Mr. Terrell asked Mr. Freeman for an update on this amendment. Mr. Freeman summarized
updating this Board policy will clarify and streamline approval and reporting requirements, which
benefits staff for the Board and the institutions. Similarly, revising the indirect cost recovery
policy will help facilitate grants management at the institutions and agencies.

Mr. Freeman commented that this policy on grants and contracts has had the dollar thresholds
updated for purposes of reporting requirements. It has also had terminology clearly defined and
used consistently throughout the policy. Additionally, the provisions have been updated on
when an institution can waive indirect cost recovery rates and when that needs to be reported to
the Board.

Mr. Freeman pointed out an item of interest also found in staff comments regarding a one

sentence policy on no-compete. He indicated questions have arisen from the institutions on
what the scope of that policy is. Mr. Freeman suggested that should the Board want to maintain
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a no-compete position, it may want to consider providing more details of the scope and intent of
the policy.

President Westerberg recommended the BAHR committee make revisions to clarify the policy
for the second reading. Mr. Freeman commented that the change would be quite material and
require Board member feedback.

5. Amendment to Board Policy — Sections V.R. — First Reading

M/S (Terrell/Lewis): | move to approve the first reading of proposed amendments to
Board Policy Section V.R.3.a.iv. Professional Fees, and Section V.R.3.a.v., Self-Support
Certificate and Program Fees, as presented in Attachment 1. The motion carried
unanimously.

Mr. Terrell commented the proposed revisions establish a clear process for program approval,
reporting of fees and financial auditing. Additionally, the revisions specify that self-support
academic programs pay an overhead/administrative charge to offset indirect expenses incurred
by the program.

Mr. Freeman provided some background on this item, stating that the Board office had
considerable inquiries on what programs are eligible for self support fees. One of the efforts of
this policy change is to clarify when and how and institution can apply for self support fees and
what programs could be eligible. Additionally, Mr. Freeman indicated that staff and institutions
have found that the policy on professional fees and self support fees lacked clarity, therefore the
policy on professional fees was revised at the same time. The intent was to differentiate and
clarify differences between professional fees and self support fees. Mr. Freeman briefly outlined
the changes for the Board members.

Mr. Westerberg commented he agrees with the changes made to the self support program.

Mr. Lewis commented the self support language is helpful. He had a question on why the word
*academic” was included and what meaning was attached to it. Secondly Mr. Lewis questioned
in V.1.a., regarding program approval guidelines, if lll.G. leads to lll.Z. Mr. Lewis also
commented in the new language a requirement was removed where the students in the self-
support program pay a fee for the entire program and not on a course-by-course basis. Mr.
Lewis asked why that language was removed.

Mr. Freeman stated he inserted the word “academic” because for the technical colleges and
programs, the appropriation that PTE receives covers the full cost of instruction. l.e., itis
already supported by state appropriation and self support fees should only incorporate
academic programs. Mr. Freeman commented to Mr. Lewis’ second question, that 11.G. does
lead to lll.Z. In answering Mr. Lewis’ third question, Mr. Freeman commented that the language
was removed because it narrows access to the program.

6. Intercollegiate Athletics — Gender Equity Report

Mr. Terrell commented that the Audit committee was asked by the BAHR committee to look into
matters related to gender equity plans and funding at the institutions. The committee conducted
several interviews and engaged the external and internal auditors to make supplementary
investigations. The committee directed staff to prepare a report summarizing the findings and
recommendations. The report was reviewed and finalized by the committee. The Committee
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directed staff to place the gender equity report on the December Board agenda and to allow the
full Board to decide if further institution-level discussions are necessary. One important finding
from the investigation is the need for institutions to be open and transparent with the Board,
especially when there are questions related to Board policy or intent. When Board staff cannot
provide a definitive answer regarding Board policy or intent, staff and the institution should direct
their questions to the respective committee or the full Board. Other recommendations in the
report include the need to clarify Board policy in regard to athletics funding sources, limits and
gender equity. A proposed policy for first reading is being brought forth as a separate agenda
item.

Ms. Atchley commented the Athletic committee discussed some recommendations which are
incorporated into the policy. She commented that the Athletic committee is not necessarily in
agreement on all the details and would like additional comment from Board members as to the
direction the Athletic committee should go in this policy.

Mr. Lewis commented that the Audit committee spent a fair amount of time working through this
item. He expressed concern that there is confusion between Board intent and policy as
originally written and is open to different interpretations.

7. Amendments to Board Policy Section III.T.

President Westerberg asked for unanimous consent to return the item to BAHR for
consideration and work to be brought forth at a later time to the Board. President
Westerberg clarified that the BAHR Committee should have the lead on this item but
receive input from the Athletics Committee.

Ms Atchley commented on behalf of the Athletic committee. She indicated the changes to this
policy will provide the Board, institutions, and staff clearer understanding of the source of
athletics revenues, greater oversight by the Board, and a method to show how the institutions
are addressing compliance with Title IX.

Ms. Atchley stated one of the things needing clarification is the use of gender equity funds. The
Board has defined gender equity, but the Athletic committee feels it needs more input from the
Board regarding the use of gender equity funds with regard to funding new programs or existing
programs at a higher level.

Ms. Atchley indicated the second change has been made in the funding formula and asked Mr.
Freeman for further clarification. Mr. Freeman offered further clarification that the intent of the
changes to this policy is to clearly define the terms of the source of funds for athletics, define the
term gender equity which was not in the current policy, and to clarify the reporting requirements.
The changes to this policy will also adjust the funding formula in place when athletic limits are
approved by the Board in February.

Mr. Terrell clarified that the Board needs to comment on this item, particularly how athletics and
academia are funded, over the next two months to be ready in February when the FY 2013
budgets are determined.

Mr. Lewis suggested funding for new programs as one option to consider.
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Ms. Atchley is not convinced that the gender equity we currently have is equitable at this point
and commented there has been much discussion on the matter, but a conclusion has not come
of it yet. Mr. Terrell asked the VPs of Finance to come back to the Board with a report on
gender equity funding.

Mr. Westerberg stated that setting the base is the main issue. Mr. Soltman said under Title IX a
base line must have been established, and he recommended reviewing the starting point and
working forward from it to see where it has come from. Ms. Atchley commented there are a lot
of components that make this a complex issue.

Jim Fletcher from Idaho State University commented that they understand the purpose of the
gender equity policy and they have significant concerns about gender equity funding. He
recommended the Board allow each institution to come forward with a strategic plan regarding
gender equity, outlining specific needs and requirements. Then, the Board could adjust the
funding accordingly. Mr. Fletcher felt in doing so, the institutions could identify what their
gender equity requirements truly are and also enable the Board to have appropriate control on
funding.

Ms. Pearson from BSU commented they feel the institutions should not necessarily fund their
gender equity the same given different circumstances for each institution. Ron Smith from the
University of Idaho agreed and remarked how each institution has challenges based on where
they are located. Chet Herbst from LCSC commented student athletic programs are a
legitimate use for general fund dollars.

Mr. Terrell would like to see what the costs are per student in gender equity and asked each of
the institutions to sit down together to compile this information.

Mr. Lewis suggested this issue go to the BAHR committee and perhaps the Athletics committee
to establish a base line and formula for gender equity.

Pres Westerberg asked the institutions to be prepared to discuss their plans on the gender
equity issue in the future.

Mr. Lewis offered comment that athletics should be funding itself; that athletics should not be
funded with academic dollars.

8. FY 2011 College and Universities’ Net Asset Balances

Mr. Terrell introduced this item. Boise State University, Idaho State University, University of
Idaho and Lewis-Clark State College provided a brief analysis of their unrestricted net assets.

Mr. Fletcher from Idaho State University commented net asset balances continue to show
improvement. They have a total of over $12 million in the unrestricted assets pool. This reflects
the strong performance in operating surplus this year and a continued trend of improvement.
They are over the minimum requirement set by the Board and currently are at 5.9%. Even
though they are over the minimum, they are not where they could be and there is still a need to
have ample reserves.

Ms. Pearson reported unrestricted net asset balances for BSU are over $93 million. Designated

funds are at nearly $24,500,000 and unallocated funds are at $7.477 million which is up from
where it was last year. The goal is to get up to 5% in unallocated funds.
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Mr. Edmunds asked if each institution have the same criteria in each category. Mr. Freeman
clarified that the categories and subcategories for each institution are uniform. The “other”
category may contain differing items however.

Ron Smith from the University of Idaho commented their balance report shows unrestricted net
assets of about $20 million dollars. Their unallocated reserves are about $5.5 million. Mr.
Smith commented on the need to increase that amount.

Ms. Atchley asked if they have plans to increase the unrestricted available funds. Mr. Smith
commented that they do have plans to increase those funds and it is a priority to get that
number up.

Mr. Herbst commented for LCSC that they currently show $16.9 million in unrestricted net
assets. He stated they are satisfied with this amount given the current economic climate but
realize the importance of growing reserves. He further commented the college has made a
concerted effort to not raise student tuition while they build up their reserves.

Mr. Westerberg and Mr. Terrell commented they are satisfied with the reports and that the
institutions have made progress building their reserves and determining the best ways to
accomplish that.

9. Boise State University — Bronco Stadium Expansion Project — Phase |, Football Complex

M/S (TerrelllEdmunds): | move to approve the request by Boise State University to
proceed with construction of the football complex for a total project cost not to exceed
$22 million. The motion carried unanimously.

Mr. Terrell introduced this item. In the agenda materials, Boise State University provided a
report on Phase 1 of the Bronco Stadium Expansion Project.

Total project costs are estimated at $22 million, with approximately $15 million to be financed
with 30 year bond proceeds. This would bring BSU’s projected debt service up to just over 6%
of operating budget. In recent years, the Board has informally considered 8% as a debt service
ceiling. Based on conservative assumptions, annual bond service payments would be almost
$1.1 million for the term of the bond. The financial pro-forma shows positive project cash flow
from inception.

Staff notes that on November 7, 2011 the Board of Directors of the J.A. and Kathryn Albertson
Foundation announced a $3 million grant to the Boise State University Foundation. The grant
establishes a partnership between the Foundation and Boise State’s intercollegiate athletics
program. Funding will be used to expand the football athletic complex, create an academic
center within the complex, and continue the Foundation’s Go On awareness campaign in
conjunction with Boise State Athletics.

10. Boise State University — Bronco Stadium Bleacher Upgrades

M/S (TerrelllEdmunds): | move to approve the request by Boise State University to
increase the scope and budget of the Dona Larsen Park project to include the
procurement and installation of new Bronco Stadium Bleacher seating at a cost not to
exceed $3.1 million for a total revised project cost of $9.1 million. The motion carried
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unanimously.

Mr. Terrell introduced this item. In the agenda materials, Boise State University provided a
report on the Donna Larsen Park upgrade and expansion of Bronco Stadium Bleachers.

The cost of the new bleachers is estimated at $3.1M and is based upon an estimate provided by
the Dona Larsen Park design-build contractor, McAlvain Construction. The current project
budget for Dona Larsen Park is $6M. To provide the necessary funds for the new and additional
Bronco Stadium bleacher seating, the project budget will increase to $9.1M. The source of
funds for the budget increase is outlined below and includes the use of central university
reserves as an internal loan to Athletics to be repaid with interest, through the additional ticket
sales revenue from the additional 3,300 seats. Current project funding sources include: Private
Gifts $6,000,000 University Central Reserves $3,100,000* Total $9,100,000 *Boise State
University will provide the remaining funds needed for this project from central reserves via an
internal loan to the Athletic Department to be re-paid with interest at approximately 4.5% in a 3-
5 year time period from the new revenue generated from the additional 3,300 stadium seats.
Boise State University (BSU) has performed an analysis to examine the financial viability of
investing $3.1M for 3,300 new bleachers. At 100% occupancy, the investment is recouped in
3.5 years. At 85% occupancy, repayment occurs within 4.5 years.

11. Boise State University — Enterprise System Roadmap - Human Capital Management &
Finance Services Agreements

M/S (Terrell/Atchley): | move to approve the request by Boise State University to approve
the agreement with CIBER for the Human Capital Management system upgrade
consulting services in conjunction with the Enterprise System Roadmap project for a
total cost not to exceed $1.72 million. The motion carried unanimously.

M/S (Terrell/Soltman): | move to approve the request by Boise State University to
approve the agreement with CIBER for the Finance system upgrade consulting services
in conjunction with the Enterprise System Roadmap project for a total cost not to exceed
$1.74 million. The motion carried unanimously.

Mr. Terrell introduced this item. In the agenda materials, a summary was provided for the Board
members. At the Board’s April 2011 meeting, BSU brought forward an information item putting
the Board on notice that it would be requesting approval for various enterprise resource
planning system expenditures at future Board meetings. This agenda item is the fourth such
request for the Board’s consideration. This request is for approval for BSU to engage a technical
consultant in support of the Enterprise Roadmap project as it relates to HR and finance system
upgrades. Total cost for the Enterprise System Roadmap project is estimated at $12M over four
to five years. Staff comments in April were that where applicable BSU should ensure that each
phase of this project supports, or at a minimum does not conflict with, the Board’s ongoing work
towards development of the postsecondary piece of a statewide longitudinal data system. This
recommendation still stands.

12. University of Idaho — Delta Zeta Ground Lease

M/S (Terrell/Soltman): | move to approve the proposed ground lease between the
University of Idaho Board of Regents and Delta Zeta Sorority and to authorize the
University’s Vice President for Finance and Administration to execute that ground lease
in substantial conformance to the form submitted in Attachment 1. The motion carried
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unanimously.

Mr. Terrell introduced this item. In the agenda materials, a summary was provided for the Board
members. Summarily, no new financial costs will be imposed on the university by this lease,
beyond lost revenue from the parking lot. Net annual revenue from the parking lot is currently
about $2,400. The lease agreement provides that the initial term of the lease is for 40 years
with an option to renew for an additional 40 years. The lease payment for the initial term is one
lump sum payment of $150,000 which equates to $3,750 per year. The lease agreement further
provides that rent for the renewal term would be $2,500 per year. Staff observes that the rent
payment during the renewal term would be de minimis when discounted for inflation 40 years
hence.

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION AGENDA

During the meeting, this item was moved up from the original agenda ahead of the IRSA
materials.

1. Superintendent’s Update

Superintendent Tom Luna presented an update to the State Board of Education on the State
Department of Education. A presentation from Boise State University by Patrick Lowenthal,
Instructional Designer, on “High Quality Online Learning” was originally scheduled, but in
consideration of time, it was rescheduled for the next Board meeting.

Mr. Luna provided an update on the Students Come First Technology Task Force, commenting
that the 38 member committee will hold a meeting next week. Mr. Luna will share the
recommendations and outcomes from that meeting at the next Board meeting.

Mr. Luna provided an update on the No Child Left Behind waiver timeline. He shared an
overview with the Board members and encouraged Board members who have questions or
comments to act quickly given the fast timeline. Of particular interest, the comment period
begins January 9, 2012. The document will require Board approval by February 15, 2012. The
federal deadline for the waiver is February 21, 2012.

2. Amend Temporary/Pending Rule — Docket 08-0203-1001

M/S (Lunal/Lewis): | move to approve the Mullan School District’s trustee boundary
rezoning proposal, as submitted. The motion carried unanimously.

This item was presented by Superintendent Luna to approve the Mullan School District’s
resubmitted Trustee Boundary Rezoning Plan as required by Idaho Statute and the 2010
Census Data. The Mullan School District is the final ldaho school district whose Trustee
Boundary Rezoning Plan has not been approved. The plan submitted in time for this Board
meeting meets the criteria outlined at the April 2011 State Board Meeting and is brought before
the state Board for approval.

INSTRUCTION, RESEARCH, AND STUDENT AFFAIRS (IRSA)

1. Proposal for the Complete College Idaho Plan

M/S (Edmunds/Soltman): | move to approve the framework for Complete College Idaho:
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A Plan for Growing Talent to Fuel Innovation and Economic Growth in the Gem State,
direct the IRSA Committee to obtain stakeholder feedback and buy-in, and bring back the
plan for approval at the June 2012 Board meeting. The motion carried unanimously.

Mr. Edmunds introduced Selena Grace from the Board office to present this item with the
assistance of Jessica Piper, also from the Board office. The Complete College Idaho Plan
proposes focus on improving educational attainment in a way that is responsive to the needs of
business and those who will hire the workforce of the future. Increasing the educational
attainment of ldahoans will better prepare them for future job requirements. It has the potential
to attract out-of-state businesses to Idaho, thus positively impacting Idaho’s future economic
development. Ms. Grace commented from this plan we can build a system in which our
students graduate with the knowledge and skills that maximize their potential for success in the
workforce while providing business with the necessary talent needed to thrive. The proposed
strategies in this plan will aid in meeting the goal that 60% of Idahoans age 25-34 have a
college degree or credential of value by 2020.

Ms. Grace commented that the timeline is an aggressive one and in June they propose to bring
a proposed plan for the Board to approve.

Mr. Edmunds suggested the need to formalize the group and suggested IRSA would be
responsible for forming the group and taking responsibility for pursuing its progress. Mr.
Edmunds recommended the directives be aligned and reconciled with the Albertson’s
Foundation group.

2. Boise State University — Approval of Full Proposal: Doctor of Philosophy (Ph.D.) in Materials
Science and Engineering

M/S (Edmunds/Goesling): A motion to approve the request by Boise State University to
offer a Doctor of Philosophy in Biomolecular Sciences in Materials and Science and
Engineering. The motion carried unanimously; Mr. Lewis abstained from voting.

Boise State University received a donation from the Micron Foundation in the amount of
$12,910,000 that will support the development of a new Ph.D. in Materials Science and
Engineering (MSE). The gift from the Micron Foundation, however, is contingent upon the Board
formally approving the establishment of the proposed MSE program. In the agenda materials,
Attachment 1 depicts new funding for the proposed Ph.D. program. Table 1 differs from the
budget table in the full proposal in that Table 1 spreads the Micron donation over four years
instead of three, and it depicts the budget for five years instead of three. The “University Total’
in FY16 represents the ongoing funding that the university will need to allocate to the new
program. Table 2 depicts the planned disbursements of the gift from Micron. Note that the
disbursements occur over three years in amounts greater than expenditures attributed to the
Micron gift. The resulting funds will be carried forward until in FY2015 they total $3,063,667.
That amount of expenditures is attributed in FY15 to the Micron gift.

3. Higher Education Research Council Appointments

M/S (Edmunds/Terrell): | move to appoint Peter Midgley to the Higher Education
Research Council for a three-year term; effective immediately, expiring December 2014.
The motion carried unanimously.

Tracie Bent from the Board office introduced this item. Due to the pending changes to Board
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Policy IIl.W., Higher Education Research, the appointment of the vacant position was held open.
The Board approved the second reading of Board Policy III.W. during the October 2011 Board
meeting. Members of the HERC council solicited names for the position and has forwarded
Peter Midgley’s name to the Board for consideration. Mr. Midgley would serve a three year term
effective immediately.

4. Statewide Strateqgic Plan for Higher Education Research

M/S (Edmunds/Terrell): | move to approve the Statewide Strategic Plan for Higher
Education Research as submitted. The motion carried unanimously.

Mr. Edmunds introduced this item. A summary was provided for the Board members in the
agenda materials. The Vice Presidents of Research from the University of Idaho, Boise State
University and Idaho State University were charged with developing a Statewide Strategic Plan
for Research. The Research Plan has been completed and was submitted to the Higher
Education Research Council (HERC) for review and approval at their November 16, 2011
meeting. HERC has accepted the Statewide Strategic Plan for Higher Education Research and
is presenting it to the Board for approval.

Investing in the state’s unique research expertise and strengths could lead to new advances
and opportunities for economic growth and enhance Idaho’s reputation as a national and
international leader in excellence and innovation. The plan will be monitored annually and
updated as needed. The Higher Education Research Council will report to the Board annually
on the progress made toward meeting the plans goals and objectives. Board staff has reviewed
the plan and recommends approval.

5. Online Course Governance

Mr. Edmunds introduced this item and commented that the Albertson’s Foundation has put up
all of the money so far for the Idaho Education Network (IEN). Superintendent Luna clarified the
details about where money has come from stating that $3 million has come from Federal
stimulus dollars and the Albertson’s Foundation match equated to $6 million, for a total of $9
million. He commented that the state has not spent any funds yet. In the coming year, there
will be an appropriation request of state dollars to pay for operations.

Mr. Edmunds said the question came up as to what role the Board will play related to on-line
education overall and how to make it successful for all Idaho students. Mr. Edmunds
commented the IEN has the potential to become more than the backbone of on-line learning in
the future. Mr. Edmunds introduced Dr. Rush, Executive Director of the State Board of
Education.

Dr. Rush commented that on-line learning has garnered significant attention lately and a
significant tool for on-line learning was the creation of the Idaho Education Network. It was
created by the Legislature and housed in the Department of Administration. The intent of the
IEN effort is to be able to reach every Idaho student. The Governor appointed Dr. Cliff Green as
Executive Director of the IEN to engage in fulfilling this task. A joint task force was developed to
help develop the IEN’s strategic plan. On that task force representing the Board is president
Westerberg, Dr. Rush and representatives from the Council on Academic Affairs and Programs
(CAAP). Once the planning effort is completed, the results will be brought to the State Board for
any approvals or implementation. Dr. Rush then introduced Dr. Green to the Board. Dr. CIiff
Green shared a brief overview and planning process of the IEN with the Board.
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Dr. Green commented the IEN operates under three important goals which are “connect,
instruct and achieve”. The analogy Dr. Green used was that of building a highway. The
“connect” goal enables students in remote areas to have the same opportunities as students in
populated areas. The “instruct” goal is where partnerships are developed between
stakeholders. The “achieve” portion includes outcomes and having a positive statewide impact
on student achievement and college readiness.

Dr. Green stated that the Department of Administration has just completed phase 1 of the
project which is ahead of schedule and under budget. The project has come in at $42 million,
which was below the $50 million projected cost. They used a combination of stimulus dollars, e-
rate dollars and Albertson’s Foundation grant dollars to fund this program. Dr. Green
announced that as of December 15, 2011 all high schools in Idaho will be connected.

Moving forward in this project, Dr. Green commented that they will be relying heavily on their
partners and stakeholders, and there will be a need for a coordinated effort through this
process. Mr. Green commented that if IEN is used to its potential, it can help with college
readiness. Dr. Green commented about the Step Ahead program and advance placement (AP)
courses, stating that the IEN has helped students in the Step Ahead program learn how to
prepare applications to go to college. IEN has been partnering with community colleges and
school districts in providing AP classes. They types of classes that will be offered are AP, dual
credit and PTE courses. Dr. Green strongly believes the IEN can help the Board with its
strategic plan along with Idaho’s 60% goal by working with Idaho schools and institutions in a
coordinated effort.

Dr. Green commented about the IEN’s timeline and stated they would like to begin working
immediately to develop a strategic plan and have it before the Board by March 1*. He added
that they are using a facilitator to help create this plan who has worked with the Board before.

Mr. Edmunds commented that this is a great time for the Board to get involved with the IEN and
asked the Board take leadership on this item.

Superintendent Luna encouraged Board members to sit in an IEN classroom to see firsthand
how it works with instant classroom communication. This will help gain an understanding and
appreciation of how important this is for Idaho.

OTHER BUSINESS

There being no further business, a motion to adjourn was entertained.

M/S (Westerberg/Edmunds): To adjourn the meeting at 4:29 p.m. The motion carried
unanimously.
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STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION

TRUSTEES OF BOISE STATE UNIVERSITY

TRUSTEES OF IDAHO STATE UNIVERSITY

TRUSTEES OF LEWIS-CLARK STATE COLLEGE

BOARD OF REGENTS OF THE UNIVERSITY OF IDAHO

STATE BOARD FOR PROFESSIONAL-TECHNICAL EDUCATION

sombcaon . TRUSTEES FOR THE IDAHO SCHOOL FOR THE DEAF AND THE BLIND

DRAFT MINUTES
STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION
December 30, 2011
Special Teleconference Meeting
Preston, ID

A special teleconference meeting of the State Board of Education was held December 30, 2011.
It originated from Board President Westerberg'’s office in Preston, Idaho. President Richard
Westerberg called the meeting to order at 9:00 a.m. A roll call of members was taken.

Present:

Richard Westerberg, President Ken Edmunds, Vice President
Don Soltman, Secretary Rod Lewis

Emma Atchley Tom Luna

Bill Goesling

Mr. Lewis and Superintendent Luna joined the meeting at approximately 9:04 a.m.

The following individuals from Boise State University participated in the teleconference: Dr. Bob
Kustra, President; Kevin Satterlee, Legal Counsel; and Kurt Apsey, Interim Athletic Director.

Absent:
Milford Terrell
EXECUTIVE SESSION (Closed to the Public)

1. Boise State University

M/S (Edmunds/Soltman): | move to hold an executive session pursuant to sections 67-
2345(1)(b) and (d), Idaho Code, to consider the evaluation of a public officer, employee,
staff member or individual agent and to consider records that are exempt from
disclosure as provided in Chapter 3, Title 9, Idaho Code. A roll call vote was taken; the
motion carried unanimously.

M/S (Edmunds/Soltman): To go out of Executive Session and adjourn the meeting at
10:45 a.m. Motion carried unanimously.
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STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION

TRUSTEES OF BOISE STATE UNIVERSITY

TRUSTEES OF IDAHO STATE UNIVERSITY

TRUSTEES OF LEWIS-CLARK STATE COLLEGE

BOARD OF REGENTS OF THE UNIVERSITY OF IDAHO

STATE BOARD FOR PROFESSIONAL-TECHNICAL EDUCATION

STATE of IDAHO
BOARD of EDUCATION

DRAFT MINUTES
STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION
January 4, 2012
Special Board Meeting
Boise, ID

A special meeting of the State Board of Education was held January 4, 2012. It originated at
the Office of the State Board of Education, in the Len B. Jordan building, 650 W. State Street,
3" Floor in Boise, Idaho. Board President Richard Westerberg presided and called the meeting
to order at 2:30 p.m. A roll call of members was taken for the meeting.

Present:

Richard Westerberg, President Emma Atchley
Ken Edmunds, Vice President Bill Goesling
Don Soltman, Secretary Rod Lewis
Milford Terrell Tom Luna

BUSINESS AFFAIRS & HUMAN RESOURCES (BAHR)

1. Boise State University — Head Football Coach Salary

Boise State University requests approval to increase the base compensation for its head football
coach, Chris Petersen. The university currently has a five-year employment agreement with Mr.
Petersen through January 2016. Following this last season, the University negotiated terms for
a new five-year employment agreement with Mr. Petersen through January 2017 to include a
base compensation package of $2,000,000 in the first year. In February 2011, the Board
approved a $35,000 increase to Mr. Petersen’s base salary, bringing it up to $1,175,000. The
University seeks approval for a $375,000 increase in Mr. Petersen’s base compensation.

BOARD ACTION

M/S (TerrelllEdmunds): | move to approve the request by Boise State University to
increase the base compensation for Chris Petersen to $2,000,000 for the 2012-2013 year,
and to bring to the Board an amended employment contract for approval at the February
2012 Board meeting.

Discussion: Mr. Luna asked for clarification on the funding for Coach Petersen’s contract. Mr.

Terrell clarified that with all payments under this employment agreement, no state funds are
used and the amounts are paid only from program revenues, media, public appearance fees,
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donations and other non-state funds. Mr. Luna asked if this approval today is for a one-year or
for a five-year contract. Mr. Terrell responded that the increase today is for the 2012-2013 year
and that BSU will bring an amended contract to the Board for review during the February 2012
board meeting.

OTHER BUSINESS

There being no further business, a motion to adjourn was entertained.

M/S (Luna/Edmunds): To adjourn at 2:38 p.m. Motion carried unanimously.
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INSTRUCTION, RESEARCH, AND STUDENT AFFAIRS
FEBRUARY 15, 2012

SUBJECT
Mission Statements
REFERENCE
June 2011 The State Board of Education (the Board) was
presented information regarding the revised
Northwest Commission on Colleges and Universities
(NWCCU) accreditation requirements  and the
need to update the college and universities’ mission
statements. There were additional discussions
regarding mission statements and strategic planning.
September 2011 The Board approved mission statements for the

college and universities to meet the NWCCU Year 1
reporting requirements. The Instruction, Research,
and Student Affairs (IRSA) committee of SBOE was
instructed to work with institutions and come back to
the February 2012 Board meeting for a work session
on mission statements.

APPLICABLE STATUTES, RULE OR POLICY
Idaho State Board of Education Governing Policies & Procedures, Sections |.M,
L1, .M.

BACKGROUND / DISCUSSION
Mission statements have been an on-going point of discussion for several years.
Discussions have revolved around strategic planning, program planning, and
accreditation. In June 2011, staff brought forward an information item to the
Board regarding the revised NWCCU accreditation requirements and the need
for the college and universities to make revisions to their mission statements.
The Role and Mission statements were last updated by the Board in April 1998,
with minor amendments made to the University of Idaho’s mission statement in
2007. The college and universities were seeking additional clarification regarding
whether or not their proposed mission statements should include modifications to
only the mission statement, or if they should also propose modifications to the
Programs and Services, Constituencies Served, and Statewide Responsibilities.
At that time, the Board determined that the discussion of mission statements
would be referred to IRSA for further analysis. It was also determined that while
IRSA would work on mission statements for the college and universities that their
areas of emphasis would stand until the Board was able to address them further.

In September 2011, the Board approved the proposed mission statements for the
college and universities. Approval of the mission statements ensured the college
and universities would meet the NWCCU Year 1 accreditation requirements. It
was further determined that IRSA would work with the college and universities to
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review mission statements and bring forward information for a work session on
mission statements at the February 2012 Board meeting.

When an institution modifies its mission statement they follow a vetting process
that includes departmental, faculty, and student input, buy-in, and support for
proposed changes. Once that has taken place, pursuant to policy and
accreditation standards, its governing board approves their mission statement.

Institution mission statements tie directly to accreditation, strategic plans,
program delivery, and funding. Because mission statements are an integral piece
in the operation of an institution, and in order for institutions to remain current
and relevant, mission statements should be reviewed and updated regularly. It
has been 14 years since the Board last approved new mission statements for the
college and universities. Since they were last updated there have been
significant changes to the accreditation requirements, the Board requirements for
strategic planning, the management of programmatic planning, and funding in
higher education.

IMPACT
The mission statements approved by the Board in September 2011 were used in
the college and universities NWCCU Year-One report. From the approved
mission statement the college and universities derived their core themes and
indicators to track and monitor mission fulfillment, from which all proceeding
NWCCU reports will be based.

ATTACHMENTS
Attachment 1 — University of Idaho Mission Statement Page 5
Attachment 2 — University of Idaho Proposed Emphasis Areas Page 7
Attachment 3 — Idaho State University Mission Statement Page 9
Attachment 4 — Idaho State University Proposed Emphasis Areas Page 11
Attachment 5 — Boise State University Mission Statement Page 13
Attachment 6 — Boise State University Proposed Emphasis Areas Page 15
Attachment 7 — Lewis-Clark State College Mission Statement Page 17
Attachment 8 — Lewis-Clark State College Proposed Emphasis Areas  Page 19
Attachment 9 — Eastern Idaho Technical College Mission Statement Page 21

STAFF COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
The NWCCU standards require the college and universities’ mission statement
must articulate a purpose, give direction for its efforts, and should be derived
from, and generally understood by, its community. From the mission statement
the college and universities must identify core themes that exhibit the essential
elements of its mission. These must both be approved by their governing board.
The mission statement and core themes would then flow to primary emphasis
areas and programmatic responsibilities. The Emphasis areas and
programmatic responsibilities would not necessarily cover all aspects of an
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institutions work; they would simply provide focus to their research and program
delivery.

Staff will give a presentation which will provide background, allow for discussion
with each of the college and universities on their mission statements, core
themes, and proposed areas of emphasis.

BOARD ACTION
| move to approve Boise State University’s mission statement, core themes, and
proposed primary areas of emphasis as submitted.

Moved by Seconded by Carried Yes No

| move to approve Idaho State University’s mission statement, core themes, and
proposed primary areas of emphasis as submitted.

Moved by Seconded by Carried Yes No

| move to approve the University of Idaho’s mission statement, core themes, and
proposed primary areas of emphasis as submitted.

Moved by Seconded by Carried Yes No

| move to approve Lewis-Clark State College’s mission statement, core themes,
and proposed primary areas of emphasis as submitted.

Moved by Seconded by Carried Yes No

| move to approve Eastern ldaho Technical College mission statement and core
themes as submitted.

Moved by Seconded by Carried Yes No
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ATTACHMENT 1

Mission:

The University of Idaho is the state’s flagship and land-grant research university. From
this distinctive origin and identity comes our commitment to enhance the scientific,
economic, social, legal, and cultural assets of our state, and to develop solutions for
complex problems facing society. We deliver on this commitment through focused
excellence in teaching, research, outreach, and engagement in a collaborative
environment at our residential main campus, regional centers, extension offices, and
research facilities throughout the state. Consistent with the land-grant ideal, our
outreach activities serve the state at the same time they strengthen our teaching and
scholarly and creative capacities.

Our teaching and learning includes undergraduate, graduate, professional, and
continuing education offered through both resident instruction and extended delivery.
Our educational programs are enriched by the knowledge, collaboration, diversity, and
creativity of our faculty, students, and staff.

Our scholarly and creative activities promote human and economic development, global
understanding, and progress in professional practice by expanding knowledge and its
applications in the natural and applied sciences, social sciences, arts, humanities, and
the professions.

Core Themes:

Core Theme One: Engaged Learning Community
The University of Idaho is a distinctive intellectual community that values and supports

diversity, creativity, and the academic and professional development of its students. Our
University learning outcomes challenge students to: 1) learn and integrate; 2) think and
create; 3) communicate; 4) clarify purpose and perspective; and 5) practice citizenship
through rich and diverse curricular, co-curricular, and extra-curricular opportunities.
Students’ lives are transformed through engagement with caring faculty and staff and
substantive opportunities for service, leadership, and cultural enrichment. They develop
intellectual capacity and social responsibility through service and engagement
opportunities that extend beyond the classroom into organizations, industries, agencies,
and communities.

Core Theme Two: Scholarly and Creative Activity with National and International Impact
As the public research institution, dedicated to our statewide land-grant mission, the

University of ldaho engages in scholarly and creative activities to enhance the quality of
life and build cultural awareness and understanding, economic vitality and the
sustainability of human, natural and technology systems within the state and beyond.
Our endeavors range from developing best practices in agriculture, engineering,
architecture, business, education, and natural resources, to artistic creativity in the
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humanities and arts. They also range from discoveries in the biophysical, ecological,
social, and earth sciences, helping people understand and adapt to an ever changing
global environment, to using policy, sciences, and law to enhance social justice and civil
society.

Core Theme Three: An Engaged University
Our engagement vision is to serve ldaho with an interconnected system of people,

programs, and facilities. Through this integrated system, we form active partnerships to
address critical issues in Idaho and beyond. Our partners include industry, public
agencies, tribes, communities, and individuals. Engagement at the University of Idaho
includes integrating outreach, teaching and learning, and scholarly and creative activity;
partnering with constituents for the mutually beneficial exchange of knowledge and
resources; and working across disciplines. Engagement helps make our research useful
beyond the academic community, enables learning to occur outside the classroom,
encourages the creation and dissemination of knowledge, and directly benefits our
students and the public.

Core Theme Four: Purposeful, Ethical, Vibrant, and Open Community
The University of ldaho is a community of learners enriched by the wide variety of

experiences and perspectives of our faculty, staff, students, and administrators. Our
goal is to advance a socially just learning and working environment by fostering a
culture of excellence through diverse people, ideas, and perspectives.
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The University of Idaho is the state’s flagship-and-land-grant research university. From
this distinctive origin and identity comes our commitment to enhance the scientific,
economic, social, legal, and cultural assets of our state, and to develop solutions for
complex problems facing society. We deliver on this commitment through focused
excellence in teaching, research, outreach, and engagement in a collaborative
environment at our residential main campus, regional centers, extension offices, and
research facilities throughout the state. Consistent with the land-grant ideal, our
outreach activities serve the state at the same time they strengthen our teaching and
scholarly and creative capacities.

Our teaching and learning includes undergraduate, graduate, professional, and
continuing education offered through both resident instruction and extended delivery.
Our educational programs are enriched by the knowledge, collaboration, diversity, and
creativity of our faculty, students, and staff.

Our scholarly and creative activities promote human and economic development, global
understanding, and progress in professional practice by expanding knowledge and its
applications in the natural and applied sciences, social sciences, arts, humanities, and
the professions.

Core Themes:

Core Theme One: Engaged Learning Community
The University of Idaho is a distinctive intellectual community that values and supports

diversity, creativity, and the academic and professional development of its students. Our
University learning outcomes challenge students to: 1) learn and integrate; 2) think and
create; 3) communicate; 4) clarify purpose and perspective; and 5) practice citizenship
through rich and diverse curricular, co-curricular, and extra-curricular opportunities.
Students’ lives are transformed through engagement with caring faculty and staff and
substantive opportunities for service, leadership, and cultural enrichment. They develop
intellectual capacity and social responsibility through service and engagement
opportunities that extend beyond the classroom into organizations, industries, agencies,
and communities.

Core Theme Two: Scholarly and Creative Activity with National and International Impact
As the-a public research institution, dedicated to our statewide land-grant mission, the

University of Idaho engages in scholarly and creative activities to enhance the quality of
life and build cultural awareness and understanding, economic vitality and the
sustainability of human, natural and technology systems within the state and beyond.
Our endeavors range from developing best practices in agriculture, engineering,
architecture, business, education, and natural resources, to artistic creativity in the



humanities and arts. They also range from discoveries in the biophysical, ecological,
social, and earth sciences, helping people understand and adapt to an ever changing
global environment, to using policy, sciences, and law to enhance social justice and civil
society.

Core Theme Three: An Engaged University
Our engagement vision is to serve Idaho with an interconnected system of people,

programs, and facilities. Through this integrated system, we form active partnerships to
address critical issues in Idaho and beyond. Our partners include industry, public
agencies, tribes, communities, and individuals. Engagement at the University of Idaho
includes integrating outreach, teaching and learning, and scholarly and creative activity;
partnering with constituents for the mutually beneficial exchange of knowledge and
resources; and working across disciplines. Engagement helps make our research useful
beyond the academic community, enables learning to occur outside the classroom,
encourages the creation and dissemination of knowledge, and directly benefits our
students and the public.

Core Theme Four: Purposeful, Ethical, Vibrant, and Open Community
The University of Idaho is a community of learners enriched by the wide variety of

experiences and perspectives of our faculty, staff, students, and administrators. Our
goal is to advance a socially just learning and working environment by fostering a
culture of excellence through diverse people, ideas, and perspectives.
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Primary Emphasis Areas

Current Proposed
* Agriculture * Agriculture (to include
* Forestry (Natural Resources) Veterinary Medicine)
¢ Mines (Metallurgy) * Natural Resources
* Engineering * Engineering
* Architecture * Biological Sciences (to

. Law include medical education)

* Foreign Languages " Architecture

* Education * law
* Education
* Business

Type of Institution -The University of Idaho is a high research activity, land-grant institution committed to
undergraduate and graduate-research education with extension services responsive to Idaho and the region's
business and community needs. The university is also responsible for regional medical and veterinary medical
education programs in which the state of Idaho participates.

The University of Idaho will formulate its academic plan and generate programs with primary emphasis on
agriculture, natural resources, and metallurgy, engineering, architecture, law, foreign languages, teacher
preparation and international programs related to the foregoing. The University of Idaho will give continuing
emphasis in the areas of business education liberal arts and physical, life, and social sciences, which also
provide the core curriculum or general education portion of the curriculum.

Programs and Services (Programs and Services are listed in order of emphasis)

Baccalaureate Education: Offers a wide range of baccalaureate degrees and professional programs.
Graduate-Research: Offers a wide range of masters, doctoral and professional programs and also coordinates
and conducts extensive research programs that are consistent with state needs.

Extension Services, Continuing Education and Distance Learning: Supports extension offices throughout the
state in cooperation with federal, state and county governments, provides life-long learning opportunities
and uses a variety of delivery methods to meet the needs of select, yet diverse constituencies in the state and
region. Associate Education: None. Certificates/Diplomas: Offers academic certificates representing a body of
knowledge that do not lead to a degree. Technical and Workforce Training: None

Constituencies Served - The institution serves students, business and industry, the professions and public
sector groups throughout the state and nation as well as diverse and special constituencies. The university
also has specific responsibilities in research and extension programs related to its land-grant functions. The
University of Idaho works in collaboration with other state postsecondary institutions in serving these
constituencies.
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ATTACHMENT 3

Mission:

The Mission of ldaho State University is to advance scholarly and creative endeavors
through the creation of new knowledge, cutting-edge research, innovative artistic
pursuits and high-quality academic instruction; to use these qualities to enhance
technical, undergraduate, graduate, and professional education, health care services,
and other services provided to the people of Idaho and the Nation; and to develop
citizens who will learn from the past, think critically about the present, and provide
leadership to enrich the future in a diverse, global society.

Idaho State University is a public research institution which serves a diverse population
through its broad educational programming and basic, translational, and clinical
research. Idaho State University serves and engages its communities with health care
clinics and services, professional technical training, early college opportunities, and
economic development activities. The University provides statewide leadership in the
health professions and related biomedical and pharmaceutical sciences, as well as
serving the region and the nation through its environmental science and energy
programs.

Core Themes:

Core Theme One: Learning and Discovery. Idaho State University promotes an
environment that supports learning and discovery through the many synergies that can
exist among teaching, learning, and scholarly activity.

Core Theme Two: Access and Opportunity. Idaho State University provides
opportunities for students with a broad range of educational preparation and
backgrounds to enter the university and climb the curricular ladder so that they may
reach their intellectual potential and achieve their goals and objectives.

Core Theme Three: Leadership in the Health Sciences. Idaho State University values
its established statewide leadership in the health sciences with primary emphasis in the
health professions. We offer a broad spectrum of undergraduate, graduate, and
postgraduate training. We deliver health-related services and patient care throughout
the State in our clinics and postgraduate residency training sites. We are committed to
meeting the health professions workforce needs in ldaho. We support professional
development, continuing education, and TeleHealth services. We are active in Health
Sciences research.

Core Theme Four: Community Engagement and Impact. Idaho State University,
including its outreach campuses and centers, is an integral component of the local
communities, the State and the Intermountain region. It benefits the economic health,
business development, environment, and culture in the communities it serves.
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Mission:

The Mission of Idaho State University is to advance scholarly and creative endeavors
through the creation of new knowledge, cutting-edge research, innovative artistic
pursuits and high-quality academic instruction; to use these gualities-achievements to
enhance technical, undergraduate, graduate, and professional education, health care
services, and other services provided to the people of Idaho and the Nation; and to
develop citizens who will learn from the past, think critically about the present, and
provide leadership to enrich the future in a diverse, global society.

Idaho State University is a public research institution which serves a diverse population
through its broad educational programming and basic, translational, and clinical
research. Idaho State University serves and engages its communities with health care
clinics and services, professional technical training, early college opportunities, and
economic development activities. The University provides statewide-leadership in the
health professions and related biomedical and pharmaceutical sciences, as well as
serving the region and the nation through its environmental science and energy
programs.

Core Themes:

Core Theme One: Learning and Discovery. Idaho State University promotes an
environment that supports learning and discovery through the many synergies that can
exist among teaching, learning, and scholarly activity.

Core Theme Two: Access and Opportunity. Idaho State University provides
opportunities for students with a broad range of educational preparation and
backgrounds to enter the university and climb the curricular ladder so that they may
reach their intellectual potential and achieve their goals and objectives.

Core Theme Three: Leadership in the Health Sciences. ldaho State University values
its established statewide-leadership in the health sciences with primary emphasis in the
health professions. We offer a broad spectrum of undergraduate, graduate, and
postgraduate training. We deliver health-related services and patient care throughout
the State in our clinics and postgraduate residency training sites. We are committed to
meeting the health professions workforce needs in ldaho. We support professional
development, continuing education, and TeleHealth services. We are active in Health
Sciences research.

Core Theme Four: Community Engagement and Impact. Idaho State University,
including its outreach campuses and centers, is an integral component of the local
communities, the State and the Intermountain region. It benefits the economic health,
business development, environment, and culture in the communities it serves.
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Primary Areas of Emphasis

Current Proposed

* Health Professions * Health Sciences

* Biological Sciences * Biomedical Sciences

* Physical Sciences * Pharmaceutical Sciences
* Education * Energy Sciences

* Environmental Sciences

Idaho State

UNIVERSITY

Type of Institution Idaho State University is a doctoral university serving a diverse population
through research, state and regional public service, undergraduate and graduate programs. The
university also has specific responsibilities in delivering programs in the health professions. Idaho
State University will formulate its academic plan and generate programs with primary emphasis on
health professions, the related biological and physical sciences, and teacher preparation. Idaho
State University will give continuing emphasis in the areas of business, education, engineering,
technical training and will maintain basic strengths in the liberal arts and sciences, which provide
the core curriculum or general education portion of the curriculum.

Programs and Services (Programs and Services are listed in order of emphasis)

Baccalaureate Education: Offers a wide range of baccalaureate degrees and qualified professional
programs. Graduate: Offers a wide range of masters, doctoral and professional programs consistent
with state needs. Associate Education: Offers a wide range of associate degrees and qualified
professional programs. Research: Conducts coordinated and externally funded research studies.
Technical and Workforce Training: Offers a wide range of vocational, technical and outreach
programs. Certificates/Diplomas: Offers a wide range of certificates, and diplomas. Continuing
Education: Provides a variety of life-long learning opportunities. Distance Learning: Uses a variety of
delivery methods to meet the needs of diverse constituencies

Constituencies Served The institution serves students, business and industry, the professions and
public sector groups throughout the state and region as well as diverse and special constituencies.
Idaho State University works in collaboration with other state and regional postsecondary
institutions in serving these constituencies.
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Mission:

Boise State University is a public, metropolitan research university providing leadership
in academics, research and civic engagement. The University offers an array of
undergraduate degrees and experiences that foster student success, lifelong learning,
community engagement, innovation and creativity. = Research, creative activity and
graduate programs, including select doctoral degrees, advance new knowledge and
benefit the community, the state and the nation. The University is an integral part of its
metropolitan environment and is engaged in its economic vitality, policy issues,
professional and continuing education programming, and cultural enrichment.

Core Themes:

Core Theme One: Undergraduate Education. Our university provides access to high
quality undergraduate education that cultivates personal and professional growth in our
students and meets the educational needs of our community, state, and nation. We
engage our students and focus on their success.

Core Theme Two: Graduate Education. Our university provides access to graduate
education that is relevant to the educational and societal needs of the community and
state, is meaningful with national and global contexts, is respected for its high quality,
and is delivered within a supportive graduate culture.

Core Theme Three: Research and Creative Activity. Through our endeavors in basic
and applied research and creative activity, our researchers, artists, and students create
knowledge and understanding of our world and of ourselves, and transfer that
knowledge to provide societal, economic, and cultural benefit. Students are integral to
faculty research and creative activity.

Core Theme Four: Community Commitment. The university is an integral part of the
community, and our commitment to the community extends beyond our educational
programs, research, and creative activity. We collaborate in the development of
partnerships that address community and university issues. We and the community
share knowledge and expertise with each other. We look to the community to inform our
goals, actions, and measures of success. We work with the community to create a rich
mix of culture, learning experiences, and entertainment that educates and enriches the
lives of our citizens. Our campus atmosphere is civil and collegial.
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Boise State Unlver3|ty is a public, metropolltan research university fferlng ppewelmg

array of undergraduate and qraduate degrees and experiences that foster student

success, lifelong learning, community engagement, innovation and creativity.
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continuing education programming,_policy issues, and promoting the region’s economic
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Core Themes:

Core Theme One: Undergraduate Education. Our university provides access to high
quality undergraduate education that cultivates personal and professional growth in our
students and meets the educational needs of our community, state, and nation. We
engage our students and focus on their success.

Core Theme Two: Graduate Education. Our university provides access to graduate
education that is relevant to the educational and societal needs of the community and
state, is meaningful with national and global contexts, is respected for its high quality,
and is delivered within a supportive graduate culture.

Core Theme Three: Research and Creative Activity. Through our endeavors in basic
and applied research and creative activity, our researchers, artists, and students create
knowledge and understanding of our world and of ourselves, and transfer that
knowledge to provide societal, economic, and cultural benefit. Students are integral to
faculty research and creative activity.

Core Theme Four: Community Commitment. The university is an integral part of the
community, and our commitment to the community extends beyond our educational
programs, research, and creative activity. We collaborate in the development of
partnerships that address community and university issues. We and the community
share knowledge and expertise with each other. We look to the community to inform our
goals, actions, and measures of success. We work with the community to create a rich
mix of culture, learning experiences, and entertainment that educates and enriches the
lives of our citizens. Our campus atmosphere is civil and collegial.
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Primary Emphasis Areas

Current Proposed

« Business * Fine Arts

* Social Science (includes * Business
Economics) * Engineering

* Public Affairs * Education

* Performing Arts (excluding « Social Sciences

Art)

. * Public Affairs
¢ Education

* Physical Sciences

* Engineering

* Nursing

Type of Institution - Boise State University is a comprehensive, urban university serving a diverse population
through undergraduate and graduate programs, research, and state and regional public service. Boise State
University will formulate its academic plan and generate programs with primary emphasis on business and
economics, engineering, the social sciences, public affairs, the performing arts, and teacher preparation.
Boise State University will give continuing emphasis in the areas of the health professions, the physical and
biological sciences, and education and will maintain basic strengths in the liberal arts and sciences, which
provide the core curriculum or general education portion of the curriculum.

Programs and Services (Programs and Services are listed in order of emphasis)

Baccalaureate Education: Offers a wide range of baccalaureate degrees and some qualified professional
programs. Associate Education: Offers a wide range of associate degrees and some qualified professional
programs. Graduate: Offers a variety of masters and select doctoral degrees consistent with state needs.
Certificates/Diplomas: Offers a wide range of certificates and diplomas. Research: Conducts coordinated and
externally funded research studies. Continuing Education: Provides a variety of life-long learning
opportunities. Technical and Workforce Training: Offers a wide range of vocational, technical and outreach
programs. Distance Learning: Uses a variety of delivery methods to meet the needs of diverse constituencies.

Constituencies Served - The institution serves students, business and industry, the professions and public
sector groups throughout the state and region as well as diverse and special constituencies. Boise State
University works in collaboration with other state and regional postsecondary institutions in serving these
constituencies.
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ATTACHMENT 7

Mission:

Lewis-Clark State College is a regional state college offering instruction in the liberal
arts and sciences, professional areas tailored to the educational needs of Idaho, applied
technical programs which support the state and local economy and other educational
programs designed to meet the needs of Idahoans.

Core Themes:

Core Theme One: Connecting Learning to Life Through Academic Programs

The first segment of the three part mission of Lewis-Clark State College is fulfilled under
the aegis of Academic Programs. This theme guides the offering of undergraduate
instruction in the liberal arts and sciences and professional programs tailored to the
educational needs of Idaho.

Core Theme Two: Connecting Learning to Life Through Professional-Technical
Programs

The second segment of the three part mission of Lewis-Clark State College (LCSC) is
fulfilled under the aegis of Professional-Technical Programs. LCSC functions under this
theme by offering an array of credit and non-credit educational experiences that prepare
skilled workers in established and emerging occupations that serve the region’s
employers.

Core Theme Three: Connecting Learning to Life Through Community Programs

The third and last theme of Lewis-Clark State College is fulfilled through Community
Programs. The primary function of Community Programs is to provide quality delivery of
outreach programs and services to students, customers and communities throughout
Region Il as well as degree completion programs in Region I.
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Mission:

Lewis-Clark State College is a regional state college offering instruction in the liberal
arts and sciences, professional areas tailored to the educational needs of Idaho, applied
technical programs which support the local and state andtecal-economy and other
educational programs designed to meet the needs of Idahoans.

Core Themes:

Core Theme One: Connecting Learning to Life Through Academic Programs

The first segment of the three part mission of Lewis-Clark State College is fulfilled under
the aegis of Academic Programs. This theme guides the offering of undergraduate
instruction in the liberal arts and sciences and professional programs tailored to the
educational needs of Idaho.

Core Theme Two: Connecting Learning to Life Through Professional-Technical
Programs

The second segment of the three part mission of Lewis-Clark State College (LCSC) is
fulfilled under the aegis of Professional-Technical Programs. LCSC functions under this
theme by offering an array of credit and non-credit educational experiences that prepare
skilled workers in established and emerging occupations that serve the region’s
employers.

Core Theme Three: Connecting Learning to Life Through Community Programs

The third and last theme of Lewis-Clark State College is fulfilled through Community
Programs. The primary function of Community Programs is to provide quality delivery of
outreach programs and services to students, customers and communities throughout
Region Il as well as degree completion programs in Region |.
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Primary Emphasis Areas

Current Proposed

* Business * Business

* Criminal Justice * Justice Studies

* Nursing * Nursing

* Social Work * Professional-Technical Education
* Education * Social Work

¢ Teacher Education
* Arts & Literature
* Science

L(_ewis—c_la_rk

o LaL E

Type of Institution - Lewis-Clark State College is a regional state college offering undergraduate
instruction in the liberal arts and sciences, professional areas tailored to the educational needs of
Idaho, applied technical programs which support the state and local economy and other
educational programs designed to meet the needs of Idahoans. Lewis-Clark State College will
formulate its academic plan and generate programs with primary emphasis in the areas of business,
criminal justice, nursing, social work, teacher preparation, and vocational technical education. The
College will give continuing emphasis to select programs offered on and off campus at non-
traditional times, using non-traditional means of delivery and serving a highly diverse student body.
Lewis-Clark State College will maintain basic strengths in the liberal arts and sciences, which provide
the core curriculum or general education portion of the curriculum.

Programs and Services (Programs and Services are listed in order of emphasis)

Baccalaureate Education: Offers a wide range of baccalaureate degrees and some qualified
professional programs. Associate Education: Offers a wide range of associate degrees and some
qualified professional programs. Certificates/Diplomas: Offers a wide range of certificates and
diplomas. Distance Learning: Uses a variety of delivery methods to meet the needs of diverse
constituencies. Technical and Workforce Training: Offers a wide range of vocational, technical and
outreach programs. Continuing Education: Provides a variety of life-long learning opportunities.
Research: Conducts select coordinated and externally funded research studies. Graduate: None.

Constituencies Served - The institution serves students, business and industry, the professions and
public sector groups primarily within the region and throughout the state as well as diverse and
special constituencies. Lewis-Clark State College works in collaboration with other state and
regional postsecondary institutions in serving these constituencies.

WORK SESSION - IRSA TAB 1 Page 19



ATTACHMENT 8

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK

WORK SESSION - IRSA TAB 1 Page 20



ATTACHMENT 9

Mission:

Eastern Idaho Technical College provides superior educational services in a positive
learning environment that champions student success and regional workforce needs.

Core Themes:

Core Theme One: Supportive. Our college provides a safe, clean, inviting, and
functional campus setting and provides comprehensive student support from pre-
enroliment through employment (admissions, FA, Placement, Library, business office,
CND etc.).

Core Theme Two: Community. Our college provides an atmosphere that fosters
communication and growth. Communications include both external communications
with community, state, and other stakeholder and internal communication among staff
and faculty. Growth includes student growth (addressed elsewhere) and professional
growth of staff and faculty.

Core Theme Three: Accountable. Our college is a good steward of the funds entrusted
to it through state appropriations, grants, a student fees and other sources and seeks to
become increasingly effective in the application of those funds and the thorough
reporting and justification of how funds were spent.

Core Theme Four: Learning. The college is a place of learning where students learn
and develop workplace skills. We use the most appropriate learning methods and
provide instruction that is not only academically rigorous but is also tailored to the needs
of the community.
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CONSENT AGENDA
FEBRUARY 16, 2012

IDAHO DIVISION OF VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION

SUBJECT
Idaho Division of Vocational Rehabilitation (IDVR) Advisory Council Appointment

APPLICABLE STATUTE, RULE, OR POLICY
Federal Regulations 34 CFR§361.

BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION
Federal Regulations (34 CFR §361.17), set out the requirements for the State
Rehabilitation Council, including the appointment and composition of the Council.

The members of the Council must be appointed by the Governor or, in the case
of a State that, under State law, vests authority for the administration to an entity
other than the Governor, the chief officer of that entity. Section 33-2303, Idaho
code designates the State Board for Professional-Technical Education as that
entity.

Further federal regulations establish that the Council must be composed of at
least fifteen (15) members, including:

i. At least one representative of the Statewide Independent Living Council,
who must be the chairperson or other designee of the Statewide
Independent Living Council,

ii. At least one representative of a parent training and information center
established pursuant to section 682(a) of the Individuals with Disabilities
Education Act;

ii. At least one representative of the Client Assistance Program established
under 34 CFR part 370, who must be the director of or other individual
recommended by the Client Assistance Program;

iv. At least one qualified vocational rehabilitation counselor with knowledge of
and experience with vocational rehabilitation programs who serves as an
ex officio, nonvoting member of the Council if employed by the designated
State agency;

v. At least one representative of community rehabilitation program service
providers;

vi. Four representatives of business, industry, and labor;

vii. Representatives of disability groups that include a cross section of (A)
Individuals with physical, cognitive, sensory, and mental disabilities; and
(B) Representatives of individuals with disabilities who have difficulty
representing themselves or are unable due to their disabilities to represent
themselves;

viii.Current or former applicants for, or recipients of, vocational rehabilitation
services;
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ix. In a State in which one or more projects are carried out under section 121
of the Act (American Indian Vocational Rehabilitation Services), at least
one representative of the directors of the projects;

X. At least one representative of the State educational agency responsible
for the public education of students with disabilities who are eligible to
receive services under this part and part B of the Individuals with
Disabilities Education Act;

xi. At least one representative of the State workforce investment board; and

xii. The director of the designated State unit as an ex officio, nonvoting
member of the Council.

Additionally, Federal Regulation specify that a majority of the council members
must be individuals with disabilities who meet the requirements of 34 CFR
§361.5(b)(29) and are not employed by the designated State unit. Depending on
the seat being filled members are appointed for a term of no more than three (3)
years, and each member of the Council, may serve for not more than two
consecutive full terms. A member appointed to fill a vacancy occurring prior to
the end of the term must be appointed for the remainder of the predecessor’s
term. A vacancy in membership of the Council must be filled in the same manner
as the original appointment, except the appointing authority may delegate the
authority to fill that vacancy to the remaining members of the Council after
making the original appointment.

The Council currently has seven (7) nominations for appointment. The Council is
requesting the Board to appoint: Lonnie Pitt as a representative for former
applicants or recipients; Dina Flores-Brewer as a Client Assistance Program
representative to replace Corinna Stiles who resigned; Don Alveshere as the
Administrator of the Idaho Division of Vocational Rehabilitation as an ex-officio,
nonvoting member; James W. Smith as a representative for disability advocacy
groups; Robbi Barrutia as the representative for the State Independent Living
Council; and Angela Sperry and Jennifer Hoppins as representatives for
business, industry and labor. In addition to these seven (7) appointments the
Council is requesting that Jim Solem be moved from the representation for the
Statewide Independent Living Council (SILC) to a representative for Disability
Advocacy groups, as he is no longer a SILC member.

IMPACT
Approval of the above seven (7) nominations will bring the IDVR Advisory
Council membership to a total of twenty one (21) and will fill all of the minimum
positions on the council. In June of this year we have seven (7) members whose
terms will be expiring.
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ATTACHMENTS
Attachment 1 — Current Council Membership Page 5
Attachment 2 — Lonnie Pitt Page 6
Attachment 3 — Dina Flores-Brewer Page 7
Attachment 4 — Don Alveshere Page 9
Attachment 5 — James W. Smith Page 11
Attachment 6 — Robbi Barrutia Page 17
Attachment 7 — Angela Sperry Page 20
Attachment 8 — Jennifer Hoppins Page 23

BOARD ACTION
| move to approve the appointment of Lonnie Pitt to the Vocational Rehabilitation
State Rehabilitation Council as a representative for former applicants or
recipients for a term of three years effective July 1, 2012 through June 30, 2015.

Moved by Seconded by Carried Yes No

| move to approve the appointment of Dina Flores-Brewer to the Vocational
Rehabilitation State Rehabilitation Council as the client assistance representative
for a term of three years effective immediately.

Moved by Seconded by Carried Yes No

| move to approve the appointment of Don Alveshere to the Vocational
Rehabilitation State Rehabilitation Council in the ex-officio capacity as the
Administrator for the Division of Vocational Rehabilitation.

Moved by Seconded by Carried Yes No

| move to approve the appointment of James W. Smith to the Vocational
Rehabilitation State Rehabilitation Council as a disability advocacy
representative for a term of three years effective July 1, 2012 through June 30,
2015.

Moved by Seconded by Carried Yes No
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| move to approve the appointment of Robbi Barrutia to the Vocational
Rehabilitation Advisory Council as the State Independent Living Council
representative effective immediately through June 30, 2013.

Moved by Seconded by Carried Yes No

| move to approve the appointment of Angela Sperry to the Vocational
Rehabilitation Advisory Council as a representative for business, industry and
labor for a term of three years effective July 1, 2012 through June 30, 2015.

Moved by Seconded by Carried Yes No

| move to approve the appointment of Jennifer Hoppins to the Vocational
Rehabilitation State Rehabilitation Council as a representative for business,
industry and labor for a term of three years effective July 1, 2012 through June
30, 2015.

Moved by Seconded by Carried Yes No

| move to approve the change of representation for James Solem to the position
as a representative for Disability Advocacy groups on the State Rehabilitation
Council for the remainder of his term which ends June 30, 2013. This change
will be effective immediately.

Moved by Seconded by Carried Yes No
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State Rehabilitation Council Membership by Representation

Number of
Members Shall Representatives Maximum Terms
Represent: Required Name Term Allowed 2
Former Applicant or
Recipient Minimum 1 Chris Bergmann 6/24/2012 2
Parent Training &
Information Center... Minimum 1 Vacant 1
Client Assistant Corinna Stiles-
Program Minimum 1 resigned 6/24/2012 1
VR Counselor Minimum 1 Roxanne Egeland 6/24/2012 1
Community
Rehabilitation
Program Minimum 1 Russ Doumas 6/24/2012 2
Business, Industry
and Labor Minimum 4 Arnold Cantu 6/30/2014 2
Gordon Simpson 6/30/2014 1
Vacant
Rachel Damewood 6/30/2014
Disability Advocacy
groups ) minimum or maximt Sean Burlile 6/24/2012 1
Terry Thomas 6/24/2012 2
Kathy Buswell 6/30/2014 2
State Independent James Solem-
Living Council Minimum 1 resigned from SILC 6/24/2013 2
Department of
Education Minimum 1 Irene Vogel 6/30/2014 1
Director of Vocational
Rehabilitation Minimum 1 Don Alveshere No Limit
Idaho's Native Ramona Medicine
American Tribes Minimum 1 Horse 6/30/2014 No Limit
David Miles 6/30/2014
Workforce Minimum1  Tom Hally 6/24/2012 2

Development Council

By Order of the SBOE
8/2011

last updated Nov 9,
2011
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June 28, 2010

Jacque Truax, Administrative Assistant
Idaho Division of

Vocational Rehabilitation

P.O. Box 83720

Boise, ID 83720-0096

Dear Jacque:
Subject: |daho State Rehabilitation Council

As you well know, | am ending a 37-year career with Idaho Vocational
Rehabilitation on July 9, 2010. | strongly believe that | am compatible with the
Mission of the S. R. C. Leadership and commitment to empower disabled people
to achieve their highest employment goal is a concept | am passionate about.

I have a disability myself which gives me more personal drive to see the
rehabilitation agency accomplish their goals. | have been familiar with the S. R.
C. for the past 35 years, and have interacted with them from time to time. The S.
R. C. serves an important role as advisor and partner to the state agency. | feel
that | could contribute a great deal to their mission, and assist the state agency
as well.

Please accept this letter as verification of my interest in serving on the State

Rehabilitation Council. | will be available at— Coeur

d’Alene, ID 83815, Cell #

Sincerely,

Y\ f L
Lonnie C. Pltt YA

CONSENT - PPGA TAB 1 Page 6



PLANNING, POLICY AND GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS
FEBRUARY 16, 2012

Application for Appointment

Return all information to: Office of the Governor
Attn; Boards & Commissions
P.O. Box 83720
Boise, ID 83720

Please explain why you would like to serve in this capacity. Although having worked with DRI as an attorney since

I believe it is important te obtain input from all partners of the program. I have been
very involved in advocating for children's rights through the special education process.

List all current organizations and societies of which you are a member.

Tdaho State Bar Diversity Section

List all past boards, commissions, and councils on which you have served, as well as political appointments you have received.
Idaho State Dept. of Ed Special Education Advisory Panel, Idaho State Dept. of Ed Safe Sch
Committee, Idaho State Dept. of Ed Special Education Manual Revision Task Force, IDHW
Region III Children's Mental Health Local Subcommittee. House of Rep. Mincrity Leader Wend
Jaquet's Latino Caucus, Nampa Fair Housing Advisory Council, Idaho Legal Aid Sr. Hotline (O

Personal Information
Title  First Middle Last Chviate  Clremate
E-mail Address dina@
Dina Marie Flores-Brewer disabilityrightsidaho.org
Street City State Zip Phone
I Goice ID 83706 [ Mobite |
Interests
On which Board, Commission, or Council would you like to serve? Political Party
[daho State Rehabilitation Council IDemocrat

I am the new project director for the Client Assistance Program at DisAbility Rights Idahd.

20¢C

staff Attorney, DisAbility Rights Idaho, 2002-2011; Advocacy/CAP/WIPA Director - 2011 to pres:

ool

jomm

Please list all professional licenses you currently hold. Are you current with all the requirements for these professional licenses? If not, please
explain.
[daho State Bar licensed attorney; compliant with all current requirements

Have you ever voluntarily surrendered a license, had a license suspended or revoked or been disciplined professionally? If so, please explain.

No .

Please listall supporting documents you have included. (Note: Your complete resume and authorization for Background Check are required.)

Resume

The information set forth above in my application is true to the best of my knowledge. False
statements on this application shall be sufficient cause for non-consideration or dismissal after
appointment.

(e oM. Wned. foleen /- f2-/2

Signature Date
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Dina M. Flores-Brewer
ISB# 6141
1764 S, Woodland DPrive, Nampa, 1D 83686
(208) 830-9959
dlna@dlsabﬂltynght51daho Org

OBJECTIVE: To obtain the position of Advocacy Diréctor for DisAbility Rights Idaho.

EXPERIENCE: _
DJ’SAIH&W Rights Idaho - Boise, ID. Staff Atiorney November 1, 2002 — Present
Dmng legal research, drafting pleadirigs and legal correspondence.
Providing legal consultation to DRI Advocates, private-bar and clients
Providing legal representation in administrative hearings and drafting complaints
Providing legal and disability rights training to individuals with disabilities, their families and other
groups
» Expanding DRI’ cultural competency through outreach, presentations
e Representing DRI in local advisory councils, task forces and diversity organizations

s 2 & @

Marion-Polk County Legal Aid Services - Salem;, OR. Legal Extern Spring Semester, 1999
» Legal research
¢  Drafled legal memoranda and pleadings

Willamette University College of Law Clinical Law Program - Salem, OR. Civil Practice Intern
Fall Semester, 1998

» Leggal representation’ for low income woniet

* Drafted pleadings-and legal: memoranda

American Ciil Liberties Union - Portland, OR. Intern May - August 1997
+ Screened clients for legal assistance
¢ Provided information and referral to callers
¢ Legal research

BOARDS, COMMITTEES & TASK FORCES:
Women of Color Alliance.. Board of Directors, 2002 — Present; President 2007-09; Vice President 2006-07
Social Justice Fund, NW. Board of Directors, August. 2011 - Present
Idaha State Bar Diversity Section. Member, 2002 — Present; Chair, 2009-10
Intermonntain Fair Housing Council.  Board of Directors President, July 2006 - Prosent
Idaho-Region 1T Children's Mental Health Local Subcommittee. 2008 — Present
Idaho State Dept. of Education Safe Schools Committee: 2009-2010
Idaho Staie Dept. of Eduication Special Education Advisory Panef. 2004 — 2010; Chair 2006-07; Vics
Chair 2005-06
Idaho House of Representatives. Minority. Leader Wendy Juquei s Lating Caucus. 2004-06
Idaho State Deparement of Educarion Special Education Manwal Revision Task Force. Fall 2006
Idaho Court Appointed Special Advocate Special Education Committee. ‘Spring/Summer 2006
Idaho Legal Aid Services Senior Legal Hotlineg Advisory Commiliee. 2003 - 2005
Nawmpa Fair Housing Advisory Council. February - June 2004

EDUCATION: Willamette University College of Law, Salem: OR JD May, 1999
Member Willamette University Public Interest Law Project, Multicultiral Student group
Lewis and Clark College, Portland, OR BA Psychology 1993
ADDITIONAL
SKILLS: Bilingual (Spanish}
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,,m;g,.i

Application for Appointment

Return all information to:

Office of the Governor

Attn: Boards & Commissions

P.O. Box 83720
Boise, ID 83720

Personal Information

Tide  First Middie Tast [Rhsate  [lremale
| . E-mail Address

Donald J. Al Véﬁvp\wa don, vesheve@ vr.dahe.

Street City State Zip Phone
| By ™D P [wew

Interests

On which Board, Commission, or Council would you like to serve? Political Party

STRTZ Rejrob b bhon Counes |

Please explain why you would like to serve in this capacity.

Tt is a Fedevs ch\ujrme»wf

List all current organizations and sodties of which you are a member.

Slake fvdwded' l/’\/huj Couna
Conncil Gor Purchuses Cmm Non Yokt Business

List all past boards, commissions, and councils on which you have served, as well as political appointments you have received.

Please list all professional licenses you currently hold. Are you current with all the requirements for these professional licenses? If not, please
explain.

Have you ever voluntarily surrendered a license, had a license suspended or revoked or been disciplined professionally? If so, please explain.

Please list all supporting documents you have included. (Note: Your complete resume and authorization for Background Check are required.)

The information set forth above in my application is true to the best of my knowledge. False
statements on this application shall be sufficient cause for non-consideration or dismissal after
appointment.

"

j é ‘ gézl Signagre ~

l/?fé‘j/:%

Date
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Authorization for Background Check

A

Public positions and appointments require a higher degree of scrutiny, so a background check may be required for your
appointment by the Governor. The information provided will be confidential pursuant to state and federal law.

Personal Sex
Title  First Middle Last [:]
' b{Male [JFemale
Donald 3. A\veglhere
Alias Names (include maiden and married names) Date of Birth
W 2z (7o
Social Security Number Dnvers License Number Other Identification ID
535-92 -9qb ALVESDS 20| 93~ W A
Address (please include previous 5 years)
Current Address City State Zip
1330 Dizvvord 74 Nampa. TO %306k
Altemate Address City State Zip
Previous Address City State Zip
Previous Address City State Zip
Previous Address City State Zip
Previous Address City State Zip
Previous Address City State Zip

Criminal

Please list ANY criminal offenses, including felonies, misdemeanors, or infractions for which you have been convicted, pled guilty,
or received a withheld judgment within your lifetime.

Approximate Date | City, State Offense or Violation

The information set forth above in my application is true to the best of my knowledge. False statements or
omitting any information on this application shall be sufficient cause for non-consideration or dismissal after
appointment.

I hereby authorize investigation, without liability, of the information supplied by me in this application and other
information, including but not limited to: academic / educational records, accupational history, criminal history,
credit records, and government records.

. ; % 'é %Signa%;re !C Datg
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B001/002

Return sl lnformltion to;

1 Ofﬂoeof OGOVBHWTH ! f;i“ I t

| Amn: Boards & Contt
| - PO 'Box 83720 \ ;-
: : i | Boise, ID 53720
Persons] Information: ?
Tile  First — Middie P T [remate
) s : - R mai 35
Mr. James Walter ', Smith || |
Street City 7 S'ak Zip | Phone
I Middleton .. ID 83644  [vobiic | U
Interests ‘ i
On which Board, Commission, or Council would you like to servé? : . Political Party
State Rehabilitation Council  |Republican

Plem explain why you would liks to scrve o this capacity, ¢ ‘1

As a disabled veteran who benefited from th

Rehabilitation Program, | want to be help mﬂ

rehabilitation programs throughout [daho. f ’

:Veterans Benefits Admlmstratvon s Vocational
‘ nba the quality of, and access to, vocational

None

Ligt ail cmmmgamnuonsmdsociedcsofwhichyoumsw er

None

Lisr all past boards, commissmns, and councilx on \vmch ;you ‘ :, P

"j d’ hswtllnspolmcala

efit }vynu have recived.

| explain,

Licensed Practical Nurse. My license is current and in good standmg

k H

Please list all professional licences you currently hold, Ars you, :qnntwilh all the requirementy for the:sc pmfcsmm licenses? If nov, please

NO

Hm you ever volummly surrendered a hcmlc, had a license suqsmded or vevoked or been disciplined professmnally" If 50, ploass cxplain.

i

Flease liscall supporting dooumm you have included. (Not: "?r r; eompleu: fesume and authorization for Bukground Check arc required.)
Resume and authorization for Backgmund Check attached RS

The informauon set jbrth above in my ap

Statements on this applfcation .ehall be .!
appomtmem

T
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]AMﬁs W. SMITH II
| SR 984 W 4+ ST N, Middleton, Idaho 83644
i o ‘ : 20&297-2205 - ;wsmxth22000@yahoo com

I :-““‘* .:._l’ ——e e

»orks effectlvely and respectively with people at all fevels of
teptional problem-solver withy the keen ability to assess needs,
leftt communication skills With the ability to openly discuss

maximize people, processes, quality, and resnlt, f
an organization and with diverse pnpu!atiuns,
‘access resources, and implement action plans. ‘Bx
‘and handle sensitive sih:anons with tact |

i : i i o k b
Aﬂﬂ&.ﬁtﬁxmma_ : A u i
»  Workload Managment i+ Rese ‘ ch §; Development |1 s Communications
= Resource Coordination : . Evaluatloq&:Analysis " e Team Bullding !
+ Community Relations ’ Customer Service . Strategic Planning
»  Project Management « Org Bevelopmem ., « Innovative
»  Political Awareness L] 'I‘ralmng = Change Management

- “fames is a team player who pursues excellence and woﬁrs'wzth a kzgh degree of integrity. He is a valuable asset to our nursing

team.”

i ' | Connie Schreiner, Manager, Health and Wellness Clinic, Centennial Job Corps

K ‘ "Durmg the past ﬁscal year alone,Mr. Srmth has overseen the training of more than 100 employm, with nary a snag. He has
: developed training schedules in g timely manner and has done an outstanding )ob of coordinating and supporting his trainer .”

ot 5 ‘ © Kim 'I‘lbbittﬁ %&ss[stant veterans Service Center Manager, Salt Lake City VARO

;T\g#-catxons below market prices.
hing sites,
tificantly dacreased teen

: *  Exercise cost constramt feasures by uuhzmg grcf ‘party sources to obmp

b = Wrote contracts with corporate partners to. mé as¢ the number of clinit a'!“ ]
«  Plan, organize, and coordinate “Healthy Relé nship" conference, whn:h sig

pregnancy. | :

Serve as staff advlsor for the Health and Wel;ness Commxttee chmrperson of the Qwners Committee.

Functioned as program coordinator for the S;ckle Cell Anemia program.

Developed Hearing Conservation program tl that brought installation In compliance with Army regulations.

Served as Re-enlism\entfRetentxon Non—Commissmned Officer for military personnel and Squad Leader.

Conduct audits and surveys to ensure operatxons meet organizational standards.

Assisted pmwders with practice development through marketing plans.

Managed organizational workload requtremmts to ensure established targets are acheived.

Facilitated and direct staff meetings, " ‘

Supervised, directed, and evaluated the perforfnance of approximately sixty employees.

Develops and implements transformation st rategies.

Maintains wcrkmg relationships with intert‘anu\d extemal stakeholders :

Liaison between orgamzatton and Veterans Sém.c Orgimzations, Medical Pacih'nes, and elected officials.

fg;}
L
!

Rt oW B R & @ O ® 8 &

N
E‘i
4

| IS 1

3
B
B
o
]
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Coordmated, implemented, arid momtored me , canon program for students ahd facilitated health and
wellness training for new students. ol
= Provided training and medical education for rmlxtary and divilian personnel, as well as trained and tested for
outside agencies, |
] , ¢  Mentored and counseled students in developmg career interests and educational goals.
! *  Assisted with the coordination and planning of mandatory tralning schedules

! | o o welgtx EXPERIENCE

:Chmge Management Agent, Managemmt & Progxam Analyst, VBA 2011 - Present

" Developa change management strategy based Jn a sﬂ‘uatzonal awareness of the details of the change and the
| groups being impacted by the change < , ' S
*  Agsist the RO Director in assessing priorities aqd resource needs to meet prugram objectives through the
: development and execution of stakeholder cdnir funicatlon, relationship management and organizational
> ~ change management strategies. ty
2 *  Develop plans to meet objectives and momtq
- broad scope of duties includes strateglc plam
structures, and designing and conducting st dfes
resource aliocation and delegations of authdr L did
. Serve as a liaison between the Implementaﬁorl g ente) “ IC)
that requh-e team cooperation and achon Paon 11 T
*  Assist the Director in developing a change ma: f gement strategy to mclude a communicahan plan,
implementation of a road map, coaching plan, ’irammg plah and resistance management plan.
= Provide sound advice and guidance to station rq'mnagement in achieving the RQYs objectives.
*  Identify strategies for implementation of new ahd mnovatwe programs aimed at highlighting and improving
mission effectiveness.
= Utilize statistica! analysis, and/or other techniques deszgned to effect process impmvement and more efficient
business practices TR
- = Partner with the project management team, QIT the IC, and appropriate business lines to develop change
| management plans for each project; evaluate and positively influence rollout timing and scope to suit business
- nieeds; ensure that appropnate business lines are engaged in change management planning; provides detailed
input to projectimplementation plans. ! ,i
= Provide support and recommends solunor& to e Dizector on significant i zssues that include, but are not

‘ | limited to; process impi-ovements, policy dg\greg prent ard implementation, station issues, RO goals and
I o

rogress teward achlevement oi appmved objec'twes The

objectives, internal controls, external factors, and the preparation of a variety of reports to the Director, VA
" Central Office, and Office of Field Operatlons k‘nd the'IC,
*  Work with the Training Manager by asslsting in ‘the preparation and revxaw of the training program.
* Work with HR Specialists in the formulation of " axncplar plans and achv:tiels to support project -
; *  implementation. I 1 ] i
i = Participate in meetings wnh union and staff idf ‘E‘W’fy pcte.ntlal problem pta;s and ensure that managers have
’ " the necessary mformatlon to communicate gagj?‘ nm}l t.helr impact to!
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JAMES W. SMITH II - PAGE THREE

o wmw e R ey e

b ;ji

S Supemmry Veterans Semce Representanve-Assiataxﬁ Caach, VBA : 2010 - 2011

‘pf the " Team Coach performing the duties of that position in the
on a daily basis. These responsibilities include: ensuring that

As an assistant coach 1 function as the full alter &

i absence of the Coach or shating those responsxbﬂ?
-; ] the team’s quahry and timeliness of service meets rformance indicator goals, cosr‘effecnve use of resources to
n acccmplish the team s assigned outcomes, plans am assxgns work priorities for team members, and has authority
! over the work product. My job resPonmbihties mr.l ded, L
- *  Supervised, directed, and evaluated the pexior ‘!"an g of approxnmately s:xty employees
B »'  Assigned and reviewed work of subwdmates& IR I E
*  Train and work effectively with subordinates from vanety of backgrounzfs W levels of understanding.
i v Accomplished the quality and quarm%y of wo{:i P ‘ bed ¥ ‘ ¢
& *. Set priotitles to achieve: managcmmt goals. | ;;J e b i
" *' Developed and recommended improvements it work processes and procedures
*  Prioritized, planned, organized, and conductgcg Systemic Analysis of Operatxons (SAQ) for workload
management components, which involved appiymg analytlcal and evaluative techniques to identify and
resolve work flow issues.
Supervisory Veterans Service Representative-Assistant Coach-Training Coordinator, VBA 2009 - 2010

As the Veterans Semce Center (VSC) Training Coordlnator I played a key role in the development and
. maintenance of a trammg infrastructure for the VSC ‘with primary responsibility for all technical training for
Managemmt staff, RVSRs, VSRs, CAs, and clerical ﬁtaﬁ ‘My job respansibilities included:
o v Servedas ﬁrst-lme supervisor for all new empléyees and trainees.
it *  Advised VSC management on all aspects oé techmcal traming policy and determmed training needs based
! - upon quality reviews, Y f[
«  Evaluated programmatic training and utillqed he fmdings in planning,’ developing, and implementing
 appropriate training plans. oo
s Developed surveys and feedback mechanism% ‘aﬂ txammg programs, ' |
*  Reviewed surveys and staff studles, artalyze }éms and trends, and 4evrl

ed or revised policy to correct

‘ deficlent areas.. ‘ bk o

" *  Administered Training and Performance Su .‘é*siem(’I*PSS) traini les, proctored and scored

© testing, and reported testing results o VSC T em !

= Assigned, reviewed, and managed workload‘ subordmates

*  Trained and worked effectively with subord&\h?tes i‘-ram a variety of backgrounds and with different levels
knowledge.

= Prloritized, planned, organized, and conducted Systemic Analysis of Operanons (SAOQ) for workload
management components, which invelved appiymg analytacal and evaluative techniques to identlfy and

~ resolve work flow issues,

¢ Utilized knowledge of Internal Transition versus External Change methodology to assist new employees when

‘ v they progmssed from tramee to apprermce VSRE and RVSRs

il
i
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2007 - 2009

AS a Rating Veterans Ser\dce Representatwe for the .S, Deﬁaxtment of Vetera,ri “Eiau-s, Veterans Benefits
‘Administration, I review, prioritize, and decide gl;sabﬁity claims for the Benefits De!wery at Discharge Program.

To properly decide and ccmplete these claims, I!enﬁx;eq all claims were developed in accordance with current laws
and regulations. [ also provided guidance for casé development on claims determined to be not ready for a decision.

‘ Lead Instructor, Health Occupations, Centenmal Jéb C§rps, Nampa, 1D 2003 - 2007
; = Managed 60 student Health Occupations trade ; ‘
I »/ Developed and implemented the current at\d wellness curriculum and program fulfilling the

I - department of labor requuements and brmgl ‘centers {n to compliance.
*  Exercised cost constraint measures by uﬁlizmg qhm;i party sources to obtain medications below market price.
= Served as the Clinical Coordlnator mncuonmg‘aa the has-on between Job Corps and various corporate parmers,
" which resulted {n an increase in the number of linical aites available to.studérits.
| = Mentored and counseled students in developmg ‘career interests and educahonal goals,
i +'  Researched Teamwork and Collaborati ve Worki Enw:onments :

i , 1999 - 2003
. Ass:sted provzders with practxce developmmf ¥ u grketing plans
_» Managed provider schedule to optxm:ze paﬁm vo ume and revenue,
*' Facilitated and direct staff meetings and supervlse personnel. P :
*  Maintained werking knowledge of CLIA, OSHA, and other regulatory agenués
*  Developed and facilitate patient education and meghcahon counseling.
» - Planned and coordinated morale building, aciw ities.
«  Participated in budgetary and production goal getting meelings
Senior Licensed Practice Nurse, Squad Leader, i}ﬁ‘itad States Army 1991 - 1999

*  Actively participated in managing outlying dWc in Dugway, UT.
'+ Managed and coordthated 12 employees to fuli?ﬂ the medical and emergency medical needs of the community
| ofDugway. |
+  Served as President for "Beﬂer Opportuniheé &? Smgle Soldiers” program which won Department of Army
' . recognition, ; 1
* PFunctioned as program coordmator for the Sick e Cell Anemxa program.., | .
e = Developed Haanng Conservatmn program tI;\ai br?ught installation in compliance with Army regulations.
_v. Served as Re-enlistment/Retention Non-qurQrd ssi? ed Officer for military personnel and Squad Leader.
*  Provide training and medical educatxon for mﬂitary und cwnhan personnel as well ag training and testing for
outside agencies. i j !
= Develop and implement patlent educahon ¢
*  Agsist with the coordination and planning oé M.
«  Conduct aut:h ts and surveys tq ensure operaiz' l

“'t Orgamzatxonal a
K !
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JAMES W. SMITH II - PAGE FIVE
o ————— T __—_ . - —— T e P —
| | I o F.DUCATION
M.S., Mangement, Minot State University, Mincﬂ: KID - 2006
! + GPA3S3 P oy T «

g | Job Corp Executive Management Fellow | : §
3 . Research Emphasis: Teamwork and Collaboratl\ve Work Env:ronmen!s

B.A., Management and Organmhonal Leadcrsh(uﬂf George Fox Umversity, Boxs\e ID 2005
'i GPA 3.87 ‘ i 11 Lo
v Research Emphasis: Employee Sansfaction SR IRNRANE L

i
i .
.
2

g ‘A A, General Studies, University of Alaska-An‘ 1997
x -l GPA3Y? » i
" »  Cum Laude

Academy of Health Sclences, United States Army, Fort Sam Hou ston, TX p 1993

+  Desert Storm Veteran—Honorable dl&charge
+  Licensed Practical Nurse Program i
» Commandant’s List (Top 10% of Clags)
«  Combat Leader Course N
; «  Primary Leadership Development Course  ; .
o *. Basic Non-Commissionad Officers Course ' |

= }ob Related Training:

« TPSS Trammg Coordinator course, Dec‘embe;'g 09:°
Introduction to Leadership course, May 2010; 4 - i : .
» VSC Coaches Workload Management training s ow;;se, }une 2010 ool
2 * Competencies for Tomorrow’s Managers, July 2 10 | N
g *  Improving Your Cross-cultural Cormnunicat jons, September 2010
: *  Introduction to Six Sigma course, Sephembgr 24 ‘
*  Six Sigma Leadership and Change Managenrient couir ‘September 2010
il *  Change Management Agent training course, ] Mcem’ber 2011 RN
Interests: P;

As a JCEMP fellow, | became very interested in organizational development, servant leadership, employee
motivation, team building, and knowledge management. Through my participant in LEAD, | further developed my
_interests in the areas mentioned above and chose to research organizational culture, employee satisfaction, and
' retention/recruitment of employees. I have contiriued to cultivate my knowledge and skills in these areas of interest
as a training manager, supervi gor,.and change management agent.
HE . > ij
‘ In an efforf to have balance in life, Tam nctwe ouidoors, attend sporting events, spend time with my wife and two
chx!dren, and complete agility wotk with my twa dogs - Zac and Centa,

at s (
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Appllcatlo

|

fbr Appoinﬁment

Return all lnformntion to: Office of tbc Qovernér;,
A Boards&OoiﬁnJ(f i |

! P.O. Box 83720 |

Boise, ID 83720 Doag g b

i i:'_f_f_

Personal Information IR N
Tile First Middic T Lat Dlviste  [Zlpemale
' V ) e E-mail Address

Robbi Lorene Barrutia ’ "; ‘ robbi barrutia@silc.idaho.gov
; Styeet Cliy ;. Stale Zip Phone |208-334-3800
| ! Glenns Ferry, ID 83623 [Mobite
; Interests ! FE j
5 On which Board, Commission, or Counsil would you ike to setve?” | | Political Party
State Rehabilitation Council l ‘, - |Republican

i Please explain why you would like fo serve in this eapaclty e K

As the Executive Director of the State Indepen#ent Livlng Councll 1 would like to have the opportunity
i to become more informed congerning rehabt}xtﬁition issues so that we can do a better job of serving our
! consutuency We would also we!corhe the opﬁortumty to expand our partnarshrps and collaborations.

Tist all corent organizatjons and socielics of witich you are Iy m';} ,

1. National Councll on independsnt Living (NCIL) Membér
Force, and the Violence and Abuse Task Force. L
2. ADA Task Force Board of Directors i P

Lnst all past boards, ::ommmsmns, lnd councils on %!e,h you hpt ™ ma aé well as political lppbf 14 you have recsived.

Idaho House of Repressmatwes 1992.1996 +',Attomey General's Domesﬁc Violence Task Force
Idaho State Senate 1996-2002 - Various commlttees and Task Force A‘ppointments

Plcase list all professional Heenses you currently hold, Are you mmem with all fhe requirements for these professmnal ticenses? If not, please
explain. . G

N/A

Have you ever voluntarily surcendered a license, had a license sps;bnded or revoked or been disciplined professionalty? If so, please explain,
N/A | o a

r complete resume and suthorization for Background Check ure required.)

N
oy
Sy

; ot
T

The u;forma{:an set jbrfh above in my gp iéau‘gn is trie o the be t 6}‘ my knowledge False
statements on this apphcalfon shall be g cfe !'!cause Jor non-conl,mfmﬁion or drsmlssal after

appo% l i h

' Signature PN B Dwe 7
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http:liClln.te
http:liClln.te
mailto:robbi,barMla@sllc.ldaho.gov
mailto:robbi,barMla@sllc.ldaho.gov

PLANNING, POLICY AND GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS

FEBRUARY 16, 2012

Jan. 25. 2012 11:02AM

Job Experlence

1977-1980
1979-1981
1981-1984
1990-1992

T 19901003
1992-1996

1906-2002
2003-2006

2009-Presont

2006—2009

Idaho State Independent lelng Gd =

United States Department of Just;ca |
Violence Against Women with Disabiiith
with The Idaho Coalition Against Sexual
Univorslty Gender Studies Fmgram S

Experience

RRUTIA
(i.; Box 28 |
resza Lane
Y, (ds ho, 83623 ;
401-5

4 ll s

Idaho Alr National Gugr -~ Air Opérations Spemal:st and Photo
Intelligence Specialist - Gowen Field, Boise, Idaho

Flight Attendant - Braniff Infernational, Dallas, Texas
Purchasing Assistant + kﬁaho Power Company, Boise, Idaho

Special Educatlonlmgraht Education Assistant — Glenns Ferry School

District - Glenns Fsrry’,l aho

Executive Director rhre lsland Cfossing interpretive- Center Committee
State of Idaho' Hous yesentatwes»Elected Sla{e Representative

for Owyhee and Elm unhea Tdaho

Idaho State Senate = Elacted State Senator - Owyhee. Elmore and Boise

Counttes idaho R R

Assistant Managerlsookﬁ(eeper Victory Auto - Mountain Home, Idaho

: Vi&jence Against xon Grant to

N

and Domestnc Violence, and Boise State

End

@0
idaho Equal Access Colia Boration — Partnered

1995 - Co-Chairman of Former Idaho Attorney General Al Lance's Domestic Violence

Task Force

1993-2001 - Member, & Years. Department of Heaith and Welfare Regton iV Infant
Toddler Commitiee : -

1992-1996 - M

ember idaho House ofs ;

1996-2002 — Vice Chairman, [daho’ Sgﬂate Judiclary and Rules Commitiee
Co-authored and successfully pasaed domestlc Violence Legislation, Co-authored and

successfully passed the Chsl¢ren s Mpdhi
5 passed Idaho's Cassie’s Law' W

- 1992 - Prasent Memhershlp ComnﬂttLo],;
i Idsho Deparlment of Comrection's

i Idaho Juvenile

Idaho House of Representat!ves Tra s 9
Committee and State:Affairs (;omrml be |
Idaho Senate Health and Welfare Comini
and Hum Resources Gommittee. 2

Idaho Rural Padﬁershlp Commrttee

’

CONSENT - PPGA

|,?

perience

)3 neni
Justice Task Force Aﬁ

presentatives Judiciary and Rules Committee

Heaﬂh Act Co—authared and successfully
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No. 1154

oY

J02AM

Mountain Home Chamber of Commerce o
President ~ Glenns Ferry Chamber of Commerce
Honorary Board Member - Idaho Blagk History Museum
- Former Honorary 366" Gunfighter and

Mountain Homs Military Affairs Commif
Former Honorary Member of the Untte

ldaho Coordinated Response to Sexqaﬁ
National Gouncil on Independent Living

Owyhee County Tramlng Range Cor

5e
Staias Air Force Thunderbirds

”Ittee

Owyhee Oounty Cattleman S Associapen

Eduoatson
1979-1980
1990-1992

Brookhaven Junior Co

| Sociology N §

! (: ! . *
Referencas S ég
Kelly Miller, Legal Dlrector, ldaho Coal
" (208) 384-0419 . |

|
Coliege of Southemn m&aﬁi A

l]

1

s

Kl

Kelly Buckiand, Executive Director N’aﬂ nal Councll on lndependent Living

(202) 207-0334

LI
¢

Additional Available on Request

CONSENT - PPGA

angi Domestic Violence Task Force Member
s Have presented Trainings on National Level

e’ntary Educatlon

/Aglrst Sexval and ;fgbgﬁgéﬂc Violence
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@ooi/002

‘ r »Appomtment

Return all informatinn to:
I
P.O. Box 83720
Boise, ID 83720

RécEi'v'Eu
' 1

E”.Um 04200 =

r'""”“

Personal Information

st M KECE@&h chmale

asperry@idahopower.com

T €
Title  Firsc Middle o
‘ o o E-mail Address
Mrs Angela S. Sperry
City State Zip '

g Meridian, mﬁasa4z

rhone |

Mobile

Interests : 311

On which Board, Comxmsswu. or Council wnuld you iikc to myez [

daho State Rehabllltation Counil]

| Political Party
| ot registsred a5 a spacific party member

Please explain why you would Jike to serve in this capasity,

and professional experience to influence the rehabilita
and most producﬁve opponunlhes for posltlve employr

1 have first-hand knowiedge of the challenges the disa%led faoe ln employment. | weuld tb combine that with my education

and employment procssses In a manner that enables the best
! mose with tempora:y and’ permanem disabilities.

i

i

List all past boards, commissions, and councils on which you ane; s:en'ed, as well ay political appoinhneﬁts you have received.

R

acr

axplain
4}}

} ) oo !

Plnase list all mfessxoml licenses you currently hold. Are you cumnt wxib all the requirements for lhese pmfessmnnl licenses? If not, please

Pro;ect Management meessional (PMP) Cerqﬁed current,

‘ H

Have y you ever volumarlly s’arrendered [ heense, hada license BUS

My PMP cerhﬁcatlon was temporaﬂly suspet?d‘
submlsslons for renewal My PMF’ was re~lns

i edwor rcvokcd or been disciplined professmmﬂy? If s, please explain.

ted retroactively when the validatlon was complete.

d m 2010 while PMI reviewed my educational

f: ' l 3‘

lee list all supporting docmems you have included, (Note: Y

lam mcludmg a Cover Letter. Resume and B

¥ momplm resume and authonzmim for Background Check are required.)

ground Check authdrl:}zatlon with this application.

L
pf my Immvledge False

 statements on this application shall be suﬂ?piem‘ cause for non-constderanon or dismissal after

: appointment,

[ ;, ‘ la
. ‘91:’3 .
LRt

z;a»/a-z/ |

Date

CONSENT - PPGA

= T
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5730 8 Graphite Way
Maridian, ID 83842

CONSENT - PPGA

To apply my exper%nces and skills organizing and leading processes,
people and projects to bromcte the growth and potential in others.

ldaho Power Co Boise, ID

» CIs ‘Repla sament Project Manager (2010-present): Duties
* include: Planping, scheduling, budgating and executing a three year,
Customer Infory ‘ Symreplaoanempmjectasapanofm
Smart Grid Ini j ive Grant provided by the Department of Energy to
ldaho Powen o, . Lead au associated product selection, contract
review and neg tﬁon Hek and Issue analysis and resolution, budget
planning tracking, resource analysis and scheduling, procuring

pmductsand#bmoasn support of the project and reporting resuits
monthly to the I;!OE‘ hnd Idaho Power exmm

. cummer ; ice. Leader Il (2006—2010) Duties include:

fice to intemal and

g ‘_k’fj ow for possible

i ‘ mployee | 'development and

compensation.  Overseeing Customer billing timefiness and accuracy,

working with er regional leaders to coordinate company collections

practices, mahagifg: relationships with vendors associated with

collections work. Evaluating the structure of Customer Service and

rmpfemenw wpropm changes. Creating and adhering to budgst

for Customer Account Management Center employees, Collections

processes, cpmpany write-offs and other vendor fees. Occaslonally
Spgnsor depar{mnhl projects,

* Leading At All Levels Facilitator: (Feb, 2008 to Nov, 2010)

Faclitate’ d of twelve employees on the premises of

: orgnnizationg Jhange af Idaho Power leading towards a h:gh

periqrm . Du'des iriclude providing lecture, leading class
discussions, fagilitating'conflict resolution and mpondmg to individual
and group M L
. rrAsso‘clag‘-f rojec uamger (2000-2005) Projects include:
e Manaaemontpﬁokct: Working with a

. kl" b\%
: com‘f’ 2m to fefine project scope, buﬁgetandsohedule to

" Implery M;amlewomree,p tobsneﬁtldiaarl}o;
- Powers' field force and wmnﬁr, me gpenence qerience.  Regu
portig t Spongors and ldaho Pawed leadership on project

ing and schedulng
‘. ; Softwars 5). Lead a cross-
Lo 1o revise the  to more closely

smer todls to e a ]«‘tho‘ " bfferings.
order mqmredimndonamy ‘Participating

TAB 1 Page 21

N



PLANNING, POLICY AND GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS

FEBRUARY 16, 2012

YR
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in wnnng the yearand report for the ldaho PUC.,

- 80X1 " General Controls (04).: Worked with a cross-
ﬁeam to'design and implement the methodology to
) Power’s IT General Controls into compliance with

anes Oxley Act (SOX). Was one of three project
‘ M  inferpret audt and SOX requirements, plan,

, Monitor processes ‘and progress and
with external auditors on auchtﬁndings

uéBusiness Unit Projects (03-04) Worked witn
us grdups*at idaho Power to and implement

mana ing vendor
3 uns to re\flsa

sech I\ ;,Mouk mtegmﬁonmﬁQl& and Voloe over IP.
Technlcal ices Analyst (2000-03): Researched, priced and
purchased alf woﬂe!aﬁon techinology for varlous business groups at
Idaho Power [Co. - Negotiated contracts .and managed vendor
relationships io enisiire best value and quallty ware provided to Idaho
PowerCo.

1992—1999 QUéEFlnancxal Serviceware Technolognes Boise, ID

 implementadioMée femadel. Muli-tasked al

Systems ; (96-99) Managed company data systems
re, upgrade path and data integnty. Tested,
wj il staff on all new programs and changes.
hirchased " and coordinated instaliation of new
;rksystems, PCs, phone symrns. predictive dialer,
s and cabling. Collected bids, budgeted and
hnical aspects for the
company with élmnge'bf 410 15 projects runnmg acmulteneously

2010 George Fo:g Uni\msuy aA in Business Adnﬂnisuaﬁon and
Organizational Leadership

01/20/2012 15:57 FAX 2084292278
. EP
| EOENEe A
o R m %
) i
REETCR L
e ) aAtl, T
§ o Qe
g ot
5
Education
CONSENT - PPGA

2008 Idaho Power Co. ;,.admb At All Levels Faclitator training

@ o08/008
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Applicatlo

n for Appomtment

$
R:turn all Inrormaﬁon to: . Office of the Govemur i
Atm: Boards & Cnmm:ssmns
P.O. Box 83720 {
Boise, ID 83720 i

Persnnal In{nrmatlol

leale M&male

'On which Béud. Commission, or Council would you ke tos s

T

ﬂ'“: k

¥

iﬁ?. Qrb#m na;ﬁfm&( Wméww/»g
1N Busiyess Admini Statfron,

ﬁs: all past boards, commissions, and counlls on Which you Igig s,crycd.‘ a3 well as political appomm you have reeeived.
— BX Nt -
. ; M i [ ,‘

. atphin.

Please list all profesmnat licenses you mmzly hold, Are you ct

g i

all ths requiremmrs ror m;se proﬁas:mm} Ticenses? If not, pleass

: ﬂsd or'revoked of bem dimplined 'pioresnomlly? If so, pleam explm :

,’,';“.,,3_‘. 100 ~Fl

!,A

o The mformarion set forth above in my
" statements on this apphcation shall be
appalnbmm .

applzcaﬂon is true to the best of my knowledge False
sw?‘icienr cause for non-cons:derarmn or dismissal afrer

CONSENT - PPGA

W
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i | P , Jenmfer Hoppins C.P.C.
: . f i 153 'E. Palermo St.
‘ | S Mer ia‘n Tdaho 83642

i

oo ; : P
; ‘ ¥ Fo
PROFESSIONAL SUMMARY. iy L
' With nearly twenty years in the- heﬂii h usqy, [ have developed Jesire to bridge the gap
: ¢ between providers bf healthears si ‘ nce payers. | otfer lid understanding of
) ' " coding and billing methodologies as Well g5 payment structures. I exude excellent communication
iy i : - and leadership skills aswcll as beuigf; 1f m ziVated, positive and eni i e&lc
JOB HISTORY / SKILLS: SR X
Blue Cross of [daho 2002 - Current ' .|
; Manager, Provider qu:ﬁonu
: v v Managé all prowder relations staff and PR activities for rictwork physicians,

hospitals, networks and ancillary providers
- . «  Manage code based. «linical editing system and a provider appeals process for
i o ; ‘ - facility and rofessional healthcare claims.
o *  Ensure appropr;ate mionshlps and effective commupications with the provider
community Q»gthh their representative nehworks and associations.
a;rn

s Estabhsh and magniin business rules required for aCcurate and timely updates to

‘ the claims

*  Coordinate Plan icﬂvutnes for the ¢learinghouse and’ onvune inquiry systems for
medical pmyx s, i

Provider Contracting Sp;ecwm
- Coriract Negot atms with Hospitals, Networks and Physicians,

’ . Cdﬁd\lﬂ P‘:&}‘ s I
: ; ‘  - ‘ :; Provldech&xg :

St, Alphonsns Physician SeMm, lu

‘Area Clinfc Administrator ' 1
. Administratér'éy er-:‘multlple clinics R
, = Contract mahqgement, RVU’s and fee schedulés
; *  Workwith Faclhty Medical Directors on phys:oian contract and clinic
b issues.
Southwest Idaho ENT 1997-1999 . = -
, Surgical Coder N
K ‘ Physician coding/documentanon educarion
i & Presurgery ¢ mg dand authorization
i ®  Post surgei'fcpdmg ‘from Ccperaﬁve Teports
I * | Claims appeals'

. 1., .

EDUCATION : ; o A
. Bachelors of Sclerice, B!mneSs Administration
Narthwest Nazarene University, 2011 |
Profé ,s”ional Coder (CPC) Cemﬁcahon 2001

CONSENT - PPGA | TAB 1 Page 24
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TAB DESCRIPTION ACTION

BOISE STATE UNIVERSITY ,

1 Information Item
Annual Progress Report

2 BOISE STATE UNIVERSITY Information ltem
Presidents’ Council Report

3 COLLEGE ACCESS CHALLENGE GRANT Information ltem
2012 Awards Report
IDAHO DIV OF VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION .

4 Information ltem
Annual Progress Report

5 IDAHO COMMISSION FOR LIBRARIES Information ltem
Read to Me Early - Literacy Program
IDAHO BUREAU OF EDUCATION SERVICES

6 FOR THE DEAF AND BLIND Information Item
Annual Progress Report
IDAHO PUBLIC CHARTER COMMISSION ,

7 Information Item
Annual Progress Report

g  PLUMMER-WORLEY L Information ltem
Lakeside Elementary - School Dedication

9 ALCOHOL PERMITS Information Item
Issued by University Presidents
IDAHO STATE UNIVERSITY :

10 Information Item

Faculty Governance
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SUBJECT
Boise State University — Annual Progress Report

APPLICABLE STATUTE, RULE, OR POLICY
Idaho State Board of Education Governing Policies & Procedures, Section |.M.3.

BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION
This agenda items fulfills the Board’s requirement for Boise State University to
provide an annual progress report on the institution’s strategic plan, details of
implementation, status of goals and objectives and information on other points of
interest in accordance with a schedule and format established by the Board’s
Executive Director.

IMPACT
Boise State University’s strategic plan drives the University’s planning,
programming, budgeting and assessment cycles and is the basis for the
institution’s annual budget requests and performance measure reports.

ATTACHMENTS
Attachment 1 — Summary Annual Report Page 3

BOARD ACTION

This item is for informational purposes only. Any action will be at the Board’s
discretion.

PPGA TAB 1 Page 1
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Boise State University Progress Report
February 2012
Presented by: Dr. Robert W. Kustra, President

Strategic Plan Implementation

In 2005 Boise State University declared its vision to become a Metropolitan Research
University of Distinction. In working toward this vision, a team of faculty and staff from
across the university developed a strategic plan entitled “Charting the Course: A
Strategic Vision for Boise State University.” The plan was published in April 2006 and
outlined ten broadly defined goals to be pursued within a focus on four key areas:
academic excellence, exceptional research, public engagement, and vibrant culture.

Since Charting the Course was published, Boise State University has made excellent
progress in reaching its vision. Highlights of the University’s progress, and surrounding
events, include:

PPGA

The 2008 opening of the Treasure Valley’s first public community college, The
College of Western ldaho, has increased access to post-secondary education in
the region, released Boise State University from its charge to provide vocational
training, and allowed the university to focus its academic mission

An increase in the university’s admission requirements, resulting in 40 percent of
the entering freshmen for Fall 2011 having a high school GPA exceeding 3.5 and
SAT scores in critical reading and math that are substantially higher than the
national averages

A complete overhaul of the undergraduate core curriculum, structured around
learning outcomes that are clearly articulated to provide a connected, multi-
disciplinary framework of learning from freshman to senior years

Increased retention and a flattening of the undergraduate enrollment profile from
one that was historically over-represented by lower division students

An expansion of graduate programming, with new Master degrees in
anthropology, business administration, chemistry, community and regional
planning, educational leadership, hydrologic sciences, mathematics, nursing, and
STEM education; and new doctoral degrees in educational technology, electrical
and computer engineering, geosciences, biomolecular sciences, and materials
science and engineering

A near-doubling of space for student activities (690,000 ft? total)

An increase of 390,000 ft? for academic and research activity, including a new
84,000 ft* research facility that opened in fall 2011 and a 120,000 ft? business
building scheduled to open in fall 2012

A 55% increase in graduate degrees conferred (652 in FY 2011)

A 68% increase in sponsored project expenditures ($35M in FY 2011)

A 63% increase in publications by Boise State University authors (1079 in
calendar years 2006-2010)

A 326% increase in citations of Boise State University publications (3874 in
calendar years 2006-2010)

TAB 1 Page 3
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Although Boise State University has made impressive strides toward becoming a
Metropolitan Research University of Distinction, we envision even greater advances in
the years ahead. The process of developing a strategic plan for the next five years
began in May 2011 with focused one-on-one conversations between campus leadership
and 40 members of the faculty and staff. The rich information gleaned from those
conversations was used to create a campus-wide survey that generated over 500
responses. The resulting data was used to create a set of core themes that describe
the key aspects of the university’s mission and inform the strategic planning process.

In August 2011 groups from across the campus performed an analysis of the
university’s strengths, weaknesses, challenges and opportunities. Informed by these
analyses and our core values, the university’s executive team produced a vision
statement for the strategic planning process, as well as four pillars on which the
strategic plan will be constructed:

Local and Global Impact
Student Success & Engagement
Visionary Relationships
Organizational Effectiveness

Draft goals have been developed and are currently being vetted with campus
constituents. The plan will be finalized and the development of performance indicators
to align with the plan will be developed in spring 2012.

Enrollment
Fall 2011, 10" Day Enrollment: 19,664
FY2011 Total Distinct Enroliment; 29,454

Research and Economic Development
Select Statistics:
e National Science Foundation awards, FY 11: $9,896,223
National Science Foundation awards, FY 10: $6,794,579
e NASA awards, FY 11: $1,858,320
NASA awards, FY 10: $948,379
e Patents awarded FY 11:7
Patents awarded FY 03 to FY 10: 7
e Research Expenditures, FY 11: 35,048,296
Research Expenditures, FY10: 31,256,225
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Budget
FY2012 University Budget

Revenue Projections

State General Account — (Includes Special Programs) $67,475,400
General Account Funds for CAES 530,400
Student Tuition and General Education Fees 70,126,300
Other Student Fees 27,302,419
Federal Grants & Contracts™* 114,526,277
State Grants & Contracts 3,379,468
Private Gifts & Grants 17,222,042
Sales & Services of Auxiliary Enterprises 53,053,482
F & A Recovery 5,395,226
Other (inter-dept. revenue, transfers from fund balance & interest income) 15,075,691
Total Estimated Revenue $374,086,705

Estimated Expenditures

Instruction $92,555,006
Research 19,967,082
Public Service 12,177,939
Academic Support 18,826,838
Library 6,902,947
Student Services 12,117,207
Institutional Support 28,989,836
Physical Plant 15,398,849
Scholarships & Fellowships** 100,781,335
Auxiliary Enterprises 65,969,968
Planned Use of Reserves 1,516,820
Total Estimated Expenditures $375,203,827

** Includes Student Direct Loans

Employee Totals (FTE = 2,092)
e 643 faculty - 32% of the population
e 775 managerial/professional - 39% of the population
e 577 classified - 29% of the population
e Plus nearly 1,200 part-time employees

Collaborations
Boise State University is proud of its numerous public-private partnerships.
Select examples include:
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« BHS Marketing is a regional chemical custom blend chemical manufacturer and
distributor for the food processing industry. Boise State University Department of
Chemistry is formulating and evaluating chemical cleaners for food processing
equipment designed to meet industry compliance with new stricter FDA industrial
waste water standards.

» As Idaho Power and its transmission partners consider new transmission site
lines, the company is conducting research at Boise State University to model the
impact and influence of wind on the power line design and structure, which may
influence siting as well.

+ The NanoSteel Company utilizes the state-of-the-art Boise State Center for
Materials Characterization facility to measure and test its nanotechnology based
steel alloys. These alloys increase the life of industrial components subject to
corrosion, erosion and wear. By utilizing the specialized equipment, facilities and
analytical services, NanoSteel may advance product development and improve
quality assurance.

+ Boise State University and pSiFlow have partnered to develop point-of-care
sensor devices for medical diagnosis. To date, considerable investment has
been made by Micron Technology, pSiFlow and Boise State University including
interdisciplinary collaboration between the Electrical and Computer Engineering
and the Chemistry and Biochemistry Departments to develop the basis for the
important lab-on-a-chip technology.

« Tierra Systems and Boise State University’s College of Engineering Rapid
Prototyping Laboratory and Department of Chemistry and Biochemistry are
collaborating to develop field hardy prototypes of Boise State intellectual property
that detects toxic heavy metals in water. These prototypes will be used to
demonstrate the technology which is important to potential customers in the
environmental cleanup, mining and heavy manufacturing industries.

+ Boise State is also proud of its ongoing partnerships with its sister institutions in
Idaho, through programs like CAES, INBRE and EPSCoR.

Capital Campaign
e Closed Destination Distinction Campaign in July 2011, having raised
$185,416,696.92
e Exceeded goal by over $10 million

New Buildings

In just the past four years, the university opened or started construction on 11 new
major building projects, encompassing more than 600,000 square feet — a 25 percent
increase in classroom, laboratory, office and event space.

University Updates

New Foundational Studies Program
Beyond the Blue Podcasts
Increased Admissions Index
Restructure of Class Schedule
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SUBJECT
Presidents’ Council Report

BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION
President Bob Kustra, Boise State University, and current chair of the Presidents’
Council will give a report from the most recent Presidents’ Council meeting and
answer questions. The Idaho Presidents’ Council last met on February 7, 2012.

BOARD ACTION

This item is for informational purposes only. Any action will be at the Board’s
discretion.
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SUBJECT

2012 Statewide FAFSA Completion Event Video Contest award presentation
REFERENCE

February 2011 CACG video award presentation

BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION

These award are part of an initiative under the federal College Access Challenge
Grant (CACG). The CACG is a five-year federal grant designed to assist
traditionally underserved and underrepresented students gain access to college
through statewide initiatives. As the state education agency appointed by the
governor to administer grant funds, the Office of the State Board of Education
coordinates the initiatives as defined in ldaho’s CACG application. One such
initiative is a statewide FAFSA (Free Application for Federal Student Aid)
Completion Event. The FAFSA is the application used by the federal
government to distribute student aid such as the Pell grant, federal work-study,
student loans, as well as some scholarships.

Held the first Saturday in February, the FAFSA Completion Event is designed to
assist students with completing their FAFSA accurately and in a timely manner.
This year’s event was held February 4, 2012, at 16 sites throughout the state. In
an effort to involve students in advertising this event, the Board office conducted
a video contest whereby high school students could create a 30 second video
spot. We received seven entries and awarded a first, second, third prize, and
three honorable mentions. The prizes total $5,000 in cash money. The prize will
be awarded to the student participants and a matching amount will be awarded to
the students’ respective schools. This provided an opportunity for Idaho high
school students to showcase their video production skills in a real-world setting.
We are very proud of the efforts of all who participated.

ATTACHMENTS

Attachment 1 — List of Awardees Page 3

STAFF COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Due to the success of this year’s contest, the CACG Program will continue to
host this event each year it is awarded the federal CACG.

BOARD ACTION

PPGA

This item is for informational purposes only. Any action will be at the Board’s
discretion.
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email: board@osbe.idaho.gov

First Place:
Eagle High School
Cody Hoge
Thomas Leinberger

Second Place:
Eagle High School
Jacob Huffaker
Jake Hart

Third Place:
Eagle High School
Riley Hunt
Stacia Cooper

Honorable Mention:
Eagle High School
Brian Kimpson
Levi Maliwauki

Eagle High School
Daydra Mefford-Ritter
Nicolle Jones

Mountain Home High School
Jarek Schetzle

David Trouten
William King

PPGA
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SUBJECT
Division of Vocational Rehabilitation (IDVR) — Annual Progress Report

APPLICABLE STATUTE, RULE, OR POLICY
Idaho State Board of Education Governing Policies & Procedures, Section |.M.3.

BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION
This agenda item fulfills the Board’s requirement for IDVR to provide a progress
report on the agency’s strategic plan, details of implementation, status of goals
and objectives and information on other points of interest in accordance with a
schedule and format established by the Board’s Executive Director.

Don Alveshere, Administrator of the Division of Vocational Rehabilitation, will
provide an overview of the Division of Vocational Rehabilitation progress in
carrying out the agencies strategic plan including:

Vocational Rehabilitation

Extended Employment Services

Council for the Deaf and Hard of Hearing
End Stage Renal Program

Agency Wide Issues

Legislative Audit Findings

Back Up Slides — Performance Data

ATTACHMENT
Attachment 1 — PowerPoint Presentation Page 3

BOARD ACTION

This item is for informational purposes only. Any action will be at the Board’s
discretion.
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Idaho Division of
Vocational Rehabilitation

State Board of Education 2012 Presentation

John Bustamante
Patient Equipment Transport
Region 1 — Coeur d’Alene
Employer — Kootenai
Medical Center

Vocational Rehabilitation

» Avoiding Order of Selection (next slide).
» Retaining quality staff.
» Providing services in an environment that is
constantly changing.
> Medicaid changes and their impacts on our
customers.
- Education changes.
> Cost drivers increasing - medical services and
higher education costs.
> Return on Investment studies.
- Reduces customers’ use of benefits.
- Increases taxes paid.

Order of Selection (O0S)

» Federally required process when not enough
resources (dollars or staff)to serve every
customer.

» OOS is a very disruptive process in many ways.

> Not able to serve people when they are ready for
employment or when they are at risk of losing their job.

> Creates multiple times when assessment needs to be
completed.

- Creates a lot of appeals as people appeal their eligibility
determination so they can receive services sooner.

o Creates organizational staffing issues because the wait
list is determined statewide not locally.
IDVR will have to serve those with the most significant
disabilities first and lose relatively lower cost success
opportunities.

Bonnie Heap
Sales Associate
Region 4 — Twin Falls
Office — Burley
Employer — Walmart

|

PPGA

Extended Employment Services

> EES provides long-term supported employment
services to customers with developmental
disabilities or mental health disabilities.

> IDVR had a Legislative Audit finding for using
federal VR funds for agency indirect costs.

> Budget request to add $367,000 so that EES can
cover its share of IDVR indirect costs.

> This request will allow the full SFY 2012 T & B
allotment to be used for T &B.

> Currently 390 people are on the waiting list. These
are people ready to go to work who need long-term
supports.
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Council for the Deaf and Hard of
Hearing

» CDHH was moved to IDVR in FY 2011 and
izng??ded to be funded through VR grant for FY

» Not all CDHH work qualifies under the VR grant.
» Budget request to add $148,300 to make CDHH
state only funded without being tied to the VR

Grant.

» Administrative burden for two person
organization and funding risks based on
program needs.

» 1/12/12 JFAC action increases FY 2012 state
funding to $124,500. Incurred $146,400 total
costs in FY 2011.

End Stage Renal Disease Program

» OPE study found programmatic issues.

» IDVR has implemented a series of actions to
address the findings.

» Currently serving 103 customers

» OPE study recommended phasing out the
program.

> Governor agreed with this recommendation and
suggested June 30, 2013 as the sunset date.

Joshua Wells
Motorcycle Mechanic
Region 7 — Caldwell

Office — Meridian

Employer — Boise Cycle

Agency Wide Issues

» Focus of the Agency
o Customer Service
> Organizational Excellence
- Effective Stakeholder Engagement

» Employee Climate Survey Recently Completed

Alternative Funding Sources

» Social Security Reimbursements
> IDVR receives reimbursement for case costs of
customers who were receiving disability related Social
Security but earn above the federal threshold for 9 out of
12 months.
> IDVR has implemented changes to increase the amount
we receive in reimbursements.
> There is no consistency in receiving reimbursement
dollars.
» Spending Authority Flexibility for Social Security
Reimbursements
> Reimbursements are viewed as “program income” and
must be used before federal dollars are drawn.
> IDVR received flexibility with how these dollars are spent
- this fixed a federal audit finding.

PPGA

Legislative Audit Findings

» FY 2010 Audit Findings
> 2010F-14 - Drawing Federal Funds Early.
- Federal funds are now only being drawn as expended.
> 2010F-15 - Federal Financial reports not supported
by the Divisions accounting records.
- The Division’s accounting structure has been improved
to track grant expenditures properly
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Legislative Audit Findings-cont.

» FY 2010 Audit Findings - cont.
> 2010F-16 - Additional services provided to clients
are not documented as required.

- We have discontinued the policy in question and will
be submitting a revised policy for the next legislative
session.

> 2010F-17 - Indirect cost rate is not supported and
amounts are claimed twice in error.

- Indirect cost plan has been resubmitted to US Dept. of
Education.

- Indirect costs are no longer being charged as grant
direct costs.

- Indirect costs will be recovered at the approved rate.

Back Up Slides

The following is performance data relating to
strategic plan objectives.

IDVR Performance

» Last available Sum of Ranks - ranking based
on 81 broad performance measures
> FFY 2009 - IDVR 5t out of 52 similar agencies
> FFY 2008 - IDVR 3 out of 52 similar agencies

IDVR Performance

» Objective: Increase the number of individuals
who successfully become employed after
receiving VR services. (Federal Standard = 1
more than the previous year)

Number of Rehabs FFY 2005-2011

2200 2120 "

1996

2000 190:

1896
185
1800

1600

1400

1200

2008 2009 2010 2011

Year

IDVR Performance

» Objective: Increase the number of transition
age youth who successfully become
employed after receiving VR services.
(Benchmark - 1 more than the previous year)

No. of Transition Youth With Employment Outcome
Before Age 24 FFY 2005-2011

800

2009 2010 2011

IDVR Performance

» Objective: Increase the earnings of individuals
who successfully become employed after
receiving VR services. (Benchmark - increase

from previous year. Federal Standard = .52 of
state average wage)

Average Hourly Wage FFY

Average Wage as % of State
2005-2011

Average Wage FFY 2005-2011

$11.00

62%
$10.50 570,05 $10- 62%

$10.00 Sokils

$9.50 | §9.17 $9:27 sax | 58% 57%

S6% 5o
$9.00

$8.50

$8.00

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011

Year Year
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IDVR Performance

» Objective - Maintain the number of
individuals with significant disabilities placed
in employment with long term job support.
(Benchmark = Equal or exceed previous year)

No. of Clients With Significant Disabilities Placed in
Employment With Long Term Support FFY 2005-2011
500

149 181 212 194 155 %0 72
—_— 0 - 0

2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011

Year

IDVR Performance

» Objective - Improve the employment
outcomes of individuals who are Deaf and
Hard of Hearing. (Benchmark - Increase the
number 6% from FFY 2011 to FFY 2013)

No. of Clients Deaf and Hard of Hearing With
Employment Outcome FFY 2005-2011

400
171

194 209 222
200 140 167 166

2007 2008 2009 2010 2011

Year

IDVR Performance

» Objective - Utilize Information Technology to its
maximum capacity. (Benchmark - completion of
document imaging project and ongoing
education and training)

0o Outcomes

- Converted HR to paperless document storage

- Developed and implemented client appt.
reminder system.

* Implemented an online trouble ticket system.

- Installed and maintained a statewide video

ce system.

IDVR Performance

» Objective - Assure that individuals of minority
backgrounds have equal access to services.
(Benchmark - Equal or exceed previous year)

Rehabilitations for Customers With Any Non-White Background
FFY 2005-2011

2008 2009 2010 2011

Year

IDVR Performance

» Objective - Adequately meet the employment
needs of the increasing Adult Corrections
population statewide. (Benchmark - Equal or
exceed previous year)

IDOC Clients With Successful Rehab FFY 2005-2011
600 481 465 542

364 391 419 419

400

200

2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011

Year

PPGA

IDVR Performance

» Objective - Strengthen partnerships with
community partners. (Benchmarks - Increase
meeting with community programs &
collaboration with Community Rehabilitation
Programs will meet or exceed previous year)

» Outcomes

> IDVR has a strong presence with community groups
and will continue to prioritize this.

> IDVR has several projects beginning with our CRPs.
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IDVR Performance IDVR Performance
Federal Standards and Indicators
Standard FFY 2011 FFY Federal Standard
» Objective - Maintain an internal audit process , 2010
. . Change in Employment 2,083 1,895 1 more than
that achieves the vocational outcome goals Outcomes before
established by RSA. Percent of Employment 62.5% 63.1% 55.8%
Outcomes (Rehab Rate)

» Outcome - IDVR has taken.ma.‘ny.Steps to % of Outcomes Competitive 99.7% 99.6% 72.6%

address RSA and state audit findings. Employment

> New Policies % with Significant Disability 99.7% 98.9%  62.4%

o Indirect Cost Rate Earnings Ratio .62 .57 .52

- CDHH Self Support 75.1 72.2 53

Minority Service Rate Ratio 975 .925 .80

IDVR passed all 7 federal standards!!
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SUBJECT
Idaho Commission for Libraries - Read to Me Early Literacy Program

BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION
The Idaho Commission for Libraries has recognized the value of early literacy
skills in education, as is evident in their Read to Me (RTM) program. The vision
of the Commission’s RTM program is that all parents and caregivers nurture their
children's early literacy skills and all children develop as independent readers
and become lifelong learners.

RTM is a collaboration among the Commission, public libraries and their
community partners to provide early literacy services to Idaho children ages 0 to
8 and their families, with an emphasis on those at risk for low reading skills.
There are a variety of program elements so local libraries can choose those that
best meet their community needs and available resources. A central strategy is
to provide parents and caregivers the information and tools they need to help
their young children be ready to learn.

RTM has grown significantly since it began in 1998 as a small pilot project. A 3-
year grant from the JA and Kathryn Albertson Foundation helped launch the
project more broadly from 1999 to 2001. Since that time the grant has been
funded by a combination of federal and state dollars.

The Commission for Libraries recognizes that preparation for success in a career
or college takes place on a continuum that begins with early literacy skills. The
Commission has also been working to build a sense of urgency about the
number of Idaho children who are not reading at grade level, and how that leads
to a large number of students who do not complete high school.

IMPACT
Boise State University’s Dr. Roger Stewart has been involved in evaluating
RTM'’s impact since 2009. Dr. Stewart finds the programs have been successful
and have impacted parent behaviors in regard to children’s early literacy are
striking.”

STAFF COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Ann Joslin, State Librarian, will give a brief presentation on the Read to Me
program and update the State Board of Education on the Commissions efforts to
help address reading deficiencies among ldaho students.

BOARD ACTION
This item is for informational purposes only. Any action will be at the Board’s
discretion.
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SUBJECT
Idaho Bureau of Educational Services for the Deaf and the Blind - Progress
Report

BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION
The Idaho Bureau of Educational Services for the Deaf and the Blind (IBESDB)
formally known as the Idaho School for the Deaf and Blind was moved out from
under the Boards Governance in 2009. The Board maintains rule making
authority for educational services for students who are deaf or hard of hearing
and/or blind or visually impaired, as well as property rights for the School for the
Deaf and Blind.

Brian Darcy, Administrator for ldaho Bureau of Educational Services for the Deaf
and the Blind will give the Board an update on IBESDB’s current activities and
progress.

ATTACHMENT
Attachment 1 — PowerPoint Presentation Page 3

BOARD ACTION

This item is for informational purposes only. Any action will be at the Board’s
discretion.
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Idaho Educational
Services for the Deaf and
the Blind

ldaho Educational Services for
the Deaf and the Blind (IESDB)

IESDB Board Members

Teresa Fritsch ~ Steven Snow Jennifer Hirai
Tom Luna

Supt. of
Public Instruction
Jeff Faulkner Ramona Lee Michael Graham Mark Falconer
33-3403 -“The goal of the Idaho bureau of educational services
for the deaf and the blind is to assist school districts and state OutreaCh
agencies in providing accessibility, quality and equity to students
in the state with sensory impairments through a continuum of
service and placement options.” 1400 1284
i 1136 2 I I8
OUTREACH 1200 |
i ;  CAMPUS e 1047 | L
. ﬁ 1000 848 | |
" 800 | 700 = B D/HH
- : : O28 L B/VI
Administrative / Media / Maintenance / IT 600 | y
CTotal
400 |
200 | o . E
5 =

Continuum of Services

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012

8
3
al

Innovative learning

From 2011- present, 55,779 Braille pages
were produced by scanning, decrypting,
and translating from text books and sent
throughout the state.

Library

,-ﬂ GF" .
I“'(

Media/Library Services
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Number of Students Enrolled

Enrollment
86 85
73 77
66
2007 2008 2009 2010 2011
Campus

| . ".\ a0 ., &3

.. ; B  FSeemm—me
OT"a “one size fits all” education™ |

Promoting Healthy Choices...
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Partnerships

« Vocational Rehabilitation

<« Commission for the Blind
Visually impaired

< Council for the Deaf/Hard of
Hearing

« Health and Welfare — Infant
Toddler

<« Department of Labor

« Local School Districts

Bottom Line: We are all Pulling
Together
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SUBJECT
Idaho Public Charter School Commission Annual Progress Report

APPLICABLE STATUTE, RULE, OR POLICY
Section 33-5213, Idaho Code

BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION
Idaho Public Charter School Commission (IPCSC) Chairman Alan Reed and
Director Tamara Baysinger will update the Board on the status of Idaho’s public
charter schools and the IPCSC’s efforts to implement best practices for charter
school authorizing. Topics will include:

1. Public charter school growth, achievement, and funding;
2. New oversight procedures implemented by the IPCSC; and

3. Essential authorizing practices identified by the National Association of
Charter School Authorizers.

ATTACHMENTS
Attachment 1 — Idaho Public Charter Schools Fact Sheet Page 3
Attachment 2 — Idaho Public Charter School Lists Page 4
Attachment 3 — IPCSC 2012 Annual Report Page 7

BOARD ACTION
This item is for informational purposes only. Any action will be at the Board’s
discretion.
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lm]_{ PUBLIC CHARTER ' i &
SCHOOL COMMISSION™ &
Public Charter Schools | FACT SHEET

Total State Support for Public Charter Schools

. % Change from
Fiscal Year FY09 FY10 FY11
FYO09 to FY11
Dollar Amount $66,227,258 $78,800,105 $77,626,138 17%

Number of Public Charter Schools

2009-2010 2010-2011 2011-2012 2012-2013
District-Authorized 14 15 14* 14
IPCSC-Authorized 22 25% 29 30
Total 36 40 43 44

It is anticipated that 4-6 new public charter schools will be approved each year for the foreseeable future.
If present trends continue, most or all of these will be authorized by the Idaho Public Charter School Commission.

Public Charter School Enrollment

2009-2010 2010-2011 2011-2012 2012-2013%*
District-Authorized 5,048 5,521 5,487 5,321
IPCSC-Authorized 9,439 10,691 10,597 10,912
Brick & Mortar 10,311 11,484 10,861 11,010
Virtual 4,176 4,728 5,223 5,223
Total 14,487 16,212 16,084 16,233

The number of students currently enrolled in Idaho’s public charter schools represents 5.7% of Idaho’s public
school student population. 1.8% of Idaho’s public school students are enrolled in virtual public charter schools.

Idaho Public Charter School Commission Program Budget

FY 2009 FY 2010 FY 2011
(actual) (actual) (actual) FY 2012 (budgeted)
Personnel Costs $79,113 $100,366 $102,490 $198,770
Operating
11 22,121 1
Expenditures 511,084 $22, $19,766 $39,784

Increased operating budgets are reflective of the meetings, tools, and training required for the oversight of an
expanding number of schools. Increased personnel costs reflect the addition of a second, full-time IPCSC staff
position, bringing Idaho closer to the nationwide authorizer staffing average of 1 full-time equivalent (FTE) per
5.3 schools.***

*In 2010-11, three new IPCSC schools opened, one existing IPCSC school closed, and one school transferred from district to IPCSC. In 2011-12, one existing district school closed.
**These estimates are based on enrollment caps contained in charters approved but not yet open, and do not reflect the anticipated expansion of existing schools.
***Source: The State of Charter School Authorizing 2009 Annual Report, National Association of Charter School Authorizers.

Prepared by the Office of the State Board of Education | 334-2270 | www.chartercommission.idaho.gov January 2012
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Name (Active Schools Only)

Location

Grades Method / Focus

Authorizer

1|Academy at Roosevelt Center, The 2006 [Pocatello K-8 Harbor PCSC
2|Another Choice Virtual School 2010 |[Treasure Valley [K-12 Virtual, Special Needs |PCSC
3|Anser Charter School 1999 [Boise K-8 Expeditionary Learning |Boise SD
4[ARTEC Charter School 2005 [Twin Falls 9-12 Prof Tech Minidoka SD
5[Blackfoot Community Charter Learning Center 2000 [Blackfoot K-6 Brain-Based PCSC
6[Coeur d' Alene Charter Academy 1999 [Coeur d'Alene 6-12 College Prep Coeur d'Alene SD
7|Compass Public Charter School 2005 [Meridian K-9 Harbor PCSC
9|DaVinci Charter School (formerly GCCS) 2006 [Boise K-8 Adlerian PCSC
8[Falcon Ridge Public Charter School 2005 |Kuna K-8 Harbor PCSC
10|Heritage Academy 2011 |Jerome K-6 Schoolwide Enrichment [PCSC
11|Heritage Community Charter School 2011 |Caldwell K-12 Classical PCSC
13|ldaho Arts Charter School 2005 [Nampa K-12 Arts Focus Nampa SD
18|ldaho Connects Online (formerly KAID) 2009 |[Statewide 6-12 Virtual PCSC
12|Idaho Distance Education Academy 2004  |Deary K-12 Distance Education White Pine SD
14|ldaho School of Science and Technology 2009 [Blackfoot 6-8 Science/Tech Focus PCSC
15|ldaho Virtual Academy 2002 [Statewide K-12 Virtual PCSC
16|INSPIRE Connections Academy 2005 |Statewide K-11 Virtual PCSC
17]iSucceed Virtual High School 2008 |[Statewide 9-12 Virtual PCSC
19|Kootenai Bridge Academy 2009 [Coeur d'Alene SD |11-12 | Virtual, At-Risk PCSC
20|Legacy Charter School 2011 Nampa K-8 Harbor PCSC
21|Liberty Charter School 1999 [Nampa K-12 Harbor PCSC
22|Meridian Medical Arts Charter High School 2003 |Meridian 9-12 College Prep Meridian SD
23|Meridian Technical Charter High School 1999 [Meridian K-12 College Prep Meridian SD
24|Monticello Montessori Charter School 2010 |Idaho Falls K-2 Montessori PCSC
25|Moscow Charter School 1999 [Moscow K-6 Arts & Tech Moscow SD
26(North Idaho STEM 2012 |Rathdrum K-8 STEM PCSC
27 [North Star Charter School 2003 |Eagle K-9 Harbor Meridian SD
28|North Valley Academy 2008  |Gooding K-8 Core Knowledge PCSC
29|Palouse Prairie School of Expeditionary Learning |2009 [Moscow K-6 Expeditionary Learning |PCSC
30|Payette River Technical Academy 2010 |Emmett 9-12 Non-Traditional Emmett SD
31|Pocatello Community Charter 1999 |Pocatello K-8 Harbor Pocatello SD
32[Richard McKenna Charter High School 2002 [Mountain Home [9-12 Virtual, Alternative PCSC
33|Rolling Hills Public Charter School 2005 |Boise K-9 Harbor PCSC
34|Sage International School of Boise 2010 |Boise K-8 Int'l Baccalauriate PCSC
35|Sandpoint Charter School 2001  [Sandpoint 6-8 Project-Based Lake Pend Oreille SD
37|Taylor's Crossing Public Charter School 2006 [ldaho Falls K-10 Harbor PCSC
41|The Village Charter School 2011 Boise K-8 Limitless Learning PCSC
38| Thomas Jefferson Charter School 2004 [Caldwell K-10 Harbor Vallivue SD
39|Upper Carmen Public Charter School 2005 [Carmen K-5 General Salmon SD
40|Victory Charter School 2004 [Nampa K-10 Harbor PCSC
42|Vision Public Charter School 2007 _ |Caldwell K-7 Classical PCSC
43|White Pine Charter School 2003 [ldaho Falls K-8 Core Knowledge PCSC
36|Wings Charter School (formerly SILC Lab School) |2009 |Twin Falls 6-9 Differentiated PCSC
44|Xavier Charter School 2007 |Twin Falls K-8 Core Knowledge PCSC

Three district-authorized public charter schools have closed: Lost Rivers, Rer

One PCSC-authorized public charter school has closed: Nampa Classical Academy.

1ce, |daho Leadership Academy, and OWL.
I

One district-authorized public charter school was converted to a traditional school in 2008-2009: Hidden Springs.

Two district-authorized public charter schools have transferred to PCSC authorization: White Pine and BCCLC.
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Number Name (Active Schools Only) Year Location Grades Method Authorizer
1]|Anser Charter School 1999 |Boise K-8 Expeditionary Learning [Boise SD
2|Coeur d' Alene Charter Academy 1999 |Coeur d'Alene 6-12 College Prep Coeur d'Alene SD
3[Sandpoint Charter School 2001 Sandpoint 6-8 Project-Based Lake Pend Oreille SD
4|Meridian Medical Arts Charter High School 2003 |Meridian 9-12 College Prep Meridian SD
5|Meridian Technical Charter High School 1999  |Meridian K-12 College Prep Meridian SD
6[North Star Charter School 2003 |Eagle K-9 Harbor Meridian SD
7|ARTEC Charter School 2005  |Twin Falls 9-12 Prof Tech Minidoka SD
8[Moscow Charter School 1999  |Moscow K-6 Arts & Tech Moscow SD
9|ldaho Arts Charter School 2005 |Nampa K-12 Arts Focus Nampa SD

10[Payette River Technical Academy 2010 |Emmett 9-12 Non-Traditional Emmett SD
11[Pocatello Community Charter 1999 |Pocatello K-8 Harbor Pocatello SD
12|Upper Carmen Public Charter School 2005 |Carmen K-5 General Salmon SD
13| Thomas Jefferson Charter School 2004 |Caldwell K-10 Harbor Vallivue SD
14|Idaho Distance Education Academy 2004 |Deary K-12 Distance Ed White Pine SD
1]Academy at Roosevelt Center, The 2006 |Pocatello K-8 Harbor PCSC
2|Another Choice Virtual School 2010 |Treasure Valley |K-12 Virtual, Special Needs [PCSC
3|Blackfoot Community Charter Learning Center 2000 |Blackfoot K-6 Brain-Based PCSC
4|Compass Public Charter School 2005 |Meridian K-9 Harbor PCSC
5[DaVinci Charter School (formerly GCCS) 2006 |Boise K-8 Adlerian PCSC
6[Falcon Ridge Public Charter School 2005 |Kuna K-8 Harbor PCSC
7|Heritage Academy 2011 |Jerome K-6 Schoolwide Enrichment |PCSC
8[Heritage Community Charter School 2011 |Caldwell K-12 Classical PCSC
9{ldaho Connects Online (formerly KAID) 2009 |Statewide 6-12 Virtual PCSC
10|Idaho Science and Technology Charter School 2009 |Blackfoot 6-8 Science/Tech Focus PCSC
11]Idaho Virtual Academy 2002 |Statewide K-12 Virtual PCSC
12|INSPIRE Connections Academy 2005 |Statewide K-11 Virtual PCSC
13[iSucceed Virtual High School 2008 |Statewide 9-12 Virtual PCSC
14|Kootenai Bridge Academy 2009 |Coeur d'Alene SD|11-12  |Virtual PCSC
15|Legacy Charter School 2011 |Nampa K-8 Harbor PCSC
16| Liberty Charter School 1999 |Nampa K-12 Harbor PCSC
17|Monticello Montessori School 2010 |ldaho Falls K-2 Montessori PCSC
18[North Idaho STEM 2012 |Rathdrum 5-8 STEM PCSC
19|North Valley Academy 2008 |Gooding K-8 Core Knowledge PCSC
20(Palouse Prairie School of Expeditionary Learning  [2009  [Moscow K-6 Expeditionary Learning [PCSC
21]|Richard McKenna Charter High School 2002 |Mountain Home [9-12 Virtual/At Risk PCSC
22|Rolling Hills Public Charter School 2005 |Boise K-9 Harbor PCSC
23|Sage International School of Boise 2010 |Boise K-8 Int'l Baccalauriate PCSC
24 [Taylor's Crossing Public Charter School 2006 |ldaho Falls K-10 Harbor PCSC
25|The Village Charter School 2011 |Boise K-8 Limitless Learning PCSC
26| Victory Charter School 2004 |Nampa K-10 Harbor PCSC
27|Vision Public Charter School 2007  |Caldwell K-7 Classical PCSC
28|White Pine Charter School 2003 |ldaho Falls K-8 Core Knowledge PCSC
29(Wings Charter Middle School (formerly SILC) 2009 |Twin Falls 6-9 Differentiated PCSC
30| Xavier Charter School 2007 |Twin Falls K-8 Core Knowledge PCSC
TOTAL 44

Four district-authorized public charter schools have closed: Lost Rivers, Renaissance, Idaho Leadership Academy, and OWL.

One PCSC-authorized public charter school has closed: Nampa Classical Academy.

One district-authorized public charter school was converted to a traditional school in 2008-2009: Hidden Springs.

Two district-authorized public charter schools have transferred to PCSC authorization: White Pine and BCCLC.
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Number Name (All Schools) Year Location Grades Method Enroliment 09-10 Enrollment 10-11 Authorizer
Il ANSER Charter School 1998 |Boise K-8 Expeditionary Learning 316 361 Boise SD
(/R0 S{=Inl | ost Rivers Charter School 1998 |Arco n/a n/a Closed (Butte Cnty SD)
A Moscow Charter School 1998 [Moscow K-6 Arts & Tech 138 140 Moscow SD
k] Coeur d' Alene Charter Academy 1999 |Coeur d'Alene 6-12 College Prep 569 628 Coeur d'Alene SD
I Liberty Charter School 1999 [Nampa K-12 Harbor 419 418 PCSC
5] Meridian Technical Charter High School 1999 [Meridian K-12 College Prep 199 197 Meridian SD
i) Pocatello Community Charter School 1999 |[Pocatello K-8 Harbor 326 360 Pocatello SD
[e/HeS1=Ipl Renaissance Charter School 1999 [Moscow n/a n/a Closed (Moscow SD)
P4 Blackfoot Community Charter Learning Center 2000 |Blackfoot K-6 Brain-Based 123 164 PCSC
[o{MeS1=IR Hidden Springs Charter School 2001 |Boise K-8 Harbor n/a n/a Boise SD
] Sandpoint Charter School 2001 |Sandpoint 6-8 Project-Based 211 272 Lake Pend Oreille SD
[{NOR1=Ipl |daho Leadership Academy 2002 |Pingree K-12 Paidea, Leadership n/a n/a Closed (Snake River SD)
£] Idaho Virtual Academy 2002 |Statewide K-12 Virtual 2662 2750 PCSC
(] Richard McKenna Charter High School 2002 |Mountain Home  [9-12 Virtual/At Risk 229 345 PCSC
(il Meridian Medical Arts Charter High School 2003 |Meridian 9-12 College Prep 186 193 Meridian SD
(P North Star Charter School 2003 |Eagle K-9 Harbor 812 920 Meridian SD
i) White Pine Charter School 2003 |ldaho Falls K-8 Core Knowledge 372 443 PCSC
i3 Idaho Distance Education Academy 2004 |Deary K-12 Distance Ed 900 913 White Pine SD
(E] Thomas Jefferson Charter School 2004 |[Caldwell K-12 Harbor 399 405 Vallivue SD
i[5} Victory Charter School 2004 |Nampa K-10 Harbor 400 398 PCSC
4 Compass Public Charter School 2005 |Meridian K-9 Harbor 548 539 PCSC
i) Falcon Ridge Public Charter School 2005 |Kuna K-8 Harbor 257 261 PCSC
i¢] Idaho Arts Charter School 2005 |Nampa K-12 Arts Focus 603 657 Nampa SD
PA) INSPIRE Connections Academy 2005 |Statewide K-11 Virtual 501 605 PCSC
VAl Rolling Hills Public Charter School Boise Harbor 226 262 PCSC
p#4 Upper Carmen Public Charter School Carmen General 55 76 Salmon SD

23
24
25
26
44 \/ision Public Charter School

2007

Caldwell K-7 Classical 299 437 PCSC

pis) Xavier Charter School

2007

Twin Falls K-8 Core Knowledge 648 625 PCSC

pacliSucceed Virtual High School

2008

Statewide 9-12 Virtual 735 765 PCSC

Elo) North Valley Academ
31

kls) Another Choice Virtual School

2008

[elNeXS{ =Bl Nampa Classical Academ 2009 |Nampa  [1-9  |[Classical/Trivium PCSC

Gooding K-8 Core Knowledge 260 238 PCSC

Treasure Valley Virtual, Special Needs PCSC

kY4 Sage International School of Boise

2010

Boise K-8 Int'l Baccalauriate New 213 PCSC

[e{ReS|=Isl Owl Charter Academy

2010

Nampa K-8 Multi-Sensory n/a 177 Nampa SD

ki) Monticello Montessori Charter School

Idaho Falls Montessori PCSC

ki*) Payette River Technical Academ
40
41

42
43
44

PPGA

Emmett Non-Traditional Emmett SD
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IDAHO PUBLIC CHARTER SCHOOL COMMISSION
2012 ANNUAL REPORT

The Idaho Public Charter School Commission (IPCSC) and its staff have spent the past year
focusing on the improvement of oversight practices in order to effectively oversee a growing
number of public charter schools in the face of a challenging economic climate. This annual
report focuses on best practices identified by national leaders in the charter school movement,
addressing the application of such practices to Idaho’s independent authorizer.

Growth in the number of public charter schools in Idaho continued at its average, historical
rate in Fall 2011, with the opening of four, new, IPCSC-authorized schools. One IPCSC-
authorized school is approved to open in Fall 2012, bringing Idaho’s total number of public
charter schools to 44; 30 of these are overseen by the IPCSC. It is anticipated that Fall 2013 will
see a return to typical, annual growth levels of three to five new public charter schools, the
majority of which will be IPCSC-authorized.

Enrollment in Idaho’s public charter schools increased by approximately 900 students from
2010-2011 to 2011-2012. This number reflects enroliment at the four new schools, expansion or
contraction of existing schools, and the closure of one, district-authorized school. Idaho’s public
charter school enrollment now totals nearly 17,000, or 6% of Idaho’s K-12 public school
population. 68% (11,645) of these students are enrolled in IPCSC-authorized schools, and 31%
(5,223) are virtual school students.

Idaho’s public charter schools continue to perform well academically, on average. In
Spring 2011, 66% of charter Local Education Agencies (LEAs) made Adequate Yearly Progress
(AYP) under No Child Left Behind, compared to 37% of traditional school districts. 100% of
charter LEAs currently reflect a more positive AYP status than that of the districts in which they
are located, though it should be acknowledged that a few (5/18) non-virtual charter LEAs moved
in the same, negative direction as did their home districts. Many more (13/18) non-virtual
charter LEAs achieved AYP while the districts in which they are located moved further into
school improvement. Public virtual charter school results have improved since Spring 2010,
with three out of seven making AYP in Spring 2011 compared to two out of seven in Spring
2010. Other measures of success, including stakeholder surveys and standardized tests
results, indicate that the majority of IPCSC-authorized public charter schools are performing
well, and several are achieving among the best results in the state.

Funding for Idaho’s public charter schools, as with all public schools, decreased from FY
2010 to FY 2011, from $78,800,105.08 to $77,626,137.78. The IPCSC has observed an
increase in the number of schools facing significant fiscal concerns. This appears to be due in
part to decreased funding; another common factor among fiscally unstable schools is excessive
facility costs. New and proposed schools face additional challenges due to Idaho’s failure to
receive the federal Charter Start! grant during its last cycle.

The IPCSC’s budget increased from FY 2011 to FY 2012 due to the approval of a second, full-
time staff position. The PCSC’s personnel budget currently stands at $198,770, while its
operating budget remains similar to the previous year’s, at $39,784. It is anticipated that some
of these operating funds will be utilized for the improvement of fiscal oversight tools,
development of online data submission tools, and professional development of Commissioners
and staff.
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Authorizing activity by the IPCSC included the Spring 2011 approval of an extensive
restructuring plan intended to update the IPCSC’s oversight structure, including the petition
approval process and charter school performance evaluation system, with an overarching goal
of improved efficiency and effectiveness. The plan, which is currently in its first phase of
implementation, attempts to apply best practices identified by the National Association of
Charter School Authorizers (NACSA) and the National Alliance for Public Charter Schools
(NAPCS), while targeting additional issues identified through the experience of the IPCSC and
its staff.

National research continues to inform IPCSC practices. In October 2011, NACSA released
an Index of Essential Practices citing 12, essential authorizing practices and rating states by
awarding one point per essential practice currently in effect. Idaho received 5 out of 12 points,
placing our state in the bottom quartile of the 123 authorizers that participated in the nationwide
survey. These results correspond with Idaho’s score of 25 out of a possible 55 points on the
Center for Education Reform’s 2011 Charter School Law Ranking and Scorecard. Similarly,
NAPCS’s January 2012 Ranking of State Charter School Laws placed Idaho 32" out of 41
states, with a score of 91/208 based on the comparison of Idaho’s charter school law to the 20
Essential Components of a Strong Public Charter School Law identified by NAPCS.

NACSA, NAPCS, and the Center for Educational Reform all identify similar criteria for
evaluating charter school laws, including those that address authorizing practices. The
components relevant to strong authorizing all contribute to the three core principles identified by
NACSA’s 2010 Principles and Standards for Quality Charter School Authorizing: maintain high
expectations, protect school autonomy, and protect the public and student interests.

NACSA’s Index of Essential Practices provides a concise list of critical authorizing practices
that are recommended by national groups representing authorizers, charter school advocates,
and education reformers. This report will address the 12 essential practices as they are, or are
not, currently implemented in Idaho.

Essential Practice 1: Authorizer Publishes Applications Timelines and Materials

Idaho received a point for this practice. Application timelines and materials are made available
on the IPCSC’s website, as well as in Idaho statute and administrative rule, and through the
petitioners workshops offered twice annually by the Idaho State Department of Education
(SDE).

Essential Practice 2: Authorizer has Established, Documented Criteria for Evaluating
Charter Applications

Idaho received a point for this practice. Throughout the application process, petitioners are
provided with extensive SDE and IPCSC staff reviews based on the statutory lists of required
petition elements, in addition to additional elements identified as critical by the IPCSC. The
IPCSC'’s restructuring plan includes the development of a petition evaluation rubric, which will
further define authorizer expectations.

Essential Practice 3: Authorizer Uses Expert Panels that Include External Members to
Review Charter Applications

Idaho did not receive a point for this practice. Upon the suggestion of this report, and with the
recognition that IPCSC petitioners could benefit from the input of experts in such areas as
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academic program development, school finance, federal programs, and school governance,
IPCSC staff is currently considering means by which this practice could be implemented. Due to
budgetary constraints, it is likely that expert panels would need to be comprised of volunteer
reviewers.

Essential Practice 4: Authorizer Interviews all Charter Applicants

Idaho received a point for this practice. As described in the restructuring plan, IPCSC staff now
interviews all proposed charter school founding groups as a means of assessing their capacity
to open and operate a public charter school. It should be noted, however, that the findings of
these interviews are of limited benefit because Idaho statute does not permit an authorizer to
deny a charter petition on the basis of doubt in the abilities its founding members.

Essential Practice 5: Sign a Contract with Each School

Idaho did not receive a point for this practice. In Idaho, the charter document itself serves in
place of a formal contract, and the IPCSC has consistently used enforcement of charters as a
means of holding schools accountable. NACSA and other national leaders agree, however, on
the importance of a separate document that outlines specific performance expectations and
clarifies the roles and responsibilities of both schools and their authorizers. Contracts should
protect school autonomy by deflecting hostile authorizers while enhancing authorizers’ ability to
hold schools accountable for their performance. Contracts alone cannot fulfill these goals; they
must be implemented in concert with other essential practices identified in this report.

Essential Practice 6: Authorizer Grants Charters with Five-Year Terms Only

Idaho did not receive a point for this practice. In 2004, the five-year renewal provision in Idaho’s
charter school statute was removed due to concerns about hostile authorizers and difficulty
obtaining facility financing without the guarantee of long-term operation. However, 39 out of the
41 states with charter laws have managed to retain a renewal requirement while establishing or
seeking facilities solutions. The threat of hostile authorizers could be mitigated by careful
implementation of other essential practices, such as contracts and annual authorizer reports.

NACSA notes the possibility of using “other high-stakes reviews” in place of five-year renewals,
and the IPCSC’s restructure plan attempts to establish a system of periodic, high-stakes
reviews. Unfortunately, the limitations of Idaho statute leave authorizers in our state unable to
offer significant rewards for strong performance or sanctions for poor performance. In other
words, neither the “carrot” nor the “stick” is truly high-stakes.

Idaho statue provides several, specific defects on which grounds an authorizer must issue a
notice of defect to a public charter school. While the IPCSC has done an exemplary job of
evaluating schools’ performance in relationship to these potential defects, and has utilized the
statutory process to effect dramatic turnarounds at numerous schools, it is also true that the
disciplinary process described in statute and administrative rule lacks any means by which an
authorizer may address issues at a school that are inappropriate or ineffective, but insufficiently
egregious to justify revocation. The end result is that mediocre, or even consistently low-
performing, schools have little motivation to improve.

Data from NACSA'’s 2010 State of Charter School Authorizing report illustrates that authorizers

tend to revoke charters only under extreme circumstances, while they non-renew based on
long-term evaluation of school performance (including student academic proficiency and growth,
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achievement gaps, attendance, recurrent enrollment, postsecondary readiness, financial
performance, and board stewardship). Schools are closed up to 10 times as often at renewal
than by revocation, indicating again that the absence of a renewal process will allow to remain
in operation schools that would otherwise be closed for underperformance.

Essential Practice 7: Authorizer has Established Revocation Criteria

Idaho did not receive a point for this practice. Although ldaho statute contains a statutory
process for revocation, including specific defects on which grounds authorizers may revoke,
these defects represent broad categories such as violation of any condition, standard, or
procedure set forth in the approved charter. The result is a statutory obligation for authorizers to
focus on the means by which a school attempts to educate students, rather than the desired
ends: higher achievement by a greater number of students.

The use of contracts, in conjunction with annual authorizer reports notifying schools of their
progress in relationship to the terms of such contracts, would ensure a set of pre-established
standards of performance and conduct based not on methods, but on results.

Essential Practice 8: Authorizer has Established Renewal Criteria

Idaho did not receive a point for this practice. Because Idaho statute does not require renewals,
the IPCSC does not have a set of established renewal criteria. It is important to note, however,
that IPCSC-authorized schools are subject to rigorous oversight including annual verbal and
written reports (including student academic proficiency and growth, attendance, enroliment
retention, stakeholder satisfaction, financial performance, and legal compliance). As a result, the
IPCSC has access to an extraordinary amount of information about the schools it authorizes.
Unfortunately, ldaho authorizers’ ability to address matters of consistent, low-level non-
compliance or underperformance short of charter or legal violation is very limited.

Essential Practice 9: Authorizer Provides an Annual Report to Each School on its
Performance

Idaho did not receive a point for this practice. NACSA observes that, in an environment
requiring public charter schools to apply for renewal every five years, it is critically important that
schools receive annual reports from their authorizers addressing whether or not the schools are
meeting the terms of their contracts. In the absence of renewals, however, the IPCSC has not
generated such reports.

IPCSC-authorized schools do currently receive feedback from the IPCSC and its staff annually,
at minimum, and often with much greater frequency. This feedback occurs during site visits and
verbal reports to the IPCSC. As part of the IPCSC'’s restructuring plan, annual reports including
school dashboards and ISAT comparisons will soon be made available to schools and the
public on the IPCSC’s website.

It should be noted that the production of more thorough, annual performance reports to a

growing portfolio of schools would present a significant challenge to the IPCSC'’s limited staff,
and implementation of such would likely demand additional personnel.
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Essential Practice 10: Authorizer Requires and/or Examines Annual, Independent,
External Financial Audits of its Charter Schools

Idaho received a point for this practice. In addition to annual, independent fiscal audits, the
IPCSC requires submission of IFARMS budgets and a completed template enabling the IPCSC
to evaluate school budgets in a format including not only proposed budgets, but actuals and
year-end projections.

Essential Practice 11: Authorizer has Staff Assigned to Authorizing within the
Organization or by Contract.

Idaho received a point for this practice. In 2011, the Idaho Legislature approved a second, full-
time staff position for the IPCSC, increasing the total staff to 2.5 full-time equivalent (FTE) and
bringing it closer to the nationwide average of 1 FTE per 5.3 schools. This has been extremely
helpful in enabling IPCSC staff to oversee schools and broaden research regarding best
practices for charter school authorizing.

Satisfactory implementation of the best practices discussed in this report, as well as adequate
oversight of the growing number of Idaho charter schools, will likely require additional staffing
such as most large authorizers employ. Leading, pro-charter and authorizer support agencies
nationwide concur that a funding structure based on fees from authorized schools, possibly
combined with appropriated funds, represents the most stable and effective funding mechanism
for charter school authorizers.

Essential Practice 12: Authorizer Has a Published and Available Mission for Quality
Authorizing

Idaho did not receive a point for this practice. However, the IPCSC has since adopted a formal
mission statement crafted to incorporate the three core principles of charter authorizing
identified by NACSA:

The Idaho Public Charter School Commission’s mission is to enforce IPCSC-authorized public
charter schools’ compliance with Idaho statute, protecting student and public interests by
balancing high standards of accountability with respect for the autonomy of public charter
schools and implementing best practices to ensure the excellence of public charter school
options available to Idaho families.

In conclusion, the IPCSC values the Essential Practices identified by the National Association of
Charter School Authorizers, which agree with the authorizing recommendations and model
charter school laws provided by the National Alliance for Public Charter Schools and the Center
for Education Reform. These national leaders have distilled decades of data from hundreds of
authorizers into a constellation of practices that, though subject to misuse if implemented in
isolation, should be considered as a comprehensive whole to represent a means by which to
strengthen public charter school offerings for Idaho’s students through exemplary authorizing.

Prepared by Tamara Baysinger, IPCSC Director * (208) 332-1583 « tamara.baysinger@osbe.idaho.gov ¢ January 2012
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SUBJECT
New Lakeside Elementary School Update
REFERENCE
February 18, 2010 Board approved appointment of District Supervisor for

Plummer-Worley project.

APPLICABLE STATUTE, RULE, OR POLICY
Section 33-909, Idaho Code.

BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION

House Bill 743 led to the enactment of Title 33, Chapter 9 of the Idaho Code
which created the Public School Facilities Cooperative Funding Program. This
legislation provides qualifying school districts to address facilities identified as
unsafe under the standards of the Idaho Uniform School Building Safety Act.
Under the Act, a panel was created within the Office of the State Board of
Education which consists of the Administrator of the Division of Building Safety,
the Administrator of the Division of Public Works and the Executive Director of
the State Board of Education.

The panel is assigned the duty of considering all applications made to the fund
and to either approve, modify, or reject an application based on the most
economical solution to the problem (as analyzed over a projected twenty (20)
year time frame. Applications may be submitted to the panel by any school
district that has failed to approve at least one (1) or more bond levies for the
repair, renovation, or replacement of an existing unsafe facility within the two
years preceding submission of the application; or by the administrator of the
Division of Building Safety for a school district that has failed to address identified
unsafe facilities as provided in chapter 80, title 39, Idaho Code. Once the panel
approves the application, the community is given another opportunity to approve
a bond. If this bond fails, then the provisions for state funding of the local building
are implemented including the State Board of Education appointing a district
supervisor to supervise the entire project.

The Plummer-Worley School District #44 (PWSD) submitted an application to
replace the Lakeside Elementary School due to imminent safety hazards. The
District had run three failed bond elections within a two-year period. The panel
found that the District had indeed met the conditions specified in Idaho code for
the fund and unanimously approved the application submitted by the District with
some modifications. The amount approved by the panel was $11,349,435. The
District then held a fourth bond election for that amount, which failed.
Consequently, the panel met February 12, 2010, to certify the results of the bond
election and discuss the selection of a district supervisor to be recommended to
the Board.
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In March 2010, consultant Dave Teater was hired to serve as district supervisor,
by the Board, to oversee the Plummer project. Throughout this process, the
panel identified critical changes to statute which will address shortcomings in the
future. Additionally, the Panel identified and used state implemented best
practices including development of education specifications, value engineering,
constructability review, and commissioning — all of which improve quality and
reduce cost.

IMPACT

The Plummer project has been successful. The students started school in their
new building on Tuesday, January 17, 2012 and the school was officially
dedicated on Friday, January 20, 2012. The students of the new Lakeside
Elementary School have a safe, cutting edge building that will be used by
students and the community. What has been done on this building has met or
exceeded energy code requirements. Through smarter strategic planning and
design work, less money was spent to make the building efficient. The true
efficiencies of this building should be able to be gauged within three to four years
after it has gone through several climate cycles.

ATTACHMENTS
Attachment 1 — Teater Consulting Monthly Report December 2011 Page 3
Attachment 2 — Project Expenditure Report Page 10
Attachment 3 — Exit Strategy Page 11

BOARD ACTION

PPGA

This item is for informational purposes only. Any action will be at the Board’s
discretion.
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Teater Consulting, LLC

Educational Specialists

o

January 31, 2012

Dr. Mike Rush, Executive Director
Idaho State Board of Education
Len B. Jordan Building

650 W. State Street

Boise, ID 83720-0095

Dr. Rush,

As you know, we have passed our inspections necessary to obtain the temporary certificate of
occupancy. As a result, the Plummer-Worley K-6 students are in their new school and settling
in to their new routines. Teachers have already reported improvements in student behavior,
perhaps due to pride in their new school. The dedication of the school was very well attended
and comments from the staff, students, and community have been positive. The new kitchen,
commons, stage/music room, and gym areas will begin to be used by the district next Monday,
February 6. The coordination of the kitchen move-in and existing equipment transfer will
happen this week. The kitchen passed health department inspection on January 27.

We are now in the “punch list” phase of the work. The punch list for the building interior was
completed on Monday of this week. ALSC will deliver a partial list of 23 pages to the general
contractor today and the balance of the list by tomorrow. The bulk of the list is paint and ceiling
related. The punch list activities will begin this week with workers present during after school
hours. The exterior of the building will be punched as weather permits with the completion of
this list by the general contractor occurring while the balance of the site work is being finished.

As you know, we have full commissioning for this new facility. Part of that work requires training
for staff on all the major systems. The cost of this training was a requirement in the general
contractor’s scope of work. Training happened yesterday for staff on the use of the projectors ,
smart boards, sound systems, voice enhancement systems and other classroom features.
Other training on the HVAC system, the electrical system have already occurred. We have
video-taped the training sessions so staff can refer back to the training sessions as well as their
equipment manuals.

Some other activities are underway, too. As soon as the building has the air balance complete
mechanical and electrical consultants will punch the building for their respective trades. The
HVAC systems is not working properly in Classroom 115. The problem has not been identified,
but it is still being diagnosed. The general contractor has ordered additional expertise to help
out. I'm confident that the problem will be fixed shortly. The local building inspector has all the
documentation to make a determination on the seismic design category for the building. If the
determination is made that the school is in “Seismic Category C,” additional work will be

8128 N. Stone Haven Dr.
Hayden, ID 83835
208-818-0357
dave@teaterconsulting.com
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required on some of the suspended wood ceiling areas. If “Category B” is the correct
classification, no additional work will be required.

As stated in earlier reports, the playground area is incomplete and “on hold” until the weather
breaks. With the moisture and constant freeze-thaw weather cycles, the seeding of the
playground has been delayed until spring. (Of course, we’ll withhold adequate payment until
satisfactory completion of that, or any other, portion of the project.) The site punch list will need
to occur in the spring.

The following photos were taken at the site during the last month.

This is a picture of the students entering the new school on their first day of classes there.
Although the staff had been in the school some days prior, this was the first time the students
had seen the new school.
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Students in their new desks and new classroom.
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We had a “full house” in the new gym for our dedication ceremony. Notice the gym floor
covering -- and example of the care taken of the new school by the district.

g
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Our main speaker at the dedication ceremony!
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Two of Idaho’s finest at the front entrance to the gym for the dedication ceremony.
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Our team continues to visit the site and monitor the punch list work. We also attend periodic
construction meetings, deal with daily correspondence, and report to the local Board of
Trustees.

Marcia Hoffman, the District Business Manager, has provided us with the following monthly
financial report. This report reflects the latest amended amounts. Please note that we will be

doing a final “reconciliation” amendment to the budget near the end of the project.

ACCOUNT NUMBER DESCRIPTION EXPEND MTD EXPEND TO DATE | APPROPRIATED PERCENT UNEXPENDED OUT ENCUMBERED | UNENCUMBERED
421 E 811000 315 101 000 |PLNT FAC-COOP FND ED SPECS $ $ 17,500.00 | $ 17,500.00 100.00%| $ $ - 18 -
421 E 811000 315 102 000 |PLNT FAC-COOP FND-SITE SRVEY $ S - s - $ - 18 $ -
421 E 811000 315 103 000 |PLNT FAC-COOP FND SOILSREPORT [ $ S 8,180.00 | $ 10,000.00 81.80%| $ 1,820.00 | $ - s 1,820.00
421 E 811000 315 104 000 |PLNT FAC-COOP FND LEGAL FEES $ $ 3,510.64 | $ 5,000.00 70.21%| $ 1,489.36 | $ 1,405.36 | $ 84.00
421 E 811000 315 105 000 |PLNT FAC-COOP FND-CIVIL ENG OF $ - 1$ 16,158.50 | $ 20,000.00 80.79%| $ 3,841.50 | $ - s 3,841.50
421 E 811000 315 106 000 |PLNT FAC-COOP FND A/E FEES 3 6,420.93 | $ 630,873.80 | $ 650,000.00 97.06%| $ 19,126.20 | $ 8,438.20 | $ 10,688.00
421 E 811000 315 107 000 |PLNT FAC-COOP FND-TST & INS FE $ - 1$ 42,933.75 | $ 55,000.00 78.06%| $ 12,066.25 | $ 3,873.30 | $ 8,192.95
421 E 811000 315 108 000 |PLNT FAC-COOP FND-VALUEENGNR [ $ $ 12,000.00 | $ 12,000.00 100.00%| $ - IS - 18 -
421 E 811000 315 109 000 |PLNT FAC-COOP FND-CNSTRBLTY/CO [ $ $ 41,818.11 | $ 100,000.00 41.82%| $ 58,181.89 | $ 38,081.89 | $ 20,100.00
421 E 811000 315 110 000 |PLNT FAC-COOP FND-FFE CONSULTA [ $ $ 19,920.00 | $ 24,900.00 80.00%| $ 4,980.00 | $ 4,980.00 | $ -
421 E 811000 330 000 000 [PLNT FAC-COOP FND-OFFSITE MITI $ $ - [ - $ - s - |3 -
421 E 811000 390 000 000 [PLNT FAC-COOP FND-BLD PLN FEES $ $ 24,0533 | $ 45,000.00 53.57%| $ 20,894.67 | $ 15,894.67 | $ 5,000.00
421 E 811000 390 101 000 |PLNT FAC-COOP FND-BLD PRMT FEE S $ - s - $ - 1s - s -
421 E 811000 390 102 000 [PLNT FAC-COOP FND-REIMB, REPROD | $ - |3 18,649.47 | $ 22,000.00 84.77%| $ 3,350.53 [ $ 1,000.00 | $ 2,350.53
421 E 811000 390 103 000 [PLNT FAC-COOP FND-STDNTRELOCA | $ 3,500.00 | $ 3,500.00 | $ 5,000.00 70.00%| $ 1,500.00 | $ - s 1,500.00
421 E 811000 520 000 000 [PLNT FAC-COOP FND-SITE WORK $ - |3 2,266.00 | $ 3,000.00 75.53%| $ 734.00 | $ S 734.00
421 E 811000 520 101 000 [PLNT FAC-COOP FND SEWER CONNEC | $ $ - s - S - |3 S -
421 E 811000 520 102 000 [PLNT FAC-COOP FND-WATER CONNEC | $ - |s - |s - S - |s - |s -
421 E 811000 530 000 000 [PLNT FAC-COOP FND-CONSTR COSTS | $ 575,679.41 | $ 8,324,924.77 | $ 8,935,800.00 93.16%| $ 610,875.23 | $ 563,922.83 | $ 46,952.40
421 E 811000 530 101 000 [PLNT FAC-COOP FND-CONSSLSTAX [ $ - |s - |s - S - |s - |s -
421 E 811000 550 000 000 [PLNT FAC-COOP FND-FURN/EQUIP 3 33,142.25 | $ 76,582.62 | $ 315,000.00 24.31%| $ 238,417.38 | $ 172,816.25 | $ 65,601.13
421 E 811000 557 000 000 [PLNT FAC-COOP FND-TECH TELEPH 3 - |s - |s - 0.00%| $ - IS - s -
421 E 811000 557 101 000 [PLNT FAC-COOP FND-TECH NETWORK | $ 26,997.65 | $ 35,044.67 | $ 130,000.00 0.00%| $ 94,955.33 | $ 90,959.41 | $ 3,995.92
421 E 811000 700 000 000 [PLNT FAC-COOP FND-PROPERTY INS [ $ - |s 18,971.00 | $ 30,000.00 63.24%| $ 11,029.00 | $ - |s 11,029.00
421 E 950000 000 000 000 [PLNT FAC-COOP FND-CONTINGENCY [ $ - |s - |s 704,309.00 0.00%| $ 704,309.00 | $ - |s 704,309.00
TOTAL PLNT FAC-COOP FUND-EXPE 3 645,740.24 | $ 9,296,938.66 | $ 11,084,509.00 83.87%| $ 1,787,570.34 | $ 901,371.91 | $ 886,198.43

If there are other topics or reports needed, I'd be happy to respond. Until then, this concludes

my report for this month. Please call if you have additional questions.

Sincerely

{

T

/
Aot

PPGA
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David Teater
Teater Consulting, LLC
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Plummer Worley Jt School District 44
EXPENDITURE/ENCUMBRANCE REPORT

1/31/2012
ACCOUNT NUMBER DESCRIPTION EXPEND MTD EXPEND TO DATE APPROPRIATED PERCENT UNEXPENDED OUT ENCUMBERED UNENCUMBERED
421 E 811000 315 101 000 [PLNT FAC-COOP FND ED SPECS $ - $ 17,500.00 | $ 17,500.00 100.00%| $ - S - $ -
421 E 811000 315 102 000 [PLNT FAC-COOP FND-SITE SRVEY S - S - S - $ - $ - $ -
421 E 811000 315 103 000 |PLNT FAC-COOP FND SOILS REPORT $ - $ 8,180.00 | $ 10,000.00 81.80%| $ 1,820.00 | $ - $ 1,820.00
421 E 811000 315 104 000 [PLNT FAC-COOP FND LEGAL FEES S - S 3,510.64 | $ 5,000.00 70.21%| $ 1,489.36 [ $ 1,405.36 [ $ 84.00
421 E 811000 315 105 000 |PLNT FAC-COOP FND-CIVIL ENG OF $ - $ 16,158.50 | $ 20,000.00 80.79%| $ 3,841.50 | $ - $ 3,841.50
421 E 811000 315 106 000 |PLNT FAC-COOP FND A/E FEES S 6,420.93 | $ 630,873.80 [ $ 650,000.00 97.06%| $ 19,126.20 | $ 8,438.20 | $ 10,688.00
421 E 811000 315 107 000 |PLNT FAC-COOP FND-TST & INS FE $ - $ 42,933.75 | $ 55,000.00 78.06%| $ 12,066.25 | $ 3,873.30 | $ 8,192.95
421 E 811000 315 108 000 [PLNT FAC-COOP FND-VALUE ENGNR $ - $ 12,000.00 | $ 12,000.00 100.00%| $ - $ - $ -
421 E 811000 315 109 000 |PLNT FAC-COOP FND-CNSTRBLTY/CO S - S 41,818.11 | $ 100,000.00 41.82%| $ 58,181.89 [ $ 38,081.89 [ $ 20,100.00
421 E 811000 315 110 000 [PLNT FAC-COOP FND-FFE CONSULTA $ - $ 19,920.00 | $ 24,900.00 80.00%| $ 4,980.00 | $ 4,980.00 | $ -
421 E 811000 330 000 000 |PLNT FAC-COOP FND-OFFSITE MITI S - S - $ - $ - $ - S -
421 E 811000 390 000 000 [PLNT FAC-COOP FND-BLD PLN FEES S - S 24,105.33 [ $ 45,000.00 53.57%| $ 20,894.67 | $ 15,894.67 | $ 5,000.00
421 E 811000 390 101 000 [PLNT FAC-COOP FND-BLD PRMT FEE S - S - $ - $ - $ - $ -
421 E 811000 390 102 000 [PLNT FAC-COOP FND-REIMB, REPROD S - S 18,649.47 | $ 22,000.00 84.77%)| $ 3,350.53 | $ 1,000.00 | $ 2,350.53
421 E 811000 390 103 000 [PLNT FAC-COOP FND-STDNT RELOCA $ 3,500.00 | $ 3,500.00 | $ 5,000.00 70.00%| $ 1,500.00 | $ - $ 1,500.00
421 E 811000 520 000 000 [PLNT FAC-COOP FND-SITE WORK $ - $ 2,266.00 | $ 3,000.00 75.53%| $ 734.00 [ $ - $ 734.00
421 E 811000 520 101 000 |PLNT FAC-COOP FND SEWER CONNEC $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
421 E 811000 520 102 000 [PLNT FAC-COOP FND-WATER CONNEC S - S - S - S - S - S -
421 E 811000 530 000 000 |PLNT FAC-COOP FND-CONSTR COSTS $ 575,679.41 | $ 8,324,924.77 | $ 8,935,800.00 93.16%| $ 610,875.23 | $ 563,922.83 | $ 46,952.40
421 E 811000 530 101 000 [PLNT FAC-COOP FND-CONS SLS TAX S - S - S - $ - $ - $ -
421 E 811000 550 000 000 |PLNT FAC-COOP FND-FURN/EQUIP S 33,142.25 [ $ 76,582.62 [ $ 315,000.00 24.31%| $ 238,417.38 | $ 172,816.25 | $ 65,601.13
421 E 811000 557 000 000 [PLNT FAC-COOP FND-TECH TELEPH $ - $ - $ - 0.00%| $ - $ - $ -
421 E 811000 557 101 000 |PLNT FAC-COOP FND-TECH NETWORK S 26,997.65 [ $ 35,044.67 | $ 130,000.00 0.00%( $ 94,955.33 | $ 90,959.41 | $ 3,995.92
421 E 811000 700 000 000 [PLNT FAC-COOP FND-PROPERTY INS S - S 18,971.00 | $ 30,000.00 63.24%| $ 11,029.00 | $ - S 11,029.00
421 E 950000 000 000 000 |PLNT FAC-COOP FND-CONTINGENCY $ - $ - $ 704,309.00 0.00%( $ 704,309.00 | $ - $ 704,309.00
TOTAL PLNT FAC-COOP FUND-EXPE $ 645,740.24 | $ 9,296,938.66 | $ 11,084,509.00 83.87%| $ 1,787,570.34 [ $ 901,371.91 | $ 886,198.43
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Teater Consulting, LLC

Educational Specialists

|

January 23, 2012

Dr. Mike Rush, Executive Director
Idaho State Board of Education
Len B. Jordan Building

650 W. State Street

Boise, ID 83720-0095

Dr. Rush,

| have done some thinking about the “exit strategy” for the Plummer Worley Project. Here are
some of my thoughts for your consideration.

As of last Friday, we have obtained a Temporary Certificate of Occupancy (TCO) for the new
building and a Certificate of Substantial Completion for the building from the General Contractor
and ALSC Architects. The TCO allows us to occupy and use the building while several “punch
list” items are corrected by the General Contractor. The Certificate of Substantial Completion
means that the Plummer Worley School District now “owns” the building. Along with this
transfer of “ownership” the District now has both liability and property insurance on the building
and all utility payments are the responsibility of the District.

What remains to be completed is the site work, mainly on the south side of the new building.
That work is stalled due to winter weather conditions and will resume next spring as weather
and site conditions allow. This work largely consists of seeding and irrigation work. Upon
satisfactory completion of that work, we will receive a final Certificate of Occupancy and a final
Certificate of Substantial Completion from ALSC Architects. At that time, the District will have
final “ownership” of the entire project. Of course, there will almost certainly be some site-related
“punch list” items remaining.

It is my intention to retain the authority granted me by the State Board until all these events
occur and all punch list items are resolved. At that time, | will submit a letter to you stating that
all work is complete, all invoices have been paid, and the project is closed. Along with that letter
will be my resignation as the “District Supervisor and my duties will cease. Until that time, |
believe the State of Idaho will require my attention to the project under the terms of my contract
with you.

If this timeline and exit strategy does not match your sense of how it should go, please advise.

Sincerely

\(\f 2. vJT%C\IL v

David Teater
Teater Consulting, LLC

8128 N. Stone Haven Dr.
Hayden, ID 83835
208-818-0357
dave@teaterconsulting.com
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SUBJECT

Alcohol Permits - Issued by University Presidents

APPLICABLE STATUTE, RULE, OR POLICY

Idaho State Board of Education Governing Policies and Procedures, 1.J.2.b.

BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION

The chief executive officer of each institution may waive the prohibition against
possession or consumption of alcoholic beverages only as permitted by and in
compliance with Board policy. Immediately upon issuance of an Alcohol
Beverage Permit, a complete copy of the application and the permit shall be
delivered to the Office of the State Board of Education, and Board staff shall
disclose the issuance of the permit to the Board no later than the next Board
meeting.

The last update presented to the Board was at the December 2011 Board
meeting. Since that meeting, Board staff has received forty-three (43) permits
from Boise State University, eight (8) permits from Idaho State University,
eighteen (18) permits from the University of Idaho, and one (1) permit from
Lewis-Clark State College.

Board staff has prepared a brief listing of the permits issued for use. The list is
attached for the Board’s review.

ATTACHMENTS

List of Approved Permits by Institution page 3

BOARD ACTION

PPGA

This item is for informational purposes only. Any action will be at the Board’s
discretion.
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APPROVED ALCOHOL SERVICE AT
BOISE STATE UNIVERSITY
November 2011 — September 2012

EVENT LOCATION Institution | Outside DATE (S)
Sponsor Sponsor
Dinner Hopormg the Morrison Center—Founder’s X 12/2/11
Steins Room
Osher 10" Anniversary Yanke Building X 12/7/11
1/25/12, 2/8/12,
EMBA Open House Stueckle Sky Center (SSC) X 3/28/12, 4/25/12,
6/6/12
Welcome Reception for
New Athletic Director Stueckle Sky Center X 1/25/12
BAA Coaches Club
Holiday Party Stueckle Sky Center X 12/16/11
Rachmaninov 3 — Boise Morrison Center X 11/19/11
Philharmonic
St. Mary's Ball & S.U.B. — Jordan Ballroom X 11/19/11
Auction
Trans Siberian Taco Bell Arena X 11/23/11
Orchestra
Ducks Unlimited Bronco
Chapter Annual Stueckle Sky Center X 12/1/11
Banquet
Brian Regan Morrison Center X 12/3/11
Keynetics End of Year Stueckle Sky Center X 12/9/11
Celebration
12/9/11,
The Nutcracker Morrison Center X 12/10/11 (2),
12/11/11 (2)
CH2MF',"6"'r'tyH°"day Stueckle Sky Center X 12/10/11
Ballet Idaho — Morrison Center—Founder’s
Patron Party Room X 12/10/11
CWI Culinary Arts Culinary Arts Building X 12/10/11
Hewlett Packard
WOITO Holiday Event Stueckle Sky Center X 12/13/11
Moreton & Co.
Christmas Party Stueckle Sky Center X 12/15/11
News and You Salon Yanke BSPR Atrium X 12/15/11
, . . 12/17/11,
Handel’s Messiah Morrison Center X 12/18/11
Mannheim Steamroller Morrison Center X 12/22/11 (2)
. . 1/3/12, 1/4/12,
My Fair Lady Morrison Center X 1/5/12
Momix: Botanica Morrison Center X 1/13/12

PPGA
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EVENT LOCATION Institution | Outside DATE (S)
Sponsor Sponsor
Assoc. of Corp.
Counsel Awards Event Stueckle Sky Center X 1/18/12
Boise Fire Dept Awards Stueckle Sky Center X 1/20/12
Banquet
Boise Philharmonic — Morrison Center X 1121112, 1/22/12
Wizard of Oz
Ferguson Wellman
2012 Investment Stueckle Sky Center X 1/26/12
Outlook
Young Frankenstein Morrison Center X 1/26/12
Theatre Arts ID Dance .
Winter Show Special Events Center X 1/27/12, 1/28/12
The Manhattan Morrison Center X 2/5/12
Transfer
YMCA Strong Kids .
Campaign Kickoff Simplot Ballroom X 2/7/12
First Tech FCU Intro to Stueckle Sky Center X 2/8/12
Raymond James
Idaho Ballet ~ SUB — SPEC Lobby X 2/10/12, 2/111/12
Cinderella
Trey Mclntyre Project - Morrison Center X 211112 (2)
At Last
Randy Travis Morrison Center X 2/13/12
Lord of the Dance Morrison Center X 2/14/12
New Shanghai Circus Morrison Center X 2/17/12
George Lopez Morrison Center X 2/18/12
George Jones Morrison Center X 2/24/12
Laura Lim — 60"
Birthday Party Stueckle Sky Center X 2/25/12
Ameriprise — 1% Annual
Client Dinner Stueckle Sky Center X 3112
Intermountain Gas-WEl Stueckle Sky Center X 6/18/12
Bus. Accumen
Toby Rood/Ashley
Bordewyk Wedding / Stueckle Sky Center X 6/30/12
Receptton
Boise Philharmonic Stueckle Sky Center X 9/29/12

PPGA
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IDAHO STATE UNIVERSITY

December 2011 - January 2012

APPROVED ALCOHOL SERVICE AT

EVENT LOCATION Institution | Outside DATE (S)
Sponsor Sponsor
Holiday Party—
Commun. Sciences & | Alumni House, 554 S. 7" Avenue X 12/9/11
Disorders Dept.
Holiday Open House- | i House, 554 S. 7" Avenue X 12/21/11
ISU Alumni Assoc.
A Fine Romance, . 1/12/12 (or)
National Display ISU Library X 11312
Idaho Business Leader | Stephens Performing Arts Center X 3/14/12
of the Year (SPAC)
Gem Legacy Dinner SPAC X 3/23/12
Bengal Alhetic Bennion Room / Holt Arena X 1/28/12
oosters
Janiece Rufi Memorial SPAC - Rotunda X 1114/12
Service
Winterfest SPAC - Rotunda, Grand Hall X 1/27/12
PPGA TAB 9 Page 5




PLANNING, POLICY AND GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS
FEBRUARY 16, 2012

APPROVED ALCOHOL SERVICE AT
UNIVERSITY OF IDAHO

December 2011 — March 2012

EVENT LOCATION Institution | Outside DATE (S)
Sponsor | Sponsor
Northwest Mining
Assoc. Alumni Dinner Sparks Nevada X 12/1/11
Provost Holiday Dinner | T rovosts Home, 1795 Amy Ct, X 12/5/11
Moscow, ID
Retlrementlfor Jack Pullman, WA X 12/7/11
Morris
College of Natural
Resources Holiday 1912 Center, Moscow, ID X 12/8/11
Social
Reception for Janet
DeVleig Pope-Honarary 1227 Wallen Road, Moscow, ID X 12/10/11
Degree Recipient
Athena Winter Meet & Commons Panorama X 12/12/11
Greet
College of Science Best Western, Moscow, ID X 12/12/11
Holiday Social
CBE Faculty Retreat ALB Gallery X 1/9/12
State of College- 1/11/12,
Engineering San Jose, CA/Tech Museum X 1/12/12
Business After Hourse-
Chamber of Commerce CBE Board Room X 1/19/12
Reception
Ul Faculty 1/20/12
Club/Interdisciplinary Commons Clearwater/Whitewater X '
: 2/17/12
Research Reception
StaEte of College- Mission Bay Hyatt/San Diego X 2/1/12
ngineering
Lionel Hampton Jazz oy 2/14/12,
Festival Kibbie Dome X 2/25/12
Lionel Hampton Jazz . . , . 2/14/12,
Festival — Pres. Recept. Kibbie Cntr/President’s Suite X 2/95/12
Red Carnation i
Backstage Reception Kibbie Dome (Backstage) X 2/24/12
Staff Affairs-Prof. Dev.-
LEAP Conference Commons X 2/19/12
Mom’s Weekend Wine
& Cheese Tasting Sub Ballroom X 4/20/12
Event
ROCKY Mtn. Elk Sub Ballroom X 4/7/12
Foundation Banquet

PPGA
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APPROVED ALCOHOL SERVICE AT
LEWIS-CLARK STATE COLLEGE
March 2012

Center for Arts &
History (CAH) VIP X 3/2/12

CAH - 415 Main Street

Lewiston, ID 83501
Event
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IDAHO STATE UNIVERSITY (ISU)

SUBJECT
Update on ISU Shared Faculty Governance
REFERENCE
April 2010 Board approved ISU’s plan for administrative cost
reductions and reorganization (BAHR TAB 15).
June 2010 Board directed President Vailas to evaluate the
existing faculty governance system (PPGA TAB 5).
October 2010 ISU updated the Board on the progress of the Faculty
Governance Review.
February 2011 Board approved the suspension of the operation and

bylaws of the ISU Faculty Senate, and authorized
President Vailas to implement an interim faculty
advisory structure (PPGA TAB 11).

April 2011 Board approved the election of an interim, provisional
faculty senate to develop a faculty constitution and
senate bylaws for approval by the University
President and the Board (PPGA TAB 5).

APPLICABLE STATUTE, RULE, OR POLICY
Idaho State Board of Education Governing Policies & Procedures, Section III.C.,
Institutional Governance.

BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION

A draft constitution as submitted on November 28" by the Provisional Faculty
Senate (PFS) to the President has not been approved by the President. A
revised constitution which addresses the President’s concerns will be distributed
to the faculty no later than January 30" for review and possible additional editing.
The revised constitution is based on a Shared Faculty Governance Principles
document that reflects the key issues of administration’s concerns and is
included as Attachment 1.

Following the suspension of the ISU Faculty Senate in February 2011, elections
of PFS members (N = 18) were held in late April, prior to the end of the spring
semester, in the colleges, Division of Health Sciences, Library, and Meridian and
Idaho Falls outreach centers. The PFS was seated at the beginning of the fall
2011 semester, and charged with development of a faculty constitution and
faculty senate bylaws prior to the end of the academic year. The original target
date for completion of a draft constitution for approval by President Vailas was
early November, for inclusion in the December Board meeting agenda. The PFS
submitted its draft constitution to the faculty for a vote on November 16" and
submitted to the President the vote tally and constitution draft on November 28"
That same date the PFS also provided a copy to the Board’s office.

PPGA TAB 10 Page1
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The timeline of activities related to completion of a draft Constitution by the PFS
is included as Attachment 2. President Vailas delegated oversight responsibility
of the PFS and development of a faculty constitution to the Interim Provost.
Communication from Administration to the PFS and to the faculty has been clear,
ongoing, and frequent regarding operational issues (e.g., the time frame the PFS
would be seated and its charge; that there would be no “executive committee,”
only a chairperson; the scope of responsibility for the PFS; and the expectation
the PFS would work collegially with the Office of Academic Affairs). The PFS
has been confrontational with administration and noncompliant with the
operational guidelines given to it, since the formation of the PFS. The Interim
Provost has attended nearly all meetings of the PFS and has provided feedback
from administration on all drafts of the faculty constitution. Requests from the
Interim Provost for special meetings with the PFS, and to delay the PFS’s faculty
vote on the draft constitution to provide additional time for discussion of the
constitution by faculty within the colleges, have all been ignored.

The administration and the PFS have operated from two sharply different
perspectives. Administration views the PFS essentially as a working group with
a limited charge to develop a faculty constitution and bylaws for a faculty senate,
as indicated in Board minutes from February and April 2011. The President
delegated the task of working with the PFS to the Interim Provost, and has
adhered to that decision by consistently reminding the PFS of that delegation and
declining to directly participate in PFS meetings. For the period a faculty
constitution is being developed, ISU has put in place a provisional advisory
system that meets the requirements of Board policy Section Ill.C. and includes
elected faculty bodies, like the Curriculum Council, Research Council, and
Graduate Council, as well as executive committees in the colleges.

In an email dated May 12, 2011 from Phil Cole to President Vailas (Attachment
3), Dr. Cole presented his view of the role of the PFS: it is the restored
governance body representing faculty on all faculty-related issues; it operates
autonomously from administration as an independent body; it has the full power
and authority to function as a faculty senate with only one of its responsibilities
being the development of a faculty constitution and senate bylaws; and it has the
duty, along with administration, to ensure that ISU is in compliance with Board
policy. The PFS has consistently ignored the delegation of authority to the
Interim Provost and believes its existence is essential to valid faculty governance
at ISU.

Despite ongoing communication and the clear dissemination of administration’s
perspectives, the PFS delivered a constitutional document that essentially
ignores administrative feedback on key points.

If these differing perspectives are not resolved, the intention of ISU
administration is to:
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1. Conduct elections this spring for a permanent faculty senate to assume its
function within the ISU shared governance system and to continue the
development of a faculty constitution and bylaws of the faculty senate that
must be approved by the President.

2. Maintain the University Curriculum Council, Research Council, and Graduate
Council as independent, elected, representative bodies within the shared
faculty governance structure. The revised bylaws of these Councils are
included as an information item (Attachments 4-7).

IMPACT
To establish an appropriate system of shared faculty governance at Idaho State
University.

ATTACHMENTS
Attachment 1 — ISU Shared Faculty Governance Principles Page 5
Attachment 2 — Timeline of events related to the provisional Faculty Senate,

April 2011 to December 2011. Page 8

Attachment 3 — Email from Phil Cole to President Vailas, May 12, 2011 Page 15
Attachment 4 — Bylaws of the University Curriculum Council Page 18
Attachment 5 — Bylaws of the Research Council Page 23
Attachment 6 — Bylaws of the Graduate Council Page 29

Attachment 7 — Accomplishments of Elected Faculty Councils Fall 2011 Page 33
BOARD ACTION

This item is for informational purposes only. Any action will be at the Board’s
discretion.
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ATTACHMENT 1

Idaho State University
Shared Faculty Governance Principles

Shared faculty governance is an essential aspect of the institutional advisory structure of Idaho State
University. The principles outlined in this document are designed to facilitate communication,
understanding, and cooperation among the faculty and administration and to ensure the orderly
development of educational programs and policies committed to our trust. This document establishes
principles of organization, authority, and responsibility for shared faculty governance at ldaho State
University.

I. University Faculty

A. The Idaho State University faculty is comprised of two categories:

University Faculty. The University Faculty (voting faculty) includes all tenured, tenure-track,
and non-tenure track faculty at the rank of professor, associate professor and assistant professor;
lecturers on continuing contracts, and professional-technical instructors, or the equivalent of any
of these ranks, at 0.5 FTE or greater.

Adjunct, Affiliate, Visiting, and Emeritus Faculty. Faculty with temporary appointments (non-
voting faculty), including Visiting faculty, Lecturers on temporary contracts, Adjunct faculty
(part-time), Affiliate faculty (non-compensatory); and emeritus faculty, have the privilege of
participation without vote in meetings of the University Faculty.

B. The University Faculty make recommendations and provide advice and comment to the President and
the Provost and Vice President for Academic Affairs on matters related to the following:

Curricula, methods of instruction, facilities and materials for instruction, standards for admission
and retention of students, criteria for the granting of degrees, and those aspects of student life that
relate directly to the educational process.

Policies and procedures governing the performance of research, scholarship and creative
activities.

Policies and procedures governing faculty appointment, tenure, and promotion.

Policies and procedures governing the performance of faculty service.

C. The University Faculty will carry out the responsibilities described in I.B. above:

Through elected, representative bodies including a faculty senate and other elected,
representative, university-level councils and committees as may be established pursuant to Board
policy.

By participation in local governance committees within the colleges/academic units.

D. The University Faculty of each academic unit (college, school, division, department, or the library)
will develop specific policies and practices in collaboration with the relevant dean and/or department
chair for implementation within the academic unit.

E. Meetings of the University Faculty may be called by the University President, Provost, or Chair of the
Faculty Senate. The Chair of the Faculty Senate must call a meeting at the written petition of one-
third (33%) of the eligible voting faculty, which petition must conform to procedures specified in the
Faculty Senate bylaws.

PPGA TAB 10 Page 5



PLANNING, POLICY AND GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS
FEBRUARY 16, 2012

e The President or his or her designee will preside at regularly scheduled meetings of the
University Faculty. The Chair of the Faculty Senate or his or her designee will preside at special
meetings of the University Faculty, scheduled following receipt of a petition from the University
Faculty (see I.E. above).

o \Written notice and an attached agenda of each meeting must be circulated to the University
Faculty at least five business days prior to the date of the meeting.

o Official business calling for a vote of the University Faculty requires a quorum (51%) of the
eligible voting faculty. Members must be physically present at designated meeting sites; proxy
votes will not be recognized for absent individuals.

e Each member of the University Faculty will have a free and equal voice in all deliberations.
University Faculty members will be entitled to one vote each.

The University Faculty may override an action taken by the Faculty Senate, or failure to act on an
initiative petition from the University Faculty. To override a specific action of the Faculty Senate, the
University Faculty may conduct a vote. A signed petition by one-third (33%) of the eligible voting
faculty is required. The ballot must be accompanied by the minutes of the relevant Faculty Senate
meetings sent to each member of the University Faculty. The Faculty Ombudsperson will administer,
record and report the vote within the period of time specified in the Faculty Senate bylaws for faculty-
wide referendums. A vote of the University Faculty requires approval by sixty percent (60%) of the
eligible voting faculty to override a Faculty Senate action.

. The University Faculty may formally oppose a University Presidential action following the procedure
specified in F. above. A vote of the University Faculty requires approval by sixty percent (60%) of
the eligible voting faculty to formally oppose an action of the University President. The Chair of the
Faculty Senate will communicate the results of such a vote to the President, the University Faculty
and the Idaho State Board of Education. A vote of the University Faculty cannot be called to address
personnel issues.

. The University Faculty may propose a constitution and/or bylaws consistent with these Shared
Faculty Governance Principles to the University President upon a petition signed by one-third (33%)
of the eligible voting faculty. Upon approval of the President, such constitution and/or bylaws may
be submitted to the University Faculty for a vote.

. Faculty Senate

The Division of Health Sciences, the colleges, and the Library are entitled to at least one University
Faculty representative to the Faculty Senate.

o Additional Senate representation for the Division and each college will be determined on the ratio
of one Senator for every 25 University Faculty in the academic unit.

e Representation of faculty located at remote sites will be determined by the relevant academic
units. University Faculty representatives will be elected by the University Faculty in the
Division, colleges, or Library.

No later than January 31st each year, the Provost and Vice President for Academic Affairs will
provide the Faculty Senate data on faculty membership by academic unit. The Faculty Senate will
review the apportionment of the faculty from the Division of Health Sciences and each college or unit
as specified in ILLA. above.

The following are nonvoting members of the Faculty Senate: the President of ASISU or his or her
designee; the President of the University or his or her designee; the Provost and Vice President for

2
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Academic Affairs or his or her designee; and any additional non-voting members as are specified in
the Faculty Senate Bylaws.

D. University Faculty Senators will be elected by the voting faculty in the Division, colleges, and
Library. Elections will be conducted each spring. Distribution of Senate seats among the divisions,
schools, and departments within each college and academic unit will be determined by the college
and academic unit. Faculty with administrative appointments at the level of department chairperson
or above are not eligible to serve as Senators.

E. Elected members normally will serve for three years. Initially, provision will be made for rotating
terms of office so that one-third of the Senate seats will be vacated each year. Senators may not serve
more than two consecutive terms.

F. Senators are encouraged and expected to consult their constituencies; however, they are free to
exercise their own judgment when voting.

G. Newly created colleges and higher level academic divisions of the University will be represented as
provided in I1LA. above. The Faculty Senate bylaws will govern implementation.

H. The Faculty Senate will have the authority and responsibility to act on behalf of the University
Faculty, within the scope assigned by the University President. Actions of the Faculty Senate will be
effective without approval of the University Faculty, except that such actions will be subject to
challenge by the University Faculty (as specified in I.F. above).

I.  Within the framework established by the Idaho State Board of Education and University policies and
procedures, the Faculty Senate will, as the general representative body of the University Faculty,
make recommendations to the University President, and Provost and Vice President for Academic
Affairs, regarding policies and procedures on matters of educational policy and academic affairs, as
delineated in the Bylaws of the Faculty Senate.

J. The Senate will elect annually from among its voting members a Chair and Vice Chair.

K. Regular and special meetings of the Faculty Senate will be held throughout the academic year at times
specified in the bylaws.

e At least three business days prior to any Senate meeting, the Chair of the Faculty Senate will have
an agenda published and distributed to the University Faculty.

e Any item submitted by at least one-third (33%) of the eligible voting faculty through petition
must be placed on the agenda for the next regular Senate meeting.

e Items not on the agenda of a given meeting may not be brought to formal vote at that meeting
without unanimous consent of those voting members present.

¢ Regular and special meetings of the Faculty Senate are open.

L. The Faculty Senate is empowered to make rules and/or bylaws governing its own organization and
procedures consistent with and subject to the conditions of these Shared Faculty Governance
Principles.

All power, authority, and privilege exercised pursuant to this document must come within the limits

prescribed by federal and state law, Idaho State Board of Education regulations, and University policies
and procedures, and must conform to the framework of principles set forth herein.
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ATTACHMENT 2

Idaho State University Provisional Faculty Senate
Timeline of Events

At its regular meeting in February 2011 the State Board of Education suspended the operation and
bylaws of the existing Faculty Senate at Idaho State University (ISU). This action was taken because of
obstructionist behavior by the Faculty Senate, occurring over a period of time, that produced an impasse
between the Faculty Senate and administration and blocked efforts to review and reform ISU’s faculty
governance system. Speaking to the Board before it took its action, the chair of ISU’s Faculty Senate
confirmed the impasse—declaring to the Board that the relationship between faculty and
administration at ISU is “broken” —and revealed the underlying attitude of the Senate—claiming ISU
administration has “disintegrated into chaos” and has “no respect or regard for its faculty.” Moreover,
Faculty Senate leadership had communicated this same message of crisis and impasse to faculty over
the past several months in diverse ways (meetings, email, referenda, media, etc.). The suspension was
the most reasonable way to address the impasse, because the Faculty Senate had failed repeatedly to
engage effectively and cooperatively with administration in achieving a functional governance system
and had engaged in a series of actions designed to obstruct institutional efforts to carry out a Board
directed review of faculty governance.

With the suspension of the Faculty Senate, ISU President Arthur Vailas was authorized “to implement an
interim faculty advisory structure.” He was also directed “to conclude his review of the faculty
governance role as he was previously charged and to bring a final proposal for a reconstituted Faculty
Senate to the Board in April 2011, and no later than June 2011.” The Board indicated the proposal
“should include a charge to the reconstituted Faculty Senate to formulate and present to the President
for review and approval a proposed Constitution and bylaws in accordance with Board Policy III.C.2.,
which should then be presented by the President to the Board for review and approval, at an
appropriate date.”

Thereafter, at its regular meeting in April 2011, the Board approved the election of a new provisional
faculty senate at ISU to “develop a constitution and bylaws for approval by the University president and
the Board.” This work was to be done in “one year or earlier” with an automatic sunset provision
dissolving the provisional faculty at the end of that time period.

The table below chronicles major actions and events related to the formation and function of ISU’s
Provisional Faculty Senate (PFS).

April 2011 = |SU President sent an email to faculty and staff 1) describing work completed to
date in response to the June 2010 Board directive that the structure and efficacy of
ISU’s institutional governance be reviewed in light of the university’s
reorganization; and 2) outlining a provisional governance structure that would
maintain essential advisory functions while permitting continued development of a
viable and sustainable governance system. The PFS was a component of that
provisional structure. The President’s email explained the PFS’ s responsibility to
develop a faculty constitution/bylaws and directed that it report to and work with
the Provost/Vice President of Academic Affairs in establishing its agenda.

=  The Provost/Vice President of Academic Affairs sent a document via email to
faculty, deans, and department chairs outlining the process and procedures for
election of the PFS. The document stated the PFS would have its first meeting at
the beginning of fall semester 2011 and would elect a chair at that time.

= PFS members were elected by the colleges and the Division of Health Sciences.
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= Representation on the PFS is proportional with a total of 18 members. Thirteen of
those elected were serving on the Faculty Senate at the time it was suspended in
February 2011. Of the other 5 members, 2 had served on the Faculty Senate within
the past 3 years, and 3 had no recent service on the senate or none at all.

May 2011 =  On May 5, the week following its formation and the day before faculty were off
contract, the PFS conducted an organizational meeting and elected officers and an
executive committee. Using the Boise State University faculty constitution as a
template, the PFS approved a provisional preamble and two sections establishing a
faculty senate, for ISU’s faculty constitution.

=  During the period September 2010 through April 2011 ISU’s Institutional
Governance Working Group, met weekly to review ISU faculty governance and
develop a faculty constitution. IGWG was comprised of 6 faculty members (3 of
whom were former Faculty Senate chairs) and had been jointly appointed by the
President and the Faculty Senate chair. At the time the PFS adopted parts of the
BSU constitution, it had available for its use all of IGWG’s work—research; notes;
ISU faculty surveys; multiple, progressive drafts of a faculty constitution that had
been submitted to faculty for review and comment by faculty—which had been
maintained on a web site available to ISU faculty. IGWG’s draft constitutions were
not used by the PFS.

= Neither faculty nor administration was given notice of the PFS meeting; no agenda
or opportunity for input was provided in advance of it. The PFS did not request
access to the university mass email system, nor were the university email accounts
of individual PFS members disabled to prevent them from emailing their
constituents. The day after the PFS had its meeting a member of the PFS executive
committee emailed faculty in his college to report actions taken by the PFS at its
meeting the previous day.

= On May 6, the day after the PFS meeting and his election as chair, in separate
emails, the PFS chair contacted the Associate Vice Presidents for Academic Affairs
to request a key to the Faculty Senate offices, a cell phone, administrator access to
the Faculty Senate web pages, and travel money to attend Board meetings. That
same day the Provost denied these requests, reminding the PFS chair that the PFS
would be officially seated and given its charge in the fall and would begin its work
then.

= On May 11 the future Interim Provost/Vice President of Academic Affairs (“Interim
Provost”) sent an email letter to faculty acknowledging the election of the PFS and
its purpose to develop a faculty constitution and bylaws. The letter reiterated the
administration’s intent that the PFS would be seated at the beginning of fall
semester and informed faculty that resource material would be provided to the PFS
to assist with its tasks.

= Alsoon May 11, in response to actions taken at the May 5 PFS meeting and the
chair’s claim of a broad governance role for the PFS, the Interim Provost sent an
email to the chair stating again the limited charge of the PFS and her intent that it
begin its work fall semester; making it clear that electing an executive committee
was inappropriate, given the smaller size and limited function of the PFS; and
expressing her desire to work closely with and assist the PFS in accomplishing its
prescribed tasks.

= The PFS chair responded to the Interim Provost email on May 12 by emailing the
President to express concern that the Interim Provost “misunderstands

2
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fundamental aspects” of ISU faculty governance and the Board’s charge to ISU
faculty. The chair described the PFS as the “current form of governance” at ISU
with “one of its duties being to develop a...constitution and bylaws” and asserted its
right to perform “all the other important faculty governance duties.”

In his May 12 email the PFS chair also asked the President to submit to the Board
for consideration at its June meeting the sections (preamble and faculty senate) the
PFS had adopted for ISU’s faculty constitution the week before. Not only was the
document incomplete, none of these sections had been distributed by the PFS to
ISU faculty for review, comment, or approval. Although the stated purpose of the
request was to apprise the Board of the PFS’s progress on its task, it is significant
that BSU’s constitution—the document duplicated in the PFS’s document—was also
on the Board’s agenda for approval. In his email the chair also requested that the
President meet with him and the PFS vice-chair as is “customary” to do with “new
faculty governance leaders.”

In a May 13 email reply to the PFS chair, the President explained the task of
overseeing the PFS and its work had been delegated to the Interim Provost,
expressed his confidence in her credentials/experience, and articulated his
expectation that the PFS would work collaboratively with the Interim Provost once
it received its charge from her and began its work in the fall.

A member of the PFS executive committee addressed the Board during the open
forum of its June meeting. Among other things, he noted that the PFS was waiting
for documents from the Interim Provost that were promised in May and that “the
PFS needs those documents to continue with its work.”

July 2011

On July 8 the Interim Provost sent an email to PFS members making available to
them a binder of resources—governing policies, positions statements, scholarly
articles, surveys, task force and working group reports, to name a few examples—
to assist in their work on a faculty constitution and bylaws. When contacted about
delivery, some PFS members requested that the binder be sent to their home
address, citing they were off contract. Some binders were delivered to offices on
campus. While in the Interim Provost’s office area on July 8, the PFS vice-chair
refused to take a binder offered to him by the Management Assistant saying that he
was off contract and that the Interim Provost had not yet recognized the legitimacy
of the PFS. Several binders remained unclaimed at the beginning of fall semester
and were delivered to members at the August 29 meeting of the PFS.

The Interim Provost scheduled a meeting with the PFS chair and any other
members the chair wished to attend with him.

The Interim Provost authorized the release of a key to the Faculty Senate offices to
the PFS chair.

August 2011

On August 9 the Interim Provost met with three members of the PFS to discuss the
upcoming work of the group.

Thereafter, these members of the PFS, along with a past chair of the Senate, former
and current faculty members, appeared before the State Board of Education during
the open forum of their regular meeting on August 10-11. Some of them addressed
the Board, stressing the faculty’s dissatisfaction with the President and desire for
him to leave the institution, while promising to work with the interim Provost on
achieving a faculty constitution and bylaws.

Given the conflicting tenor of the members’ statements made during the Interim
Provost’s meeting and those made during the Board’s open forum, the Interim
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Provost called an emergency meeting of the PFS for August 15 to discuss the
group’s charge and establish rules for the conduct of senate meetings. In response,
the PFS executive committee sent an email reminding the Interim Provost that she
is not a member of the PFS and is not authorized to call meetings or set agendas.
She was, however, urged to “contact the entire faculty forthwith and convene an
open forum, with the press invited” in the event of an extreme emergency. See
attached email.

The Interim Provost responded to the PFS executive committee by informing them
that she does have the authority to call a meeting of faculty bodies, including the
PFS, and setting out the objectives of the August 15 meeting. Rejecting this
position, the PFS chair sought a meeting with the Interim Provost, members of the
executive committee, and a Board member to discuss the issues “while adhering to
accepted protocol.” The Interim Provost declined this offer, insisting that all PFS
members should be at any meeting where PFS issues are discussed.

Ultimately, only 5 of the 18 members of the PFS attended the August 15 meeting.
The PFS chair scheduled a meeting of the PFS on August 29 and, contrary to the
understanding arrived at during the August 9 meeting with the Interim Provost,
published a meeting notice and agenda on the Idaho State Journal blog site “ISU
Voice.” This was done without consulting or working with the Interim Provost and
without seeking authorization to send a notice and agenda by university mass
email. The proposed agenda also included topics that were provocatively worded
and beyond the PFS’s scope of authority and charge, for example, “Pathway for
Getting ISU off the AAUP Sanction List” and “Discussion of Disarray of Gen Ed
Requirements.”

After discovering this action, the Interim Provost met with the PFS chair to express
her concern that he failed to work with her in developing an agenda and used an
external blog site to communicate with faculty. The Interim Provost authorized a
meeting notice and agenda to be sent out by university mass email.

The PFS met on August 29. At that time, the Interim Provost was allowed to give
the PFS members their charge and a set of operating principles (which she was
unable to do at the previously scheduled meeting on August 15). The PFS formed
an ad hoc committee “to meet weekly to work on drafting a faculty constitution,
reporting back to the full Provisional Senate whenever it meets.” An open forum
for faculty was also conducted in conjunction with the meeting; estimates ranged
from 60-70 people in the audience, which included faculty, staff, and the public.

September
2011

The PFS began its regular meeting schedule of every Monday from 4:00-6:00 p.m.
Meetings were to be conducted pursuant to Roberts Rules of Order and members
were instructed by the PFS chair to make their comments germane and brief during
discussion of motions. The PFS rejected the Interim Provost’s operating principles
distributed at the August 29" meeting, and the executive committee was charged
with developing a new document that does “not simply reiterate this document.”
The PFS and its ad hoc committee worked throughout the month on developing a
constitution. With one exception, the Interim Provost attended and participated in
all PFS meetings during September.

October 2011

The PFS continued its work throughout the month on developing a constitution.
The Interim Provost attended all the PFS meetings during October, providing verbal
and written input to the PFS regarding the President’s position on key issues and
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answering questions about specific areas of concern.

A member of the PFS executive committee attended the Board’s regular October
meeting, with expenses paid by the administration.

On October 24 the PFS approved a draft constitution for submission to the faculty
and the President for review and input by November 3.

By memo dated October 25, the PFS chair sent the draft constitution to the
President and requested that the President and ISU general counsel review the
document and provide comment by November 3. Additionally, the President was
invited to attend the faculty open forum on November 2.

November
2011

On November 2 the Interim Provost submitted a comprehensive, line-by-line review
of the PFS draft constitution with specific areas of concern identified and with
alternative language proposed.

On November 2 the PFS conducted an open forum for faculty, broadcast to remote
sites, to receive input on a proposed faculty constitution. About 20-25 people
attended, including faculty, staff, and the public. The Interim Provost also
attended, offering comments, answering questions, and responding to concerns.
The PFS November 7 meeting was intended to be a special meeting (scheduled
3:00-6:00 p.m. or as late as needed) for the review of faculty input received during
the forum and otherwise submitted to the PFS. The PFS met on November 7 for
roughly 30 minutes of the scheduled 3 hours. During this 30-minute period,
members reviewed input from the faculty—the open forum (about 2 hours),
written comments from faculty at large (27 pages), and input from the constitution
subcommittee (4 pages)—and finalized a draft constitution for faculty-wide vote on
November 16.

On November 9 the Interim Provost met with the PFS vice-chair and requested a
postponement of the scheduled faculty vote on the draft constitution to 1) allow
additional time for review and dialogue among the faculty, and 2) schedule a
meeting among representatives from Academic Affairs (including the deans), the
PFS chair, and constitution subcommittee to discuss the draft and work toward
compromise on key sections. Her request was denied.

On November 11 the Interim Provost sent a memo to ISU faculty explaining the
request for postponement, describing her work to date with the PFS, and
addressing statements incorrectly attributed to her in an Idaho State Journal article
published that day.

On November 16 the PFS conducted a faculty vote on the draft constitution. The
following results were released by the PFS: 299 voted (representing 45.4% of the
total eligible faculty); 201 voted yes (representing 30.5% of total eligible voters and
67.2% of those who voted; and 98 voted no (representing 14.9% of total eligible
voters and 32.8% of those who voted).

The PFS chair sent the draft constitution to the President on November 29 and
requested that the President review it and inform the PFS of his decision to approve
or disapprove it by December 6. That same day the PFS chair forwarded the draft
constitution to the Executive Director of the Board, updating him on the faculty
vote and motions recently passed by the PFS. The Executive Director was asked to
share the draft constitution and letter with Board members as an informational
item as to progress made by the PFS on its assigned task.

By memo to the President dated November 30 the PFS chair requested that the
President attend either the December 5 or December 12 PFS meeting to
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“communicate his views on the constitution that was passed by a super majority of
the faculty.”

The President responded that same day (November 30) by thanking the PFS for
completing its work on the draft faculty constitution in a timely manner and stating
his appreciation for the time and effort expended by the PFS fall semester. He also
reiterated that he had delegated responsibility to the Interim Provost to work with
the PFS and faculty in the colleges in the development of a constitution. He
informed the PFS chair that, as part of the review process, the Interim Provost
would seek further discussion of the document in the colleges and solicit college-
level input that she would summarize and submit to the President.

December
2011

On December 2 the PFS executive committee sent a memo to the President
requesting his “up-or-down” decision on the constitution.

By memo to the President dated December 5, the PFS chair requested that the
President and the Interim Provost attend the December 12 meeting to explain the
constitution review process referenced in the President’s November 30 memao.

On December 6 the President responded by memo to the PFS chair restating the
position the President has consistently communicated since spring 2011 that the
PFS would report to and work with the Interim Provost in developing a faculty
constitution. He reminded the PFS chair that the Interim Provost has been open
with members, has provided a clear process for the PFS to provide input to him, and
has offered specific comments and recommendations on areas of concern
regarding the draft constitution.

During the December 12 PFS meeting, the Interim Provost explained the continuing
review of the draft constitution that will occur on the college level, enabling more
review and comment from the faculty.

Conclusions supported by these actions and events:

e Communication has been clear, ongoing, and frequent between the President/Interim Provost
and the PFS regarding flashpoint issues (e.g. when the PFS would be seated/charged; whether
there would not be an executive committee; what is the scope of the PFS’s power, authority,
and responsibility; whether the PFS could operate autonomously and independently of the
administration).

e The PFS has been confrontational, at times combative, with the administration since the
formation of the PFS.

e Administration and the PFS have operated from two sharply different perspectives:

PPGA

0 Administration:

— The PFS is essentially a working group with a limited charge to develop a
constitution and bylaws for the faculty (SBOE minutes February 16-17, 2011,
and April 20-21, 2011).

— The President delegated the task of working with the PFS to the Interim Provost
(email dated 5/13/11 from the President to the PFS chair) and has adhered to
that decision by consistently reminding the PFS of that delegation and declining
to directly participate in the PFS meetings (memos to PFS dated November 30
and December 6).

— For the period a faculty constitution is being developed, ISU has in place a
provisional advisory system that meets the requirements of SBOE policy Section
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[Il.C. and includes elected faculty bodies, like the Curriculum Council, Research
Council, and Graduate Council, as well as executive committees in the colleges.
O PFS:

— Believes it is the restored governance body representing faculty on all faculty-
related issues and is essential to valid faculty governance at ISU.

— Believes it must operate autonomously from administration as an independent
body.

— Believes it has the full power and authority to function as a faculty senate with
only one of its responsibilities being the development of faculty constitution
and bylaws.

— Believes it has the duty, along with the administration, to ensure that ISU is in
compliance with Board policy.

— Believes it is justified in disregarding the delegation of authority to the Interim
Provost.
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Idaho State University Mail - Re: Letter from Provisional Faculty Sena...  https://mail.google.com/mail/?ui=2&ik=057ceac428&view=pt&search...
Appendix 3

ldﬂho [‘d[e Barbara Adamcik <adambarb@isu.edu>
UNIVERSITY

Re: Letter from Provisional Faculty Senate Leadership
3 messages

Arthur Vailas <vailarth@isu.edu> Fri, May 13, 2011 at 2:51 PM
To: Philip Cole <colephil@isu.edu>
Cc: Adamcik Barbara <adambarb@isu. edu>

Phil:

| have delegated the governance task to Dr. Barbara Adamcik. She is well experienced in faculty governance
(former Faculty Senate Chair) and a seasoned senior faculty member and administrator at ISU. | believe she
is very clear in her communication to you and | support her actions in providing background material to
members while the faculty are off contract. Please work with her since this is a collaborative effort in
completing a well defined scope of developing an acceptable constitution, a set of bylaws and scope for the
new faculty senate. | expect you to comply with her request and are looking forward to this productive
collaboration as an advisory body to the Interim Provost. As an advisory body, you are to work with Dr.
Adamcik once the faculty return in the fall term. | appreciate your willingness to work with her and feel free to
meet with her if you have any questions. The Provisional Faculty Senate has not received their formal charge,
structure, time table, specific tasks, communication strategies, staff support needs etc. Her request is
reasonable and is in compliance with SBOE policy. Thanks for bringing your concerns to my attention.

Respectfully,
ACV

On Thu, May 12, 2011 at 11:43 PM, Philip Cole <colephil@isu edu> wrote:

Dear President Vailas,

We are writing to you out of concern that the incoming Interim Provost, Dr. Barbara Adamcik,
misunderstands fundamental aspects of the nature of faculty governance at ISU and the important charge
the Idaho State Board of Education has given the ISU faculty [re: Adamcik memo to faculty and private
email to Cole]. As duly elected representatives of the ISU faculty we feel that it is our duty, along with the
central administration, to ensure that ISU is in compliance with the Board's mandates.

As you know, the Board has restored faculty governance to ISU faculty. The current form of governance is
the Provisional Faculty Senate, with one of its duties being to develop a new faculty governance constitution
and bylaws to be approved by the ISU facuity at large

It is also true that neither Board Actions nor other communications by the Board preclude ISU faculty
governance from performing all the other important faculty governance duties which are routinely and
consistently granted to all higher education faculty governance systems in Idaho. Surely Dr. Adamcik
misunderstands, for example, when she suggests that established ISU faculty grievance procedures
currently handled by faculty governance have been abandoned by the Board. Naturally, faculty governance
has many additional responsibilities to the faculty that will require attention over the summer and into the
forthcoming academic year as a new faculty governance constitution and bylaws are being discussed by

 of 3 1/19/2012 4:58 PM
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faculty.

During Spring 2011 while faculty were under contract, the Board-mandated Provisional Faculty Senate was
populated with duly elected senators as acknowledged by formal correspondences from your administration
[re: memo to facuity by outgoing Provost Dr. Gary Olson]. In the spirit of due diligence and efficiency
advocated by the Board and by your representative Dr. Kent Tingey [re: public statements to ISJ

Provisional ISU Faculty Senate is elected], the Provisional Faculty Senate met during Spring Semester
2011, while senators and the ISU faculty at large were on campus and under contract.

The Provisional Faculty Senate has elected its officers and has begun its work in a manner consistent with
the Board's charge [re: Board Action] and consistent with the Board's public communications [re: public
statements to the ISJ When should new faculty group start work?] which presented the view that the
Board finds it desirable that the Provisional Faculty Senate begin its work.

Importantly, during the spring semester the Provisional Faculty Senate formally endorsed a provisional
constitutional preamble and provisional constitutional governance purviews [re: PFS meeting minutes]. The
Provisional Faculty Senate also has formally established an Executive Committee to represent faculty during
the summer. This action gives ISU faculty duly elected representation as is enjoyed by all other Idaho
university faculty

We respectfully request that you clarify to Dr. Adamcik that the ISU Provisional Faculty Senate exists and is
functioning under the aegis of the Board's action. The Provisional Faculty Senate Executive Committee looks
forward to working with Dr. Adamcik when she assumes her duties on 1 July 2011.\

Further, we respectfully make two requests of you:

e 1. We request that you forward the provisional constitutional preamble and the provisional
constitutional faculty governance structure and purviews to the SBOE for their review prior to the June
Board Meeting. Doing so will demonstrate materially to the Board the progress of the Provisional
Faculty Senate in answering the Board's charge. Members of the Provisional Faculty Senate
Executive Committee will be at the board meeting to interact with Board members and will be
available to address any questions board members may have regarding progress in renewing shared
governance at ISU.

e 2. We request that you meet in person with Drs. Phil Cole, Provisional Senate Chair, and David
Delehanty, Provisional Senate Vice-Chair in the coming days. Not only is it customary to meet with
new faculty governance leaders to discuss a range of issues, it would also be beneficial to the entire
ISU community to see concrete steps being taken to improve communication between ISU central
administration and duly elected ISU faculty governance representatives.

We thank you in advance for your attention to these important matters. We look forward to meeting with
you in person on campus in the coming days.

20f3 1/1G/9N17 4.50 Das
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Sincerely,

Drs. Phil Cole and David Delehanty

ISU Provisional Faculty Senate Chair and Vice-Chair

Arthur C. Vailas, Ph.D.
President, Idaho State University
208-282-2566

Barbara Adamcik <adambarb@isu.edu> Sat, May 14, 2011 at 1:05 PM
To: Alan Egger <eggealan@isu.edu>
Bcc: "adambarb@isu.edu” <adambarb@isu.edu>

FYI
Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: Arthur Vailas <vailarth@isu edu>

Date: May 13, 2011 2:51:52 PM MDT

To: Philip Cole <colephi@isu edu>

Cc: Adamcik Barbara <adambarb@isu edu>

Subject: Re: Letter from Provisional Faculty Senate Leadership

[Quoted text hidden]

Kay Christensen <chrikay@isu.edu> Thu, Jan 19, 2012 at 4:55 PM
To: Barbara Adamcik <adambarb@isu. edu>

-------- Original Message --------
Subject:Re: Letter from Provisional Faculty Senate Leadership
Date:Fri, 13 May 2011 14:51:52 -0600
From:Arthur Vailas <vailarth@isu edu>
To:Philip Cole <colephil@isu edu>
CC:Adamcik Barbara <adambarb@isu edu>
[Quoted text hidden]

Jof3 17107017 4.5Q DA
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ATTACHMENT 4

Amended Bylaws of the
UNIVERSITY CURRICULUM COUNCIL

Revised September 1, 2011; approved by Council of Deans* September 20, 2011

ARTICLE I - NAME

The name of this body is the University Curriculum Council (UCC). The UCC reports to
the Provost/Vice President for Academic Affairs.

ARTICLE Il - PURPOSE AND FUNCTION

The UCC exercises, at the University level, the faculty's primary responsibility for the
fundamental area of undergraduate curricula. The UCC’s approval is required for all
curricular and program changes that are to appear in the Undergraduate Catalog. The
UCC’s functions include, but are not limited to:

¢ identification of potential confusion with existing programs, courses, and
degrees due to the proposed title of the new program, course, or degree;

¢ identification of potential dilution of existing programs, courses or
degrees;

e prevention of duplication with existing programs, courses, or degrees; and

o detection of possible conflict with accrediting standards applying to
existing programs, courses, and degrees.

e continued clarification of the undergraduate catalog.

ARTICLE Il -MEMBERSHIP, SELECTION, AND RECALL

A.

B.

PPGA

Committee Composition

The UCC consists of 13 voting members: one from each of the two (2) divisions in
the College of Arts and Letters; two (2) from the College of Science and Engineering,
with one (1) from the Science Departments and one (1) from the School of
Engineering; three (3) from the Division of Health Sciences, representing the College
of Pharmacy and other Schools respectively; two (2) from the College of Technology,
and one (1) from the two other undergraduate colleges (Business andEducation); one
(1) from the University Library, and one (1) from ASISU. In addition there are three
ex officio non-voting members: one (1) appointed from the Office of the Registrar,
one (1) appointed from the Office of the Provost and Vice President for Academic
Affairs, and one (1) from Central Academic Advising. Voting faculty members will
be elected by the faculty of the appropriate division, college, or school.

Election/Appointment Process
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Faculty members of the UCC are elected by the faculty of the designated units Should an
elected member resign or be unable to serve, his or her replacement will be elected by the
faculty of the appropriate division or college. Elected members should have experience in
the designated unit with curricular matters. The student member will be appointed by the
Associated Students of Idaho State University (ASISU). Ex officio members are
appointed by their units.

C. Terms of Member ship

Faculty members are elected to serve on the UCC is for a term of three years, with re-
election for one consecutive three-year term allowable. Additional terms are permissible
once the faculty member is off the committee for a minimum of one term. Exceptions
can be made in the case of mid-term vacancy. Terms of office are based on the academic
calendar and are staggered, with approximately one-third of the UCC membership being
replaced each year. Election of new members must take place by the end of the spring
semester preceding their terms in office. The student representative and ex officio
members serve at the pleasure of those appointing them without restriction on their terms.

D. Recall and Appeal

Faculty members may be subject to recall for excessive absence, failure to carry out
assigned duties, or other malfeasance. Recall motions may be introduced by any member
of the UCC but must include a specific statement of the reasons for recall. A member
may be removed from the UCC by a majority vote of the total voting membership of the
UCC, but only after the member has been offered an opportunity to defend himself or
herself before the members of the UCC. A recall may also be initiated by the constituent
unit of a UCC member by a petition signed by at least 50 per cent of the faculty members
within who are eligible to vote. Such a petition is submitted to the Executive Secretary of
the UCC who, after ascertaining the validity of the petition, makes the recall motion to
the next regularly scheduled meeting of the UCC.

Appendix A isan historical record of UCC members.
ARTICLE IV - OFFICERS AND MEETINGS

A. Selection of Officers

The UCC elects a Chair, Vice Chair, and Executive Secretary for the next academic year
in the Spring Semester (first February meeting) from the continuing membership of the
UCC (excluding student and ex officio members). These officers serve as the Executive
Committee of the UCC and may be re-elected if eligible. If the office of any Executive
Committee member becomes vacant, the UCC elects a new officer from among its
members.
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Officers are subject to removal before completion of their term. The process of removal
from office begins with a motion made by any UCC member specifying the reasons for
removal from office. An officer may be removed from office by a majority vote of the
total voting membership of the UCC, but only after the officer has been offered an
opportunity to defend himself or herself before the members of the UCC (See Article I11).
However, if so removed, they continue as UCC members until their term expires.

B. Mestings

The UCC meets in accordance with a calendar governing meetings (historically, meetings
have been held on Thursdays, 3:00 PM-5:00 PM). It is the responsibility of the UCC
Chair to inform members of time, location, and agenda of scheduled meetings. Upon
request of three or more UCC members, the Chair must schedule an additional UCC
meeting within a two week period if needed outside of normal scheduling.

C. Attendance and Substitutes

Members are expected to attend all meetings and to inform the Chair of the UCC when
they cannot attend. VVoting members who cannot attend a meeting may send a substitute
with voting proxy from the member’s constituency. Excessive absences (more than three)
during an academic year may subject a UCC member to recall (see Article 111 D).

D. Dutiesof the Officers

The Chair presides over meetings of the UCC and the Executive Committee and compiles
and reports the UCC's overall actions yearly to the Provost/Vice President for Academic
Affairs. The Vice Chair shall serve in the absence of the Chair. The Vice Chair fulfills the
duties of the Chair in the absence of the Chair, and the vice Chair normally succeeds the
sitting Chair. The Executive Secretary meets with the other members of the Executive
Committee as needed, takes and transcribes meeting minutes in the absence of a staff
secretary and maintains other records as requested by the UCC Chair. The Executive
Secretary assumes the Chair's responsibilities in the absence of the Chair and the Vice
Chair.

E. Duties of the Executive Committee
Duties of the Executive Committee are determined by the UCC and include, but are not
limited to, such actions as: screening proposals before placement on the Council agenda;
approving minor changes in courses and other catalog copy, which include semester
changes in course descriptions, course numbers, dropping or adding cross-listings within
course descriptions in departments other than the originating department; minimum
standards for majors within departments; and correcting minor errors in catalog text. All
Executive Committee acts are presented to the UCC for discussion and approval.
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ARTICLE V—MINUTES, QUORUM, AND VOTING

A. Minutes

Minutes are kept for each meeting and prepared in accordance with the format set by the
Office of Academic Affairs and are submitted in a timely manner simultaneously to the
Council of Deans for acceptance, and the Provost/Vice President for Academic Affairs
for review. Minutes will be made available to the Faculty Senate for comments.

B. Quorum

Meetings are conducted only when a quorum (more than one-half of the elected voting
faculty UCC membership, plus the ASISU appointment) is present.

C. Voting

Motions, unless otherwise provided for in these bylaws, pass by a simple majority of
votes cast. Abstentions do not count as votes; tie votes fail; and the Chair votes on all
motions. VVoting by proxy is allowed. Voting on motions that have been seconded at a
regular meeting may be conducted by mail or email unless at least three (3) voting
members request that it be done in person. Voting by proxy is allowed when notification
of proxy assignment is made to the Chair or recording secretary prior to the scheduled
meeting. A proxy must be given to a faculty member within the member's area of
representation who is not already serving on the UCC.

ARTICLE VI- STANDING SUBCOMMITTEES

A. Subcommittees
The UCC reviews and accepts the minutes of the following standing subcommittees:

« Bachelor of Applied Science/Technology Committee (BAS/BAT)
o Bachelor of University Studies Committee (BUS)

e University General Education Requirements Committee (GERC)

o University Academic Standards Council Curriculum Committee (ASCC)

A record of the members and bylaws of each of the above committees is maintained as Appendix
B. The UCC may appoint ad hoc subcommittees as necessary.

ARTICLE VII -BYLAWSAMENDMENT PROCESS

A Amendment of Bylaws
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The Bylaws may be amended by a two-thirds vote of the elected voting faculty UCC
membership plus ASISU appointment. No amendment may be introduced and voted upon
at the same meeting. Bylaws changes are subject to approval by the Provost/Vice
President for Academic Affairs. The UCC will review its bylaws within three years of the
date of its last review.

ARTICLE VIII—BUSINESSITEMS
The UCC receives its business items by the following means:

e Business referred to the UCC by Office of Academic Affairs, colleges,
Division, or other academic units

e Items brought in by a member of the UCC or

e Items referred by the University community.

Items or policy not completed in one academic year should be considered old or
continuing business to be completed by the UCC in the next academic year.

Robert’s Rules of Order, Newly Revised, is the authority in all matters not covered by these
Bylaws and/or approved operating procedures. [However, one will note that this edition is not
available at that link, or anywhere else your secretary has found. The best suggestion available
ISto go to Roberts Rules of Order Revised (4th edition) full text online at
http://www.rulesonline.com/.]

*approved as included in the Minutes from the Curriculum Council’s meeting on September 1, 2011.
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|daho State University
Resear ch Council
Bylaws

ARTICLE 1. NAME AND REPORTING CHAIN
A. The name of this body is the Research Council.

B. The Research Council reports directly to the Vice President for Research and advises and
coordinates with the University administration through the Vice President for Research.

C. The Research Council was formerly named the Research Coordinating Council (RCC),
created as part of the ISU committee/council revision adopted in 1982. The name was
changed to Research Council in 2009.

D. These bylaws shall be reviewed for consistency with the ISU Constitution and Faculty Senate
bylaws, at the Research Council’s earliest convenience, following the approval and
implementation of these governing documents.

ARTICLE 2: PURPOSE

A. The Research Council consists of representative membership across the ISU research
community. While formally advisory in nature, the Research Council provides aforum for
internal discussion, gathers and disseminates information to the faculty, and provides a
faculty voice on matters pertaining to research, scholarship, and creative activity (henceforth
referred to as research). It also initiates and advises on the formulation, review, and
application of policies touching on research matters.

B. The Research Council provides oversight of subcommitteesinvolved in the peer review and
administration of internal grant awards funded by the Vice President for Research. Each
subcommittee operates according to its own set of bylaws.

ARTICLE 3: MEMBERSHIP, SELECTION, AND RECALL
Section 1. Voting M ember ship

A. All voting members of the Research Council must be faculty members and must directly
represent faculty constituents.

B. Research Council members must be experienced in and committed to research.
C. The Research Council will have the following voting representative members:
1. Nine college representatives as follows:
a. College of Artsand Letters (2 representatives)
i. Fine Arts and Humanities (1)
ii. Social and Behavioral Sciences (1)

Research Council Bylaws — Revision September 13, 2011 page 1 of 6
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b. College of Business (1 representative)
College of Education (1 representative)
d. College of Science and Engineering (2 representatives)
i. MathematicyEngineering/Physics (1)
ii. Biology/Geology/Chemistry (1)
e. Division of Health Sciences (2 representatives)
i. College of Pharmacy (1)
ii. Other Health Sciences (1)
f. College of Technology (1 representative)
2. Oneresearch centers and institutes representative (1)
3. Onelibrary/museum representative (1)

D. All voting representatives are appointed by the respective unit and serve for three-year terms.
Terms of office are based on the academic calendar and are staggered, with one-third of the
Council membership being replaced each year. Election of new members must take place by
the end of the spring semester preceding their term in office. Voting members may succeed
themselves for one additional term, after which they must take at least a one-year break from
serving on Research Council. Nominations to fill vacancies may be solicited by Research
Council.

E. If arepresentative member resigns from or otherwise ceases to serve on the Research
Council, areplacement is chosen in the same fashion as the regularly selected representative.
Replacements chosen to fill an unexpired term of aregularly selected member may be
appointed to no more than two successive terms following the completion of the unexpired
term. If atemporary vacancy occurs (e.g., sabbatical), areplacement is designated by the unit
represented.

Section 2. Non-Voting Member ship

A. TheVice President for Research or designee will serve as a permanent, ex officio, non-voting
member of the Research Council.

Section 3. Dutiesof Members

A. Members of the Research Council must participate fully in al of its activities. Specific duties
of Research Council members include the following:

1. Attend all Research Council meetings, which is mandatory.

2. Solicit information from and represent the views of their faculty constituencies.

3. Inform constituencies of relevant actions taken or anticipated by the Research Council.
4

. Beprepared to identify strengths and weaknesses in the research enterprise and to help
develop realistic proposalsto foster ISU research.

B. If membersfail to perform their duties, they may be removed from the Research Council.

Research Council Bylaws — Revision September 13, 2011 page 2 of 6
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1. Any Research Council member who misses more than one meeting in an academic year
without sending an alternate may be replaced by the Council. Any Research Council
member who misses more than two meetings in an academic year may be replaced,
unless prior arrangements have been made to cover sabbatical or other recognized
academic activities.

2. The Research Council may recall any Research Council member for dereliction of duty
by two-thirds approval of those voting.

C. Missing a Research Council meeting:

1. TheChair or Secretary must be notified in advance, if at all possible, if amember has to
miss a meeting.

2. Anadlternateis strongly encouraged, and should be chosen by the member from their own
faculty constituency group. It is the member’ s responsibility to fill in the alternate on the
Research Council’ s current work and any relevant constituency issues to address. Voting
by proxy is alowed in accordance with Article 5.C.4.

3. If amember has to miss more than a single meeting, arrangements should be made to
formally appoint atemporary replacement.

ARTICLE 4: OFFICERSAND MEETINGS
Section 1. Chair, Vice Chair, and Secretary

A. The Research Council electsthe Chair of the Council at the last meeting of the spring
semester from the continuing voting membership of the Council. The Chair serves for one
year and may be re-elected if eligible.

B. TheVice Chair will be elected at the first meeting of the academic year from the voting
membership of the Council. The Vice Chair serves for one year and may be re-elected if
eligible. The Vice Chair does not serve as the Chair-elect for the following year but may be
nominated for Chair if eligible.

C. The Secretary is elected at the last meeting of the spring semester from the continuing voting
membership of the Council. The Secretary serves for one year and may be re-elected if
eigible.

D. TheChair, Vice Chair, and Secretary will be nominated by Council members and el ected by
simple majority of those voting. Nominations and voting may be done during the same
Council meeting.

E. The Chair, in consultation with the Vice President for Research, is responsible for setting the
Council meeting agenda, informing members of meeting time and location, running
meetings, and preparing Council reports and correspondence. The Vice Chair takes up these
duties in the absence of the Chair and performs other duties as assigned by the Chair of the
Council. The Secretary is responsible, in the absence of staff support, for taking minutes and
distributing them in atimely manner, and other duties as assigned by the Chair. The
Secretary assumes the Chair’ s responsibilities in the absence of both the Chair and the Vice
Chair.
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F. If any Research Council office (Chair, Vice Chair, Secretary) becomes vacant, the Council
may hold a special election to fill the position for the remainder of that year, or may hold
regular elections in accordance with Article 4. Section 1. A, B, and C.

G. Should the removal of any Council Officer become necessary, it will be done in accordance
with the provisions governing amendments to the bylaws as outlined in Article 7.A.

Section 2. Council Mesetings
A. The Council meets:
1. Atleast once amonth during the academic year.

2. Upon the call of the Chair, who is responsible for informing Council membersin advance
of the meeting of itstime, place, and agenda.

B. If three members of the Council request a meeting, the Chair will call it within two weeks of
the request in accordance with the provisionsin Article 4. Section 2. A.2.

C. Research Council meetings are open to the University community. The Chair may invite
people from outside the Council to present information on issues relevant to the Council’s
agenda.

D. For purposes of discussion and deliberations, the Research Council may enter executive
session, which is closed to persons other than voting members of the Council. On such
occasions other persons may be present by special invitation of the Council. No final action
is taken whilein executive session.

ARTICLE 5: MINUTES, QUORUM, AND VOTING
A. Documentation of meetings.

1. Minutes are kept for each meeting All subcommittees of the Research Council will
forward their minutes to the Research Council in atimely manner for approval.

B. A quorum consists of fifty percent (i.e., 6 members) of the voting membership of the
Research Council.

C. A motion passes when it receives a magjority of the votes.
1. Abstentions do not count as votes.
2. Tievotesfail.
3. The Chair hastheright to vote on al motions.
4

. Voting by proxy is alowed when notification of proxy assignment is made to the Chair
or Secretary prior to the scheduled meeting. A proxy must be given to a faculty member
within the member’ s area of representation who is not already serving on the Council.

5. Votes may be submitted after the meeting on issues needing further consideration, by any
means the Council deems appropriate. These votes will only be accepted from those
members in attendance of the meeting within two (2) weeks of the meeting.

D. Bylaw changes cannot be introduced and voted upon within the same meeting, in accordance
with Article 7.A.
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E. Robert’s Rules of Order, Newly Revised (http://www.constitution.org/rror/rror--00.htm) is the
procedural authority in all matters not covered by these bylaws and/or approved operating
procedures.

ARTICLE 6: SUBCOMMITTEES

A. The Research Council has two standing subcommittees that are responsible for the review of
proposals requesting internal funds provided under the auspices of the Vice President for
Research. Each subcommittee’ s purpose is stated in individual subcommittee bylaws which
are approved by Research Council. Standing subcommittees of the Research Council are as
follows:

1. University Research Committee
2. Humanities and Social Sciences Research Committee

B. Members of each subcommittee are selected in accordance with the bylaws of each
subcommittee and are approved by Research Council. Each subcommittee shall have one
representative from the Office of Research appointed by the Vice President for Research. A
record of the members and bylaws of each of the subcommittees is maintained by the
Research Council. Minutes are kept for each subcommittee meeting and are submitted in a
timely manner to the Research Council for review and acceptance.

C. The Research Council may create or disband any of its standing subcommittees with two-
thirds approval of the voting members of the Research Council. The motion to disband a
standing subcommittee cannot be introduced and voted upon at the same meeting.

D. The Research Council may appoint ad hoc subcommittees as necessary. These
subcommittees are not standing subcommittees and will be disbanded upon completion of
assigned task.

ARTICLE 7: BYLAWSAMENDMENT PROCESS

A. These bylaws may be amended by atwo-thirds majority of the Research Council voting
membership. Amendments cannot be introduced and voted upon at the same meeting.
However, bylaw changes may be presented by any means the Council deems appropriate and
then voted on by any means the Council deems appropriate as long as they are distributed at
least two (2) weeks prior to the vote.

ARTICLE 8: BUSINESSITEMS

A. Itemsor policy not completed in one academic year should be considered old or continuing
business to be completed by the Research Council in the next academic year.

B. New business may be initiated in the Research Council by any of the following means:
business referred to the Research Council by the Vice President for Research, items brought
in by amember of Research Council, or items referred by the University community.
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Revised by Research Council September 13, 2011
Approved by Research Council: October 18, 2011

Approved by Research Council: April 16, 2009
Approved by Faculty Senate: May 4, 2009

Minor changes and corrections approved by Research Council: September 24, 2009
Accepted by Faculty Senate: September 28, 2009

Revised and Approved by Research Council: September 24, 2010
Approved by Faculty Senate: September 27, 2010

Subcommittee section revised; approved by Research Council: February 11, 2011
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Approved’Amended by ISU Graduate Faculty April 2011

BYLAWS OF THE GRADUATE FACULTY
SECTION I: NAME OF ORGANIZATION
The name of this body shall be the GRADUATE FACULTY OF IDAHO STATE UNIVERSITY.
SECTION II: PURPOSE AND POWERS OF THE ORGANIZATION

Part 1. The Graduate Faculty, within the scope of its authority to act for the Graduate School of
the University, shall provide recommendations concerning:

a) the admissions policy for graduate students,

b) approval of graduate courses of instruction,

c) the establishment and maintenance of requirements for graduation,

d) the allocation of privileges such as scholarships. honors, awards and grants-in-aid for
graduate students,

e) the establishment of grade standards to be maintained by graduate students.

Part 2. It is the general responsibility of members of the Graduate Faculty to be productive
scholars in the areas of instruction and research and to be effective leaders in the graduate
programs of their various fields. The specific duties of members of the Graduate Faculty are as

follows:

a) to conduct courses which are offered exclusively for graduate credit,

b) to guide graduate seminars,

¢) to supervise the research problems of graduate students and to serve as thesis advisors
and members of thesis committees,

d) to conduct graduate examinations (both written and oral),

e) to serve occasionally as members of the Graduate Council,

f) 1o be responsible for other policies relevant to the academic welfare of the Graduate
School.

Part 3. The Graduate Faculty shall determine procedures by which members are elected to the
Graduate School.

Part 4. The Graduate Faculty may review and amend the policies adopted by the Graduate
Council.

Part 5. The Graduate Faculty can overrule an action of the Graduate Council: any such
overruling can be done by and only by majority vote of the Graduate Faculty.

SECTION IIT: MEMBERSHIP OF THE GRADUATE FACULTY

Appointment to the Graduate Faculty is made by the Trustees (Board) upon the recommendation of the
President of candidates nominated by the Graduate Council. Nominations presented to the

Graduate Council for membership on the Graduate Faculty shall be made by the chairperson or head of
the candidate’s department with the approval of the majority of the Graduate Faculty members of the
department.

PPGA TAB 10 Page 29



PLANNING, POLICY AND GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS
FEBRUARY 16, 2012

Approved/Amended by ISU Graduate Faculty April 2011

Any candidate whose chairperson or head of the department is not a member of Graduate Faculty may be
nominated by the appropriate academic dean with the concurrence of the Dean of the Graduate School.
The following principles for nomination to the Graduate Faculty shall be adhered to:

1) Ordinarily an individual shall possess the highest degree usually earned by scholars in
his/her particular field.

2) An individual shall have demonstrated professional productivity and scholarly maturity.

3) An individual shall have had successful experience in upper division college or university

teaching or equivalent teaching experience.
4) Any individual who no longer has Graduate Faculty responsibility may be dropped from
Graduate Faculty status.

SECTION IV: OFFICERS
The Dean of the Graduate School of Idaho State University, or a member appointed by the Dean, shall be
chairperson of all general meetings of the Graduate Faculty. The dean of the Graduate School shall

appoint a parliamentarian to act in general meetings of the Graduate Faculty.

SECTION V: GRADUATE FACULTY MEETINGS

1) The Graduate Faculty may hold meetings during the academic year. the day and
time to be determined by the Dean of the Graduate School.
2) The Dean of the Graduate School shall call a special session of the Graduate

Faculty at any time during the academic year (as defined by the Idaho State Board
of Education as Trustees for ldaho State University) to consider only such items
as are presented to him/her by signed petition from ten (10) or more of the
Graduate Faculty members. Special sessions must be called and convened within
ten (10) class days following receipts of the petition.

3) Motions regarding academic policy within the Graduate School must be submitted
in writing to the Dean of the Graduate School prior to discussion upon them.
Voting will be by mail ballot or at a subsequent meeting of the Graduate Faculty.

SECTION VI: QUORUM

A quorum shall be defined as thirty-five percent (35%) of the members of the Graduate Faculty at 1daho
State University.

SECTION VII: DUTIES AND RESPONSIBILITIES OF THE GRADUATE COUNCIL
OF THE GRADUATE FACULTY

The Graduate Council is the policy making body for the Graduate School. The Council approves all
courses offered for graduate credit and curricula for graduate degrees; approves regulations and
requirements for the graduate programs; receives and acts upon all petitions for waiving of regulations of
the graduate program; approves the nominations to examining committees concerning candidates;
approves requests by departments for assignment of non-Graduate Faculty to Graduate Faculty
responsibilities including examining committees and the teaching of any courses which carry graduate
credit.

2
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The Graduate Council shall distribute communications to the Graduate Faculty to inform them of the
results of its deliberations. Representatives to the Graduate Council are expected to consult with their
constituent Graduate Faculty members.

Any Graduate Faculty member may upon notice to his representative on the Graduate Council and the
Dean of the Graduate School appear before the Graduate Council on any matter pertaining to the
Graduate School and its policies or programs.

SECTION VIII: ORGANIZATION OF THE GRADUATE COUNCIL OF THE
GRADUATE FACULTY

Election of the Graduate Council shall be by majority vote and secret ballot on a representational basis by
the following units:

1) The Dean of the Graduate School who shall serve as chairperson.
2) Ten teaching members of the Graduate Faculty elected as follows:
a) Two representatives of the College of Arts and Letters, (one representative from

the areas of Fine Arts and Humanities, and one representative from the areas of
Social and Behavioral Sciences),

b) One representative of the College of Education,
c) One representative of the College of Business,
d) Two representatives of the Division of Health Sciences, (one representative from
the College of Pharmacy, and one representative from the other areas of the
Division),
e) Two representatives of the College of Science and Engineering, (one
representative from the areas of Science and one representative from the areas of
Engineering),
f) One representative of the College of Technology,
g) One representative-at-large appointed by the Dean of the Graduate School from a
department not otherwise represented.
3) One graduate student representative.
4) The Associate Dean of the Graduate School. to serve as an ex-officio (non-voting)
member.
5) A representative from the Office of Research, to serve as an ex-officio (non-voting)
member.

The terms of office of college representatives shall be two years, arranged so that approximately half of
the Council members are elected each year. The election of representatives from and by the various
colleges shall be completed prior to May st and the appointment of the representative-at-large (one-year
term only) shall be made prior to September 1 of each year. All elected terms shall begin June 1st.

The Graduate Faculty within each of the above-named units shall nominate by ballot candidates for
membership to represent that unit on the Council. The Dean of the College shall then conduct an election
by ballot of each appropriate unit from the nominees. The candidate receiving the majority of the vote
cast by the Graduate Faculty of the particular unit shall serve as the representative to the Graduate
Council, and the candidate receiving the next highest vote shall serve as the alternate in any absence of
the representative. In the event of a tie or if no nominated person receives a majority of the vote cast, a
run-off ballot vote shall be cast between the two nominees receiving the greatest number of votes cast in
the first ballot.
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The election of the graduate student representative shall be based on Graduate Council unit representative
nominations. Council members shall solicit nominations from the units they represent. One nominee per
unit will be forwarded to the Council. Council will then vote on the list of nominees submitted. In the
event of a tie or if no nominated person receives a majority of the vote cast, a run-off ballot vote shall be
cast between the two nominees receiving the greatest number of votes cast in the first ballot. The election
of the graduate student representative, who shall have a one year term on the Council, shall be conducted
by May Ist of each year. The candidate receiving the majority of the votes shall serve as the
representative to the Graduate Council, and the candidate receiving the next highest vote shall serve as the
alternate in any absence of the representative.

If vacancy of both representative and alternate on the Council occurs between annual election periods, the
vacancy shall be filled through May 31st with a temporary appointment by the Dean of the appropriate
college and unit. If the vacancy occurs in the first year of the two-year term, a representative and an
alternate elected for one year will succeed the appointed and complete the original term of office.

SECTION IX: PARLIAMENTARY AUTHORITY

Robert’s Rules of Order, Newly Revised, 10 Edition, 2000, shall be the authority on all matters not
covered by the bylaws.

SECTION X: AMENDMENTS OF THE BYLAWS
Part 1. All bylaws shall be amended by a two-thirds majority vote of the membership voting.

Part 2. Proposed amendments to these bylaws must be submitted in writing and moved at a meeting of
the Graduate Faculty for discussion prior to acting upon them. Voting will be by mail.

PPGA TAB 10 Page 32



PLANNING, POLICY AND GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS
FEBRUARY 16, 2012

ATTACHMENT 7
Accomplishments of Elected Faculty Councils
Fall 2011
Three university-wide councils are presently functioning as part of Idaho State University’s advisory
system: the Graduate Council, the University Curriculum Council, and the Research Council. The

following information documents the work of these councils to date for Academic Year 2011-2012.

Graduate Council

e Reviewed and acted upon 12 Graduate Faculty nominations.

e Reviewed and acted upon 26 Curriculum Change Proposals.

e Reviewed and acted upon 1 Notice of Intent proposal.

e Tier System for Faculty — Discussed the tier system proposed to graduate faculty in 2009-2010
and considered reintroducing it with changes, which might include renaming, restructuring for a
different look, separating the approval process into two steps, and increase communication to
faculty about the system. Formed a committee to review the tier system, talk to departments,
re-brand the system, look at separating parts of the tier system into different proposals, and to
evaluate a possible survey for input.

e Assistantships—Discussed process for awarding assistantships.

e Program Review—Discussed program review and how it enhances excellence. Explained that
the Graduate School would like to be more involved in ongoing program review; articulated that
there should be a set of metrics in place to evaluate graduate education at Idaho State
University. Identified goals of exploring projects, capstones, thesis, dissertations, and student
satisfaction to gain perspective and assess the program.

e Doctoral Programs—Ildentified out of date credits, the need for more clarification in the
Graduate catalog.

e Revision of Bylaws—to reflect a change in the Science and Engineering structure and conform
the Graduate Faculty Representative on the Graduate Council to the new structure.

o Moodle—suggested for Graduate Council to help distribute information and agenda items.

e Graduate Faculty Categories—a committee is working to simplify the categories and the process
for classifying graduate faculty in the new system. The committee provided a handout showing
the criteria and the categories for the graduate faculty members. It was suggested to combine
two of the categories to make it less cumbersome. Graduate Council would like the committee
to look over the criteria to make sure that those who are not involved in scholarly work, but
know industry, are able to fit into one of the categories.

Curriculum Council

e Processed 109 proposals fall semester 2011; an increase over the preceding fall semester.

e Approved by-laws for the Undergraduate Curriculum Council, with direct report to Council
of Deans.

e Approved by-laws for the General Education Requirements Committee (GERC).

e (Called for an election of members to the GERC; colleges elected members.

e Held an open forum for faculty to discuss the Revised General Education Requirements.

e Elected officers for 2012-2013.
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Research Council

e Passed Research Council (RC) Bylaws to reflect reporting to the Vice President for Research.

e Two Council members are participating in the national search for the Vice President for
Research.

e Humanities and Social Sciences Research Committee (HSSRC—a subcommittee of RC) reviewed
internal grant proposals and made award recommendations to the Vice President for Research.

e University Research Committee (URC—a subcommittee of RC) reviewed internal grant proposals
and made award recommendations to the Vice President for Research.

e Matt Sanger, the RC Chair, is participating in the Research Grant Support System meetings being
conducted by Finance and Administration.

e The RC has begun review of 2012 Outstanding Researcher nominations. The Outstanding
Researchers/Distinguished Researcher will be selected in March 2012.
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SUBJECT
Superintendent of Public Instruction Update to the State Board of Education

BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION
Superintendent of Public Instruction, Tom Luna, will provide an update on the
State Department of Education.

BOARD ACTION

This item is for informational purposes only. Any action will be at the Board’s
discretion.
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SUBJECT
Idaho’s New Accountability System
REFERENCE
September 23, 2011 President Barrack Obama announces the US
Department’s plans to offer waivers from No Child
Left Behind.
October 20, 2011 Board members review U.S. Department of
Education’s published guidance for the waiver.
December 7, 2011 Superintendent Luna reviews progress on Idaho’s
waiver application with Board members.
December 21, 2011 Members of the Accountability Committee provide
feedback on waiver concepts.
January 10, 2012 Idaho Department of Education releases draft
document of Idaho’s proposed waiver.
January 20, 2012 Members of Instruction, Research, and Student

Affairs review waiver.

APPLICABLE STATUTE, RULE, OR POLICY

Idaho Administrative Code, IDAPA 08.02.03 — Section 112, Accountability

BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION

SDE

The Elementary and Secondary Act (ESEA) also known as No Child Left Behind
was signed into law in 2001 by President George W. Bush. Congress was
scheduled to reauthorize ESEA five years ago. Because of the effect of lack of
reauthorization on Idaho schools, Superintendent Luna has pushed for
reauthorization by Congress. To further bring light to the issue, Superintendent
Luna sent a letter to US Secretary Arne Duncan in June 2011 stating that Idaho
would no longer raise its targets because of the Administration’s and Congress’
failure to reauthorize ESEA. Then the State Board approved the
Superintendent’s request to keep proficiency targets the same for the 2010-2011
school year in July 2011. The Obama Administration has now answered
Congress’ lack of action and the pressure by states for a new accountability
system by creating a waiver for No Child Left Behind.

States can choose to apply for the waiver or continue to live under the No Child
Left Behind’s mandates. There were two application periods for waiver
applications: November 2011 and February 2012. Eleven states applied in the
first round of applications. Idaho’s deadline to submit to the US Department of
Education is February 21, 2012.
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SDE

Because ldaho chose to apply in the second round, the State Department of
Education (SDE) was able to offer additional time for feedback and evaluation.
Idaho’s Deputy Superintendent Dr. Carissa Miller served as a reviewer for draft
applications through the Council of Chief State School Officers (CCSSO).
Because of this, Idaho was able to gain valuable insights into the process. Using
the opportunity and time provided by applying in February rather than November,
SDE has conducted extensive outreach both on the original guidance, as well as
seeking feedback on what educators and stakeholders would like to see in the
new accountability plan. Once the draft application was completed, SDE met with
stakeholders in person and through webinars to explain the waiver proposal.
Along with the Institutional Research and Student Affairs Committee (IRSA), SDE
presented its ideas to the Board’s Accountability Committee for feedback. SDE
has also taken public comment via its website.

The waiver applications must address four areas: college and career ready
expectations for all students, state developed differentiated recognition,
accountability and support, supporting effective instruction and leadership, and.
reducing duplication and unnecessary burden. Because of Idaho’s bold
education reform efforts, it is in a prime position to create an accountability
system that focuses on multiple measures with the end in mind: every student
college and career ready.

Here is a brief summary of what each waiver area addresses:

College and Career Ready Expectations: Because l|daho has adopted
common core standards in English Language Arts and math, increased
graduation requirements that align high school requirements with college
entrance requirements as well as every student taking a college entrance exam,
Idaho is well positioned to ensure students are college and career ready. Idaho’s
waiver outlines the state’ plan on implementing standards including professional
development, additional tools and resources targeted for Idaho educators.

State Developed Differentiated Recognition, Accountability and Support:
Idaho will maintain a single accountability system for all schools: Title | and non-
Title | schools alike. Idaho will no longer measure Adequate Yearly Progress
(AYP) for schools and districts. Under the new accountability system, the State
has created a Five-star Scale to evaluate and recognize school performance.
Unlike NCLB which is a pass/fail accountability system based on proficiency and
41 different indicators, Idaho’s system will be based on multiple measures
including growth to standards.

Supporting Effective Instruction and Leadership:
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Idaho developed a statewide framework for teacher evaluation. Schools also
receive financial rewards for effective instruction as measured by student
achievement. The State Department is currently creating a statewide framework
for principal evaluation should be completed by May 2012. The state will use
their frameworks to then make necessary changes with teacher and
administrator preparation programs.

Reducing Duplication and Unnecessary Burden:

Idaho fully deployed a statewide longitudinal data system in the 2010-2011
school year. This system, known as the Idaho System for Educational
Excellence (ISEE), has consolidated data collection processes at the State
and district levels and should reduce duplicative reporting and other
unnecessary burdens on schools and districts. In addition, the State Department
of Education (SDE) received a $21 million grant from the J.A. and Kathryn
Albertson Foundation to deploy the second phase of ISEE: a statewide
instructional management system available to all classrooms, schools and
districts.

IMPACT

If the State Board of Education does not approve Idaho’s application, Idaho
schools will continue to be held accountable using NCLB matrix. Once the
application is approved by the Board it will be submitted to the U.S. Department
of Education for approval.

ATTACHMENTS

Attachment 1 — Idaho’s ESEA Flexibility Application Executive Summary  Page
Attachment 2 — Idaho’s ESEA Flexibility Application Page

STAFF COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

SDE

The Accountability Oversight Committee and Scott Grothe participated in an
ESEA Accountability Waiver Application focus group. We also had several
independent opportunities to review and question the information contained in
application. As a result, SDE received several suggested recommendations on
the application materials. The suggestions were either incorporated into the
application, or SDE staff further discussed their rational on specific issues
resulting in our understanding and agreement on the issue.

Incorporating growth measures along with existing achievement measures in
Idaho’s K-12 assessments and accountability system provides a more thorough
measure of student academic performance. Using a 5-star rating system better
promotes a positive message about such performance. The application
describes the maintenance, expansion, and in some cases, increases the rigor of
current NCLB standards. The state will also have the opportunity to improve the
system as needed in the future. Therefore, both the Accountability Oversight
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Committee and Scott Grothe independently recommend the approval of the
proposed waiver application.

BOARD ACTION
| move to approve Idaho’s application for ESEA Flexibility.

Moved by Seconded by Carried Yes No
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Paperwork Burden Statement
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Chief State School Officer: Requester’s Mailing Address:
Thomas Luna P.O. Box 83720

State Superintendent of Public Education Boise, Idaho 83720

Idaho State Department of Education

State Contact for the ESEA Flexibility Request

Name: Carissa Miller

Position and Office: Deputy Superintendent, Division of 21st Century Classroom
Contact’s Mailing Address:

P.O. 83720

Idaho State Department of Education
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Fax: (208) 334-2228

Email address: cmiller@sde.idaho.gov

Chief State School Officer (Printed Name): Telephone:
Thomas Luna (208) 332-6815
Signature of the Chief State School Officer: Date:

X

The State, through its authorized representative, agrees to meet all principles of the ESEA
Flexibility.




WAIVER

By submitting this flexibility request, the SEA requests flexibility through waivers of the ten ESEA
requirements listed below and their associated regulatory, administrative, and reporting requirements
by checking each of the boxes below. The provisions below represent the general areas of flexibility
requested;

X 1. The requirements in ESEA section 1111(b)(2)(E)-(H) that prescribe how an SEA must
establish annual measurable objectives (AMOs) for determining adequate yeatly progress (AYP)
to ensure that all students meet or exceed the State’s proficient level of academic achievement
on the State’s assessments in reading/language arts and mathematics no later than the end of the
2013-2014 school year. The SEA requests this waiver to develop new ambitious but achievable
AMOs in reading/language arts and mathematics in order to provide meaningful goals that are
used to guide support and improvement efforts for the State, LEAs, schools, and student
subgroups.

X] 2. The requirements in ESEA section 1116(b) for an LEA to identify for improvement,
corrective action, or restructuring, as appropriate, a Title I school that fails, for two consecutive
years or more, to make AYP, and for a school so identified and its LEA to take certain
improvement actions. The SEA requests this waiver so that an LEA and its Title I schools need
not comply with these requirements.

X] 3. The requirements in ESEA section 1116(c) for an SEA to identify for improvement or
corrective action, as appropriate, an LEA that, for two consecutive years or more, fails to make
AYP, and for an LEA so identified and its SEA to take certain improvement actions. The SEA
requests this waiver so that it need not comply with these requirements with respect to its LEAs.

X] 4. The requirements in ESEA sections 6213(b) and 6224(e) that limit participation in, and use of
funds under the Small, Rural School Achievement (SRSA) and Rural and Low-Income School
(RLIS) programs based on whether an LEA has made AYP and is complying with the
requirements in ESEA section 1116. The SEA requests this waiver so that an LEA that receives
SRSA or RLIS funds may use those funds for any authorized purpose regardless of whether the
LEA makes AYP.

X] 5. The requirement in ESEA section 1114(a)(1) that a school have a poverty percentage of 40
percent or more in order to operate a schoolwide program. The SEA requests this waiver so
that an LEA may implement interventions consistent with the turnaround principles or
interventions that are based on the needs of the students in the school and designed to enhance
the entire educational program in a school in any of its priority and focus schools, as
appropriate, even if those schools do not have a poverty percentage of 40 percent or more.

X 6. The requirement in ESEA section 1003(a) for an SEA to distribute funds reserved under that
section only to LEAs with schools identified for improvement, corrective action, or
restructuring. The SEA requests this waiver so that it may allocate section 1003(a) funds to its
LEAs in order to serve any of the State’s priority and focus schools.




X] 7. The provision in ESEA section 1117(c)(2)(A) that authorizes an SEA to reserve Title I, Part
A funds to reward a Title I school that (1) significantly closed the achievement gap between
subgroups in the school; or (2) has exceeded AYP for two or more consecutive years. The SEA
requests this waiver so that it may use funds reserved under ESEA section 1117(c)(2)(A) for any
of the State’s reward schools.

X] 8. The requirements in ESEA section 2141(a), (b), and (c) for an LEA and SEA to comply with
certain requirements for improvement plans regarding highly qualified teachers. The SEA
requests this waiver to allow the SEA and its LEAs to focus on developing and implementing
more meaningful evaluation and support systems.

X] 9. The limitations in ESEA section 6123 that limit the amount of funds an SEA or LEA may
transfer from certain ESEA programs to other ESEA programs. The SEA requests this waiver
so that it and its LEAs may transfer up to 100 percent of the funds it receives under the
authorized programs among those programs and into Title I, Part A.

X] 10. The requirements in ESEA section 1003(g)(4) and the definition of a Tier I school in Section
I.A.3 of the School Improvement Grants (SIG) final requirements. The SEA requests this
walver so that it may award SIG funds to an LEA to implement one of the four SIG models in
any of the State’s priority schools.

Optional Flexibility:

An SEA should check the box below only if it chooses to request a waiver of the following
requirements:

X] The requirements in ESEA sections 4201(b)(1)(A) and 4204(b)(2)(A) that restrict the activities
provided by a community learning center under the Twenty-First Century Community Learning
Centers (21st CCLC) program to activities provided only during non-school hours or periods
when school is not in session (i.e., before and after school or during summer recess). The SEA
requests this waiver so that 21st CCLC funds may be used to support expanded learning time
during the school day in addition to activities during non-school hours or periods when school is
not in session.




ASSURANCES

By submitting this application, the SEA assures that:

DX 1.1t requests waivers of the above-referenced requirements based on its agreement to meet
Principles 1 through 4 of the flexibility, as described throughout the remainder of this request.

X 2. It will adopt English language proficiency (ELP) standards that correspond to the State’s
college- and career-ready standards, consistent with the requirement in ESEA section 3113(b)(2),
and that reflect the academic language skills necessary to access and meet the new college- and
career-ready standards, no later than the 2013—-2014 school year. (Principle 1)

X 3.1t will develop and administer no later than the 2014—2015 school year alternate assessments
based on grade-level academic achievement standards or alternate assessments based on
alternate academic achievement standards for students with the most significant cognitive
disabilities that are consistent with 34 C.F.R. § 200.6(a)(2) and are aligned with the State’s
college- and career-ready standards. (Principle 1)

X 4.1t will develop and administer ELP assessments aligned with the State’s ELP standards,
consistent with the requirements in ESEA sections 1111(b)(7), 3113(b)(2), and 3122(a)(3)(A)(ii).

(Principle 1)

[X] 5. Tt will report annually to the public on college-going and college credit-accumulation rates for
all students and subgroups of students in each LEA and each public high school in the State.

(Principle 1)

X] 6. If the SEA includes student achievement on assessments in addition to reading/language arts
and mathematics in its differentiated recognition, accountability, and support system and uses
achievement on those assessments to identify priority and focus schools, it has technical
documentation, which can be made available to the Department upon request, demonstrating
that the assessments are administered statewide; include all students, including by providing
appropriate accommodations for English Learners and students with disabilities, as well as
alternate assessments based on grade-level academic achievement standards or alternate
assessments based on alternate academic achievement standards for students with the most
significant cognitive disabilities, consistent with 34 C.F.R. § 200.6(2)(2); and are valid and reliable
for use in the SEA’s differentiated recognition, accountability, and support system. (Principle 2)

X] 7. It will report to the public its lists of reward schools, priority schools, and focus schools at the
time the SEA is approved to implement the flexibility, and annually thereafter, it will publicly
recognize its reward schools. (Principle 2)




X] 8. Prior to submitting this request, it provided student growth data on their current students and
the students they taught in the previous year to, at a minimum, teachers of reading/language arts
and mathematics in grades in which the State administers assessments in those subjects in a
manner that is timely and informs instructional programs, or it will do so no later the deadline
required under the State Fiscal Stabilization Fund. (Principle 3)

DX 9. It will evaluate and, based on that evaluation, revise its own administrative requirements to
reduce duplication and unnecessary burden on LEAs and schools. (Principle 4)

X] 10. It has consulted with its Committee of Practitioners regarding the information set forth in its
request.

DX 11. Prior to submitting this request, it provided all LEAs with notice and a reasonable
opportunity to comment on the request and has attached a copy of that notice (Attachment 1) as
well as copies of any comments it received from LEAs (Attachment 2).

X] 12. Prior to submitting this request, it provided notice and information regarding the request to
the public in the manner in which the State customarily provides such notice and information to
the public (e.g., by publishing a notice in the newspaper; by posting information on its website)
and has attached a copy of, or link to, that notice (Attachment 3).

D4 13. It will provide to the Department, in a timely manner, all required reports, data, and
evidence regarding its progress in implementing the plans contained throughout this request.

If the SEA selects Option A or B in section 3.A of its request, indicating that it has not yet
developed and adopted all guidelines for teacher and principal evaluation and support
systems, it must also assure that:

DX 14. It will submit to the Depattment for peer review and approval a copy of the guidelines that
it will adopt by the end of the 2011-2012 school year. (Principle 3)




CONSULTATION

An SEA must meaningfully engage and solicit input from diverse stakeholders and communities in
the development of its request. To demonstrate that an SEA has done so, the SEA must provide an
assurance that it has consulted with the State’s Committee of Practitioners regarding the information
set forth in the request and provide the following:

Please note: The following is part of an ongoing list of consultation that the Idaho State
Department of Education (ISDE) is conducting throughout this process. The Idaho State
Department of Education systematically engaged and solicited extensive, comprehensive input
from stakeholders and communities before, during, and after the development of its waiver
application.

1. A description of how the SEA meaningfully engaged and solicited input on its request from
teachers and their representatives.

The Idaho State Department of Education meaningfully engaged and solicited input from
teachers and their representatives throughout the process of applying for ESEA Flexibility, using
focus groups, stakeholder meetings and a public website.

Consultation Plan to Engage Stakeholders
Key Activities/Timeline/Staff Responsible

Key Activity Due Date Staff Responsible
Sent news release to members, media, and September 23, 2011 Melissa McGrath

education stakeholders, including superintendents
and principals, about Idaho’s plan to apply for
ESEA Flexibility.

Posted preliminary information about waiver on September 23, 2011 Melissa McGrath
social media outlets, including the Idaho State
Department of Education’s Facebook page,
Twitter account and blog.

Held five focus groups with key educational October 19-20, 2011 Melissa McGrath
stakeholder groups to gather initial ideas and Carissa Miller
input on Idaho’s application for ESEA Flexibility. Steve Underwood

Focus groups included members of the Idaho State
Board of Education, legislators, parents, business
leaders, community members, representatives of
Idaho School Boards Association, Idaho
Association of School Administrators, Idaho
Education Association, Northwest Professional
Educators and Idaho Commission on Hispanic
Affairs.
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Idaho Superintendent of Public Instruction Tom
Luna provided an update on Idaho’s efforts to
apply for ESEA Flexibility at the State Board of
Education meeting. He encouraged Board
members to provide initial input.

October 20, 2011

Superintendent Luna
Luci Willits

Sent an email directly to State Board members
asking them questions about the ESEA Flexibility
application to gather additional feedback.

October 25, 2011

Melissa McGrath

Sent a news release to the media,
superintendents, focus group participants and
leaders of educational stakeholder groups in Idaho
announcing the creation of a website to gather
initial input on Idaho’s application for ESEA
Flexibility.

November 10, 2011

Melissa McGrath
Brenda Mattson

Idaho Superintendent of Public Instruction Tom
Luna provided an update on Idaho’s efforts to
apply for ESEA Flexibility at the State Board of
Education meeting. He encouraged their feedback
and input on the application.

December 8, 2011

Superintendent Luna
Luci Willits

As a follow-up to the State Board meeting in
December, Superintendent Luna sent an email
directly to State Board members asking them
questions about Idaho’s plans to apply for ESEA
Flexibility and to gather their feedback.

December 13, 2011

Superintendent Luna

Accountability Oversight Committee
(subcommittee of the Idaho State Board of
Education) — presented waiver components,
discussed concerns at formal meeting.

December 21, 2011

Carissa Miller
Steve Underwood

Stakeholders Executive Directors (Idaho School
Boards Association, Idaho Association of School
Administrators, Idaho Education Association) —
presented plan and received feedback.

January 6, 2012

Carissa Miller
Steve Underwood

Accountability Oversight Committee was asked to
provide additional feedback entire document
released to public.

January 9, 2012

Carissa Miller
Scott Grothe

Published a draft of Idaho’s application for ESEA
Flexibility on the Idaho State Department of
Education website and sent a link with an
executive summary to superintendents, principals,
State Board members and leaders of educational
stakeholder groups in Idaho.

January 9, 2012

Melissa McGrath
Brenda Mattson
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Sent a news release to members of the media
announcing a draft of Idaho’s application for ESEA
Flexibility is published and available for public
comment until February 01, 2012.

January 10, 2012

Melissa McGrath

Posted an announcement that Idaho’s draft
application for ESEA Flexibility is now available for
public comment on social media outlets, including
the Idaho State Department of Education’s
Facebook page, Twitter account and blog.

January 10, 2012

Melissa McGrath
Travis Drake

Statewide System of Support/Capacity Builders
Spring Conference — presented waiver
components to external school improvement
coaches that work with Title | districts and schools
in improvement, encouraged public comment and
took feedback.

January 11, 2012

Carissa Miller

Idaho Superintendent of Public Instruction Tom
Luna held a conference call with all district
superintendents and the leaders of the Idaho
Association of School Administrators — provided
an overview of Idaho’s draft application for ESEA
Flexibility and encouraged superintendents to
provide feedback.

January 12, 2012

Superintendent Luna
Melissa McGrath

Indian Education Committee met and provided
access to the ESEA Flexibility Waiver Draft as well
as the Executive Summary. Members included
this in their meeting agenda and were encouraged
to give individual feedback on the website. The
committee decided to have the opportunity to
give input as a group. Bryan Samuels, Chair,
provided a letter prior to the end of the comment
period to the ISDE

January 12,2012

Marcia Beckman

Superintendent Luna spoke to an estimated 70
Idaho secondary principals at the Idaho
Association of Secondary School Principals —
provided an overview of Idaho’s draft application
for ESEA Flexibility and encouraged principals to
provide feedback.

January 16, 2012

Superintendent Luna
Melissa McGrath

Held a webinar with superintendents, district-level
administrators and the leaders of educational
stakeholder groups to go over the details of
Idaho’s draft application for ESEA Flexibility. 55
districts participated.

January 18, 2012

Carissa Miller
Steve Underwood
Christina Linder
Melissa McGrath
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In person and webinar presentation provided for
Special Education Advisory Panel (SEAP) meeting.
Included members and representatives from the
following groups:

Boise State University: COE

ID Juvenile Corrections Center - Nampa

Idaho State University: COE

Idaho Dept. of Correction

Idaho State Correctional Institution

Easter Seals-Goodwill

University of Idaho: COE

Idaho Division of Vocational Rehabilitation (IDVR)
Idaho Council on Developmental Disabilities
Northwest Children's Home - Treasure Valley
Dept. of Health & Welfare

Casey Family Programs

Disability Rights Idaho (DRI), and

Idaho Parents Unlimited (IPUL)

January 19, 2012

Richard Henderson

Consulted with the Commission on Hispanic Affairs,
regarding the details of Idaho’s waiver application.

January 26, 2012

Wendy St. Michell
Carissa Miller

Posted an announcement regarding the waiver to
Idaho’s Title lll Directors, asking for review and
feedback.

January 31, 2012

Fernanda Brendefur

Presentation at the Idaho Association of Bilingual
Education regarding Idaho’s waiver application and
English Learners.

February 3, 2012

Fernanda Brendefur

2. A description of how the SEA meaningfully engaged and solicited input on its request from
other diverse communities, such as students, parents, community-based organizations, civil
rights organizations, organizations representing students with disabilities and English
Learners, business organizations, and Indian tribes.

First, the Department held focus group discussions with five key stakeholder groups on
October 19 and October 20, 2011. Each focus group consisted of six to eight individuals and
lasted about 1 hour and 15 minutes. The focus group was led by an independent, third party
who reviewed the waiver process and then asked for ideas and input on each section. ISDE
staff was on hand to answer clarifying questions, take notes, and audio record each meeting.
Each focus group consisted of community members (parents, legislators, community groups,
and business community), school board trustees, local superintendents, and district-level
administrators, teachers and principals, and State Board of Education members. Key
educational stakeholder groups — the Idaho Education Association, the Idaho Association of
School Administrators, the Idaho School Boards Association, and the Idaho Commission on
Hispanic Affairs — selected participants for these focus groups.
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Second, ISDE staff met with the leaders of key educational stakeholder groups, including the
Idaho Education Association, the Idaho Association of School Administrators, and the Idaho
School Boards Association, to gather their initial ideas and input before developing the
waiver application. In addition, as a follow up to the focus group, the Department sent the
members of the Idaho State Board of Education a list of questions about the waiver
application to seek further feedback and input. ISDE staff met with the leaders of the
stakeholder groups again on January 6, 2012 to review a draft of the waiver application
before it was published for public comment.

Third, the ISDE built a public comment website to seek ongoing input from teachers, school
administrators, parents and others in the community. The public website was advertised to
Idaho’s public schools and school districts through the state’s Weekly E-Newsletter, e-mails
to superintendents, e-mails to the leaders of key educational stakeholder groups, and e-mails
to focus group participants. The public website was advertised to the public through a news
release, newspaper stories and briefs, and the ISDE’s social media outlets (Facebook,
Twitter, and blog).

Fourth, the ISDE published a draft of its waiver application on January 9, 2012. The waiver
application was posted on the ISDE website at www.sde.idaho.gov and a copy was e-mailed
to the following: district superintendents, school principals, district test coordinators, district
federal program managers, Idaho Education Association executive director, Idaho
Association of School Administrators executive director, Idaho School Boards Association
executive director, Idaho Commission on Hispanic Affairs executive director, State Board of
Education members, House and Senate Education Committee members, and participants of
the focus groups. The ISDE opened an official public comment period of at least 21 days and
requested public comments on the ISDE website or via fax or mail to give all stakeholders
and the public an opportunity to comment on the draft application. Twenty-one days is the
same period of time the Idaho State Board of Education allows for public comment on all
administrative rules. The ISDE advertised the draft application and 21-day public comment
period to educators in the state’s Weekly E-Newsletter, e-mails to superintendents and
school district administrators, e-mails to the leaders of key educational stakeholder groups,
and e-mails to focus group participants. The ISDE advertised the draft application and 21-
day public comment period to the public through a news release, newspaper stories and
briefs, and the Department’s social media outlets (Facebook, Twitter, and blog).

The waiver application was reviewed by the Idaho Committee of Practitioners and the
Special Education Advisory Panel (SEAP) and was sent to all Title I11 directors.

ISDE reviewed all comments received through the online website and via letters and emails
through February 2. Based upon suggestion received through the public comments, ISDE
revised the waiver application and addressed all concerns.
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All comments, stakeholder groups and ISDE response to each can be found in Attachment 2.
The specific changes enlisted in the waiver include:

1.

ISDE is proposing to remove LEP1, LEP2 and LEP3 students from the achievement
category. LEP1 students (students new to the U.S. for the first year) are already
exempted from those calculations. ISDE is proposing to exempt those same students in
their second and third year new to the U.S. while they are still learning the language.
However, LEP2 and LEP3 student would still be required to test and are included in the
growth to achievement and growth to achievement subgroups categories. The growth-to-
achievement measures ensure schools have these students on track to meet proficiency in
three years or 10" grade, whichever comes first.

The growth matrix has been adjusted. This new matrix accounts the actual data of the
schools in Idaho and lessens the student growth percentile requirements for those schools
whose students are meeting their average growth expectations.

The overall star rating point span has been adjusted. There are approximately 5% of
schools classified as One Star, 10% as Two Star, and 5% as Five Star with the rest
distributed across Three and Four Stars.

Required set asides for professional development have been reduced from 20% to 10%.

A special provision has been made based on public comment relating to One-Star
Schools on or near tribal lands and which serve a large number of Native American
students. The district and school will need to demonstrate that they are continuously
engaging and seeking input from the tribal community. This will be embedded in the
Turnaround Plan process.

The parameters of STS (tutoring) have been defined so that districts may budget for it in
advance in order to help with early reduction of any unused set-aside. This definition is
in Section 2.A.1. under the STS heading. Essentially, the ISDE is focusing on the
delivery of the service (2 hours per week for 28 weeks with early exit being a choice of
the parent) rather than spending a set amount of funds. Therefore, districts will be able to
reduce the set-aside amount as soon as they have a contract in place with a sole-source
vendor or have otherwise established the service for students and can document that there
will be unused funds.

Eligibility for Choice and STE has been revised to be the same in One Star Schools as in
Two Star Schools. Eligibility in both categories is solely based on academic need, but
permits for prioritization.

The design of STS has been clarified. While a list of options is not required, One and
Two Star schools and districts must utilize an external provider of its choosing, if one is
available, to deliver STS. If a provider that aligns with the district and school
improvement plan does not exist, the district may provide STS itself, with the approval
of ISDE.
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10.

11.

12.

There will be a one-year transition period between the consequences of the previous
accountability system and the new system. In the meantime, a transition plan has been
outlined in Section 2.A.i. under the description of the WISE Tool, along with transitional
statements regarding how the new definitions of STS and School Choice may be used for
2012-13 if the waiver is approved.

ISDE clarified that the UDL lesson plans were not a requirement for school districts but
more clearly described the model lesson plans that teachers may submit as statewide
models to be placed in Schoolnet.

ISDE will not submit a list of the schools and their star ratings as required in the waiver.
Instead, ISDE will build an application similar to the AYP appeals site and provide
districts the opportunity to view and appeal any data related to the star rating. Once this
process is completed, Idaho will submit the final list to US ED.

ISDE clarified that the waiver application does not require two evaluations annually but
rather suggests that policy will be revised to require that novice or partially proficient
teachers be observed at least twice annually, and that all other staff shall submit to, at
least, two formative observations and/or evaluative discussions within the school year.
These observations and evaluative discussions shall be used as data in completing the
teacher’s one evaluation as is outlined and required by State Statute 33-514.

The Idaho State Board of Education will review the full application and vote on its approval
during its February 2012 meeting.
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EVALUATION

The Department encourages an SEA that receives approval to implement the flexibility to
collaborate with the Department to evaluate at least one program, practice, or strategy the SEA or
its LEAs implement under principle 1, 2, or 3. Upon receipt of approval of the flexibility, an
interested SEA will need to nominate for evaluation a program, practice, or strategy the SEA or its
LEAs will implement under principles 1, 2, or 3. The Department will work with the SEA to
determine the feasibility and design of the evaluation and, if it is determined to be feasible and
appropriate, will fund and conduct the evaluation in partnership with the SEA, ensuring that the
implementation of the chosen program, practice, or strategy is consistent with the evaluation design.

[ ] Check here if you are interested in collaborating with the Department in this evaluation, if your
request for the flexibility is approved.
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OVERVIEW OF SEA’S REQUEST FOR THE ESEA FLEXIBILITY

Provide an overview (about 500 words) of the SEA’s request for the flexibility that:

1. explains the SEA’s comprehensive approach to implement the waivers and principles and
describes the SEA’s strategy to ensure this approach is coherent within and across the
principles; and

2. describes how the implementation of the waivers and principles will enhance the SEA’s and
its LEASs’ ability to increase the quality of instruction for students and improve student
achievement.

In 2009, representatives of every educational stakeholder group, the State Department of
Education, the Governor’s Office, and representatives of the business community formed the
Education Alliance of Idaho. For two years, this group had worked together to develop a
roadmap for improving public education in Idaho. Everyone recognized a need for change.
While Idaho has one of the highest high school graduation rates in the country, we have one of
lowest rates of students going on to and completing postsecondary education. To compete in
the 21% Century global economy, the state recognized certain policies needed to change. They
created a vision statement to make Idaho a global leader, providing high-quality, cost effective
education to its citizens. It also developed several goals related to transparent accountability,
high standards, postsecondary credit in high school, and postsecondary preparation,
participation and completion. With the unveiling of this plan, Idaho had a clear path to
improving its education system.

Back then, it was clear the current education system was not flexible enough to change and
accomplish these goals. Idaho Superintendent of Public Instruction Tom Luna strongly believed
it was the responsibility of the state and all educational stakeholders to follow through in
implementing the Alliance’s work to ensure every student graduates from high school and not
only goes on to postsecondary education but does not need remediation once they get there.

Not only did the state have to change its laws and policies, but Idaho also needed a new
accountability system — a system that provides better measures of student achievement and
more meaningful forms of technical assistance for schools and every student population.

In 2011, Idaho reformed its public education system to meet the goals and vision of the
Education Alliance of Idaho and make sure every student graduates from high school college-
and career-ready. The Students Come First laws are rooted in the higher Common Core State
Standards. With this foundation, the state is now creating 21st Century Classrooms in every
school, ensuring every student has equal access to highly effective teaching and the best
educational opportunities, and giving families immediate access to understandable information
about their child’s school. Specifically, through these laws, Idaho is making historic
investments in classroom technology, implementing pay-for-performance for teachers, tying
performance evaluations to student growth measures, providing unprecedented funding for
professional development, expanding digital learning and paying for every high school junior to
take a college entrance exam.
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Now that these laws are in place and Idaho is reforming its public schools to better meet
students’ needs in the 21% Century, the state must have a new accountability system that is in
line with these efforts. Idaho has developed its new system of increased accountability to align
with the Students Come First, holding schools to a high standard by using multiple measures of
student achievement including academic growth. Under this system, Idaho will still maintain
one system of accountability for all schools — both Title I and non-Title I schools — to ensure
the needs of all students are met.

The new accountability plan rates schools based on a five-star scale rather than Adequate
Yearly Progress to give parents, patrons, and educators an accurate and meaningful
measurement of school performance statewide. Five-Star and Four-Star Schools will be
publicly recognized and shown as examples to other schools across the state. One-Star and
Two-Star Schools will receive intensive technical assistance and oversight from the State. Staff
and leaders in the school would be held accountable for the achievement of all students.

Idaho’s new accountability system also provides multiple measures of student achievement to
more accurately assess how a school or district is performing. Schools are measured on
proficiency, academic growth, academic growth to proficiency targets, and metrics of
postsecondary and career-readiness. Through this system, the state is finally able to measure
academic growth in schools, rather than only proficiency. Academic growth is a critical
measure in the performance of a school, whether a student is struggling to reach proficiency or
has already reached proficiency and needs more advanced opportunities.

The new system of increased accountability also holds schools and districts accountable for the
achievement of all students — no matter where they live or their family background. lIdaho is a
large, rural state with expansive geography, remote communities and a diverse student
population. The state ranks as the thirteenth-largest state in the nation geographically, spanning
83,557 square miles and two time zones. Yet, Idaho has a small population with only an
estimated 1.5 million people, or 18.1 residents per square mile.

The total student population is about 282,000. Because of this, all but nine of Idaho’s forty-four
counties are defined as rural, and many communities are remote.

In addition to its rural and remote nature, fifty percent of students are low-income across Idaho.
Fifteen percent of our students are Hispanic, and 1.5 percent of the student population is Native
American. Nine percent of students have disabilities. Six percent of students have been
identified as Limited English Proficient. This geographic dispersion often has schools and
districts with negligible numbers in identified subgroups. For example, 52 percent of districts
have less than 600 students and 60 percent of districts have less than three schools.

Through Students Come First, we are closing the divide between urban, rural and remote
communities to ensure every student has equal access to the best educational opportunities to
all. Now, the new accountability plan ensures students are receiving these educational
opportunities. The new system makes sure these students are growing and achieving.
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Schools will be held accountable for all students’ proficiency, growth, growth toward
proficiency targets and their achievement in reaching postsecondary and career-readiness
metrics. In the growth toward proficiency targets, the state focuses on the academic
performance of subgroups of students so every school is held accountable if students are not on
a path to postsecondary- and career-readiness.

Finally, through this new system, ldaho teachers, principals and other educators will now have
a clear understanding of how they will be evaluated for performance from year to year. ldaho
has implemented a new performance evaluation system for teachers in which 50 percent of their
evaluation must be based on the Danielson Framework for Teaching and 50 percent must be
tied to measures of student growth. The district also must gather parent input to include in
evaluations. Principal evaluations also must be tied to student achievement. Under the new
accountability system, the state will develop a framework for administrator evaluations and
ensure teachers and administrators receive meaningful feedback on their evaluations across
Idaho.

Idaho’s new accountability system was developed with input from stakeholders throughout the
process. Before crafting the accountability plan, the State Department of Education held focus
groups with representatives of key groups, including classroom teachers, principals,
superintendents, school board trustees, parents and community members. Staff from the
Department met with representatives of Native American tribes and the Idaho Commission on
Hispanic Affairs to gather their input and feedback. After developing the new accountability
plan, the leaders of every stakeholder group in Idaho — the Idaho Education Association, Idaho
Association of School Administrators, and Idaho School Boards Association — had an
opportunity to review a draft. The plan was sent to members of the Idaho State Board of
Education and every school district superintendent in the state. In addition, the state published
the draft on the Department’s website and solicited public comment for a month. The public
comments and letters received from districts and the Idaho Association of School
Administrators were compiled and each was addressed. See Attachment 15, which outlines
each recommendation, the group and/or groups that gave the recommendation and how ISDE
addressed each.

For these reasons, Idaho’s new accountability system addresses the needs of students and
families across Idaho. Through this waiver for ESEA Flexibility, Idaho will align its
accountability system for schools with its statewide reform efforts and the vision and mission of
the Education Alliance of ldaho. This new system of increased accountability provides a
comprehensive approach to measuring student performance, holding schools and districts
accountable for results and providing the necessary resources statewide to ensure every school
can eventually become a Five-Star School.
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PRINCIPLE 1: COLLEGE- AND CAREER-READY EXPECTATIONS
FOR ALL STUDENTS

Has the SEA adopted college- and career-ready standards in at least reading/language
arts and mathematics through one of the two options below?

Option A:
If the SEA has adopted college- and career-ready standards in at least reading/language

arts and mathematics that are common to a significant number of States, consistent with
part (1) of the definition of college- and career-ready standards, did it attach evidence
that the State has adopted the standards consistent with the State’s standards adoption
process? (Attachment 4)

Option B:
If the SEA has adopted college- and career-ready standards in at least reading/language

arts and mathematics that have been approved and certified by a State network of
institutions of higher education (IHEs), consistent with part (2) of the definition of
college- and career-ready standards, did it attach:

i.  Evidence that the State has adopted the standards consistent with the State’s
standards adoption process (Attachment 4); and

ii. A copy of the memorandum of understanding or letter from a State network of
IHEs certifying that students who meet the standards will not need remedial
coursework at the postsecondary level (Attachment 5)

Option B.i: The state of Idaho adopted the Common Core State Standards officially
during the 2011 legislative session. Page 4 of Attachment 4 illustrates the State Board of
Education approval vote. Idaho will have full implementation of the Common Core State
Standards by 2013-2014.

Option B.ii: As part of the Memorandum of Understanding for the SMARTER Balanced
Assessment Consortium (see Attachment 5), all of Idaho’s public colleges and
universities signed the agreement noting participation and agreement “in implementation
of policies, once the high school summative assessments are implemented, that exempt
from remedial courses and place into credit-bearing college courses any student who
meets the Consortium-adopted achievement standard (as defined in the NIA) for each
assessment and on any other placement requirement established by the IHE or IHE
system.”
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1.B  TRANSITION TO COLLEGE- AND CAREER-READY STANDARDS

1.B  Isthe SEA’s plan to transition to and implement college- and career-ready standards
statewide in at least reading/language arts and mathematics no later than the 20132014
school year realistic, of high quality, and likely to lead to all students, including English
Learners, students with disabilities, and low-achieving students, gaining access to and
learning content aligned with such standards?

Idaho has been involved in the development of the Common Core State Standards since
2008. Idaho Superintendent of Public Instruction Thomas Luna served on the board of
directors for the Council of Chief State School Officers (CCSSO) and was active in
promoting a voluntary, state-led effort to develop the common core standards. Idaho
adopted the Common Core State Standards in February 2011 with approval from the
Idaho State Board of Education (*State Board”) and Idaho Legislature.

The State will transition to Common Core State Standards by 2013-2014. Over the next
two years, the Idaho State Department of Education (ISDE) will build capacity at the
State, district and school levels to ensure the transition to Common Core increases the
quality of instruction in every classroom and raises achievement for all students,
including English Learners, students with disabilities, and low-achieving students. The
State is integrating the transition to Common Core State Standards with the
implementation of other critical statewide initiatives to ensure consistency and uniformity
across Idaho. For example, the State will provide professional development on the
Common Core State Standards as it rolls out a new instructional management system to
Idaho teachers. The State also has reformed the teacher evaluation process and will make
sure Common Core State Standards are a key part of every teacher performance
evaluation and the training that goes with each evaluation.

A high-quality plan will likely include activities related to the following questions or an
explanation of why one or more of the activities are not included.

e Does the SEA intend to analyze the extent of alignment between the State’s
current content standards and the college- and career-ready standards to
determine similarities and differences between those two sets of standards? If
so, will the results be used to inform the transition to college- and career-
ready standards?

In 2010, staff from the Idaho State Department of Education (ISDE) worked with
Idaho teachers to analyze the alignment between current Idaho Academic Content
Standards and new Common Core State Standards in mathematics and English
language arts. The ISDE refers to this as the gap analysis. It was conducted using
Achieve’s Common Core Comparison Tool. The results were published on the ISDE
website in July 2010. (The gap analysis is available online at
http://www.sde.idaho.gov/site/common/)
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ISDE used results of the gap analysis to inform the public about Common Core State
Standards and to build a plan for transitioning to the Common Core State Standards
by 2013-14. The gap analysis data were shared in community meetings in Summer
and Fall 2010 and also used to inform training the ISDE provided to school districts
in Fall 2011 on the implementation of the Common Core State Standards.
(Presentations are available online at http://www.sde.idaho.gov/site/common/.)

e Does the SEA intend to analyze the linguistic demands of the State’s college-
and career-ready standards to inform the development of ELP standards
corresponding to the college- and career-ready standards and to ensure that
English Learners will have the opportunity to achieve to the college- and
career-ready standards? If so, will the results be used to inform revision of the
ELP standards and support English Learners in accessing the college- and
career-ready standards on the same schedule as all students?

ISDE will analyze the linguistic demands of the Common Core State Standards
through its adoption of the WIDA (World-Class Instructional Design in Assessment)
Standards in 2013-2014. These new English Language Development (ELD) standards
will ensure English Language Learners (ELLs) have the opportunity to achieve
Idaho’s college- and career-ready standards on the same schedule as all students. The
WIDA ELD standards were aligned to the Common Core in 2011 through an
alignment study that examined the linguistic demands of the Common Core State
Standards.

Timeline for Implementing the ELD Standards

Activity Responsible Timeline
Convene focus groups around the State | Title Il Division Spring 2012
regarding comments on WIDA ELD
Standards.
Begin work to present WIDA ELD Title lll and Assessment August 2012
Standards for adoption by the State Divisions
Board of Education.
Professional Development for school Title 11l Division School Year 2012-13
districts regarding WIDA ELD
standards.
Board Rule to adopt WIDA ELD ISDE and ISBE staff to January 2013
Standards presented to Idaho present to Idaho
Legislature (for formal adoption in Legislature
2013-14.)
New ELD standards in place. Title lll and Assessment School year 2013-14
Districts start using WIDA standards. Divisions
Continued Professional Development
provided.

23



e Does the SEA intend to analyze the learning and accommodation factors
necessary to ensure that students with disabilities will have the opportunity to
achieve to the college- and career-ready standards? If so, will the results be
used to support students with disabilities in accessing the college- and career-
ready standards on the same schedule as all students?

ISDE will assist school districts and public charter schools in analyzing the learning
and accommodation factors necessary to ensure that students with disabilities have
the opportunity to achieve college- and career-ready standards. Specifically, ISDE
will work with Idaho educators, administrators, and other stakeholders in Spring 2012
to help school districts conduct gap analyses between a student’s current baseline
with the 1daho Content Standards and the new Common Core State Standards. ISDE
will use the results of this analysis to support students with disabilities in achieving
Common Core State Standards.

For example, ISDE will provide professional development opportunities for school
districts and public charter schools which is infused and incorporate Universal Design
for Learning (UDL) in instruction, technology integration, and assessment, which will
in turn increase the opportunities for all students including those with disabilities to
demonstrate progress toward the Common Core State Standards. UDL is a set of
principles developed by the Center for Applied Special Technologies (CAST) at
www.cast.org, aimed at providing all students with equal opportunities to learn. It
involves a flexible approach to instruction that can be adjusted to fit individual
learning needs; by designing a learning environment and lesson plans which include
opportunities for; multiple means of engagement: multiple means of representation
and multiple means of representation and the “consideration” of appropriate assistive
technology and accommodations. Equal access is extended to all students under UDL
to include the following populations; students with disabilities, English language
learners (ELL) and low-achieving students. The use of UDL principles is proposed to
facilitate and assure equal access to the learning environment, technology and
materials in the general education classroom and to the CCSS in all areas.

In 2011, the State passed comprehensive education reform that resulted in significant
changes to Idaho Code. This included changes related to public school funding, labor
relations, and the structure of Idaho classrooms. A major goal of the education reform
laws, known as “Students Come First,” was to increase the integration of technology
in every ldaho classroom over the next five years to ensure that every student has
equal access to educational opportunities, no matter where they live or how they
learn. Through this technology, teachers can use new tools such as text-to-speech
capabilities and magnification to benefit students with special needs.

The ISDE will ensure that all schools have access to and can utilize UDL through a
Statewide instructional management system, known as Schoolnet. Schoolnet is a web-
based platform now available to all classroom teachers and administrators at the
building and district levels.
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Through Schoolnet, a teacher or administrator can access the Common Core State
Standards and lesson plans aligned to the standards and which are UDL-compliant®.
In 2011-12, six school districts are piloting the use of assessment tools in Schoolnet
as well.

These assessment tools will be available to a majority (but not all) of Idaho’s schools
and districts in the 2015-2016 school year through a competitive grant process.
Eventually, all Schoolnet tools and resources will be available to every public school
in Idaho in the 2016-2017 school year. The project is funded through a donation from
the J.A. and Kathryn Albertson Foundation.

In addition to access to its Statewide instructional management system, Idaho is
implementing new Statewide assessments in 2014-15. The State is a governing
partner in the SMARTER Balanced Assessment Consortium (SBAC). Through
SBAC, the ISDE will implement a summative assessment to be given at the end of
each school year to meet ESEA requirements.

Formative assessment tools will also be available that classroom teachers can choose
to use throughout the school year. Idaho plans to pilot the SBAC tests in 2013-14.

The SBAC formative tools and resources for the classroom, interim and summative
assessments will be UDL-compliant. The summative and interim assessments will
provide for access and accommodations for students with disabilities depending on
the student’s Individual Education Plan.

Timeline for the ISDE’s Implementation

Activity Responsible Timeline
Design follow up training on using a Secondary Special Education and Spring 2012
gap analysis based on student’s Regional Coordinators

current baselines and the standards.

Create a team to assist in Secondary Special Education and July 2012
developing/locating assessment SESTA

rubrics.

Research secondary assessments that | Secondary Special Education, SESTA, | Fall 2012
document growth based on and Assessment and Content Teams
Postsecondary and- and Career Ready

standards.

! To be UDL-compliant, a lesson plan must meet core principles: multiple means of representation, multiple means
of action, and expression, and multiple means of engagement.
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Research link with Common Core Secondary Special Education, SESTA, | Fall 2012

Standards and Assessment and Content Teams
Collect rubrics available to measure Secondary Special Education, SESTA, | 2012-13
content. and Assessment and Content Teams
Create additional rubrics (literacy, Secondary Special Education, SESTA, | 2012-13

mathematics, problem solving, critical | and Assessment and Content Teams
thinking, analytical thinking, work
place competencies).

Develop tools to use rubrics to Secondary Special Education, SESTA, | 2012-13
calculate growth. and Assessment and Content Teams

Prepare training on how to use the Secondary Special Education and School year
rubrics. SESTA 2012-2013
Prepare training on how to use the Secondary Special Education and School year
same data to determine Response to SESTA 2012-2013

Intervention (RTI) interventions,
document SLD eligibility, create
transition plans, and document SOP.
Design evaluation of the trainings SESTA Summer 2013
effectiveness.

e Does the SEA intend to conduct outreach on and dissemination of the college-
and career-ready standards? If so, does the SEA’s plan reach the appropriate
stakeholders, including educators, administrators, families, and IHES? Is it
likely that the plan will result in all stakeholders increasing their awareness of
the State’s college- and career-ready standards?

ISDE has conducted outreach to the public and targeted stakeholder groups and will
continue to do so to increase awareness as the State transitions to Common Core State
Standards. Since the Common Core State Standards were published in 2009, ISDE
has conducted outreach in every region of the State to ensure stakeholders are aware
of the transition to college- and career-ready standards. Most of those activities are
described below in detail. The overarching goal of these activities is to foster
increased awareness, understanding, and ultimately the adoption of these standards.

As the standards were being developed, ISDE solicited feedback on those as well as
perceived benefits of raising academic standards to a higher college- and career-ready
level. In so doing, ISDE additionally sought feedback from institutions of higher
education and the Idaho Business Coalition for Education Excellence (IBCEE).? Of
particular interest was whether the standards would effectively result in students who
are prepared for postsecondary education or the workforce, without the need for
remediation.

2 'The Idaho Business Coalition for Education Excellence (IBCEE) is a not-for-profit organization, comprising the
leaders of approximately 80 of Idaho’s largest companies, who share a common goal — better education in Idaho.
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ISDE presented the Common Core State Standards to the provosts of Idaho’s
institutions of higher education in July 2010 and subsequently corresponded with
faculty at these institutions via e-mail. IDE received verification from each institution
of higher education that the Common Core would ensure a student meeting these
standards would be prepared for postsecondary education and the workforce. (Link to
copies of e-mail correspondence.) In addition, every college and university president
in Idaho signed a Memorandum of Understanding committing that a student who
passes the State’s new assessments aligned to the Common Core State Standards will
not need remediation in mathematics or English language arts. The new test is being
developed through SBAC and will be implemented in 2014-15.

To expand stakeholder awareness of the Common Core, Idaho sent a team of 10
stakeholders to a national common core adoption conference in Chicago, Illinois on
October 30, 2009. The conference centered on discussion of the common core
standards and their implementation. Members of the team included representatives
from the Idaho Education Association, the Idaho School Boards Association, the
Idaho Association of School Administrators, the Idaho Legislature, the Idaho Council
of Teachers of English, and the Idaho Council of Teachers of Mathematics as well as
Superintendent Luna.

The ISDE staff conducted several regional meetings to meet with educators and
parents before the Common Core State Standards were adopted. In the meetings, staff
discussed the need for college- and career-ready standards like the Common Core and
Idaho’s plan for transitioning to Common Core State Standards. ISDE conducted
these regional meetings in Summer 2009 when the Common Core State Standards
were first published and again in Summer 2010 when the State was working to adopt
the standards. As noted above, in 2010, the State conducted a gap analysis comparing
the Common Core State Standards to Idaho’s current content standards. (The Achieve
Gap Analysis discussed earlier in this section.)

These results were presented at the regional meetings in Summer 2010 to show
parents, teachers, school administrators and legislators how the Common Core State
Standards were more rigorous and would better prepare Idaho students for
postsecondary education and the workforce.

The ISDE staff also presented at several meetings to targeted educational stakeholder
groups, such as the Idaho School Boards Association, the Idaho Association of
School Administrators, professional organizations of teachers, higher education, the
Idaho State Board of Education, the Idaho Workforce Development Council and the
IBCEE. To officially a