STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION MEETING
December 12-13, 2012
North ldaho College
Student Union Building

STATE of IDAHO w
Lake Coeur d’Alene Room BOARD of EDUCATION

Coeur d’Alene, Idaho

Wednesday, December 12th, 2012, 1:00 pm, North Idaho College, Student Union
Building, Lake Coeur d’Alene Room

BOARDWORK
1. Agenda Review / Approval

2. Minutes Review / Approval
3. Rolling Calendar

PLANNING, POLICY & GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS

A. Board of Education Strategic Plan
B. Higher Education Research Strategic Plan

BUSINESS AFFAIRS & HUMAN RESOURCES
C. General Fund Update

Thursday December 13, 2012, 8:00 a.m., North Idaho College, Student Union
Building, Lake Coeur d’Alene Room

OPEN FORUM

CONSENT AGENDA
AUDIT
1. Audit Contract — 6™ Amendment
2. Audit Committee: Mark Heil Reappointment
3. Boise State University Foundation Operating Agreement
BAHR — SECTION I

4. University of Idaho — Renewal of Lease to the US Geological Survey at the Ul
Research Park

IRSA
5. Quarterly Report: Programs and Changes Approved by the Executive Director
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PPGA

6.
7.

Idaho State University — Facility Naming
Eastern Idaho Technical College — Facility Naming

PLANNING, POLICY & GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS

1.

o 0 s~ Wb

North Idaho College Report
Presidents’ Council Report

DMC Bylaws and Update

SLDS Update

Board Policy I.K. Facilities
President Approved Alcohol Permits

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

. Superintendent’s Update
. Schoolnet Instructional Management System

Temporary Rule — IDAPA 08.02.02.151, Rules Governing Administration,
Negotiations

Temporary Rule — IDAPA 08.02.02.120, Rules Governing Uniformity, Local
district Evaluation Policy

AUDIT

1.
2.
3.

Moss Adams Financial Audit Review
Financial Ratios
Amendment to Board Policy, Section V.Y.

BUSINESS AFFAIRS & HUMAN RESOURCES
Section | — Human Resources

1.

Amendment to Board Policy — Section II.G. — Policies Regarding Faculty -
Second Reading

Amendment to Board Policy — Section Il.H. — Coaching Personnel - Second
Reading

Boise State University — Multi-year Employment Agreement — Neil Resnick, Co-
Head Women’s Gymnastics Coach
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Boise State University — Amendment to Boise State University Supplemental
Pension Plan

5. Boise State University — Salary Continuation Benefit for Adjunct Faculty

6. University of ldaho - Multi-year Employment Agreement — Jeff Beaman, director

of Tennis

Section Il — Finance

N o o bk

. Performance Based Funding
. Amendments to Board Policy — Sections V.A., V.C., & V.Q. — Misc. Receipts —

First Reading

Amendment to Board Policy — Section V.R. — Establishment of Fees — First
Reading

FY 2012 Net Assets Report
Boise State University — Professional Fee — Respiratory Care Program
Boise State University — Professional Fee — Radiologic Sciences Program

Boise State University — KBSU Boise State Public Radio Renovation and
Improvements

8. Boise State University —-Downtown Boise Property Purchase

University of Idaho — Planning and Design Authorization, Integrated Research &
Innovation Center

10.University of Idaho — Modification of Indenture Agreement with University of

Idaho Foundation — Consolidated Investment Trust

INSTRUCTION, RESEARCH & STUDENT AFFAIRS

oo

1. Ildaho State University — Ph.D. in Geosciences Proposal

2. ldaho State University — Ph.D. in Social and Environmental Dynamics

3.

4. Board Policy Ill.V Statewide Articulation and Associate Degree and Board Policy

Boise State University — Online MBA Program

lII.N. Private, In-state, Out-of-state — Second Reading
Board Policy Ill.AA. Idaho Rural Physician Incentive Program — Second Reading
Board Policy Ill.AB. Accountability Oversight Committee — Second Reading

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 December 12-13, 2012

1. Agenda Approval

Changes or additions to the agenda

BOARD ACTION
| move to approve the agenda as submitted

2. Minutes Approval

BOARD ACTION

| move to approve the minutes from the October 17-18, 2012 Regular Board
meeting, the November 19, 2012 Special Board meeting, and the November 20,
2012 Special Board meeting as submitted.

3. Rolling Calendar

BOARD ACTION
| move to set December 18-19, 2013 as the date and the College of Western
Idaho as the location for the December 2013 regularly scheduled Board meeting.
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DRAFT MINUTES
STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION
October 17-18, 2012
Lewis-Clark State College
Williams Conference Center
4" Street and 9" Avenue
Lewiston, Idaho

A regularly scheduled meeting of the State Board of Education was held October 17-18, 2012 at Lewis-
Clark State College in the Williams Conference Center in Lewiston, Idaho.

Present:

Ken Edmunds, President Bill Goesling

Don Soltman, Vice President Richard Westerberg

Emma Atchley, Secretary Milford Terrell (absent 10/17)

Rod Lewis (absent 10/17)
Absent:

Tom Luna

Wednesday, October 17, 2012

The Board met in the Williams Conference Center at Lewis-Clark State College in Lewiston, Idaho.
Board President Ken Edmunds called the meeting to order at 1:00 pm.

BOARDWORK

1. Agenda Review

BOARD ACTION
M/S (Soltman/Atchley): To approve the agenda as submitted. The motion carried unanimously.

2. Minutes Review

BOARD ACTION

M/S (Soltman/Atchley): To approve the minutes from the August 15-16, 2012 Regular Board
meeting, the August 17, 2012 Special Board meeting and the September 14, 2012 Special Board
meeting as submitted. The motion carried unanimously.

3. Rolling Calendar
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BOARD ACTION

M/S (Soltman/Goesling): To set October 16-17, 2013 as the date and Lewis-Clark State College as
the location for the October 2013 regularly scheduled Board meeting. The motion carried
unanimously.

WORK SESSION

POLICY PLANNING & GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS (PPGA)

A. Board of Education Performance Measure Report.

Don Soltman introduced Scott Grothe from the Board office for a presentation and report on the Board’s
Performance Measures. Mr. Grothe covered state-level trends and measures related to the education
pipeline and the Board’'s 60% goal collected from institution reports and submissions to the Board,
IPEDS, CCA and DFM. He concluded his report with additional detail on specific institutional and PTE
contributions to the Board's 60% goal.

Mr. Grothe provided a bit of historical information on the performance measures and shared new
information released from the Census Bureau. He reported the new Census Bureau information shows
that Idaho is currently at 35% for 25-34 year olds who have an associate’s degree or higher, which is a
jump from 31.2% shown in previous data.

Dr. Rush interjected and clarified to the Board members that this data is provided for the Board to review
and reevaluate the target in this work session and whether the benchmark should be adjusted.

On the subject of remediation, Mr. Grothe reported that there is currently just short of 50% of students in
need of remediation at Idaho postsecondary institutions. President Edmunds asked if there is an initiative
for statewide remediation. Mr. Grothe answered in the affirmative and indicated there are reports
available showing the number of students and from what schools are in need of remediation. President
Edmunds asked several questions about student remediation and the data we are looking at showing
where the weaknesses are. Ms. Grace interjected that Board staff is currently working with the
Department staff to integrate data that is presently not linked to provide better detail on the subject. Dr.
Rush also indicated there will be more questions answered on the subject at the December Board
meeting.

Mr. Westerberg asked for information on how the remediation problem itself is being dealt with. Ms.
Grace responded that there are multiple pieces that deal with remediation; the first will be addressed with
the common core state standards, the second with assessment and placement. She commented that the
intent is to make sure students are placed accurately into credit bearing courses and that as a state,
Idaho will be looking at assessment and placement practices and how testing can be applied toward
placement. There will be a committee coming together this spring with representatives from all
institutions, as well as the College Board and ACT, to develop a new model for assessing and placing
students and to ensure a common thread for assessment and placement throughout the state. This
model will be followed by a delivery model of how the services will be delivered to students.

Mr. Grothe returned to his presentation, showing that for AY 2012 about 20% of high school students
needed remediation at Idaho 4-year postsecondary institutions and roughly 55% needed remediation at
Idaho 2-year postsecondary institutions. Mr. Grothe shared the statewide trends in math and reading
which showed a gap that is widening between the two subjects, with students needing the most
remediation in math. He indicated 4-year institution system wide cost per undergraduate credit has
dropped to $202 since 2008 and 2009. He shared data on Professional-Technical annual enrollment at
public institutions which shows enrollment leveling off during the last few years. He shared that the
retention rate at 2-year institutions for full-time students is at almost the benchmark rate of 60%; and for
4-year institutions the retention rate for full-time students is at about 68% where the benchmark is 70%.
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Mr. Grothe reported on the average number of credits earned for 1-2 year certificates, associate’s
degrees and bachelor’s degrees, showing that associates are above the benchmark for full time, part time
and transfer students, and bachelors are at or above for full time and part time students and just short for
transfer students. He added that the average number of years to earn credential ranges between 3-4
years for 1-2 year certificates, between 4-5 years for associate’s degrees and between 4-7 years for
bachelor's degrees. Bachelor's and associate’s degrees for AY 2012 are above their projected track
toward 2020, whereas 1-year or greater certificates are below their projected track.

Mr. Westerberg expressed that if we fixate on the number of years it takes to graduate a student it is not a
good representation because it does not fit everyone’s life for a variety of reasons. Mr. Westerberg
followed-up by saying it's the number of classes students are taking rather than the number of years it
takes to graduate that is important. Mr. Grothe concluded his presentation by stating that generally the
number of degrees and certificates with goal related credential at public institutions are increasing. As
related to the 60% goal, Idaho is presently above the curve with bachelors and associates certificates and
below the curve with the 1-year certificates. In tracking annual goal related credential, we are above the
curve toward the Board’s goal of 60%.

Ms. Atchley commented this is an encouraging start but we still have a long way to go. Mr. Soltman
encouraged the Board members work with staff on any items they needed clarification on and work
toward refining the performance measures if necessary.

B. Institution and Agency Performance Measure Report

Dr. Todd Schwarz provided a report on PTE for the Board members. He summarized PTE’s performance
measures and shared trend, benchmark and actual performance data, pointing out that that 38% of
students are above the benchmark. For the adult based education system (ABE), 24.9% of students met
their stated goal which was well above the benchmark of 2%. The percentage of technical college PTE
positive placement or transition shows they are at 93% which is also above their benchmark of 90%. This
measure shows the percentage of student completers who successfully obtain training for work. He
added that the number of secondary PTE completers who transition to postsecondary education has
been above the 49.1% benchmark for the last four years; graduating seniors who completed professional
technical programs was 64% for AY 2012. There were no questions for Dr. Schwarz.

Dr. Steve Albiston presented information on Eastern Idaho Technical Colleges (EITC) IPEDs retention
rates. Their full time returning second year students are at 71% presently, up from 66% from 2010-2011
data. Degree seeking students returning a second year this year is at 79%, which is up from 78% last
year. Dr. Albiston touched on their remedial English course data which showed an 81% pass rate. He
added that with remedial math, students are at a 50% pass rate. They are taking steps to improve the
remedial math and English pass rates and working with their tutoring center. He shared the number of
certificate and degree completions per 100 FTE for 2011-2012 is 42%. The number of academic awards
earned is at 261for 2011-2012. There were no questions for Dr. Albiston.

Dr. Jeff Fox shared the performance measures report from the College of Southern Idaho (CSI). He
commented that their strategic plan has been revised and approved by the CSI board in 2012 and that
their planning is ongoing. He shared steps in their strategic planning process and commented that their
head count has increased in 2012, adding that dual credit participation has also increased. He
commented that access has always been an important factor for CSl and they are presently at $110 per
credit. He commented that remediation rates for students at CSl are down from 2011. He reported that
state appropriations account for 36% of CSI's funding and that student fees accounted for more of their
resource revenues than state allocations. He indicated that first-time full-time students this year needing
remediation were at about 67%. Dr. Fox indicated they have hired a full time retention and graduation
specialist. He also remarked on the CSI/CW!I partnership that assists with meeting standards for
accreditation. There were no questions for Dr. Fox.

The College of Western Idaho was not present for a report to the Board.
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Mr. Graden Stanley and Ms. Ann Lewis reported to the Board for North Idaho College (NIC). Mr. Stanley
commented NIC'’s strategic plan focuses on student success, educational excellence, community
engagement, diversity and stewardship. He shared how their student success measures relate to the
Complete College Idaho Plan (CCI). He indicated their success rate is nearly 37% and their ranking is
about 47% for students that complete a degree or certificate and/or transfer. He shared persistence rates
of students enrolled in reading and math and indicated there is room for improvement against the
benchmark in this category. In the area of educational excellence, they show that 75% of students are
meeting their goals over a three year period compared to 60% at other institutions. They are trying to
increase their percentage of dual credit in the high schools. For the number of associates degrees
awarded for Fall FTE they are at 12% which needs improvement, but is about 30% higher than last year.
Their community engagement annual score is at 72% which is above their goal of 70%. Mr. Stanley
reported that employers who indicate satisfaction with NIC students is at 93%. For their distance learning
they are at about 62% of their goal and they hope to increase that number. There were no questions for
Mr. Stanley.

Superintendent Luna joined the meeting at 3:00 p.m. at the conclusion of NIC’s report.

Dr. Nellis provided a report from the University of Idaho. He shared information about performance
guantity, showing a 6.5% increase over last year in total degrees and certificates awarded. Adding that
for STEM degrees, the University of Idaho is proud to have awarded 52% of all stem degrees in the state.
Dr. Nellis reported that they have implemented a new core curriculum designed to be more integrated
with statewide articulation efforts for performance efficiencies. Also, 54% of all undergraduate degree
programs can be completed in 120 credit hours and inflation adjusted, 20% fewer dollars per student FTE
than a decade ago, increasing their efficiency by 20%. He indicated that for performance quality, student
rating of satisfaction is at 98% and that the University of Idaho’s level of academic challenge is on par
with their rocky mountain peers and entire NSSE survey base. He also indicated they continue to
promote their service learning.

Dr. Nellis reported for performance benchmarks their actual graduation rate was 56%, clarifying this is a
six-year number. They hope to push that to 60%-61%. Mr. Westerberg asked in the area of quality if
there was any ability to track the performance on credentialing tests or job placement. Keith Ickes
responded that they are working with placement offices and career centers to collect that data. Mr. Luna
asked what classes they classify as STEM classes. Dr. Nellis indicated he would get that information for
Mr. Luna and the Board. President Edmunds offered some comments on financial efficiencies. Dr. Nellis
responded that they will continue to be as conservative as they possibly can in keeping tuition rates as
low as possible. Dr. Goesling asked about the university's research efforts. Dr. Nellis responded this
year their competitive research funding is stable. He added that their goal by 2020 is to go from close to
around $100 million to $150 million in research funding through a number of collaborative efforts on
campus as well as with other state and regional institutions. There were no further questions for Dr.
Nellis.

Dr. Kustra reported from Boise State University, stating they are above the curve related to the Board’s
60% goal. He indicated this progress is related to increased access and increased efficiency. Dr. Marty
Schimpf presented the remaining information for the Board members, indicating that the targets set by the
Board were set in 2010, and that BSU is substantially ahead of those targets by 14%. Along with
increased access and efficiency, he indicated they also intend to add 10-12 faculty positions in the
coming years. Dr. Schimpf shared a number of slides showing the progress since 2007. He commented
they have observed a good increase in the number of BS nursing degree programs, and the number of
bachelors and masters degree programs has also shown an increase. Mr. Westerberg asked about the
effect CWI has had on BSU and its graduation rates. Dr. Schimpf responded that they are seeing a large
increase in the number of transfer students this fall, many from CWI. He added that those transfer
students from other institutions are not counted in the university’s graduation rates and are not shown in
this data. Dr. Schimpf concluded by stating there has been a divergence over time in the increasing
number of students compared to the number of faculty; it is reaching a plateau which would indicate a
need for increasing tenure track faculty. There were no further questions for Dr. Schimpf.
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Dr. Vailas provided a report from Idaho State University. He expressed reservations about tracking
students and felt it is not an accurate representation for the evaluation of the efficacy of an institution. He
urged the Board members to not lose sight of the institution as a whole. Also, he pointed out the
importance of knowing what happens after the student graduates. Dr. Vailas shared enroliment highlights
showing an increase of 3.5% from 2011 in student head count. He indicated the early college dual credit
program has increased by 16.3% from 2011 and the credit hours for this program have increased 21%.
He commented on the issue of remediation and said their rate of students needing remediation has
increased 3% from 2011, adding that math remediation was significantly higher than English remediation.
He also commented that ISU students are among the most financially challenged. He shared that their
graduation rates are up 5% from 2011 with undergraduate degrees increasing by 2% and graduate
degrees increasing by 15%, adding that 33% of total degrees awarded were in the health professions
programs. There were no questions for Dr. Vailas.

Dr. Fernandez welcomed everyone to Lewis-Clark State College and provided a report for the Board. He
reported that in the area of retention for degree seeking freshmen they show an upward trend for both
full-time and part-time students. This is below their benchmark of 65%, but they are trending upward.
Their six-year graduation rates are also increasing but they have not met their goal of 35% this year, they
are however, above 30%. For their pre-college enroliment, they are at about 1,800 dual credit and tech
prep students combined. Degrees and certificates awarded for 2012 is just above 700 which is an
increase of 100 degrees over what was awarded the year before, translating to between a 16-17%
increase. Mr. Soltman asked about data on graduates. Dr. Fernandez responded that they contact
between 35-40% of graduates (the target is 90%) for follow-up information and approximately 92% have
gone on to further their education or landed a job.

C. Research Strateqgic Plan Performance Measure Report

Mr. Soltman indicated the HERC Committee had met on presenting this information to the Board and
determined the measures identified needed to be revised. The HERC Committee requested to collect
data on the revised measures and present the information to the Board in December with those revised
measures.

EXECUTIVE SESSION

University of Idaho

M/S (Soltman/Goesling): To go into Executive Session pursuant to section 867-2345(1)(c), Idaho
Code to conduct deliberations to acquire an interest in real property which is not owned by a
public agency. A roll call vote was taken and the motion carried unanimously. Mr. Lewis and Mr. Terrell
were not present for voting.

M/S (Goesling/Atchley): To go out of Executive Session at 4:20 p.m. The motion carried
unanimously.

Following executive session, the Board reconvened for further discussion regarding remediation and the
data presented regarding the performance measures and benchmarks. They encouraged better
consistency in the presentation of performance measures by the institutions going forward. The focus of
the discussion was centered on the implementation and tuning of the common core and determining if
proper progress is being made. The Board was very concerned about overall remediation benchmarks
and that they may not be adequate.

Mr. Luna identified some areas where standards could be improved for teacher prep and K-12 students
being more college and career ready. Provost Baker urged the recognition of students from different
geographic areas and different demographic backgrounds and to not group all students together. Mr.
Luna encouraged measuring improvement and comparing schools with the same demographics. Provost
Baker also recommended holding the schools accountable and urged working on ideas toward solving
the problem. Mr. Westerberg commented that once the common core is implemented, it should help
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identify problem areas where work can then be done toward fixing the remediation situation. Mr. Luna
responded that there are many things such as the common core standards that will impact whether the
student is ready at the time of graduation to move on. President Edmunds urged immediate steps toward
remediation.

Selena Grace indicated that next fall should be when implementation takes place on the steps derived
from the work done this spring on assessment and placement practices. Ms. Atchley expressed concern
over the amount of time the students are actually in school, suggesting lengthening instructional time is
something the Board should discuss. Mr. Westerberg reminded the Board of the underlying issue and the
expectation it should return to the IRSA committee for further discussion and implementation by the fall of
2013.

BOARD ACTION

Unanimous consent was requested to recess from the meeting for the day at 4:43 pm. The motion
carried unanimously.
Thursday October 18, 2012, 8:00 a.m., Lewis-Clark State College, Williams Conference Center,

Lewiston, ID.

Board President Edmunds called the meeting to order at 8:00 a.m. A roll call vote was taken; Milford
Terrell was absent from the meeting.

OPEN FORUM
There were no participants during Open Forum.
CONSENT AGENDA

BOARD ACTION

M/S (Soltman/Goesling): TO approve the Consent Agenda as presented. The motion carried
unanimously.

1. Adoption of Curricular and Related Instructional Materials as recommended by the Curricular Materials
Selection Committee (SDE)

By unanimous consent to approve the adoption of English Language Arts curricular materials and
related instructional materials as recommended by the Curricular Materials Selection Committee
as submitted.

2. ldaho State University — Discontinuance of PTE Programs (IRSA)

By unanimous consent to approve the request from Idaho State University to terminate the
designated professional-technical education programs as presented in Attachments 1-5.

PLANNING, POLICY & GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS (PPGA)

1. Lewis-Clark State (LCSC) College Report

Mr. Soltman introduced President Fernandez for a report from Lewis-Clark State College. He was joined
by Amy Nelms, Student Body President, and Brian Fonnesbeck, Faculty Senate Chair, who joined
President Fernandez in welcoming the Board members to the college. President Fernandez provided a
progress report starting with the mission of LCSC and its three core themes. He indicated their planning
process has been successful over the last ten or more years by taking input from all aspects from the
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campus and relating it to the Board’s strategic plan. They integrate and assess their processes and focus
on the role and mission of the college in tandem with the Board. President Fernandez reviewed the
college’s planning process through all of its phases.

He highlighted the LCSC strategic initiatives and identified those at the top such as faculty/staff
compensation, accreditation, course fees, etc. He reviewed the legislative requests for FY 2014,
commenting that employee compensation is at the top of the request. He provided a visual aid showing
how far behind their peers the salaries of the faculty and staff of LCSC are presently. He reported on
EWA, inflation and capital equipment replacement and indicated their legislative requests also include
Complete College Idaho (CCI) initiatives including access, remediation reform and general education.
Additionally, the president mentioned their Permanent Building Fund top capital project is the joint facility
(LCSC-UI-NIC) in Coeur d’Alene, and identified several alteration and repair projects.

President Fernandez indicated the college’s annual enrollment continues to grow and identified their dual
credit enroliment as having an upward trend also. The average number of student credit hours has
leveled off likely from students dropping to part time status due to financial circumstances. For degrees
and certificates awarded, FY12 shows just over 700, with the majority being academic degrees. Their
retention rate for FY12 is continuing to rise. They are presently below their goal on retention, but the rate
continues to improve for first time, full time students. Additionally, their graduation rate continues to
increase as well and is presently above 30%; their goal is 35%. He summarized their instructional and
outreach programs and commented their college advancement continues to grow. For future goals of
LCSC, they intend to complete the comprehensive 5-year plan, continue “Campaign LCSC”, continue to
bring faculty and staff salaries in line, implement the 2™ phase of the accreditation process, update
student services within the LCSC organization, and to expand on collaborative opportunities.

President Edmunds asked how they will reconcile funding realities with their funding requests. President
Fernandez responded that if their funding requests are accepted, tuition increases will be very low. He
added that quite plainly, if economic support is not reached, they will not be able to reach the goals set by
the Board.

In light of tight budgets, Mr. Luna reminded the Board about BYU’s model that didn't require additional
revenue, but implemented other changes. Dr. Fernandez acknowledged the efficiency of BYU'’s
scheduling model and commented there are likely lessons to be learned from such a model. He
suggested exploring how that type of model might work for some of Idaho’s public institutions and
indicated they have had some discussion on the subject.

2. President’s Council Report

President Bert Glandon from the College of Western Idaho and current chair of the Presidents’ Council
gave the report from the most recent Presidents’ Council meeting. He reported to the Board that they
have restructured their format on how they meet for greater efficiency, where in the first part of the
meeting the community college presidents and the four-year presidents meet separately, and during the
second section the entire group meets together.

He indicated the group has come to some resolution on a few items, one of which is the statewide degree
referred to as the regent’s degree and that the first courses should be off the ground in the fall of 2013.
The council has had continuous conversations about remediation and accountability and different models
of staffing and instruction and how they can achieve better efficiencies there. They briefly discussed
Western Undergraduate Exchange (WUE) allocation and it was determined it did not apply to Idaho out of
state tuition waivers that are being applied. He indicated they have had discussion about becoming more
creative in staffing to meet student needs. He also commented that the GED on-line process will be
changing nationally and the new process will be in place by December 2014, and that the GED will be
delivered completely differently than it is today. He also indicated there are ongoing conversations about
collaboration, tech-prep and dual credit.

Mr. Soltman asked about the voluntary framework of accountability. Dr. Dunlap from NIC explained it is a
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system designed by community colleges for community colleges through the American Association of
Community Colleges (AACC). lItis currently being tested at 58 community colleges throughout the
country and next year the system will be available for anyone who wants to participate. It tracks student
cohorts over a six-year period in terms of achievement, certificates and employability, and provides a
comprehensive picture. Dr. Dunlap indicated the three community colleges are looking at possibly
adopting the system.

President Edmunds returned to the subject of less state funds for colleges and universities. President
Glandon reminded the Board that budget shortage is not just an issue for Idaho, but a nationwide issue.
He suggested that there are different approaches that need to be considered by the colleges and
universities. President Beck echoed the remarks of finding alternative funding sources and partnerships
and figuring out how to close the gap between the state funding amount and what is needed to keep the
colleges and universities going.

Dr. Kustra encouraged the Board to give the institutions the flexibility they need to address funding
shortfalls. He also suggested looking at the University of Oregon model where the retiring president
chaired a task force to examine the relationship between Oregon’s public universities and state
government. The taskforce reported that it was time for public higher education to be disengaged from
the routine and cumbersome bureaucracy of state government. Oregon is how in the process of
implementing the recommendations of the task force. Dr. Kustra commented on the overlapping and
duplicative assignments for state government people and higher education people. Dr. Kustra further
commented that in 2012 when their overall budget was funded by 18% of state appropriations, then it
would seem like a good time for the State of Idaho and the Board to take a look at the relationship,
disengage, and give universities the creative means they need. When the state is funding at a higher
level, the role and need for strong oversight is understandable; but where the funding is diminished, it
would seem the role of ruling and regulating public universities should be diminishing as well, adding that
state resources are being spent in two different places for the same challenge. He encouraged the
continued observation of the University of Oregon and to definitely solicit the support of state legislators in
better understanding that a new day is dawning and things are changing around us.

President Glandon closed by saying the President’s Council meetings and conversations between
institutions have been more productive than they have ever been and the collegiality and professionalism
during these meetings is noteworthy.

There was further discussion about breaking out of the current mold of institutions. There was also
agreement about changes made over the recent years and the productivity that is coming out of the
system whereby the progress that has been made has been very real and very positive. President Nellis
reminded those present that the support of the state plays an important role in leveraging research and
outreach missions and that those items in return are very important to the state.

Mr. Lewis asked about discussions by the presidents about on-line delivery. President Glandon
responded that in their discussion, there was a distinct difference between on-line courses and on-line
programs, summarizing that on-line courses pretty much go anywhere and on-line programs are not to be
competitive across areas.

3. Idaho Division of Vocational Rehabilitation

Don Alveshere, Administrator of the Division of Vocational Rehabilitation (IDVR), provided an overview of
IDVR'’s progress in carrying out the agency’s strategic plan. Mr. Alveshere recapped for the Board
IDVR’s strategic plan with its three tracks, and highlighted some accomplishments for 2012 which
included implementing the WorkStrides program for IDVR customers, completion of Motivational
Interviewing training by field staff, increased counselor focus, increased average wage rates for
rehabilitated customers. He identified that there has been a decrease in successful rehabilitations, and
attributed it to the amount of new employees at IDVR that are still receiving training. He pointed out IDVR
customers earn 64% of the average state wage ($17.13) and the federal benchmark is 52%.
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Mr. Alveshere commented on the work with the Idaho Department of Corrections (IDC) and indicated the
partnership with IDC adds $100,000 that they are able to match federal dollars with. They have
specialized caseloads with IDC for both adults and juveniles.

Mr. Alveshere remarked that supported employment rehabilitations have gone down because of a
dramatic decrease in available extended employment services and Medicaid Waiver funds for the long-
term support. He indicated that IDVR cannot provide federal dollars for the long-term support of
customers who need the support to stay employed. With the supplemental and on-going support of the
Legislature, they expect to be able to increase the number of people going through the system resulting in
more employment outcomes. He clarified by saying this group is primarily made up of individuals with
profound intellectual disabilities or mental illness that are classified as the most significantly disabled.
Additionally, the benchmark for the deaf and hard of hearing indicates the number of rehabilitations for
this population will increase 6% between FFY 2011 and the completion of FFY 2013.

Mr. Alveshere indicated there are seven key federal standards and indicators they must pass each year
and they have passed five of them. He highlighted the difference in the percentage of customers who are
self-sufficient when they come into the IDVR program and those self-sufficient at closure of the program,
sharing this number has increased to 75.1%. This result shows how much more independent people can
become who go through their program.

He identified they are requesting a $236,200 funding transfer request from the Renal Program, which is
phasing out effective June 2013, to IDVR programs and services in FFY 2013. This transfer will also help
them to meet more federal match dollars.

Mr. Alveshere reported audit findings from last year showed there was improvement needed regarding
eligibility requirements being met under rehab service grants. He added that they also completed a policy
update for the entire division which is now in the public comment phase. Mr. Alveshere provided some
information on IDVR'’s Extended Employment Services and its successes, showing an improvement over
SFY 2011 to 57%. He indicated that their legislative budget increase request for 2013 includes a transfer
of $170,000 to Extended Employment Services from the Renal Program. For the phasing out of the
Renal Program, IDVR is ensuring customers of that program are receiving transition and coordination
services for other resources. Mr. Alveshere identified some details of IDVR’s fiscal activity including the
recapture of social security monies, sequestration and zero-based budgeting.

At this time Board President Edmunds excused the group for a 10 minute break. Upon return from the
break, Board President Edmunds requested changing the order of the agenda to present the
Distinguished Schools Award. There were no objections.

7. Distinquished Schools and Additional Yearly Growth (AYG) Awards for 2012

President Edmunds presented the Distinguished Schools Award to Filer Elementary, indicating that the
Board has recognized ldaho K-12 schools who meet rigorous requirements as part of their performance
on the Idaho Standards Achievement Test (ISAT). He provided some background on the rigorous
requirements schools must meet to achieve the award, adding that there were only nine schools in the
state that received the award. Filer Elementary Principal Matt Mahannah was present to accept the
award. Superintendent Luna emphasized how challenging it is for schools to achieve these awards and
explained how great an accomplishment it is. President Edmunds named the schools who received the
awards, adding that there were six schools who received the Additional Yearly Growth Award this year as
well.

4. ldaho Digital Learning Academy

Ms. Cheryl Charlton, CEO from the Idaho Digital Learning Academy (IDLA) introduced Jacob Smith,
Director of Operations and Mike Caldwell, Director of Program Development, to participate in the
presentation. Mr. Smith provided a report on IDLA, sharing how IDLA plays a part in the Complete
College Idaho Plan. He indicated they have served 17,649 enroliments for 2011-2012 which is a 17%
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increase over the prior year. This year they are projected to serve about 20,000 enrollments which is
about a 13% increase. The enrollments are split nearly 50/50 between rural and urban districts, and 99%
of the school districts in Idaho participated in IDLA during the 2011-2012 school years. He indicated the
primary reason students take IDLA courses is related to scheduling conflicts for students. Mr. Smith
pointed out IDLA has increased both rural and urban enrollments 51% and 49% respectively. He
highlighted their Flex program which is an open entry/open exit program that provides a more flexible
opportunity for students with scheduling conflicts. He closed by commenting on how far IDLA has come
in the last 10 years.

Mr. Caldwell reported on some of the services of IDLA which included a blended learning program that
has shown an increase of 720% in enrollments since 2010-2011. He defined blended learning as classes
that support students in breaking down the challenges of time, place, path and pace that they face in
learning. They are working with districts and with about 11 other states in their partnerships; IDLA is a
leader in the state group.

Mr. Caldwell commented their partnerships include work with the College Access Grant to expand dual
credit, advanced placement and tech prep offerings, collaborative counselor training and support in the
development of a web portal. For college and career readiness, they are working with nearly every
institution across the state and are always looking for ways to expand partnerships. They are also
collaborating with the IEN.

Mr. Caldwell commented on the importance of keeping classes affordable for students and reported that
there was $357,000 in savings to ldaho students before graduation through IDLA dual credit classes in
2011-2012. Ms. Charlton indicated they are looking at a 76% drop in their budget for FY 2013-2014
which will equate to around a 300% increase in costs to student stakeholders and districts. She
commented on IDLA’s cost efficiencies and that they are experimenting with different programs and
models to keep costs down for students and still maintain quality assurance for their programs. Ms.
Charlton expressed the importance partnerships and collaborative efforts play in relation to budget
constraints.

Mr. Westerberg asked about the increase in costs of services and questioned what it might do to volume.
Ms. Charlton responded that based on national data when a state virtual school loses its funding they see
a significant drop in enrollments. She said they anticipate their student enrollments would decline to
around 5,000 or lower. There was further discussion about the decrease in funding for the coming year
and how fractional ADA will play a role in shifting the stream of state funding.

5. Scholarship Committee Recommendations

BOARD ACTION

M/S (Soltman/Atchley): To accept the recommendations of the Scholarship Committee. The
motion carried unanimously.

Marilyn Whitney from the Board office and former Board President Cutis Eaton, both members of the
Scholarship Committee, provided recommendations to the Board regarding the statewide scholarship
program. Mr. Eaton directed Board members to detailed information they received in their agenda
materials. Mr. Eaton provided an overview which included the reasons the Committee decided to review
Idaho scholarships. Mr. Eaton indicated with regard to legislation, it was the goal of the Committee to
make some recommendations to the Board that would cover proposed changes in the current statute so
that the statewide scholarship program would be modified by the legislation. Some of the reasons the
Committee decided to review Idaho scholarships included the Board’s 60% goal, increasing the need for
financial aid and the contents of the Office of Performance Evaluations (OPE) report on the barriers to
postsecondary education.

The Committee started by asking the question of should there be state support for scholarships and
clearly, the answer was yes. The next questions was how should scholarships be fashioned to be aligned
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with other strategic goals around the state, i.e., what is the state’s role in creating a scholarship and for
what purpose. The result of the discussion found that consolidating the scholarships in the state would
be beneficial. The simplification of scholarships offered is another recommendation, along with an
incentive for students to complete in a timely manner. The Scholarship Committee work included defining
a statement of purpose, outlining guiding principles, assessing current programs and developing
recommendations. In their work, the Committee identified economic and social benefits to the state due
to having an educated citizenry and also the importance of providing access and incentives to students
through scholarships.

Mr. Eaton identified the three tiers of scholarships which equate to a total of 12 scholarships currently
being offered. He highlighted the details of the revised Opportunity Scholarship and reported that the
Committee recommends a program evaluation process to gather and analyze outcome data to better
assess the impact of scholarships on completion of postsecondary degrees. Principle measures will
include credits completed, credits accumulated, continued enrollment and degree or certificate
completion.

Additional recommendations from the Committee are to explore alternate investment options for the
Opportunity Scholarship, explore ways to increase Opportunity Scholarship funding, and to support
adequate staffing resources requested by the State Board of Education to manage the scholarship
program.

Mr. Lewis asked about the scholarship being both need and merit based. Mr. Eaton indicated the current
Opportunity Scholarship is both, with need at 70% and merit at 30%. The proposal would be to continue
to use those measures going forward. Mr. Lewis asked if the distribution would be scaled based on need
and merit. Mr. Eaton described the calculation and indicated the money would be available to cover the
gap in costs and would also be restricted to tuition, fees and books.

Mr. Luna thanked the Committee and Mr. Eaton for their work on this subject. He commented on the
difficulty of finding the right balance between need and academic success and how that message is
received by students. Mr. Eaton responded about the importance of the Board’'s 60% goal and how by
providing an incentive to need based students who would otherwise not have the means or
encouragement to attend college, it is a contributor to the Board’s 60% goal.

Ms. Atchley asked if there is a provision for private donations or contributions to the endowment. Mr.
Eaton responded that they are allowed.

Dr. Rush clarified on the need for tracking information that it will be used to evaluate the effectiveness of
the scholarship every year and the information will be used to modify the criteria and scholarship model
going forward. Dr. Rush publicly thanked Mr. Eaton for his contribution to the Committee, the Board and
to education.

6. Leqislation for the 2013 Leqgislative Session

BOARD ACTION

Scholarship Program

M/S (Soltman/Goesling): To approve the legislation amending sections of Idaho code related to
the Idaho scholarship programs administered by the State Board of Education in substantial
conformance to the form submitted as Attachment 1 and to authorize the Executive Director to
make additional changes as necessary in accordance with the accepted recommendations from
the Scholarship Committee and the Governor’s Office. The motion carried unanimously.
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Statewide Purchasing Contracts

M/S (Soltman/Westerberg): To approve proposed amendments to section 67-5728, Idaho Code as
submitted and to direct the Executive Director to make any non-substantive changes as
necessary as the legislation moves forward through the Governor’s legislative process. The
motion carried unanimously.

Workman’s Compensation Alignment

M/S (Soltman/Westerberg): To approve proposed amendments to section 72-102 and section 72-
205, Idaho Code as submitted and to direct the Executive Director to make any non-substantive
changes as necessary as the legislation moves forward through the Governor’s legislative
process. The motion carried six-to-one. Mr. Lewis voted nay on the motion.

Proprietary Schools and Postsecondary Educational Institutions

M/S (Soltman/Goesling): To approve proposed amendments to section 33-2406, Idaho Code as
submitted and to direct the Executive Director to make any non-substantive changes as
necessary as the legislation moves forward through the Governor’s legislative process. The
motion carried unanimously.

Public School Facilities Cooperative Funding Program

M/S (Soltman/Atchley): To approve proposed amendments to section 33-909, Idaho Code as
submitted and to direct the Executive Director to make any non-substantive changes as
necessary as the legislation moves forward through the Governor’s legislative process. The
motion carried unanimously.

Scholarship Legislation Discussion

Mr. Soltman introduced Tracie Bent from the Board office to provide a brief review on the five pieces of
legislation being proposed in 2013. Ms. Bent summarized the scholarship legislation which incorporates
the recommendations from the Scholarship Committee. The Armed Forces and Public Safety Officer
Scholarships have been combined into one section of code, adding that the eligibility requirements and
amounts have not changed for those scholarships. The Opportunity Scholarship was in a separate
section of code and it has been moved into the scholarship section. She commented the Robert R. Lee
and the Minority and “At-Risk” scholarships have been eliminated as the funds have been rolled into the
Opportunity Scholarship. Ms. Bent summarized other changes for Board members and Dr. Rush
provided clarification on changes to the scholarship program and the reasons behind those changes.

Mr. Lewis asked how the timing works by being simplified. Dr. Rush described how the timing on
scholarship delivery presently works and provided an explanation that the goal going forward needs to be
when the financial aid package is ready for students, all the information needs to be available to them.
Dr. Rush pointed out that part of the problem is the Legislature doesn’t appropriate money until March or
April, after which the Board allocates it to the institutions. The challenge is to not promise money to
students before it is appropriated by the Legislature. The Board office is trying to manipulate the
timelines to get the information to the students and not promise money to students before it is
appropriated.

Worker's Comp Legislation Discussion

Mr. Lewis asked if there will be a clear delineation between which students this applies to and which it
does not because the interpretation is very broad with the way the rule is worded. Mr. Satterlee from
BSU provided further explanation for Mr. Lewis on this item, indicating currently BSU does not provide
workers compensation to a student doing work in a credit bearing program even if it is a work related
program.
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Dr. Rush added comment that this rule has worked very successfully at the secondary level; it has not
gone out of control and has not realized unexpected costs.

Proprietary Schools Discussion

Mr. Lewis asked for an explanation of this item. Dr. Rush indicated that currently we have a bond
requirement for proprietary schools. The bond would cover the tuition for students of any enrolled class,
so if the school went out of business the bond would cover the tuition costs back to the students. What
they have discovered is that the environment has changed from bonding companies and most states
have shifted to a provision where a deposit to a bank can be made that would cover an equivalent of the
bonding requirement, or work in collaboration with the bonding company. He clarified the proposed
changes allow entities greater flexibility in establishing the surety bond requirements.

Mr. Lewis asked if the process and structure has been reviewed by bankruptcy council so that we have
comfort that the account would be available for payments to students if the need arose. Dr. Rush
responded that sort of review would be forthcoming.

8. President Approved Alcohol Permits

Mr. Soltman indicated this information item is a review of the president approved alcohol permits, and
information was provided to the Board members for review in their agenda materials as an informational
item. There was no discussion.

At this time, the meeting recessed for a 30-minute lunch break.

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

1. Amendment to Optional Retirement Plan

BOARD ACTION

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

2. Amendment to Board Policy II.H. — Coaching Personnel — First Reading

BOARD ACTION

M/S (Soltman/Westerberg): To approve the first reading of proposed amendments to Board Policy
Section Il.H., Policies Regarding Coaching Personnel and Athletic Directors with all revisions as
presented. The motion carried unanimously.

Mr. Lewis commented on the policy and asked if institution presidents could approve consecutive one-
year contracts at any level without Board approval. Mr. Freeman responded the language would be
revised before the second reading.

3. Compensation Adjustments for Agency Heads

BOARD ACTION
M/S (Soltman/Westerberg): To amend the salary for Mike Rush as Executive Director of the Idaho

State Board of Education, and to set an hourly rate of $58.27/hr or $121,201.60 annually, effective
June 24, 2012. The motion carried unanimously.
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BOARD ACTION

M/S (Soltman/Atchley): To amend the salary for Peter Morrill as General Manager of Idaho Public
Television, and to set at an hourly rate of $46.74/hr or $97,219.20 annually, effective June 10, 2012.
The motion carried unanimously.

4. Boise State University — Multi-Year Employment Agreement — VP of University Advancement

BOARD ACTION

M/S (Soltman/Goesling): To approve the request by Boise State University to enter into a multi-
year contract with Laura Simic as Vice President for University Advancement of the University, for
aterm commencing on November 1, 2012 with an annual salary of $220,000, in substantial
conformance to the form submitted to the Board, and to authorize the President of Boise State
University to execute the contract. The motion passed with a four-to-three vote. Ms. Atchley, Mr.
Soltman and Mr. Westerberg voted nay on the motion.

Dr. Kustra from BSU spoke to this item, indicating they have conducted several searches for a Vice
President of University Advancement. He offered some clarifying comments on the request for a one-
time multi-year contract to provide some security for Ms. Simic since she had already made an
investment by moving to Boise from Nebraska for this position. He pointed out the salary rate is 11%
above the CUPA median and within the CUPA range of $160,000 to $235,000. Dr. Kustra assured the
Board that this position was necessary for university advancement.

Mr. Westerberg reiterated his continued opposition to multi-year contracts for administrative positions. He
recommended the contracts should be structured similarly like the president’s contracts.

Mr. Soltman expressed concern about the level of compensation being excessive. Dr. Kustra responded
that this is not the highest paid position in his administrative team and that the salary comparisons
warrant what was agreed upon for this position.

5. University of Idaho — Multi-Year Employment Agreement — Track & Field Cross-Country Coach

BOARD ACTION

M/S (Soltman/Atchley): To approve the request by the University of Idaho to extend the
University’'s employment contract with Wayne Phipps, as Director of Track and Field and Cross
Country, for a term commencing retroactively on August 13, 2012 and expiring on August 12, 2017
with an annual base salary of $63,252.80 and such contingent base salary increases, annual media
payments, and incentive/supplemental compensation provisions as set forth in the materials
presented to the Board, in substantial conformance with the terms of contract set forth in
Attachment 1 to the Board materials. A roll call vote was taken and the motion carried five to two. Mr.
Soltman and Mr. Westerberg voted nay on the motion.

Substitute Motion:

M/S (Westerberg/Soltman): To approve the request by the University of Idaho to extend the
University’s employment contract with Wayne Phipps, as Director of Track and Field and Cross
Country, for a term commencing retroactively on August 13, 2012 and expiring on August 12, 2015
with an annual base salary of $63,252.80 and such contingent base salary increases, annual media
payments, and incentive/supplemental compensation provisions as set forth in the materials
presented to the Board, in substantial conformance with the terms of contract set forth in
Attachment 1 to the Board materials. A roll call vote was taken and the motion failed four to three. Ms.
Atchley, Dr. Goesling, Mr. Lewis and Mr. Luna voted nay on the motion.

President Nellis provided some information to the Board on this contract extension request adding that

BOARDWORK 15



Boardwork December 12-13, 2012

Mr. Phipps has been at the University of Idaho for 17 years and has done an outstanding job. Ms.
Atchley expressed disappointment that the incentive for academic achievement is not emphasized more.
Dr. Nellis clarified for Ms. Atchley that the incentive is per sport, so his incentive is six times the incentive
because he oversees six sports.

Mr. Soltman felt the contract should be a three year contract rather than a five year contract to be
consistent with other contracts. There was further discussion on the length of the contract and Mr.
Nelson commented that this is a contract renewal and that Mr. Phipps has performed exceptionally in the
past, adding that he has won coach of the year nine times. Dr. Goesling commented that in light of this
coach’s exceptional performance, they should keep the five year contract in this instance.

Mr. Westerberg expressed disagreement with a five year contract in consideration of policy limiting
contracts to three years with little exception and offered an amended motion, but the motion failed. There
was no further discussion.

6. University of Idaho — Multi-Year Employment Agreement — Women'’s Soccer Coach

BOARD ACTION

M/S (Soltman/Goesling): To approve the request by the University of Idaho to enter a new
employment contract with Peter Showler, as Women'’s Soccer Coach, for aterm commencing
January 1, 2013 and expiring on December 31, 2015 with an annual base salary of $38,438.40 and
such contingent base salary increases, annual media payments, and incentive/supplemental
compensation provisions as set forth in the materials presented to the Board, in substantial
conformance with the terms of the contract set forth in Attachment 1 to the Board materials. The
motion carried unanimously.

BOARD ACTION

M/S (Atchley/Goesling): To change the academic achievement award from the current level so the
top level would be $1000 and the lowest level would be $400. The motion carried unanimously.

Mr. Smith from the University of Idaho clarified that the changes would be consistent with the previous
contracts. Ms. Atchley commented the academic incentives should be higher and proposed a motion
which carried unanimously.

7. Amendment to Board Policy — Section 1I.G. — First Reading

BOARD ACTION

M/S (Soltman/Westerberg): To approve the first reading of amendments to Board Policy II.G.
Policies Regarding Faculty (Institutional Faculty Only) as presented. The motion carried
unanimously.

Mr. Lewis commented that it would be difficult to evaluate what the merits of this policy change are one
way or another. Mr. Westerberg requested comment on the requirement for students and non-tenured
faculty participation to be optional. Provost Doug Baker clarified for the Board members that the change
is for permissive language and not required language to avoid a conflict of interest for students and non-
tenured faculty.

Mr. Westerberg asked if this excludes students from the process. Mr. Baker responded that student

feedback is always included in the tenure and promotion process and student feedback is taken into
consideration.
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BUSINESS AFFAIRS & HUMAN RESOURCES (BAHR) - Section Il — Finance

1. FY 2013 Sources and Uses of Funds

Mr. Soltman indicated this is an informational item and asked Mr. Freeman to provide further explanation
for the Board. Mr. Freeman indicated this is a standard report and that there have been no changes to
the report. Mr. Lewis asked what institutional student fees are. Mr. Freeman responded that they are
fees approved by the institution presidents. Ms. Pearson added that they include activity fees and other
non- appropriated fees.

Ms. Atchley interjected that the Audit Committee has this item scheduled for further review and report to
the Board.

Dr. Goesling requested that a change be made to the report for the addition of a one-year to three-year
column. Dr. Goesling also asked for clarification on indirect costs of “other” and for research. Mr.
Freeman responded that those costs can be any contract or grant, or it could be internal cost recovery.
There was further discussion surrounding indirect costs and Dr. Mclver and Mr. Ickes provides additional
clarification for Board members. Ms. Pearson indicated she would provide more information regarding
BSU after further review.

2. Amendment to Board Policy — section V.N. — Grants & Contracts, First Reading

BOARD ACTION

M/S (Soltman/Goesling): To approve the first reading of Board policy V.N., as presented in
Attachment 1. The motion carried unanimously.

Mr. Westerberg requested unanimous consent to return this item to BAHR for further work and to
return this item to the Board at a later time. There were no objections.

Dr. Mclver expressed opposition to this motion and expressed concerns with the policy going forward. He
identified some concerns for Board members which included the $50,000 cap, the costs of doing a project
and federal pass-through dollars among other concerns.

Mr. Freeman provided some background and that the policy was last amended in December of 2011 to
define terms and added language that provides for no cost recovery on contracts administered by the
Board, PTE or IDVR. Mr. Freeman acknowledged the concerns of Dr. Mclver on fixed costs and indicated
language on federal pass-through dollars should be included.

Mr. Westerberg asked if there are any time constraint issues on this policy and if it should it be sent back
to BAHR or have revisions made before the second reading. Mr. Freeman indicated time is not a concern.

3. Amendment to Board Policy Section V.B. — Occupancy Costs — Second Reading

BOARD ACTION

M/S (Soltman/Westerberg) To approve the second reading of the proposed amendments to Board
Policy V.B., as presented in attachment 1.The motion carried unanimously.

Dr. Goesling recommended the institution include the cost of occupancy in their lease/buy analysis report.

Mr. Freeman responded that request would be appropriate and would not affect the policy being
considered now.
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4. Boise State University — Employee Dependent Fee

Mr. Soltman introduced Ms. Pearson from BSU to provide a report on this item. Ms. Pearson remarked
that provided in Board members’ agenda materials is a report which includes the details and usage of the
dependent fee. She reported that the dependent fee was well received although the participation was not
as high as anticipated. Feedback from participants was for this to become a permanent benefit. Ms.
Pearson gave notice that she would be bringing this item forward for permanent approval at a later date,
but pointed out that Board policy does not presently allow for a dependent. President Edmunds directed
staff to proceed with a policy revision.

5. Boise State University — University Hotel

Mr. Soltman asked Ms. Pearson to provide information on this item. Ms. Pearson commented that BSU
plans to issue a Request for Information (RFI) and qualifications to select one or more hotel development
firms to negotiate a proposal on development of a campus hotel. The intent is for the hotel to be located
on the university campus within the current master plan. She indicated the hotel is not listed in the
master plan, but is consistent with some of the goals and directives of the master plan to allow for
potential commercial development at the outer edges of the campus. Mr. Soltman asked if any of the
property was acquired by condemnation. Mr. Satterlee responded that depending on the location some
of the land may have been acquired through condemnation.

Mr. Soltman expressed concern that other business owners could view the property acquisition through
condemnation as an unfair advantage. Ms. Pearson responded that they would do an analysis to ensure
there were no violations of statute.

Dr. Goesling expressed great concern for the university getting involved in the hotel business. Mr. Luna
echoed the remarks of Dr. Goesling and expressed concern regarding ownership of the facility. Ms.
Pearson clarified that the university would not own the facility or run a business in competition with the
private sector.

Mr. Lewis commented that property is limited for future growth of the institution and struggled with the
idea of giving up the land as a limited resource. Ms. Pearson urged the Board to allow the issuance and
review of an RFI, stating they are fully aware of the limited land resource. Mr. Lewis suggested the
university be aware that the idea does not seem well received by the Board members and to consider
those concerns going forward with the amount of work forth coming. Mr. Westerberg echoed the
reservations of the other Board members.

6. University of Idaho — Arboretum Easement to Local Utility Provider

BOARD ACTION

M/S (Soltman/Atchley): To approve the request by the University of Idaho for authority to grant an
easement to Avista Corporation in substantial conformance to the form submitted to the Board in
Attachment 1, and to authorize the University’s Vice President for Finance and Administration to
execute the easement and any related transactional documents. The motion carried unanimously.

7. Performance Based Funding Initiative (PBFI)

BOARD ACTION

Mr. Westerberg requested unanimous consent to return the item back to BAHR. There were no
objections.

Mr. Westerberg provided some general observations that the metrics and submissions are good. He

suggested the need for measures that measure something institutions are not presently doing to show
performance beyond what is presently happening. Mr. Soltman recommended the ISU benchmarks need
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further work. Dr. Goesling requested the item return to BAHR for further development.

8. FY 2014 Capital Budget Reguests

BOARD ACTION

M/S (Soltman/Goesling): To reconsider the motion of August 18, 2012, wherein the Board
approved arecommendation for no major capital funding for FY 2014 and to have the Permanent
Building Fund Advisory Council concentrate on alterations and repairs and other non-major
projects. The motion carried unanimously.

BOARD ACTION

Substitute Motion:

M/S (Soltman/Lewis) To recommend to the Permanent Building Fund Advisory Council the
number one priority major capital project as identified by each institution on page 3 for
consideration in the FY 2014 budget process. The motion carried unanimously.

Dr. Rush clarified that the motion to reconsider puts the original motion back on the floor for discussion
and the substitute motion replaces the language in the original motion. Mr. Soltman invited the institution
FVPs to comment. Ron Smith from the University of Idaho commented that they strongly encourage
moving the item forward. Ms. Pearson echoed the remarks of Mr. Smith.

INSTRUCTION, RESEARCH & STUDENT AFFAIRS (IRSA)

1. University of Idaho — Second Year Law Program

BOARD ACTION

M/S (Westerberg/Soltman): To approve the request by the University of Idaho to offer a second-
year law curriculum in Boise. A roll call vote was taken and the motion carried with a four-to-three vote.
President Edmunds, Mr. Lewis and Mr. Westerberg voted nay on the motion.

President Nellis came forward to speak about the second year law program in Boise. He indicated they
propose to broaden the third-year law curriculum currently offered in Boise to include the second-year law
curriculum in an effort to meet the demand for legal education in the Treasure Valley. He commented the
University of Idaho demonstrates the need for legal education in the Boise area as evidenced by the
extensive market study conducted by the College of Law in 2008, which assessed the demand and
impact of expanding its course offerings in Boise.

Don Burnett, Dean of Law at the university, introduced Roger Fisher, a former student of the law school
who provided some brief remarks on his positive experience at the university. He indicated he chose the
University of Idaho because of its location, its affordability as far as law schools go, and its outstanding
reputation. Dean Burnett offered additional comments in support of the law school and providing the
second year in Boise.

Mr. Westerberg encouraged further discussion on the item. Mr. Lewis was concerned with the resources
tied to two locations and that there is an oversupply of law students presently. He was particularly
concerned with the location issue. He believes the University of Idaho law school would be better located
in Boise but not necessarily in two locations. He felt resources in Boise would enhance the quality of a
law school, but did not favor two locations.

Dr. Nellis remarked on the documented need and expressed support for a law school at both locations.

Dean Burnett indicated that there was an exhaustive study on demand for both locations showing
favorable support for both and a solid basis for enrollment demand at both locations.

BOARDWORK 19



Boardwork December 12-13, 2012

Mr. Lewis responded that he is asking for a study specifically to bring the law school to Boise and the
dedication of resources necessary. He felt strongly that the demand is not present for two law schools
now and discouraged using public funds toward something where the need is not warranted. Mr.
Westerberg expressed concurrence with Mr. Lewis, adding that he questioned the allocation of already
limited resources. President Edmunds provided comments in line with Mr. Lewis and Mr. Westerberg.

There was further discussion on the item and Mr. Burnett commented that a complete comprehensive
S.W.O.T. analysis was done that suggested success of the program in Boise. He added that there is not
a building in Boise that can accommodate the entire law school if it were located in Boise, adding that a
law school in both locations is far stronger than it can be at one location alone.

2. Boise State University — IDo Teach Program

BOARD ACTION

M/S (Westerberg/Lewis): To approve the request by Boise State University to implement the IDo
Teach Program, discontinue five stand-alone Bachelor of Science majors, and create five new
emphases and an undergraduate program as presented. The motion carried unanimously.

Dr. Marty Schimpf provided a review for the Board on this item. He commented BSU proposes to
significantly change their math and science teacher education programs by adopting the UTeach Teacher
Preparation Program from the University of Texas, which will be known as the IDo Teach Program. This
change represents the creation of an entirely new structure of STEM education courses and a set of new
programs. BSU will offer the existing and new programs in parallel for several years to accommodate
students in the pipeline.

Dr. Schimpf commented on the collaboration efforts to provide this program and that BSU projects that
the program will accommodate 32 new students the first year of the program, 64 new students in the
second year, 96 in the third, and 128 in the fourth year and thereafter. Enroliment and graduate
projections from the IDo Teach program includes all students enrolled in science and math secondary
education programs and the certificate program.

3. Board Policy IlI.N. and 1ll.V. — Statewide Articulation and Associates Degree — First Reading

BOARD ACTION

M/S (Westerberg/Goesling): To approve the first reading of amendments to Board Policy III.N.
Private, In-state, Out-of-state, Non-Accredited Institution and Other Educational Source Offerings
as presented.

AND

I move to approve the first reading of the amendments to Board Policy Ill. V. Statewide
Articulation and Associate Degree as presented. The motions carried unanimously.

4. Board Policy Ill.AA. — Accountability Oversight Committee — First Reading

BOARD ACTION

M/S (Westerberg/Lewis): To approve the first reading of amendments to Board Policy IlIlLAA.
Accountability Oversight Committee. The motion carried unanimously.

BOARDWORK 20



Boardwork December 12-13, 2012

5. Board Policy Ill.AB. — Idaho Rural Physician Incentive Program — First Reading

BOARD ACTION

M/S (Westerberg/Lewis): To approve the first reading of amendments repealing Board Policy
[IILAB. Rural Physician Incentive Program Oversight Committee. The motion carried unanimously.

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

1. Superintendent’s Update

In the interest of time Superintendent Luna will report to the Board at the December meeting.

2. Professional Standards Commission Recommendation

BOARD ACTION

M/S (Luna/Goesling): To accept the Professional Standards Commission recommendation and to
grant conditionally approval of Boise State University’s IDo Teach program as an approved
Teacher Certification Program. The motion carried unanimously.

3. ESEA Waiver

BOARD ACTION

M/S (Luna/Atchley): To approve Idaho’s application for ESEA Flexibility as submitted. The motion
carried unanimously.

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

M/S (Westerberg/Atchley): To adjourn the meeting at 2:50 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
giaigioane - STATE BOARD FOR PROFESSIONAL-TECHNICAL EDUCATION

BOARI of FIBUCATION

DRAFT MINUTES
STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION
November 19, 2012
Special Board Meeting
Boise, ID

A special meeting of the State Board of Education was held November 19, 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 Ken Edmunds presided and called the meeting to
order at 10:00 a.m. MST. A roll call of members was taken for the meeting.

Present:

Ken Edmunds, President Tom Luna (joined at 10:15)
Don Soltman, Vice President Bill Goesling

Emma Atchley, Secretary Rod Lewis

Milford Terrell Richard Westerberg

BUSINESS AFFAIRS AND HUMAN RESOURCES

1. University of Idaho — Property Acquisition

BOARD ACTION

M/S (Terrell/Soltman): To approve the request by the University of Idaho to purchase the
McCall campus for a purchase price of $6.1 million and to pay transaction costs as set
forth in the Purchase and Sale Agreement submitted to the Board; and further to
authorize the Vice President for Finance and Administration, and Bursar of the University
of Idaho to execute all necessary transaction documents for closing the purchase. Aroll
call vote was taken and the motion carried unanimously.

M/S (Terrell/Atchley): To approve the request by the University of Idaho for authority to
use future bond proceeds to reimburse for the purchase of the McCall campus, including
the purchase price and the costs and expenses associated with the purchase (including
in this approval the Board’s finding that the acquisition of the McCall campus is
necessary for the proper operation of the University of Idaho and economically feasible),
and further to approve the Resolution of the Board of Regents regarding the same, as set
forth in Attachment 2 to the materials submitted to the Board. A roll call vote was taken
and the motion carried unanimously.
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Mr. Terrell introduced the item and indicated the McCall property has been part of the University
of Idaho’s off-site campus for many years. The property is in a desirable location and has been
a major asset to the University of Idaho and the Board staff recommends approval of this
acquisition.

Dr. Goesling asked for clarification on the reserves identified by the University. University of
Idaho’s Vice President for Finance and Administration Ron Smith clarified the reserves are
working capital and it is money obligated for future expenditures of which the balance is around
$10-$15 million. Mr. Smith indicated the University intends to borrow from their working capital
and pay it back with the sale of bonds. Mr. Edmunds asked if these reserves were previously
set aside for this transaction or if they were unrestricted reserves. He wanted clarification on
how this would be reported for accounting purposes. Mr. Smith responded it will show on their
annual financial statement as unrestricted reserves. He added that in the net asset report by
the University, they will be considered designated funds, clarifying that there will be a $63
million unrestricted amount which will have designated funds subtracted from it.

Dr. Goesling asked for clarification for when they go to a bond issuance. Executive Director of
Planning and Budget Keith Ickes responded that the University will use internal reserves to fund
the purchase price and acquisition costs, and intends to reimburse its reserves from a future
bond issuance. Mr. Ickes indicated that they have a base budget for the McCall property of
$55,535 which is and has been the lease payment for several years. The Land Board increased
the lease rate to up to $250,000 at which time the University discussed purchasing the property
instead of leasing it. They estimate going forward that $350,000 will be needed to do the debt
service, and in the ensuing 18 months, they will receive monetary gifts and naming opportunities
for this property to reduce the debt service and bonding. Mr. Terrell asked for an estimate of
future gifts and if there is an interest in the naming of this property. Mr. Ickes indicated there is
an expression of interest, but nothing specific at this time. He added that they are prepared to
go forward in 18 months even if no gifts are received toward this opportunity and pay the full
debt service.

Board President Edmunds asked a few questions about the acquisition regarding the appraisal
value of the property, a third party involvement and title insurance. Mr. Nelson responded to the
guestions, summarizing the details of the appraisal by the Department of Lands as part of the
exchange transaction, the third party involvement in the purchase, and that the title insurance is
a safeguard in the transaction despite the fact that the transaction is with another state entity.

There was further discussion on the appraisal of the property. The University’s legal counsel,
Kent Nelson, responded by providing additional history on this item and that in the University’s
opinion it is a solid appraisal and the University stands behind it.

PLANNING, POLICY AND GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS

1. Pending Rule Docket 08-0110-1201 — Work Study Program

BOARD ACTION

M/S (Soltman/Terrell): To approve the Pending Rule with changes, Docket 08-0110-1201
as submitted. A roll call vote was taken and the motion carried unanimously.

2. Pending Rule Docket 08-0111-1201 — Proprietary School and Postsecondary Education
Institution Regqistration
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BOARD ACTION

M/S (Soltman/Atchley): To approve Pending Rule Docket 08-0111-1201 as submitted. A
roll call vote was taken and the motion carried unanimously.

3. Pending Rule Docket 08-0114-1201 — Rural Physician Incentive Fund

BOARD ACTION

M/S (Soltman/Terrell): To approve Pending Rule Docket 08-1114-1201 — Idaho Rural
Physician Incentive Program. A roll call vote was taken and the motion carried unanimously.

Mr. Lewis asked if the rules that went to the Department of Health and Welfare were the same
as the rules that were in place. Ms. Bent from the State Board office indicated the Department
of Health and Welfare worked closely with Board staff and incorporated the requirements that
were in Board rules into their legislation last year. The majority of the requirements are now
part of Idaho Code.

4. Pending Rule Docket 08-0202-1206 — Alternate Route to Certification

BOARD ACTION

M/S (Soltman/Goesling): To approve Pending Rule with changes Docket 08-0202-1206 —
Rules Governing Uniformity as submitted and in compliance with federal regulation. A
roll call vote was taken and the motion failed five to three. Mr. Lewis, Mr. Luna, Mr. Terrell, Mr.
Edmunds and Dr. Goesling voted nay on the motion.

M/S (Terrell/Luna): To return this motion back to committee to bring it back to the floor
on a day set forth before the Friday deadline with amendments. A roll call vote was taken
and the motion carried seven to one. Mr. Westerberg voted nay on the motion. It was agreed
by all Board members to reconvene for a special meeting on Tuesday, November 20, 2012, at
2:00 p.m. MST to bring this item back to the floor.

Mr. Soltman introduced the item and indicated that for the second reading of this rule, there
were some changes requested during the comment period to further clarify what extenuating
circumstances would be acceptable for receiving a waiver under subsection 045.04. Otherwise,
there were no comments or additional changes to the rule.

Mr. Lewis asked for further explanation on the deletions associated with the limited approval
alternatives. Ms. Bent responded that the deletion was due to the expiration of that section. Mr.
Lewis asked about the terms of the requirements necessary for a content specialist and para
educator. He pointed out certain details in the previous rule and asked if the requirements were
adequate for content specialists, and additionally what our requirement is for teachers in general
if they are not required to hold at least an associate’s degree and be required to fulfill certain
requirements after that. Ms. Bent responded this rule was promulgated through the Board
office and staff worked closely with the Professional Standards Commission and State
Department of Education staff Christina Linder on the language of the rule. The issues they
were trying to address with these changes were for better alignment with the federal
requirements for para professionals and to address timeline restrictions related to mentoring.

BOARDWORK 24



Boardwork December 12-13, 2012

Ms. Bent indicated they can approve the pending rule without the language in subsection 01.
There was discussion around holding a special meeting for this item before November 23", Mr.
Lewis indicated there may still be a problem with the para educator portion even with that
language deleted.

At this time during the meeting, Ms. Linder's comments were necessary to provide additional
information. Unanimous consent was granted to postpone the item and proceed with the
remainder of the agenda and return to the item at a time when Ms. Linder was able to
participate in the meeting via phone.

Ms. Atchley made some additional comments regarding teacher certifications and that a
bachelor’'s degree is required, but not in a specific area of content. Mr. Lewis expressed
concern that a bachelor’s degree is not required for a content specialist or para educator with
the proposed amendments.

Ms. Linder provided clarification that the addition of a bachelor’s degree or its equivalent is
because the federal requirement for an alternate route. She commented that often student
teachers have in essence everything up to the point of a bachelor’s degree with the exception of
completion of student teaching hours. Districts would like to hire those student teachers, but
technically they do not have the actual degree in hand. The intention for this rule was to allow
for the equivalent of a bachelor’s degree in those cases where content knowledge exists.

Mr. Lewis suggested including the specific items or circumstances in the rule. Mr. Luna
reiterated that the language in this rule is for compliance with federal law which is clear about a
bachelor's degree and content knowledge. He also added that Department and Board staff
walked this rule through the Professional Standards Commission. Ms. Linder insisted that they
cannot have an alternate route for para educators because an alternate route has to have a
bachelor’s degree. With the federal requirements, they cannot legally do it without striking the
language.

After extensive discussion, the Board requested that Board staff revise the proposed rule to
clarify the requirement that candidates for certification must hold a Bachelor’s degree or credit
equivalent per review by the State Department of Education in accordance with specific federal
regulations.

Ms. Bent suggested adding the language “in accordance with federal regulations” to the motion.
There were no objections to the addition, however the motion failed. Mr. Terrell expressed
confusion and concern about the changes being made to this rule. He recommended taking the
motion off the table and returning to the item in a special board meeting later this week.

5. Pending Rule Docket 08-0203-1201 — Home Schooled Student Recognition

BOARD ACTION

M/S (Soltman/Goesling): To approve Pending Rule Docket 08-0203-1201 as submitted. A
roll call vote was taken and the motion carried unanimously.

Mr. Lewis asked if the money received for financial aid for home schooled students is retained
by the local school. Ms. Bent responded that this rule applies to the student’s financial aid and if
a school does not recognize a home schooled student as having received a secondary
education then they are not eligible for federal financial aid that the student receives at the
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postsecondary level. Mr. Lewis wanted to ensure what is being adopted doesn’t have
unexpected consequences by imposing a requirement on home schooled students that was
inadvertent. Ms. Bent indicated that language is quoted directly from what is in statute. Mr.
Luna added the language has been in place for some time and has worked without problem
thus far. Mr. Lewis recommended examining the language in statute in the future.

Ms. Atchley asked for clarification on staff comments in the agenda materials about home
schooled students being “forced to pass the GED exam, thereby dismissing the secondary
education they had received.” Ms. Bent responded that the post secondary institutions’
immediate response to the change in federal requirements was to require home schooled
students to take the GED exam. Parents disagreed with the requirement, expressing that it
discounted the education home schooled students receive. Mr. Lewis asked about the level of
education achieved coming out of a home schooled environment. Ms. Bent responded that
currently the language in statute and now in rule recognizes a home school education, but there
aren’t any requirements other than they be taught subjects commonly and usually taught in
public schools. Mr. Luna followed up by stating there are no requirements in place for parents
of home schooled students to evaluate educational outcomes. Only when the child goes on to
pursue postsecondary education are requirements imposed by an institution to demonstrate the
student has a certain knowledge and skill base — such as the GED exam or other assessments.

Mr. Lewis indicated it would be useful to know what our institutions require for home schooled
students. Dr. Rush from the Board office responded that the institutions do require entrance
examinations for all students such as the ACT or the SAT. Ms. Bent added that for home
schooled students, an additional placement test is required as well. Mr. Lewis requested based
on discussion that there be further review by the Department on this item. Dr. Goesling also
asked for the requirements each institution places on home schooled students be included.

6. Pending Rule Docket 08-0204-1201 — Charter Schools

BOARD ACTION

M/S (Soltman/Terrell): To approve Pending Rule Docket 08-0204-1201 as submitted. A roll
call vote was taken and the motion carried unanimously.

7. Pending Rule Docket 08-0301-1201 — Public Charter School Commission

BOARD ACTION

M/S (Soltman/Atchley): To approve the amendment of Temporary and Pending Rule with
changes Docket 08-0301-1201 as submitted. A roll call vote was taken and the motion
carried unanimously.

8. Pending Rule Docket 47-0101-1201 — Division of Vocational Rehabilitation

BOARD ACTION

M/S (Soltman/Terrell): To approve the Division of Vocational Rehabilitations Field Service
Manual as submitted and incorporate it by reference into IDAPA 47.01.01. A roll call vote
was taken and the motion carried unanimously.

AND
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M/S (Soltman/Atchley): To approve Pending rule with changes Docket 47-0101-1201 as
submitted, effective July 1, 2013. A roll call vote was taken and the motion carried
unanimously.

At this time, the meeting returned to item #4 on the PPGA agenda.

STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

1. Pending Rule Docket 08-0202-1201 — Endorsements, Health, Physical Education, Special
Education Director, and Generalist

BOARD ACTION

M/S (Luna/Goesling): To approve Pending Rule — Docket No. 08-0202-1201 with changes
to IDAPA 08.02.02.023, .024, and .028, Rules Governing Uniformity as submitted. A roll
call vote was taken and the motion carried unanimously.

Mr. Luna introduced the item and indicated the only changes to Docket No. 08-0202-1201
between the proposed and pending stages was the removal of language added to IDAPA
08.02.03 subsection 026.03 during the proposed stage. These changes were made based on
public input.

2. Pending Rule Docket 08-0202-1202 — Mathematical Thinking for Instruction Waiver

BOARD ACTION

M/S (Luna/Terrell): To approve Pending Rule — Docket No. 08-0202-1202 as submitted. A
roll call vote was taken and the motion carried unanimously.

Mr. Luna indicated the proposed rule ensures that state resources that go toward the cost of the
Mathematical Thinking for Instruction (MTI) course go toward teachers that are currently
teaching in an Idaho school.

3. Pending Rule Docket 08-0202-1203 — Certification Standards, Teacher Leader

BOARD ACTION

M/S (Luna/Goesling): To approve Pending Rule — Docket No. 08-0202-1203 as submitted.
A roll call vote was taken and the motion carried unanimously.

Mr. Luna indicated no public comments were received for this pending rule during the public
comment period. As a result, the rule should be approved as originally proposed.

4. Pending Rule Docket 08-0202-1204 — Endorsements, Literacy, Consulting Teacher

BOARD ACTION
M/S (Luna/Goesling): To approve Pending Rule — Docket No. 08-0202-1204 with changes

to Idaho Administrative Code IDAPA 08.02.02.007, .016, .021, .022, .023, .024, and .029,
Rules Governing Uniformity as submitted. A roll call vote was taken and the motion carried
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unanimously.

No public comments were received for sections .021, 022, .023, .024, and .029 during the public
comment period. As a result, they are being submitted as originally proposed.

5. Pending Rule Docket 08-0203-1202 — Relationship Abuse and Sexual Assault Prevention

BOARD ACTION

M/S (Luna/Goesling): To approve Pending Rule — Docket No. 08-0203-1202 as submitted.
A roll call vote was taken and the motion carried unanimously.

Mr. Luna indicated this rule will help to ensure that Idaho public schools provide and support a
safe environment conducive to learning that promotes healthy relationship skills and
opportunities for Idaho students and addresses the growing problem of adolescent relationship
abuse and sexual assault in Idaho schools.

6. Pending Rule Docket 08-0203-1203 — High School Graduation Requirements

BOARD ACTION

M/S (Luna/Terrell): To approve Pending Rule with changes — Docket No. 08-0203-1203 as
submitted in Attachment 2. A roll call vote was taken and the motion passed seven to one.
Ms. Atchley voted nay on the motion.

Mr. Luna introduced the rule and provided some background comments, stating that the
language requiring two on-line credits has been removed in response to the failure of
Proposition 3. Mr. Soltman asked for clarification on the action being taken on the waiver of the
math requirement. Mr. Luna indicated it would be the same as in February where the school
districts were given the waiver and local districts would be allowed to waive the third year of
math for seniors who have demonstrated a high level of math proficiency. There was further
discussion around the math requirements. Ms. Bent clarified both voting options leave the math
requirements in place. It was also clarified that the rule did not allow local school boards to
waive Board rule, but that it set a minimum standard students must meet to be exempt from the
math requirement during their last year of high school.

Moving on to discuss the on-line learning requirements, Mr. Edmunds asked whether they
should be kept in place as part of the high school graduation requirements. Mr. Luna
responded that that the reform package originally included a graduation requirement in the law
itself. Mr. Soltman commented the issue arose of opposition to the law itself. Dr. Goesling
commented that during the hearing process, stakeholders agreed that there should be some
sort of technology requirement, but the type and number of credits were in question. Mr. Lewis
encouraged the Board to continue to look at the topic of on-line learning as an important part of
student preparation for postsecondary education. Dr. Goesling added that while visiting Salmon
River High School, he had received feedback from junior and senior students and teachers that
they agreed it was critical to have their education actively involved in technology.

Mr. Westerberg expressed concern on how the waiver is granted for math and noted this for the
record that the process of granting the waiver needs improvement. Ms. Willits from the
Department provided background on how the math waiver portion arrived at where it is today,
commenting that they are bringing forward what the Board had approved in June. Mr. Luna
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reminded the Board of the importance of setting high school graduation requirements that
provide essential skills and knowledge for students to be ready for postsecondary education and
one of those critical skills is knowing how to learn in an on-line environment. There was
additional feedback from Board members on this item in support of on-line learning. Mr. Lewis
reiterated that as the Board discusses future education reform, there is a great need to look
closely at the levels of math that are required for high school students because currently the
highest level of math required is geometry.

7. Pending Rule Docket 08-0203-1204 — Curricular Material Approval

BOARD ACTION

M/S (Luna/Goesling): To approve Pending and amend Temporary Rule — Docket No. 08-
0203-1204 with changes to IDAPA 08.02.03.128 as submitted. A roll call vote was taken and
the motion carried unanimously.

Mr. Luna reported that there were no comments during the comment period and that the rule
authorizes the Board to determine the process by which the Department reviews and approves
on-line courses. In response to the failure of Proposition 3 the language pertaining to on-line
course approval is being stricken. There was one change to the rule regarding committee
appointments to limit the number to no more than three from a given stakeholder.

8. Pending Rule Docket 08-0203-1205 — WIDA Standards

BOARD ACTION

M/S (Luna/Terrell): To approve Pending Rule — Docket No. 08-0203-1205 as submitted. A
roll call vote was taken and the motion carried unanimously.

Mr. Luna indicated this rule is for the adoption of the 2012 World Class Instruction Design and
Assessment (WIDA) standards which come at no cost to the state. The Idaho Department of
Education has entered into a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with WIDA for licensing
and use of the standards. Currently Idaho funds professional development for standards
implementation within the districts in the state. This cost for professional development will
continue at the same rate and no additional expenses will be incurred.

9. Pending Rule Docket 08-0203-1206 — Definition of Professional Development

BOARD ACTION

M/S (Luna/): | move to approve Pending Rule — Docket No. 08-0203-1206 with changes as
submitted. A roll call vote was taken and the motion carried unanimously.

Mr. Luna clarified that the definition in the proposed rule was crafted in order to define a holistic
approach to professional development that is well planned and administered to develop and
promote effective instructional practices. He indicated no comments received relevant to the
remaining portion of this rule. In response to the rejection of Proposition 3, the definition of
“one-to-one mobile computing program” has been stricken.
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10. Rescission and/or Vacation of rules — Docket 08-0201-1201, Fractional ADA and Docket 08-
0202-1205, Teacher and Principal Evaluations

BOARD ACTION

M/S (Lunal/Terrell): To rescind the Temporary and Vacate the Proposed Rule — Docket No.
08-0201-1201. A roll call vote was taken and the motion carried unanimously.

AND

M/S (Luna/Atchley): To vacate the Proposed Rule — Docket No. 08-0202-1205. A roll call
vote was taken and the motion carried unanimously.

Mr. Luna indicated the temporary rule should be rescinded and that vacating the proposed
Docket 08-0201-1201 will make the temporary rule null and void and eliminate the proposed
rule.

OTHER BUSINESS

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

M/S (Terrell/Luna): To adjourn at 12.13 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
giaigioane - STATE BOARD FOR PROFESSIONAL-TECHNICAL EDUCATION

BOARI of FIBUCATION

DRAFT MINUTES
STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION
November 20, 2012
Special Board Meeting
Boise, ID

A special meeting of the State Board of Education was held November 20, 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 Ken Edmunds presided and called the meeting to
order at 2:00 p.m. MST. A roll call of members was taken for the meeting.

Present:

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

Milford Terrell

Absent:
Richard Westerberg

PLANNING, POLICY AND GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS

4. Pending Rule Docket 08-0202-1206 — Alternate Route to Certification

BOARD ACTION

M/S (Soltman/Atchley): To approve Pending Rule with changes Docket 08-0202-1206 —
Rules Governing Uniformity as submitted. A roll call vote was taken and the motion carried
unanimously.

Mr. Terrell and Mr. Lewis expressed that they are satisfied with the redrafting of this rule.

Ms. Atchley asked with regard to the on-line program why there was a background check
requirement inserted into the language to requirements for completion. Ms. Bent from the
Board office responded that the language has actually been in place since 2005 and has not
been amended. She added that there is another section that says all personnel who have
unsupervised contact with students are required to have a criminal background check and the
language Ms. Atchley referred to was a redundancy oversight. It will be noted for future
changes in this section that it may be removed from the on-line program requirement since the
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language is contained in another section of the rule. Ms. Atchley requested no additional
information.

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

M/S (Terrell/Atchley): To adjourn at 2:07 p.m. MST. The motion carried unanimously.
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PLANNING, POLICY AND GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS
DECEMBER 12, 2012

SUBJECT
Idaho State Board of Education 2013-2017 Strategic Plan
REFERENCE

March 2008 Board reviewed initial Strategic Plan proposal

April 2008 Board approved the 2009-2013 Strategic Plan
and Planning Calendar

January 2009 Board provided input on need for further in-
depth planning

February 2009 Board approved 2010-2014 Strategic Plan

November 2009 Board met to develop 2011-2015 Strategic
Plan

December 2009 Board discussion on strategic plan direction

February 2010 Board approved Goals and Objectives for
2011-2015 Strategic Plan

April 2010 Board postponed strategic plan approval to
June 2010 meeting

June 2010 Board approved 2011-2015 State Board of
Education Strategic Plan

December 2010 Board approved 2011-2015 State Board of
Education Strategic Plan

December 2011 Board approved 2012-2016 State Board of

Education Strategic Plan

APPLICABLE STATUTE, RULE, OR POLICY
Idaho State Board of Education Governing Policies & Procedures, Section |.M.1.
Section 67-1903, Idaho Code.

BACKGROUND/ DISCUSSION

The Board’s strategic plan is used to define the vision and mission of ldaho’s K-
20 educational system. The strategic plan is used to guide future growth and
development, and establish priorities for resource distribution. Strategic planning
provides a mechanism for continual review to ensure excellence in education
throughout the state. The strategic plan not only defines the Board’s purpose,
but establishes realistic goals and objectives that are consistent with its
governing ideals, and communicates those goals and objectives to the agencies
and institutions under the Board, the public, and other stakeholder groups.

According to the Board’s master planning calendar, the Board is scheduled to
review and approve its strategic plan annually in December. The institutions and
agencies then use the Board’s approved strategic plan to inform their annual
updates to their own strategic plans. The agencies and institutions bring their
strategic plans forward for approval in April of each year with an option for final
approval in June.

At the October 2012 Regular Board meeting the Board had an opportunity to
review performance measure and discuss potential changes in performance
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measure and benchmarks for the December 2012 approval of the updated
strategic plan. During the October meeting Board members had requested some
amendments to the performance measures contained with the Boards strategic
plan, those changes have been incorporated into the attached document.

IMPACT
Once approved, the institutions and agencies under the Board can align their
strategic plans to the Board’s strategic plan. The Board will use the strategic plan
to prioritize its direction for education in ldaho. It will also use the plan to
determine how progress will be measured in meeting the goals of the plan. By
focusing on critical priorities, Board staff, institutions and agencies can direct
limited resources to maximum effect. Institutions and agencies will then submit
their strategic plans for initial input and approval at the April 2012 Board meeting.

ATTACHMENTS
Attachment 1 — 2013-2017 Idaho State Board Education Strategic Plan Page 3
Attachment 2 — Performance Measure Report Page 8

STAFF COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
There have been minor wording changes to a couple of the performance
measures to further define the data being collected in addition to the changes
requested by Board members at the October 2012 Board meeting. Additionally
the two statewide Performance Based Funding Measures have been
incorporated into the strategic plan. Additional work will be required over the
next year to determine a statewide benchmark for these two measures.

In addition to the broader statewide strategic plan for Education, the Board also
has a Higher Education Research Strategic Plan and staff are working with a
group of stakeholders to develop a statewide plan for Science, Technology,
Engineering, and Math (STEM) education. The research strategic plan will be
updated and presented to the Board for approval at this meeting. The STEM
Education strategic plan is scheduled to be brought forward at the February
Board meeting for consideration by the Board. These two more specific plans
allow for more detail in their respective emphasis areas and will be in alignment
with the Board’s broader statewide K-20 education strategic plan. The Complete
College Idaho plan approved by the Board is in alignment with and
operationalizes the Board’s Strategic Plan.

Board staff recommends approval.

BOARD ACTION
| 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 and benchmarks as necessary.

Moved by Seconded by Carried Yes No
PPGA TAB A Page 2




PLANNING, POLICY AND GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS
DECEMBER 12, 2012

IDAHO STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION s
2013-2017 J)
Strategic Plan

An Idaho Education: High Potential — High Achievement

Iﬂ.h .!] “'
Foard of Eiducation

VISION

The State Board of Education envisions an accessible, seamless public education
system that results in a highly educated citizenry.

MISSION

To provide leadership, set policy, and advocate for transforming Idaho’s educational
system to improve each Idaho citizen’'s quality of life and enhance global
competitiveness.

AUTHORITY AND SCOPE:

The Idaho Constitution provides that the general supervision of the state educational
institutions and public school system of the State of Idaho shall be vested in a state
board of education. Pursuant to Idaho Code, the State Board of Education is charged to
provide for the general supervision, governance and control of all state educational
institutions, and for the general supervision, governance and control of the public school
systems, including public community colleges.

State Board of Education Governed
Agencies and Institutions:

Educational Institutions Agencies
Idaho Public School System Office of the State Board of Education
Idaho State University Division of Professional-Technical Education
University of ldaho Division of Vocational Rehabilitation
Boise State University Idaho Public Broadcasting System
Lewis-Clark State College State Department of Education

Eastern Idaho Technical College

College of Southern Idaho*

North Idaho College*

College of Western Idaho*

*Have separate, locally elected oversight boards
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GOAL 1: AWELL EDUCATED CITIZENRY
The educational system will provide opportunities for individual advancement.

Objective _A: Access - Set policy and advocate for increasing access for
individuals of all ages, abilities, and economic means to Idaho’s P-20 educational
system.

Performance Measures:

e Annual number of state funded scholarships awarded and total dollar amount.
Benchmark: 20,000, $16M

e Amount of need-based aid per student.
Benchmark: undergraduate FTE WICHE Average

e Postsecondary student enrollment by race/ethnicity/gender as compared against
population.
Benchmark: 85,000 students for White & White, non-Hispanic; 30,000 students
for all other race/ethnicities.

e Percentage of Idaho graduates (secondary) meeting placement test college
readiness benchmarks.
Benchmark: SAT —60%

ACT - 60%

Objective B: Higher Level of Educational Attainment — Increase the educational
attainment of all Idahoans through participation and retention in Idaho’s educational
system.

Performance Measures:
e High School Graduation rate as defined in the Accountability Workbook.
Benchmark: 95%
e Percent of ldaho public high school graduates who enroll in an Idaho public
postsecondary institution within 12 months of graduation
Benchmark: 60%
e Percent of Idahoans (ages 25-34) who have a college degree or certificate of one
academic year or more.
Benchmark: 60% by 2020
e Number of postsecondary unduplicated students receiving awards (AA, BA, MA
PhD, professional) during the academic year (Summer-Fall-Spring)(PBFM).
Benchmark: TBD (2yr institutions/4yr institutions)
e Percentage of high school students enrolled in advanced opportunities.
Benchmark: 30%
e Percent of high school students enrolled and number of credits earned in Dual
Credit (tied to HS enroliment, based on trend):
o0 Dual credit
Benchmark: 25% students per year
Benchmark: 75,000 credits per year
o Tech prep
Benchmark: 27% students per year
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Percent of high school students taking Advanced Placement (AP) exams and
number of exams taken each year.

Benchmark: 10% students per year

Benchmark: 10,000 exams taken per year

Percentage of first-year full-time freshmen returning for second year.

2-year Institution Benchmark: 60%

4-year Institution Benchmark: 70%

Objective C: Adult learner Re-Integration — Improve the processes and increase
the options for re-integration of adult learners into the education system.

Performance Measures:

Number of Bridge programs.

Benchmark: 7

Number of adults enrolled in upgrade and customized training (including
statewide fire and emergency services training programs).

Benchmark: 52,500

Percentage of first-year part-time freshmen returning for second year.

2-year Institution Benchmark: 50%

4-year Institution Benchmark: 50%

Objective D: Transition — Improve the ability of the educational system to meet
educational needs and allow students to efficiently and effectively transition into the
workforce.

Performance Measures:

Number of degrees conferred in STEM fields (CCA/IPEDS Definition of STEM
fields).

Benchmark: 2,177 degrees

Number of University of Utah Medical School graduates who are residents in one
of ldaho’s graduate medical education programs.

Benchmark: 8 graduates at any one time

Percentage of Boise Family Medicine Residency graduates practicing in Idaho.
Benchmark: 60%

Percentage of Psychiatry Residency Program graduates practicing in Idaho.
Benchmark: 50%

GOAL 2: CRITICAL THINKING AND INNOVATION

The educational system will provide an environment for the development of new ideas,
and practical and theoretical knowledge to foster the development of individuals who
are entrepreneurial, broadminded, think critically, and are creative.

Objective A: Critical Thinking — Increase research and development of new ideas
into solutions that benefit society.

PPGA
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Performance Measures:
¢ Institution expenditures from competitive Federally funded grants
Benchmark: $112M

¢ Institution expenditures from competitive industry funded grants
Benchmark: $7.2M

e Number of sponsored projects involving the private sector.
Benchmark: 10% increase

e Total amount of research expenditures
Benchmark: 20%increase

Objective B: Innovation and Creativity — Educate students who will contribute
creative and innovative ideas to enhance society.

Performance Measures:
e Percentage of students participating in internships and undergraduate research
Benchmark: 30%
Percentage of student who performed at or above the NAEP proficient levels in
math and science.
Benchmark: Science - 50%
Math — 50%

Objective C: Quality Instruction — Increase student performance through the
recruitment and retention of a diverse and highly qualified workforce of teachers,
faculty, and staff.

Performance Measures:

e Percent of student meeting proficient or advance placement on the Idaho
Standards Achievement Test, broken out by section.
Benchmark: 100% for both 5" and 10™ Grade students, broken out by subject
area (Reading, Language Arts, Mathematics, Science)

e Average composite college placement score of graduating secondary students.
Benchmark: ACT - 24.0

SAT - TBD

e Percent of elementary and secondary schools meeting adequate yearly progress
(AYP) in each of Reading, Mathematics, and Language subject areas.
Benchmark: 100%

e Percentage of first-time students from public institution teacher training programs
that pass the Praxis Il
Benchmark: 90%

GOAL 3: Effective and Efficient Delivery Systems — Ensure educational resources
are used efficiently.

Objective A: Cost Effective and Fiscally Prudent — Increased productivity and
cost-effectiveness.
Performance Measures:
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e Cost per successfully completed weighted student credit hour (PBFM)
Benchmark: TBD
e Average number of credits earned at completion of a degree program.
Benchmark: Associates - 80
Transfer Students: TBD
Benchmark: Bachelors — 136
Transfer Student: TBD
e Percent of postsecondary first time freshmen who graduated from an Idaho high
school in the previous year requiring remedial education in math and language
arts.
Benchmark: 2 year — less than 55%
Benchmark: 4 year — less than 20%
¢ Institutional reserves comparable to best practice.
Benchmark: A minimum target reserve of 5% of operating expenditures.

Objective B: Data-informed Decision Making - Increase the quality,
thoroughness, and accessibility of data for informed decision-making and
continuous improvement of Idaho’s educational system.

Performance Measures:
o Develop P-20 to workforce longitudinal data system with the ability to access

timely and relevant data.

Benchmark: Completed by 2015.
Phase Two completed by June 30, 2013
Phase Three completed by June 30, 2014
Phase Four completed by June 30, 2015

e Implementation of Data Quality Campaign “Actions Met” items.
Benchmark: Operationalized 100% by 2015

Objective C: Administrative Efficiencies — Create cross institutional
collaboration designed to consolidate services and reduce costs in non-competitive
business processes.

Performance Measures:

¢ Number of sponsored proposals submitted by an Idaho University that involved
a subaward with another Idaho institution of higher education
Benchmark: 10% Increase

e Number of sponsored projects awarded to an Idaho University that involved a
subaward with another Idaho institution of higher education
Benchmark: 10% Increase
Amount of ongoing state funding received annually at each university to support
CAES activities (broken out by funding sources)
Benchmark: 10% Increase
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2016 Benchmark Calculation Formula (or Element
Goal/Objective Performance Measure Benchmark  Perspective 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 Definition)

Goal 1: A Well Educated Citizenry

$8.3M above
2010; a 492%
increase when
the trend is

Goal 1, Objective A: Access. $10,000,000 decreasing $2,635,400 $2,488,700 $1,687,600

$1,923,700 $1,777,000 $976,000

$611,700 $611,700 $611,700

$100,000 $100,000 $99,900

9,122 In following years (2011) this measure needs to be
scholarships in sync with the "Dollar Amount of state-funded
more than 2009; scholarships" measure, so that $$$'s per
20,000 an 84% increase 9,089 10,878 10,956 scholarship meets policy, statute, etc.

$8.0M more
scholarship
dollars than
2009, which is
Annual total dollar amount of merit & need based state-funded double the dollar
scholarships awarded. $16,000,000 amount  $8,816,132 $9,610,456 $7,439,092 $5,934,857
Defined as estimated need-based state grant dollars
Amount of need-based aid per undergraduate student. $489  WICHE Average $51 $46 per FTE enroliment, restricted to undergraduates.
TBD
Total Postsecondary student enrollment by race/ethnicity for
White/White, non-Hispanic. 65,000 67.927 66,862
Total Postsecondary student enrollment by race/ethnicity for
all other race/ethnicities. 21,000

17,968 22,448
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Per the Idaho Accountability Workbook...the graduation
rate = the # of high school completers at year t divided
(by the # of grade 12 dropouts at year t, + the # of
grade 11 dropouts at year t-1, + the # of grad 10
dropouts at year t-2, + the # of grade 9 dropouts at
year t-3). The graduation rate is the proportion of
students who begin in ninth grade and go on to complete
twelfth grade with a diploma. A General Education
Development (GED) certificate does not count toward a
district's graduation rate.

Goal 1, Objective B: Higher Level of  High School graduation rate as defined in the Accountability which is 0.30%
Educational Attainment Workbook. 90.00% above 2008 89.70% 91.69% 92.40%

Numerator is taken off the remediation data
submissions that Scott G aggregates into a
statewide summary by high school & institution.
Denominator is take from the SDE website,
specifically their annual enrollment summary data.

which is 14.30%

60.00% above 2006 30.36% 30.09% 29.54%

This percentage is a 3-year rolling average
calculated by the Census Bureau for each category
(Associate's, Bachelor's, Graduate/Professional).
These categories were then summed for this
percentage. For example the 34.8% for 2008 is a
sum of the 2006-2008 averages from the categories
above estimated from 2006, 2007, & 2008.

Percent of Idahoans (ages 25 to 34) who have a college degree which is 7.20%
or [at least a 1 year] certificate. 60% by 2020  more than 2008 34.10% 31.44% 31.18%

These %ages were created using the numerator &
denominator from the data sources for 10th, 11th,

25.0% 7.3% 10.0% 12.0% & 12th grade students.

# of dual credit course credits earned by 10th, 11th,

PPGA

Percent of high school students enrolled in tech prep courses.

Percent of students taking AP exams.

which is 136,839
credits more
than 2010; a

180,000 317% increase 30,565 35,862

27.0% 15.6%

10.0% 6.3%

21.1%

7.0%

& 12th grade students enrolled in tech prep
courses. This benchmark was determined by
multiplying the # of students by 12 to get at the # of
credits per year.

These %ages were created using the numerator &
denominator from the data sources for 10th, 11th,
& 12th grade students.

These %ages were created using the numerator &
denominator from the data sources for 10th, 11th,
& 12th grade students.
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Number of AP exams.

Percentage of full-time/part-time first-year freshmen at 4-Year
Institutions returning for second year.

Percentage of full-time/part-time first-year freshmen at 2-year
Institutions returning for second year.

Number of Bridge Programs.

Number of adults enrolled in upgraded or customized training
(including statewide fire & emergency services training
programs.

Number of degrees conferred in STEM fields.

Number of University of Utah Medical School graduates.

Parentage of Boise Family Medicine Residency Graduates
Training/Practicing in Idaho.

which is 2,160

more AP Exams

than in 2009; a
9,000 32% increase

which is 4.60%

6,319

70.00% above than 2008 60%/36%

which is 3.80%

60.00% above 2008 43%/29%
6
52,500 50,154
which is 545

more degrees
than 2008; which
2,177 is a 33% increase

See note &
comment to the
g farright.

See note &
comment to the
60% far right.

1,650

32

75%

6,840

64%/34%

39%/34%

51,555

1,648

32

56%

7,897

66%/46%

53%/38%

50,532

1,714

32

56%

8,584 9,193
67%/40%
58%/42%
5 (plus 1
funded by
4 JKAF)
51,260 47,803
1,945
32 32
55%

# of AP exams taken by the # of students above.

Students may take more than one exam per year.
This benchmark was created by compounding the
'09 performance by 4.2% out to 2015 & rounding.

Retention rates are calculated by dividing the
number of full-time (or part-time) students
attending in the fall semester by the number of
those same students that return the following fall
semester. In other words, the rate is the percent of
students who enrolled in the fall that returned the
following fall.

Retention rates are calculated by dividing the
number of full-time (or part-time) students
attending in the fall semester by the number of
those same students that return the following fall
semester. In other words, the rate is the percent of
students who enrolled in the fall that returned the
following fall.

merely a count by PTE

Sum of "# of Adults Enrolled in Upgrade &
Customized Training" and # of Adults Enrolled in
Statewide Fire and Emergency Services Training
Programs" found in PTE Agency Profile. These are
"Short-Term Training Enrollments"

Merely a count of STEM degrees as reported from
IPEDS and categorized CIP codes. STEM fields were
defined by the Complete College America
Organization & updated here in March 2011 (
http://www.completecollege.org/path_forward/co
mmonmetrics/ ).

Head count

# of residency graduates training/practicing in Idaho

54% divided by # of residency graduates in the program.
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Percent of Psychiatry Residency Program graduates practicing
in Idaho.

Number of Students Enrolled in WICHE Programs

Goal 2: Critical Thinking & Innovation

Goal 2, Objective A: Critical Thinking,

Innovation & Creativity.

Goal 2, Objective B: Innovation &
Creativity.

Goal 2, Objective C: Quality
Instruction.

PPGA

Institution funding from competitive Federally funded grants.

Institution funding from competitive industry funded grants.

Percent of students scoring in the proficient or advance ranges
on the Idaho Standards Achievement Test - 10th Grade
Reading.

Percent of students scoring in the proficient or advance ranges
on the Idaho Standards Achievement Test - 10th Grade Math.

DECEMBER 12, 2012

See note &
comment to the

50% far right. 100% (2) 0%

which is $18.5M
more than 2009;
which is a 20%

$112,000,000 increase  $76,490,071  $93,537,598

which is $1.8M
more than 2009;
which is a 20%

$7,200,000 increase  $6,226,448 $6,016,139

5.57%, only
BSU and U of
linterns
counted, no
research

30.00% students

N/A due to
many (but not
all) of these
students
"banking" their
scores...not
accurate
comparison, per
100.00% Scott Cook.

16% above 2009 85.70%

N/A due to
many (but not
all) of these
students
"banking" their
scores...not
accurate
comparison, per
100.00% Scott Cook.

30% above 2009 76.60%

50% (1) 50% (1) Head count

$122,966,139 $112,458,680
$10,589,050 $3,955,569

Head count

The amounts here are taken directly off of the
Research Activity Reports. The only exception is
adding the U of | Land Grant Federal appropriations
into their Federal research amounts here. These
amounts include CAES funds - per Matt's discussion
with IR folks. This benchmark was created by
increasing the latest amount by 20% &
rounded...per Mike.

The amounts here are taken directly off of the
Research Activity Reports. The only exception is
adding the U of | Land Grant Federal appropriations
into their Federal research amounts here. These
amounts include CAES funds - per Matt's discussion
with IR folks. This benchmark was created by
increasing the latest amount by 20% &
rounded...per Mike.

5.89%, only

BSU and U

of linterns Sum of # of undergraduate internships &
counted, no undergraduate participating in research divided by
research the BSU, ISU, and U of | undergraduate enrollment

students 7.93% total

86.40% 87.20% As calculated for the ISAT.

76.80% 78.50% As calculated for the ISAT.
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Percent of students scoring in the proficient or advance ranges
on the Idaho Standards Achievement Test - 10th Grade
Language.

Percent of students scoring in the proficient or advance ranges
on the Idaho Standards Achievement Test - 10th Grade
Science.

Percent of students scoring in the proficient or advance ranges

on the Idaho Standards Achievement Test - 5th Grade Reading.

Percent of students scoring in the proficient or advance ranges
on the Idaho Standards Achievement Test - 5th Grade Math.

Percent of students scoring in the proficient or advance ranges
on the Idaho Standards Achievement Test - 5th Grade
Language.

Percent of students scoring in the proficient or advance ranges
on the Idaho Standards Achievement Test - 5th Grade Science.

Average composite ACT score.

DECEMBER 12, 2012

35.60% above
100.00% 2009

31.10% above
100.00% 2009

13.60% above
100.00% 2009

22.10% above
100.00% 2009

22.80% above
100.00% 2009

33.60% above
100.00% 2009

2.4 points above

2009; an 11%

increase when a

0.5% increase is

24.0 the norm

Benchmark is the
1,550 College Board's

which is 11.85%
100.00% more than 2009

68.80%

66.90%

84.30%

78.00%

74.20%

60.10%

215

1,580

84.57%

N/A due to
many (but not
all) of these
students
"banking" their
scores...not
accurate
comparison, per
Scott Cook. 71.50% 72.60%

N/A due to
many (but not
all) of these
students
"banking" their
scores...not
accurate
comparison, per
Scott Cook. 67.90% 69.30%

86.40% 88.00% 88.10%

77.90% 79.80% 80.90%

77.20% 77.20% 78.70%

66.40% 64.90% 67.40%

21.6 21.8 217

1,597 1,602 1,599

88.15% 92.10% 92.70%

As calculated for the ISAT.

As calculated for the ISAT.

As calculated for the ISAT.

As calculated for the ISAT.

As calculated for the ISAT.

As calculated for the ISAT.

This composite score is the average score of the
graduating senior students of that year.

This total score is the sum of average scores for all
students in each subject (Reading, Math, & Writing).
These 3 AYP measures are to be combined for the
2010 reporting. However, the benchmark is still
100%.
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which is 18.43%

100.00% more than 2009 80.85% 81.57% 88.20% 88.40% 87.90%
Percent of elementary and secondary schools meeting
adequate yearly progress (AYP) or other equivalent which is 23.83%
measurements - Language. 100.00% more than 2009 72.41% 76.17% 84.20% 87.96% 85.56%
Goal 3: Effective & Efficient Delivery Systems
Goal 3, Objective A: Cost Effective & Cost per FTE per year to deliver undergraduate instruction at 4-
Fiscally Prudent. year institutions. $234 $234 $206 $202 Uses an unweighted NACUBO calculation.
Only transcripted credits are counted. What is included as
Full-time = a transcripted credit varies from institution to institution.
100.6: Part A student status at entry is defined as their status at
N art- . entry or 10 years to relevant date. Students who began
time = 88.7; Full—tl.me =94; as non-degree seeking but earned an award are included.
Transfer = Part-time = For students who have taken longer than 10 years to
99.9 (doesn't | 93; Transfer = complete the number of years is recorded as 10. Transfer
Average number of credits earned at completion of an include LCSC 101 (doesn't credit counts are only from the institution where BS was
Associates degree program. 60 or CWI data) include CWI) attained.
Only transcripted credits are counted. What is included as E-mail
Full-time = a transcripted credit varies from institution to institution.  ted.epp

A student status at entry is defined as their status at erly@f
entry or 10 years to relevant date. Students who began mridah
as non-degree seeking but earned an award are included.

139.8; Part- Full-time =
time = 141.5; 141; Part-time

Transfer = =144; For students who have taken longer than 10 years to 0.0r8
140.0 (doesn't |Transfer = 130 complete the number of years is recorded as 10. Transfer

Average number of credits earned at completion of Bachelor's include LCSC (31 to 59 credit counts are only from the institution where
degree program. 140 data) credits) Associate's was attained.

Student remediation need is determined by SAT,

ACT, Compass, etc. placement exams. Institutions

use their own cut scores on these exams to

determine a student's remediation need. The # of
Percent of 2-year postsecondary first-time first year freshman Idaho High School students in need of remediation
who graduate from an Idaho High School in the previous year is divided by the # of Idaho High School students
requiring remedial education in math and/or language art. <55% 71.1% 73.0% 65.5% 72.7% 74.7% who enroll in an Idaho higher ed. institution.

Student remediation need is determined by SAT,

ACT, Compass, etc. placement exams. Institutions

use their own cut scores on these exams to

determine a student's remediation need. The # of
Percent of 4-year postsecondary first-time first year freshman Idaho High School students in need of remediation
who graduate from an Idaho High School in the previous year is divided by the # of Idaho High School students
requiring remedial education in math and/or language arts. <20% 20.3% 27.7% 24.2% 26.6% 26.2% who enroll in an Idaho higher ed. institution.

BSU =2.2%; BSU=2.7%; BSU =3.5%;
ISU=3.7%; U  ISU=5.9%,; U of ISU=7.3%; U

Institution reserves comparable to best practice (Ratio of of 1 = 1.6%; 1=1.6%; of 1 =2.3%; Ratio of unrestricted funds available to operating
unrestricted funds available to operating expenses). >or=5% LCSC=3.5% LCSC=3.5% LCSC=3.8%  expenses.
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This will be done

(operational -

able to track
Goal 3, Objective B: Data-driven Develop a P-20 to workforce longitudinal data system with the students over
Decision Making ability to access timely and relevant data. time) by 2015.

Goal 3, Objective C: Administrative
Efficiencies 10

PPGA

In Progress

In Progress

8 0of 10
"Elements
Met" and 3 of
10 "Actions
Met" for the
Data Quality
Campaign

Collaborative degrees or research projects that may
include two or more institutions working together.
For example CAES Project, Paraprofessional
Certificate, future online "Idaho" degree, etc. See
Tracie.
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SUBJECT
Statewide Strategic Plan for Higher Education Research
REFERENCE
April 2010 The Board was provided with a summary of the Statewide
Strategic Plan for Higher Education Research
October 2010 The Board was provided with an update of the progress

made toward the development of the Statewide Strategic
Plan for Higher Education Research

December 2011 Board approved the Statewide Strategic Plan for Higher
Education Research

APPLICABLE STATUTE, RULE, OR POLICY

Idaho State Board of Education Governing Policies and Procedures, Section
[11.W., Higher Education Research

BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION

PPGA

Board Policy IIlLW Higher Education Research recognizes the significant role
science, technology and other research play in statewide economic development
as well as the need for collaboration and accountability in publicly funded
research, to this end, the Higher Education Research Council (HERC) is
assigned the responsibility of directing and overseeing the development,
implementation, and monitoring of a statewide strategic plan for research. The
Statewide Strategic Plan for research will assist in the identification of general
research areas that will enhance the economy of Idaho through the collaboration
of academia, industry, and/or government.

In an effort to accomplish this objective, the Vice Presidents for Research of the
University of ldaho, Boise State University and ldaho State University were
charged with developing a Statewide Strategic Plan for Research. The Research
Plan has been completed and was submitted to HERC for review and approval at
their November 16", 2011 meeting. In October of 2012 in preparation for the
performance measure report on the plan approved in December of 2012 it was
determined that the original performance measures in the plan were either not
clearly defined enough to be able to collect system wide or were not
representative of the progress made on the strategic plan. Following the October
Board meeting HERC convened as a whole to review the strategic plan and
performance measures and are now forwarding recommendations for a revised
strategic plan for higher education research with updated objectives and
performance measures. Due to the extensive rewriting of the Goal 1 and the
objectives and performance measures within the plan HERC is presenting the
plan as a new document to the Board for approval.

The plan represents the role Idaho’s research universities play in driving

innovation, economic development, and enhancing the quality of life in ldaho
through national and internationally research programs in strategic areas. The
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plan identifies areas of strength among Idaho’s research universities; research
challenges and barriers facing universities; research opportunities ldaho should
capitalize upon to further build its research base, and steps for achieving the
research vision for Idaho’s universities.

IMPACT
Taking a strategic approach to invest in the state’s unique research expertise and
strengths could lead to new advances and opportunities for economic growth and
enhance ldaho’s reputation as a national and international leader in excellence
and innovation.

ATTACHMENTS
Attachment 1 - Statewide Strategic Plan for Page 3
Higher Education Research

STAFF COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

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. Based on the Boards
planning and reporting calendar data for the new performance measures are not
scheduled to be brought back to the Board until the October 2013 Board
meeting. The Board may choose at this time to request HERC present the data
associated with the new performance measures at an earlier date.

Board staff has reviewed the plan and recommend approval.
BOARD ACTION

| move to approve the 2013-2018 Statewide Strategic Plan for Higher Education
Research as submitted.

Moved by Seconded by Carried Yes No
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STRATEGIC RESEARCH PLAN
FOR IDAHO HIGHER EDUCATION
(2013-2018)

Submitted by:
State Board of Education
Higher Education Research Council
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Research is being increasingly acknowledged by industry, government and
education as a key factor in the future economic vitality of Idaho. The universities and
colleges of Idaho's system of higher education understand the need for greater
collaboration in order to be competitive in today's global environment. The vice
presidents of research also recognize the need to focus on and emphasize existing
strengths and opportunities in Idaho’s research community. They developed the
following statewide strategic plan for research to ensure the greatest potential for
achieving a vital and sustainable research base for Idaho. The strategic plan identifies
the key research areas that will become the focal points for research and economic
development through partnering among academia, industry, and government in both
science and technology.

Research is fundamental to the mission of a university due to its role in
knowledge discovery and in providing new ideas for technology commercialization via
patents, copyright, licenses, and startup companies. University faculty who engage in
research and creative activity are at the leading edge of their respective fields.
Research also enhances the national reputation of the faculty and the universities.
These faculty and their vibrant research programs attract the best graduate and
undergraduate students by providing unique, cutting-edge learning experiences in their
research laboratories, studios, field sites, and classrooms. On the most basic level,
research strengthens a university’s primary product -- innovative, well-educated
students ready to enter a competitive workforce.

Research is the foundation of a university’'s economic development role. The
influx of research dollars from external grants and contracts creates new jobs at the
university, along with the attendant purchases of supplies, services, materials and
equipment. The results of the research are new knowledge, new ideas, and new
processes, which lead to patents, startup companies and more efficient businesses.

Idaho’s research universities have strengths and opportunities for economic
development in 1) Energy, 2) Natural Resource Utilization and Conservation, 3)
Biosciences, 4) Novel Materials and 5) Software Development. By focusing
collaborative efforts in these areas, the research universities will expand research
success, public-private partnerships and the overall economic development of the State.
Specifically, this collaboration:

e will increase the focus among ldaho universities and colleges on areas of

strengths and opportunities;

e create research and development opportunities that build the relationship

between the universities and the private sector;

e contribute to the economic development of the State of Idaho;

e enhance learning and professional development through research and

scholarly activity; and

e build and improve the research infrastructure of the Idaho universities to

meet current and future research needs.

This Statewide Strategic Research Plan for Idaho Higher Education is a tool for
identifying and attaining quantifiable goals for research and economic growth and
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success in Idaho. The plan will be reviewed and updated annually as needed amid the
fast-changing pace of research discovery.

VISION

Idaho’s public universities will be a catalyst and engine to spur the creation of
new knowledge, technologies, products and industries that lead to advances and
opportunities for economic growth and enhance the quality of life of citizens of Idaho
and the nation.

MISSION

The research mission for ldaho’s universities is to develop a sustainable
resource base hy:

¢ identifying, recruiting and retaining top faculty with expertise in key research areas;

e building research infrastructure including facilities, instrumentation, connectivity and
database systems to support an expanding statewide and national research
platform;

e attracting top-tier students to ldaho universities at the undergraduate and graduate
levels, and providing outstanding education and research opportunities that will
prepare them to excel in future careers;

e raising awareness among state, national and international constituencies about the
research excellence and capabilities of Idaho’s universities by developing and
implementing targeted outreach, programs and policies; and

e collaborating with external public, private, state, and national entities to further the
shared research agenda for the state, thereby promoting economic and workforce
development and addressing the needs and challenges of the state, region and
nation.

GOALS

1. Goal - Increase research at, and collaboration among, Idaho universities and
colleges to advance the universities areas of research strengths and opportunities.
a. Objective — Ensure growth and sustainability of public university research efforts.

I. Total amount annual research expenditures (broken out by source)
Benchmark: 20% increase

ii. Number of Diverse external funding sources

b. Objective — Ensure the growth and sustainability of the existing collaborative
research at the Center for Advanced Energy Studies (CAES).

i. PM — Total amount of ongoing state funding received annually at each of
the universities to support CAES activities.
Benchmark: $3M

ii. PM — Total annual research expenditures derived from external funds on
CAES activities (broken out by source).
Benchmark: 20% increase
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c. Objective — Expand joint research ventures among the state universities,
including EPSCoR and Institutional Development Award (IDeA) related
programs.

i. PM — Number of sponsored proposals submitted by an Idaho University that
involved a subaward with another Idaho institution of higher education (in
either direction).

Benchmark: 50% increase

ii. PM — Number of sponsored projects awarded to an Idaho University that
involved a subaward with another Idaho institution of higher education (in
either direction).

Benchmark: 30% increase

2. Goal — Create research and development opportunities that strengthen the
relationship between the state universities and the private sector.

a. Objective — Increase the number of sponsored projects involving the private
sector
i. PM — Number of sponsored projects involving the private sector
Benchmark: 50% increase

b. Objective — Increase access for the private sector to state universities facilities.

i. PM — Number of university/private sector facility use agreements (in both
directions).
Benchmark: 50% increase

ii. PM — Number of sponsored projects with private sector and an Idaho
institution of higher education that involves an award or subaward (in either
direction).
Benchmark: 50% increase

iii. PM — Number of student internships with private sector.
Benchmark: 20% increase

3. Goal — Contribute to the economic development of the State of Idaho.
a. Objective — Increase the amount of university-generated intellectual property
introduced into the marketplace.
i. PM — Number of technology transfer agreements (as defined by AUTM
(Association of University Technology managers)).
Benchmark:15% of invention disclosures
ii. PM — Number of invention disclosures (including plant varieties).
Benchmark: 1 for every $2M of research expenditures
iii. PM — Number of patent filings (as defined by AUTM).
Benchmark: 33% of invention disclosures
iv. PM — Number of issued patents.
Benchmark: 10% increase over previous 4 year average
v. PM — Amount of licensing revenues
Benchmark:$380,000 (many independent variable contribute to this number,
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do to public purpose of institutions these numbers do no cover cost of tech
transfer)
b. Objective — Increase the number of university start-up companies (includes start-
up’s outside of Idaho).

i. PM — Number of start-up companies
Benchmark: 10% of licenses

ii. PM — Number of employees at startup companies
Benchmark: 10% increase

4. Goal — Enhance learning and professional development through research and
scholarly activity.
a. Objective — Increase the number of university and college students and staff
involved in sponsored project activities.
i. Number of undergraduate and graduate students paid from sponsored
projects.
Benchmark: 20% increase
ii. PM — Number of faculty and staff paid from sponsored projects.
Benchmark: 20% increase
b. Objective — Increase the dissemination of research findings.
i. PM — Number of external publications.
Benchmark: 20% increase
ii. PM — Number of theses and dissertations.
Benchmark: 10% increase

RESEARCH OPPORTUNITIES

Idaho’s research universities have developed statewide strengths in strategic
research areas that have great potential to drive future economic growth and success.
The criteria used to select these areas include: number of faculty and qualifications;
peer-reviewed publications and impact; infrastructure (facilities, equipment, information
technology, staff); external grant and contract funding; academic programs; student
involvement; potential benefit to the State; and technology transfer activity, including
patents, licenses, and startup companies. By focusing collective research efforts and
resources in these areas, the universities will be on the most efficient and effective route
to research success and state-wide economic development. These high impact areas
include 1) Energy, 2) Natural Resource Utilization and Conservation, 3) Biosciences, 4)
Novel Materials, and 5) Information Management and Software Development.

Energy: Energy is a critical driver of any economy. The projected increases in
the population of the world and increases in the standard of living will produce severe
strains on the ability to meet the demands of the next few decades. In addition, finite
reserves of fossil fuels and pollution from their combustion requires that alternative
sources of energy production be developed. The combination of natural resources in
Idaho and presence of the Idaho National Laboratory makes energy a natural area of
emphasis. Indeed, the three universities with research capabilities already have

PPGA TAB B Page 7



PLANNING, POLICY, AND GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS
DECEMBER 12, 2012

extensive research projects in this area. The Center for Advanced Energy Studies is an
example of the significant investment the three universities and the Idaho National
Laboratory have made to develop expertise in nuclear engineering and safety, biofuel
production from dairy waste, geothermal exploration, carbon sequestration, energy
policy, and energy efficient structures. Intellectual property has already been
generated from these products and is licensed. Further growth in these areas not only
takes advantage of the strong base but strongly supports economic development
through new markets for new product development

Natural Resource Utilization and Conservation: In the broad field of natural
resource utilization and conservation, ldaho’s universities have expertise in water
resources, agriculture, forestry, recreation, and geophysics and geochemical detection
and monitoring of groundwater pollutants. For example, university geologists,
ecologists, and policy experts are collaborating on broad-ranging research projects that
examine and predict the impact of climate change on Idaho’s water resources. As water
is essential to agriculture, recreation, the ecosystem, and human health, the universities
have research strength in an area of tremendous societal and economic impact.
Agriculture remains an important part of the economy of ldaho. Development of new
plant varieties with improved resistance to disease and climate change remain an area
of importance as does the development of new feeds for domestic fish production. The
often competing demands for preservation and exploitation put on the environment
require understanding of the various ecosystems in the state and region as well as
societal and economic impacts of policy decisions. The future economic success of the
state will rely on a deep understanding of these processes.

Biosciences: ldaho’s universities have well-established research programs in
selected areas of biosciences. Faculty at Idaho University engaged in research related
to human health and the treatment of cancer and other genetic related disorders.
University microbiologists and informatics experts are also studying real-time change in
pathogenic microorganisms that enable them to become resistant to drugs and
chemical toxins thus resulting in worsening human disease and mortality rates as well
as in domestic and wild animals, food plants and trees. These phenomena are having a
significant negative impact on Idaho’s agriculture and forests. Further stress is being put
on these important commercial sectors through climate variability. Research in these
areas is critical for preserving important economic sectors of ldaho’'s economy while
addressing future global needs.

Novel Materials: The global materials industry is worth an estimated $550
billion, conservatively. Materials revolutionize our lives by offering advanced
performance and new possibilities for design and usage. For example, the market for
biocompatible materials has grown from a few to $60 billion in the past decade. Market
size is growing for materials in emerging areas such photonic materials, electronic and
dielectric materials, functional coatings, and green materials. Materials research in
Idaho is conducted by a wide range of scientists in diverse fields. Current materials
researchers in Idaho cover a broad spectrum of specializations, including
semiconductor device reliability, microelectronic packaging, shape memory alloys, DNA
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machinery, environmental degradation, materials for extreme environments,
biomaterials and bio-machinery, materials characterization, and materials modeling.
Nanoscale materials and devices, functional materials and their uses and materials for
energy applications are a focus of research throughout the state. These areas of
research are highly synergistic with local industries and the ldaho National Laboratory
(INL). Access to materials characterization equipment and processing laboratories has
resulted in collaborations with small businesses and start-up companies.

Information Management and Software Development: Device control and
information management are an essential part of 21% century life and, therefore, are an
important part of educational requirements. For instance, large amounts of sensitive
data are collected, processed, and stored electronically but must be accessed and
moved in order to have any impact. In fact, many systems are computer controlled
through networks. These include such things as the electric transmission grid and
transportation in major cities. The universities are beginning to develop research
expertise in software development and data management lifecycle design and
operations and secure and dependable system design and operations. This area
provides a significant area of opportunity for economic development in Idaho as well as
for improving the global competitiveness of the United States. There are already a
significant number of firms in ldaho whose interests are in software development for
device control, information management and processing. In addition, many of the major
research projects being undertaken in the region by various state and federal agencies
as well as the universities require the handling of significant amounts of data in a secure
and dependable fashion. Each university has some expertise in this area but not a
critical mass. Currently, research funding in the universities from private and
governmental sources is limited by the number of qualified personnel. In addition,
within Idaho there is a high demand for graduates at all levels in computer science.

EXTERNAL FACTORS: IDAHO RESEARCH ADVANTAGES AND CHALLENGES

Research Advantages

Idaho Global Entrepreneurial Mission (IGEM): The Governor and
legislature of the State of ldaho have created the IGEM initiative to leverage the
talent and expertise of Idaho’s research universities to strengthen Idaho’s
economy through job creation and commercialization of technologies in
partnership with the private sector. This unique and dynamic partnership
between the state, private sector, and the Idaho universities will create new ideas,
products and companies that lead to higher-paying jobs and a stronger economic
foundation for our state.

The ldaho National Laboratory (INL) and the Center for Advanced Energy
Studies (CAES): Idaho is fortunate to be home to the Idaho National Laboratory, one of
only 20 national laboratories in the U.S. The INL’s unique history and expertise in
nuclear energy, environmental sciences and engineering, alternative forms of energy,

PPGA TAB B Page 9



PLANNING, POLICY, AND GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS
DECEMBER 12, 2012

and biological and geological sciences and related fields provides an excellent
opportunity for research collaboration with ldaho’s university faculty in the sciences,
engineering, business and other fields.

CAES established at the request of the U.S. Department of Energy, is a public-
private partnership that includes Idaho’s research universities—Boise State University,
Idaho State University, and the University of Idaho—and the Battelle Energy Alliance
(BEA), which manages the INL. The CAES partners work together to create unique
educational and research opportunities that blend the talents and capabilities of Idaho’s
universities and the INL. A 55,000 square-foot research facility in ldaho Falls supports
the CAES energy mission with laboratory space and equipment for students, faculty,
and INL staff in collaborative research projects. The State of Idaho invested $3.2M in
direct support of the three Idaho research universities during FY09 and FY10. During
these first two years, the CAES partners won $24M in external support for CAES
research that has contributed to both scientific advances and economic development in
the state and region.

Natural Resources: Idaho’s beautiful natural resources are well known to
fishermen, hunters, skiers, and other outdoor enthusiasts. Through its rivers, forests,
wildlife, geological formations, and rangelands, Idaho itself is a unique natural
laboratory for geological, ecological, and forestry studies. Idaho is home to some of the
largest tracts of remote wilderness in the lower 48 states. In addition, the proximity of
Yellowstone National Park and the Great Salt Lake provide additional one of a kind
opportunities for ecology and geology research.

Intrastate Networks: The existing networks within the state, including
agricultural extension services and rural health networks, provide a foundation for
collecting research data from across the state, and rapidly implementing new policies
and practices as a result of research discoveries.

Coordination Among Universities In Advancing Research and Economic
Development (technology transfer): By and large the research universities continue
to coordinate and share their technology transfer and economic development activities.
This not only increases each university’s competitiveness at the national and state level
but also decreases the costs for achieving a particular goal.

Research Challenges

Economy: The current economic recession is the most severe downturn most of
us have seen in our lifetimes. The immediate effects of this recession on university
research are state-wide budget cuts, with results that include hiring freezes, loss of
university faculty and staff, higher teaching loads for faculty (with correspondingly less
time for research), and delayed improvements in research infrastructure, including
major equipment.
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However, it is not only the current recession which threatens ldaho university
research. Idaho has relatively few industries, and seems to attract fewer new
companies and industries than other states. When one major sector suffers, as
agriculture is at the present time, the entire state suffers. As state institutions, the
research universities suffer. Over time, a relatively slow state economy leads to at least
two problems: 1) recruitment and retention of faculty, who go to institutions offering
higher salaries, more startup money, and better infrastructure; and 2) aging
infrastructure, keeping Idaho researchers behind their national peers in terms of having
the most up-to-date facilities and equipment. Without proper infrastructure, Idaho
research faculty is at a distinct disadvantage in competing with peers across the nation
for federal grants.

Competition from Other Universities: In research, university faculty competes
nationally for grant funds from federal agencies such as the National Science
Foundation, Department of Energy, and the National Institutes of Health. Many other
universities are well ahead of ldaho’s universities in terms of state funding per student,
patent royalty income, endowments, etc., and are able to move ahead at a faster pace,
leaving Idaho universities further behind as time goes on.

University Culture: Each of Idaho’s research universities aspires to greater
levels of achievement in research and creative activity, and to emphasize economic
development outcomes along with success in basic and applied sciences, engineering
and other scholarly pursuits. It is expected in the future that faculty at each of the
universities will be rewarded in annual performance reviews for invention disclosure,
entrepreneurial engagement, outreach activities and interdisciplinary research along
with the traditional value placed on archival publication and external research funding.
There is world-class research in Idaho that is recognized on national and international
levels in selected fields of endeavor. This is increasing with new research-active faculty
hires at each institution. There are some cultural differences among faculty manifested
by discomfort with change aimed at increasing research volume making ldaho’s
universities more nationally competitive. These concerns often lessen as faculty from
the various universities, private sector professionals and national laboratory staff work
together in collaborative research and related instruction in state-of-the-art activities.

Vastness of State and Distances Between Schools: Although the distances
between the research universities is not much different from those in other western
states, the topography of Idaho increases the time and cost required for travel well
beyond those experienced in other states. This fact discourages collaborations
between faculty members and administrators at the different research universities as
well as between universities and other entities within Idaho. Although video
conferencing can alleviate this problem, there is limited capability at each university.
There is also the continuing problem of finding funds to pay for the necessary
connectivity between the universities as well as to the world outside of Idaho.

Data Issues: There is very little long-term, quality data available on the research
enterprise or economic development. The data that exists are scattered among various
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entities in a variety of formats thus make it hard to centralize and use. Furthermore,
there is no one entity responsible for collecting, analyzing and dispersing it. This is also
true for many of the sectors that will strongly influence the future economic impact of
Idaho. While there are large amounts of data that have been collected on watersheds,
forests and agricultural operations and the environment—to name a few—they are
distributed across a number of agencies and individuals within those agencies. Worse
yet, much of this information is lost every time a researcher retires.

Private Sector Support: Idaho has very little high-technology industry within its
borders. This reduces the potential for developing an applied research initiative within
the universities that, in many states, provides one important arm of economic
development and technology transfer. This also means that it is much harder to
develop those private/public partnerships that provide the universities with additional
capital to construct research are technology transfer facilities. Idaho's relatively small
population of 1.6 million people limits the potential tax revenue for support public
institutions, but improves participation in research surveys and hearings for establishing
public opinion.

Fragmented Economic Development Initiatives: There are seemingly too
many economic development initiatives in Idaho and they are not well coordinated. Itis
imperative that state, university, and community initiatives work together toward
common and agreed to goals. As itis, little progress is being made towards developing
an economic strategy for the state that includes the research universities and little
money has been secured to drive the economic development process. In fact, it is not
uncommon to find that different entities in Idaho are competing against each other.

National and International Recognition: While each Idaho research university
has faculty members that can successfully compete on the national and international
scene for research funds, no one university has the necessary reputation, breadth of
faculty expertise or facilities to compete for the large projects that are necessary to
establish a national or international reputation and substantially grow its research
funding.

Lack of Diversity: The population of faculty, staff and students at each of the
three research universities, like that of the State, is fairly homogeneous. This lack of
diversity—be it cultural, socio-economic or ethnic—hurts the universities and
surrounding communities in several different ways. First, it makes recruitment of
students, faculty and staff from under-represented groups more difficult. Second, it is
noted on accreditation reports and, as such, is a negative reflection on the institution.
Finally, it limits the competitiveness of the university in several federal agencies where
plans for including under-represented groups in the program are a key element of the
proposal.
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SUBJECT
Audit Contract — Costing of Additional Major Programs

REFERENCE
December 2004 Board ratified the Audit Committee’s selection of Moss
Adams for the contractor for auditing services

October 2009 Board ratified the Audit Committee’s first 3-year extension to
the contract for auditing services with Moss Adams

June 2012 Board ratified the Audit Committee’'s second 3-year
extension to the contract for auditing services with Moss
Adams

APPLICABLE STATUTE, RULE, OR POLICY
Idaho State Board of Education, Policies and Procedures, Section V.H.

BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION

In July of this year during discussions to extend the audit contract, Moss Adams
presented the Audit Committee with a new methodology for costing additional
major programs which includes a three (3) tier structure: 1st tier is an additional
major program for Research and Development (R&D) generally regarded to
require twice the amount of audit time as a standard major program and would
cost twice as much as a standard major program; 2nd tier is a standard major
program which would cost $6,382 for FY 2012; 3rd tier is an additional major
program with 10 or fewer transactions and would cost one-half the cost of a
standard major program. The Committee unanimously approved this tier system
for costing additional major programs and directed staff to add it as an addendum
to the contract.

Subsequently Moss Adams requested language be included which would provide
for a scope increase in the rare time when both the R&D and Student Financial
Aid (SFA) major programs were audited in the same year at the University of
Idaho.

IMPACT
Staff worked with Moss Adams and the University of ldaho to draft the 6"
amendment to the audit contract which would include the tier system for costing
major programs at all four institutions and to allow for a scope change when both
the R&D and SFA major programs were audited in the same year at the
University of Idaho. The Audit Committee approved the 6" amendment.

ATTACHMENTS
Attachment 1 — 6™ amendment to audit contract Page 3
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STAFF COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Staff recommends approval.

BOARD ACTION
| move to approve the 6™ amendment to the audit contract between the State
Board of Education and Moss Adams, LLP, as presented in Attachment 1.

Moved by Seconded by Carried Yes No
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Attachment 1
SIXTH AMENDMENT TO
AGREEMENT FOR AUDIT SERVICES

THIS SIXTH AMENDMENT TO AGREEMENT FOR AUDIT SERVICES (“Sixth
Amendment”) is made and entered as of the , by and between THE STATE OF
IDAHO, by and through the Department of Administration on behalf of the State Board of Education
generally and in its capacity as the Regents of the University of ldaho, the Trustees of the Lewis-Clark
State College, the Trustees of Boise State University, the Trustees of Idaho State University and the State
Board for Professional -Technical Education, and MOSS ADAMS LLP, a Washington limited liability
partnership.

RECITALS

A. The Department of Administration, Division of Purchasing issued a Request for Proposal for
Auditing Services Contract on July 21, 2004 as Request for Proposal number 01522 (the “RFP”);

B. Moss Adams LLP (the “Contractor”) submitted the successful proposal in response to the RFP;

C. The parties entered into an Agreement for Audit Services, which was issued under cover of
Contract Purchase Order CPO01850 dated as of March 25, 2005 (collectively, the Contract
Purchase Order and the Agreement for Audit Services are hereinafter called the “Agreement”);

D. The parties amended the Agreement on October 21, 2005, which was issued under cover of
Contract Purchase Order CPO01850-01, again on August 4, 2006, which was issued under cover
of Contract Purchase Order CP01850-02, again on May 26, 2008, which was issued under cover
of Contract Purchase Order CP01850-03; again on October 29, 2009, which was issued under
cover of Contract Purchase Order CPO-1850-04; and again on June 28, 2012, which was issued
under cover of Contract Purchase Order CPO-1850-05

E. The parties desire to further amend the Agreement under the Conditions more particularly set
forth in this Sixth Amendment.

NOW THEREFORE, in consideration of the foregoing recitals, which are incorporated herein by
this reference and the mutual covenants contained herein, the parties agree as follows:

1. Definitions. Except as modified herein or where the context clearly requires otherwise, the
definitions set forth in the Agreement, as amended, shall apply to the terms used in this Sixth
Amendment.

2. Costing of Major Programs — Boise State University, Idaho State University, Lewis-Clark State
College. The methodology used to cost an additional major program includes a 3 tier structure:
1st tier is an additional major program for Research and Development (R&D) generally regarded
to require twice the amount of audit time as a standard major program and would cost twice as
much as a standard major program; 2" tier is a standard major program which would cost $6,382
for FY 2012; 3" tier is an additional major program with 10 or fewer transactions and would cost
one-half the cost of a standard major program.
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3. Costing of Major Programs — University of Idaho: Given the current size and complexity of the
Research and Development (R&D) division at the University of ldaho, the cost to audit an
additional major program will be consistent with the methodology used for Boise State
University, Idaho State University, and Lewis-Clark State College. However, if circumstances
warrant requirement for an audit of both the Student Financial Aid system (SFA) and R&D major
programs in the same fiscal year, additional discussions between the University of Idaho, Moss
Adams, and the Audit Committee will be required to ensure the proper audit scope is thoroughly
outlined and additional audit services provided by Moss Adams will be fairly compensated.

4. Agreement Remains in Effect. Except as modified herein, the terms of the Agreement, as
previously amended, remain enforceable and effective. The Agreement as modified by this Sixth
Amendment supersedes all prior negotiations, understandings, and agreements between the
parties, whether oral or written, and all such negotiations, understandings, and agreements are
evidenced by the terms of the Agreement, as amended. The Agreement may not be further
amended in any manner except by a writing signed by the parties.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties have executed this Agreement as of the first day set forth
above.
Reviewed and Approved

State of Idaho, State Board of Education

By:

Its
Moss Adams LLP State of Idaho, Department of Administration
By: Division of Purchasing
Its By:

Mark Little, CPPO, State Purchasing
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CONSENT
DECEMBER 13, 2012

SUBJECT
Audit Committee Reappointment of Mark Heil
REFERENCE
December 2008 Board appointed Mark Heil to Audit Committee

APPLICABLE STATUTE, RULE, OR POLICY
Governing Policies and Procedures V.H.
Board Bylaws H.4.b
Idaho Committee Charter, Appendix C

BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION

Board Bylaws H.4.b, Composition, provides that the Audit Committee members
shall be appointed by the Board and shall consist of six or more members. Three
members of the Committee shall be current Board members and three members
shall be independent non-Board members who are familiar with the audit process
and permanent residents of the state of Idaho. Appointments shall be for a
three-year term. Terms will be staggered such that two members exit and two
new members are added each year. There are no limitations on the number of
terms a committee member may serve.

Mark Heil is an outside member of the Audit Committee. He was originally
appointed to a two-year term through December 31, 2010. The Audit Committee
approved his recommendation for reappointment at its March 2010 meeting for a
new three-year term through December 31, 2013. This reappointment was not
previously brought before the Board for approval and is coming forward at this
time to correct the oversight.

IMPACT
Mr. Heil has expressed his interest on continuing to serve the Board on the Audit
Committee. Staff requests the Board renew his appointment through December
31, 2013. Staff is also working to bring other outside members to the Audit
Committee and Board for approval. When new outside members are approved,
their terms will be staggered.

The current Audit Committee members are the following:

Emma Atchley, Chair
Rod Lewis

Milford Terrell

Mark Heil

STAFF COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Staff recommends renewing the appointment of Mr. Heil as an outside member
of the Audit Committee.

CONSENT - AUDIT TAB 2 Page 1



CONSENT
DECEMBER 13, 2012

BOARD ACTION
| move to renew the appointment of Mark Heil as an outside member of the Audit
Committee with a term expiring December 31, 2013.

Moved by Seconded by Carried Yes No
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CONSENT
DECEMBER 13, 2012

BOISE STATE UNIVERSITY

SUBJECT
Board approval of Boise State University memorandum of understanding with
Boise State University Foundation, Inc.

REFERENCE
April 2009 Board approved original memorandum of understanding
October 2012 Audit Committee reviewed and recommended Board

approval of the revised memorandum of understanding

APPLICABLE STATUTE, RULE, OR POLICY
Idaho State Board of Education Governing Policies & Procedures, Section V.E.

BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION

Board policy requires a foundation of an institution be brought before the Board
to be formally recognized as a nonprofit corporation or affiliated foundation to
benefit a public college or university in Idaho. Each foundation shall be brought
into substantial conformance with these policies and upon recognition by the
Board, the foundation is ratified, validated, and confirmed, and it shall be deemed
to have been organized as if its organization had taken place under authority of
this policy. The operating agreement must be approved by the Board prior to
execution and must be re-submitted to the Board every three (3) years, or as
otherwise requested by the Board, for review and re-approval. The operating
agreement addresses the topics outlined in Policy V.E.

Boise State University (BSU) worked with the Boise State University Foundation
to prepare the attached memorandum of understanding (MOU). The Audit
Committee has reviewed and recommended approval of the MOU with edits
shown in Attachment 1 as submitted.

IMPACT

Once approved, the BSU Foundation will have met Board policy requirements in
relation to having its operating agreement approved by the Board every three
years. There was only on minor revision to the operating agreement as
highlighted in section IV.F. which clarifies that “a University employee may be
permitted to make recommendations to the Foundation related to, among other
things, the Foundation’s policy making, strategic direction and fundraising
activities.”

ATTACHMENTS
Attachment 1 — BSU/Bronco Athletic Association MOU Page 3

STAFF COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Staff recommends approval.
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CONSENT
DECEMBER 13, 2012

BOARD ACTION
| move to approve the memorandum of understanding between the Boise State
University Foundation, Inc. and Boise State University as presented.

Motion by Seconded by Carried Yes _ _No__
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ATTACHMENT 1

Memorandum of Understanding
Between
Boise State University Foundation
and
Boise State University

THIS MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING ("MOU") is entered into as of this

___day of 2012, by and between Boise State University ("University") and
Boise State University Foundation, Inc., an Idaho nonprofit corporation ("Foundation™).
RECITALS
A. The Foundation was organized and incorporated in 1964 for the purpose

of stimulating voluntary private support from alumni, parents, friends,
corporations, foundations, and others for the benefit of the University.

B. The Foundation exists independent from the University to advance the
educational opportunities and environment at the University by raising and
managing private resources supporting the mission and priorities of the
University, and by providing opportunities for students and a margin of
institutional excellence unavailable with state funds.

C. The Foundation accomplishes its work by funding University priorities,
which includes, among other things, funding positions and programs which
appeal to long-term, trust-based relationships with prospective donors and
friends of the University.

D. The Foundation is dedicated to assisting the University in the building of
the endowment and in addressing, through financial support, the long-term
academic and other priorities of the University.

E. As stated in its articles of incorporation, the Foundation is a separately
incorporated 501 (c) (3) organization and is responsible for identifying and
nurturing relationships with potential donors and other friends of the
University; soliciting cash, securities, real and intellectual property, and
other private resources for the support of the University; and
acknowledging and stewarding such gifts in accordance with donor intent
and its fiduciary responsibilities.

F. In connection with its fund-raising and asset-management activities, the
Foundation may require expertise in planning for and managing private
contributions and works with both the University and outside consultants
to assist and advise in such activities.
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ATTACHMENT 1

G. This MOU is intended to further define the relationship between the
University and the Foundation and to set forth policies and procedures
that will contribute to the coordination of their collaborative activities.

H. This MOU has been reviewed and approved by the State Board of
Education.

AGREEMENT

In consideration of the mutual commitments herein contained, and other good
and valuable consideration, receipt of which is hereby acknowledged, the parties agree
as follows:

l. Acknowledgment of University Governance

A. The parties acknowledge that the State Board of Education is responsible
for the governance of the University to include overseeing the mission,
leadership, and operations; setting priorities and long-term plans; is legally
responsible for the performance and oversight; and is responsible for the
employment, compensation, and evaluation of all employees, including the
President. The University President is the Chief Executive Officer of the
University and is authorized to act on behalf of the University by the State
Board of Education.

B. The parties agree that all actions taken pursuant to this MOU shall be in
accordance with all University and State Board of Education policies and
procedures governing the University. It shall be the duty of the University
to obtain and communicate to the Foundation any approval by the State
Board of Education that is required by any provision of this MOU or any
State Board of Education policy.

Il. Acknowledgment of Foundation Governance

A. The parties acknowledge that the Foundation is a separately incorporated
501(c)(3) nonprofit organization created to raise, manage, distribute, and
steward private resources to support the various missions of the
University.

B. The parties acknowledge that the Foundation's board of directors is
responsible for the operations, control and management of the Foundation
including assets of the Foundation and the prudent management of gifts
consistent with donor intent.

C. The parties acknowledge that the Foundation is responsible for the

performance and oversight of all aspects of its operations based on a
comprehensive set of bylaws that clearly address the board's fiduciary
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ATTACHMENT 1

responsibilities, including expectations of individual board members based
upon ethical guidelines and policies.

D. The parties agree that all actions taken pursuant to this MOU shall be in
accordance with the Foundation's articles and bylaws. In carrying out its
purposes, the Foundation shall not engage in activities that conflict with
federal or state laws, rules and regulations (including, but not limited to all
applicable provisions of the Internal Revenue Code and corresponding
Federal Treasury Regulations), applicable polices of the State Board of
Education, or the role and mission of the University.

E. All Foundation organizational documents, including but not limited to the
articles of incorporation and bylaws, shall be provided to the University. To
the extent practicable, the Foundation shall provide the University with
copies of any proposed amendments or changes to such documents.

II. The Foundation's General Relationship to the University

A. The Foundation shall continue to develop its own strategic plan in
collaboration with University leadership. This plan will serve to shape the
focus of the Foundation board and inform the University and staff working
for or on behalf of the Foundation of Foundation objectives.

B. The Foundation shall work with University personnel to identity, cultivate,
solicit and steward donor support of University priorities.

C. The Foundation may provide resources and distribute gifts to the
University in support of its programs and mission.

D. The Foundation shall maintain its own directors and officers liability
insurance.
E. No Foundation employee shall receive direct payments, compensation, or

other benefits from the University, provided, however, that Foundation
employees may be subject to a form of employee loaning arrangement
with the University as set forth in Section 1X below.

F. For informational purposes, the Foundation shall provide the University
President with an annual report regarding the Foundation's programs, as
well as the Foundation's audited financial statement and other such other
reasonable information as requested.

1. Not less than annually, the Foundation shall provide a written report
to the University President setting forth the following items:

a) the annual financial audit report;
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b)

f)

9)

h)
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ATTACHMENT 1

an annual report of Foundation transfers made to the
University, summarized by department;

an annual report of unrestricted funds received by the
Foundation;

an annual report of unrestricted funds available for use
during the current fiscal year;

a list of all of the Foundation's officers, directors, and
employees;

a list of University employees to whom the Foundation made
direct payments for supplemental compensation or any other
approved purpose during the fiscal year, and the amount
and nature of that payment;

a list of all state and federal contracts and grants managed
by the Foundation;

an annual report of the Foundation's major activities;

an annual report of each real estate purchase or material
capital lease, real estate investment, or real estate financing
arrangement entered into during the preceding Foundation
fiscal year for the benefit of the University; and

an annual report of (1) any actual litigation involving the
Foundation during its fiscal year; (2) identification of legal
counsel used by the Foundation for any purpose during such
year; and (3) identification of any potential or threatened
litigation involving the Foundation; provided, however, that
the Foundation may withhold such information in its
discretion to protect the attorney-client privilege concerning
any such matters.

Notwithstanding the obligation to provide the information above, the Foundation
shall not be obligated by this Agreement to disclose any confidential or
proprietary information concerning any of its donors, including, without limitation,
the identification of its donors or any information that is the subject of any
confidentiality agreement with any donor, nor shall the Foundation be obligated
to disclose any information that is protected or protectable by the attorney-client

privilege.

G. The Foundation may make restricted donations to the University. Such
donated funds will only be expended by the University pursuant to the
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ATTACHMENT 1

terms of such restrictions. The Foundation may also make unrestricted
donations to the University. Such donated funds will be expended under
the oversight of the University President in compliance with state law and
University policies. All expenditures noted in this section must comply with
the I.R.S. 501 (c) (3) code and be consistent with the Foundation's sole
mission to support the University.

The Foundation shall not enter into any contract that would impose a
financial or contractual obligation on the University without first obtaining
the prior written approval of the University and, if required by applicable
law or policy, the State Board of Education.

IV.  The University's General Relationship to the Foundation

A.

The University President shall be responsible for communicating
University priorities and long-term plans to the Foundation.

The University recognizes that the Foundation is a private, nonprofit
corporation with the authority to keep all records and data confidential
consistent with the law.

The University shall include the Foundation as an active and prominent
participant in the strategic planning for the University.

The University President shall work closely with the Foundation board and
shall assume a prominent role in fund-raising activities. The President
shall also attend Foundation board meetings by invitation, but shall not
serve as a Foundation board member and shall not vote at such meetings.

The University shall establish and enforce policies that support the
Foundation's ability to respect the privacy and preserve the confidentiality
of donor records.

The Foundation board of directors shall have sole responsibility and
authority for Foundation policy-making, financial oversight, spending
authority, investment decisions, or supervision of Foundation employees.

1. No University employee who functions in a key administrative or
policy making capacity for the University (including, but not limited
to, any University Vice-President or equivalent position) shall be
permitted to have responsibility or authority for Foundation policy
making, financial oversight, spending authority, investment
decisions, or the supervision of Foundation employees, including
Loaned Employees-; provided, however, a University employee
may be permitted to make recommendations to the Foundation
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VI.

ATTACHMENT 1

related to, among other things, the Foundation’s policy making,
strateqic direction and fundraising activities.

No University employee shall receive direct payments, compensation, or
other benefits from the Foundation, provided that the Foundation may pay
for those benefits which are necessary for its normal course of operation,
including, but not limited to, travel and continuing professional education.

The University shall continue to require all of its affiliated foundations and
nonprofit organizations to direct revenue, including gift and membership
dues, to the Foundation for management. Each separate affiliated
nonprofit organization or foundation has as its corporate or organizational
purpose the enhancement and improvement of the University or its parts.
As such, the parties acknowledge that it is proper and prudent for the
Foundation to manage the funds of those affiliated foundations or
nonprofit organizations.

The University and the Foundation acknowledge that the Foundation, as
an independent entity, carries out functions for the benefit of the
University. As such, the University shall share certain information with
regard to donors, alumni and other such information needed by the
Foundation to carry out its beneficial functions for the University. All such
information shall be held by the Foundation as confidential and shall only
be used in a manner that benefits the University.

The University will, on a regular basis and no less than once a year,
transfer duplicate graduate (alumni) records to include all demographic
and relationship data that might assist the Foundation in carrying out its
mission. The University shall retain for its own purposes, student and
graduate data to fulfill its service mission. Such transfer shall be
accomplished via separate agreement between the parties.

Foundation Name, Seal and Logotype

Consistent with its mission to help to advance the plans and objectives of the
University, the University grants the Foundation the limited, non-exclusive use of
the name, Boise State University, for use in advancement purposes; however,
the Foundation shall operate under its own seal and logotype and shall not use
the University seal, logo or other identifying marks in the promotion of its own
organizational business and activities.

Foundation Responsibilities

Fund-Raising

CONSENT - AUDIT TAB 3 Page 8



ATTACHMENT 1

1. The Foundation shall endeavor to create a relationship of trust,
understanding and confidence conducive to increasing levels of
private support for the mission and priorities of the University and
shall accept gifts on behalf of the University.

2. The Foundation, in consultation with the University President, shall
plan and execute comprehensive fund-raising and donor acquisition
programs in support of the University's mission. These activities
and any related services shall be provided by the Foundation as an
independent organization.

3. The Foundation shall establish, adhere to, and periodically assess
its gift and grant management and acceptance policies. It shall
promptly acknowledge and issue receipts for all gifts and grants on
behalf of the Foundation and the University and provide appropriate
recognition and stewardship of such gifts and grants. No gifts,
grants or transfers of real or personal property will be accepted by
the Foundation which do not comply with state law, State Board of
education policy, and University policy.

4. The Foundation shall not accept gifts or grants containing a
condition committing the University contractually without prior
written approval of the University President or Vice President for
Finance and Administration.

5. The University shall coordinate fund-raising initiatives through the
Foundation.
6. The University leadership shall work in conjunction with the

Foundation board to identity, cultivate, and solicit prospects for
private gifts.

7. The Foundation shall establish and enforce policies to protect
donor confidentiality and rights. The donor database, as well as
other data, materials and information of the Foundation pertaining
to past, current or prospective donors, are proprietary to the
Foundation and constitute its confidential information and trade
secrets. The University shall not access Foundation information
except in compliance with the Foundation's donor confidentiality
policies. The Foundation and University shall take the steps
necessary to monitor and control access to the donor database and
to protect the security of the server and software relevant to the
database.

8. The Foundation's board of directors shall foster an atmosphere of
openness in its operations, consistent with the prudent conduct of
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ATTACHMENT 1

its business. The parties understand that the Foundation is not a
public agency or a governing body as defined in the Idaho Code
and the Idaho Open Meeting Law and Access to public records
statutes. Nothing in this MOU shall be construed as a waiver of the
Foundation's right to assert exemption from these statues.

9. The Foundation shall maintain and enforce a conflict of interest
policy.
B. Asset Management
1. The Foundation shall establish asset-allocation, disbursement, and

spending policies in accordance with applicable federal and state
laws including the Uniform Prudent Investor Act (UPIA) and the
Uniform Prudent Management of Institutional Funds Act (UPMIFA).

2. The Foundation shall receive, hold, manage, invest, and disperse
contributions of cash, securities, patents, copyrights, and other
forms of property, including immediately vesting gifts and deferred
gifts that are contributed in the form of planned and deferred-gift
instruments.

3. The Foundation shall engage an independent accounting firm
annually to conduct an audit of the Foundation's financial and
operational records.

4. As part of the Foundation's fund management, all other University
affiliated organizations shall utilize an accounting and database
management system that is compatible with the Foundation. The
Foundation shall have access to such information for purposes of
fund and data management and the continued enhancement of the
University.

C. Foundation Flexibility

1. The Foundation shall not acquire or develop real estate or
otherwise build facilities for the University's use without the
University first obtaining approval of the State Board of Education.
In the event of a proposed purchase of real estate for such
purposes by the Foundation, the University shall notify the State
Board of Education at the earliest possible date of such proposed
purchase for such purposes. Furthermore, any such proposed
purchase of real estate for the University's use shall be a
coordinated effort of the University and the Foundation. Any
notification to the State Board of Education required pursuant to
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this paragraph may be made through the State Board's chief
executive officer in executive session pursuant to ldaho law.

2. The Foundation shall conduct reasonable due diligence on all gifts
of real property that it receives, and the Foundation may rely on
various reports, studies, and inquiries conducted by the University
in connection with the Foundation's due diligence. All gifts of real
property intended to be held and used by the University shall be
approved by the State Board of Education before acceptance by
the University and the Foundation. In cases where the real property
is intended to be used by the University in connection with carrying
out its proper functions, the real property may be conveyed directly
to the University, in which case the University and not the
Foundation shall be responsible for the due diligence obligations for
such property

3. The Foundation may serve as an instrument for entrepreneurial
activities for the University and engage in such activities to further
University purposes. Provided, however, that the University must
receive the required approval of the State Board of Education in
advance of any such action or commitment.

4. The Foundation may hold licensing agreements and other forms of
intellectual property, borrow or guarantee debt issued by their
parties, or engage in other activities to increase Foundation
revenue. The terms of any agreements related to these purposes
shall clearly delineate the Foundation's independence from the
University. Provided, however, that the University must receive
approval of the State Board of Education in advance of any action
or commitment by the University that requires such Board approval.

5. When distributing gift funds to the University, the Foundation will
disclose any terms, conditions, or limitations imposed by donors or
by law on the gift. The University will abide by such restrictions and
provide appropriate documentation of such compliance to the
Foundation.

D. Transfer of Funds
1. The Foundation is the primary depository of private gifts and will
transfer funds to the designated entity within the University in
compliance with applicable laws, University policies, and gift
agreements.

2. Foundation funds shall be kept separate from University funds.
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No University funds, assets, or liabilities may be transferred directly
or indirectly to the Foundation without the prior approval of the
State Board of Education except when:

a)

b)

d)

A donor inadvertently directs a contribution to the University
that is intended for the Foundation; or

The University has gift funds that were transferred from and
originated in the Foundation and the University wishes to
return a portion of funds to the Foundation for reinvestment
consistent with the original intent of the gift; or

The University has raised dedicated scholarship funds
through an University activity and the University wishes to
deposit the funds with the Foundation for investment and
distribution consistent with the scholarship nature of the
funds; or

Transfers of a de minimis amount not to exceed $10,000
from the University to the Foundation provided such funds
are for investment by the Foundation for scholarship or other
general University support purposes. This exception shall
not be interpreted to allow the transfer of any appropriated
funds nor apply to payments by the University to the
Foundation for approved obligations of the University to the
Foundation, operating expenses of the Foundation or other
costs of the Foundation.

The Foundation's disbursements on behalf of the University shall
be reasonable business expenses that support the University, are
consistent with donor intent, and do not conflict with the law.

The Foundation retains the right to disburse funds to other not-for-
profit 501(c) (3) organizations under agreements it might have with

donors.
VII.  Foundation Funding and Administration
A. The Foundation shall be responsible for establishing a financial plan to
underwrite the cost of Foundation programs, operations, and services.
B. The Foundation shall have the right to use a reasonable percentage of the
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The University may provide to the Foundation office space, equipment,
computer and telephone systems, utilities, and office supplies that may be
necessary or required to fulfill its responsibilities and obligations pursuant
to the terms of a written agreement described in Section IX below.

The Foundation shall maintain an annual operating budget and will
provide a copy of the budget to the University President for informational
purposes. Oversight of Foundation expenditures rests with the Foundation
Audit Committee under review no less than once a quarter.

The Foundation will provide access to data and records to the University
on a need-to-know basis in accordance with applicable laws, Foundation
policies, and guidelines. The University shall, at any time, have access to
the financial records of the Foundation. The scope of this right of the
University shall be construed as broadly as needed to conduct a complete
audit of the Foundation as such an audit would be conducted under
generally accepted accounting procedures if the University should so
require. The University need not conduct an actual audit to be afforded
such access and shall be given such access at any time.

1. The University's access shall not include any confidential or
proprietary information concerning any of its donors, including,
without limitation, the identification of its donors or any information
that is the subject of any confidentiality agreement with any donor,
nor shall the University's access include any information that is
protected or protectable by the attorney-client privilege.

The Foundation shall maintain a provision in its corporate documents for
dissolution consistent with the State Board of Education Policy and
applicable law.

VIII.  University Responsibilities

A.

The University will work with the Foundation to ensure that the University
and its affiliated organizations comply with all of the terms of MOU.

The University will develop and report fund-raising goals to the Foundation
regarding the development activities of University employees.

The University may provide administrative and other support for
development activities of the Foundation so long as such services are
provided in accordance with Section IX below.

University leadership will participate as spokespersons for the University
and in donor solicitation as appropriate in support of the Foundation. The
University shall educate its spokespersons regarding the independence of
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the Foundation from the University and instruct its spokespersons to
communicate the Foundation's independence from the University.

IX. Services, Facilities, and Resources Provided by the Foundation and the
University to One Another

A.

The Foundation and University agree that in consideration for services,
office space, equipment, computer and telephone systems, utilities, and
offices supplies provided to one another, each party shall provide the
other with fair and reasonable consideration to be negotiated annually by
June 1 of the preceding fiscal year pursuant to a written agreement that
specifies the nature of such services, facilities, and resources and the
compensation that will be paid for such services by each of the parties.
The rate assessed for the use of either party's services, facilities, and
resources shall be at fair market value.

1. It is the intent of the parties that the University provide as little such
support as reasonably necessary to support the Foundation's
operation pursuant to this Section IX. A. The parties agree that the
long-term goal is that the Foundation become self sufficient.

The Foundation and the University shall enter into a written agreement
establishing that certain identified employees of the University are subject
to the direction and control of the Foundation (generally a "Loaned
Employee Agreement”). The Loaned Employee Agreement shall also set
forth the relative rights and responsibilities of the Foundation and the
University with respect to such employees, including the following:

1. The Foundation shall have the right to choose to terminate the
Loaned Employee Agreement in accordance with Foundation
Procedures and applicable law, such termination may include
election by the Foundation for non-renewal of the Loaned
Employee Agreement.

2. Termination of the Loaned Employee Agreement in accordance
with the Foundation procedures and applicable law shall result in a
termination of the Loaned Employees' employment with the
University, or non-renewal of the Loaned Employee's contract with
the University, if any.

3. Loaned Employees shall be subject to the supervision, direction
and control of the Foundation board of directors and shall report
directly to the Foundation chair or her/his designee.

4. The Loaned Employees shall be entitled to the fringe benefits of
employment offered by the University. The Foundation shall be
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responsible for the cost of all compensation and benefit costs of the
Loaned Employees working for the Foundation.

The Foundation agrees to provide a safe and proper working environment
for the Loaned Employees. Since the Foundation has the right to control
the employees, the Foundation (in addition to other indemnifications
herein granted) hereby agrees to defend and indemnify the University
from and against all claims that arise within the course and scope of the
employment of such Loaned Employees and to act as the employer for all
purposes under respondeat superior. The Foundation shall ensure that its
employees do not represent themselves as agents or employees of the
University. All employees covered by the Loaned Employee Agreement
shall, for all practical purposes, be Foundation employees and shall not be
considered employees of the University.

Meetings and Continued Communications Regarding MOU

To ensure effective achievement of the items of this MOU, the University and
Foundation officers and board representatives shall hold periodic meetings to
foster and maintain productive relationships and to ensure open and continuing
communications and alignment of priorities.

Miscellaneous

A.

Indemnification. The University and the Foundation each agree to
indemnify, defend and hold the other party, their officers, directors, agents
and employees harmless from and against any and all losses, liabilities,
and claims, including reasonable attorney's fees arising out of or resulting
from the willful act, fault, omission, or negligence of the party, its
employees, contractors, or agents in performing its obligations under this
MOU. This indemnification shall include, but not be limited to, any and all
claims arising from an employee of one party who is working for the
benefit of the other party. Nothing in this MOU shall be construed to
extend to the University's liability beyond the limits of the Idaho Tort
Claims Act, Idaho Code §6-901 et seq.

Term and Termination.

1. The term of this MOU shall terminate upon the mutual written
agreement of both parties.

2. As a prerequisite to any other termination of this MOU by either
party, the parties agree to first follow and complete the mandatory
process, in sequence, set forth in Section XI. C. (Dispute
Resolution). If and only if all the mandatory steps in section XI. C.
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are followed in sequence, then, either party may, upon 90 days
prior written notice to the other, terminate this MOU, and either
party may terminate this MOU in the event the other party defaults
in the performance of its obligations and fails to cure the default
within 30 days after receiving written notice from the non-defaulting
part specifying the nature of the default. Should the University
choose to terminate this MOU by providing 90 days written notice
or in the event of a default by the Foundation that is not cured
within the time frame set forth above, the Foundation may require
the University to pay, within 180 days of written notice, all debt
incurred by the Foundation on the University's behalf including, but
not limited to, lease payments, advanced funds, and funds
borrowed for specific initiatives. Should the Foundation choose to
terminate this MOU by providing 90 days written notice or in the
event of a default by the University that is not cured within the time
frame set forth above, the University may require the Foundation to
pay any debt the University holds on behalf of the Foundation in
like manner. The parties agree that in the event this MOU shall
terminate, they shall cooperate with one another in good faith to
negotiate a new agreement within six (6) months. If a new
agreement is not reached in such time and Section XI. C. (Dispute
Resolution) has been followed, the parties shall refer the matter to
the State Board of Education for assistance in reaching a
resolution.

3. Termination of this MOU shall not constitute or cause dissolution of
the Foundation.

C. Dispute Resolution. The parties agree that in the event of any dispute
arising from this MOU, they shall first attempt to resolve the dispute by
working together with the appropriate staff members of each of the parties.
If the staff cannot resolve the dispute, then the dispute will be referred to
the Chair of the Foundation and the University President. If the Foundation
Chair and University President cannot resolve the dispute, then the
dispute will be referred to the Foundation Chair and the State Board of
Education for resolution. If they are unable to resolve the dispute, the
parties shall submit the dispute to mediation by an impartial third party or
professional mediator mutually acceptable to the parties.

D. Litigation. As a prerequisite to any litigation filed between the Foundation
and the University on any matter whatsoever, the parties agree to first
follow the process set forth in Section XI. C. (Dispute Resolution), unless
the dispute concerns a written agreement between the parties that
provides for an alternative means of dispute resolution, in which case the
terms of such alternate means of dispute resolution contained in the
separate agreement shall apply. If and only if all the mandatory steps in
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section XI. C. are followed in sequence and a dispute remains unresolved,
then, in such case, either party shall have the right to initiate litigation on
issues arising from this MOU. In the event of litigation, the prevailing party
shall be entitled, in addition to any other rights and remedies it may have,
to reimbursement for its expenses, including court costs, attorney fees,
and other professional expenses.

E. Dissolution of Foundation. Consistent with provisions appearing in the
Foundation's bylaws and its articles of incorporation, should the
Foundation cease to exist or cease to be an Internal Revenue Code
8501(c) (3) organization, the Foundation shall transfer its assets and
property to the State Board of Education to be held for the use of the
University, to the University, to a reincorporated successor Foundation in
accordance with the law and donor intent.

F. Headings. Headings are for reference only and do not affect the
interpretation of this MOU.

G. Governing Law. This MOU shall be governed by the laws of the state of
Idaho.

H. Legal Representation. The parties acknowledge that they have retained
separate legal counsel to draft and review this MOU on behalf of each

party.

No Third Party Beneficiaries. This MOU shall not be construed to create
any rights, remedies, or benefits upon any third party.

J. Separate Entities. At all times and for all purposes of this Memorandum of
Understanding, the University and the Foundation shall act in an
independent capacity and not as an agent or representative of the other
party. The University and Foundation are independent entities and neither
shall be liable for any of the other's contracts, torts, or other acts or
omissions, or those of the other's trustees, directors, officers, members or
employees.

K. Non-Assignability. This Agreement is not assignable by either party, in
whole or in part.

L. Severability. If any provision, term, or part of this MOU, except for the
provisions of this MOU requiring prior appropriation, is held to be invalid,
illegal, unenforceable, or in conflict with any law of the State of Idaho, the
validity, legality, and enforceability of the remaining portions or provisions
shall not be affected, and the rights and obligations of the parties shall be
construed and enforced as if the MOU did not contain the particular part,
term or provision held to be invalid.

CONSENT - AUDIT TAB 3 Page 17



ATTACHMENT 1

Signature page follows.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties have caused this MOU to be executed by
their duly authorized officers as of the date first above written.

UNIVERSITY: FOUNDATION:
President, Chair,
Boise State University Boise State University Foundation, Inc.
Date: Date:
Secretary,

Boise State University Foundation

Date:
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CONSENT
DECEMBER 13, 2012

UNIVERSITY OF IDAHO

SUBJECT
Renewal of existing lease to the US Geological Survey at the Ul Research Park
in Post Falls

REFERENCE
December 2002 Board approved original lease

APPLICABLE STATUTE, RULE, OR POLICY
Idaho State Board of Education Governing Policies & Procedures, Section
V.1.5.b.(1)

BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION

In 2002, the University of Idaho (Ul) leased 3,786 square feet of office and
laboratory space (and some additional exterior storage area) at the Jacklin
Science and Technology Building to the US Geological Survey. The lease has
accommodated USGS water resource science and research programs at this Ul
facility. That original lease and a short extension will expire December 31, 2012.
The USGS has asked to enter into a new lease for an additional ten years with
an option for early termination after five years. The USGS has agreed to an
annual lease amount in the first year of $72,388 with annual escalations. The
operational terms of the lease will remain essentially the same as the original
lease.

IMPACT
No tenant improvements are required from this renewal, and lease revenue will
be used to cover remaining building financing costs and ongoing operational
costs for the Ul Research Park.

ATTACHMENTS
Attachment 1 — Federal Lease Renewal Documents Page 3

STAFF COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

This is a request from the Ul for approval to extend a real property lease to the
U.S. Geological Survey for ten years. Staff recommends approval.
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CONSENT
DECEMBER 13, 2012

BOARD ACTION
| move to approve the request by the University of Idaho for authority to enter into

a lease with the US Geological Survey in substantial conformance to the form
submitted to the Board in Attachment 1, and to authorize the University’s Vice
President for Finance and Administration to execute the lease and any related

transactional documents.

Moved by Seconded by Carried Yes No

CONSENT - BAHR — SECTION Il TAB 4 Page 2



ATTACHMENT 1

U.S. GOVERNMENT LEASE FOR REAL PROPERTY 1. LEASENUMBER
(Short Form) Mip-509

PART 1 - SOLICITATION/DESCRIPTION OF REQUIREMENTS (To be complated by Government}

A. REQUIREMENTS

2. The Government of the United States of America is seeking to lease approximately 1,800 rentable square feet of office
and related space, 2,000 rentable square feet of warshouse space and 4,000 square fest of outside (fenced} wareyard
space located in Post Falls, ID for occupancy not later than October 1, 2012 for a term of 10 years, five-years, firm,
Rentable office space must yield 1,800 rentable square feet of ANSI/BOMA Office Area (ABOA) for use by United States
Geological Survey {(USGS) for personnel, furnishing, and equipment,

3. INITIAL OFFERS ARE DUE ON OR BEFORE CLOSE OF BUSINESS June 21, 2012,

B. STANDARD CONDITIONS AND REQUIREMENTS

4, The foliowing standard conditions and requirements shall apply to any premises offered for lease to the UNITED STATES OF AMERICA (the GOVERNMENTY):

a. Space offered must be in a quality building of sound and substantial construction mesting the Gevermment's requirements for the intended use,

b. The Lessor shall provide floor plans for the offered space and a valid Certificate of Occupancy for the Intended use of the Government and shall meet, maintain, and operate the
building in conformance with all appficable current {as of the date of this solicitation) codes and ordinances. If space is offered in a building to be constructed for lease to the
Government, the building must ba in compliance with the most recent edition of the buliding code, fire cede, and ordinances adopted by he jurisdiction in which the building is
located.

¢. Offered space shall meet or be upgraded to meet the applicable egress requirements In National Fire Protection Association (NFPA) 101, Life Safety Cods or an alternative
appreach or method for achieving a level of safety deemed equivalent and acceptable by the Government. Offered space located below-grade, including parking garage areas,
and all areas referred 1o as "hazardous areas” {defined in NFPA 101) within the entire buiiding {inciuding non-Govemment areas), shall be protected by an automatic sprinkler
system or an equivalent level of safety. Addilional automatic fire sprinkler requirements will apply when offered space is focaled on or above the 6th floor, Unrestricted access to a
minimum of two remote exits shall be provided on each floor of Government occupancy. Scissor stairs shail be counted as only one approved exit. Open-air extericr fire escapes
will not be counted as an approved exit. Additional fire alarm system requirements will apply hen offered space is focated 2 or more stories in helght above the lowest level of exit
discharge,

d. The Building and the leased space shall be accessible fo persons with disabilties In accordance with 2ppendices C and D of 36 CFR Part 1191 (ABA Chapters 1 and 2 and
Chapters 3 through 10 of the ADA-ABA Accessibility Guidelines).

e. The leased space shall be free of all asbestos contalning materials, except undamaged asbestos flooring in the space or undamaged bailer or pipe insulation outside the space,
in which case an asbestos management program conforming to Environmentat Protection Agency guidance shall be implemented. The space shall be free f other hazardous
materials and In comptiance with applicable Federal, Stats, and local environmental laws and regulations.

f: Services, uiilities, and maintenance will be provided dally, extending from 6:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. except Salurday, Sunday, and Federal holidays. The Govemment shall have
access fo the leased space at all imes, Inciuding the use of electrical services, foilets, lights, elevaters, and Government office machines without additional payment.

g. The Offeror must have an active regisiration in the Central Conlractor Registration {(CCR) System (via the Internet at hftp:#www.cer.gov) prior to lease award and throughout the
life of the lease. To remaln active, the Lessor must update or renew its registration annually, The Govemment will not procass rent payments to Lessors without an active CCR
Registration. The Government wif recognize noe change of ownership of the [eased premises until the new owner registers In the CCR system,

§. SERVICES AND UTILITIES {To be provided by Lessor as part of rent}

DRJneat DX TRASH REMOVAL: MW.E [ revarerservicr B wimeaL & REFLACEMENT Buriimes - cas
DetecTrRiCTY [X]CHILLED DRINKING WATER  [X]WINDOW WASHING LAMPS, TUBES & BALLASTS 0 mILITIES - ELECTRICITY
[(Jrower (specialEquipy/a  [XAIR CONDITIONING Frequency: Twiceannually  [X] PAINTING FREQUENCY [RAUTHITIES ~ WATERISEWER
PRAWATER tHot & Cotd) DRrorET suppLIES CARPET CLEANING Space: Every five years [JotHER (sPEGIFY BELOW)
[X]snow RevovAL [<JoaniToRIAL SERV & SUPP: Frequency: Twice annually

MW.F

6. OTHER REQUIREMENTS
a) USGS Space Requirements —Enclosed
b) Janitorial Requirements — Enclosed

7. NOTE: All offers are subject to the terms and conditions outlined above, and elsewhere In this solicitation, Including the Government’s General Clauses and
Representations and Certifications.

8. BASIS OF AWARD

(¥ THE ACCEPTABLE OFFER WITH THE LOWEST PRICE PER SQUARE FOOT, AGCORDING TC THE ANSUBOMA 265.1-1998 DEFINITION FOR BOMA USABLE OFFICE AREA,
WHICH MEANS ‘“THE AREA WHERE A TENANT NORMALLY HOUSES PERSONNEL ANDVOR FURNITURE, FOR WHICH A MEASUREMENT S TO BE COMPUTED.”

1 OFFERMOST ADVANTAGEOUS TO THE GOVERNMENT, WITH THE FOLLOWING EVALUATION FACTORS BEING

[] SIGNIFICANTLY MORE IMPORTANT THAN PRICE
[J APPROXIMATELY EQUAL TO PRICE

[ SIGNIFICANTLY LESS IMPORTANT THAN PRICE

{7} (Listed in descending order, unless stated otherwise):

GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION GSA Form 3626 (Rev. 4/2009)
Page10f3 Prescribed by APD 2800.12A
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PART Il - OFFER (To be completed by Offeror/Owner and remains open until lease award)

A. LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION OF PREMISES OFFERED FOR LEASE BY GOVERNMENT

1. NAME AND ADDRESS OF BUILDING (fnclude ZIP Code) 2. LOCATION(S} IN BUILDING

Jackiin Science & Technology Building 8. FLOOR(S) b ROOMMNUMBER(S)

University of Idaho Research Park One Suite 7, Room 201

721 Lochsa Streef, Suite 7

Post Falls, ID 83854
¢ S8Q.FT. d. TYPE
RENTABLE 3,786 [} GENERAL OFFICE OTHER (Wareyard)
ABCA 3,788 1,766 Office Vehicle Storage Corral (4,000sf)

INDUSTRIAL/AWAREHOUSE 2,000 sf

B. TERM

3. To have and to hold, for the term commencing on Oclober 1, 2012 and continuing through September 30, 2022 inclusive. USGS may terminate this
lease in whole or in part at any time on or after September 30, 2017, by giving at least 120 days-notice in writing to the Lessor. No rental shall accrue
after the effective dale of termination. Safd notice shall be computed commencing with the day after the date of mailing.

C. RENTAL

4. Rent shall be payable in arrears and will be due on the first workday of each month. When the date for commencement of the [ease falls after the
15th day of the month, the initial rental payment shall be due on the first workday of the second month following the commencement date. Rent for a
period of less than a month shall be prorated. i

5. AMOUNT OF ANNUAL RENT 7. HVAC OVERTIME 8, ELECTRONIC FUNDS TRANSFER PAYMENT SHALL BE MADE TQ; (Name and address)
RATE PER HOUR Wells Fargo Northwest NA Account; University of Idaho,
$72,338.32 NA Moscow Eastside Office Account No: 0280802612
6. RATE PER MONTH 1313 S. Blaine St Routing No: 121000248
Moscow 1D 83843 BIC/SWIFT No: WFBIUSES

$6,032.36

ATTN: Ashleigh Bright, abright@uidaho.edu, (208) 885-7447, -9208 FAX

- include department or name of person sending invoice to ensure payment
notification

9a. NAME AND ADDRESS OF OWNER (Include ZIP code. If requesied by the Govemment and the owner is & partnership or joint venlure, Iist alf General Pariners, using a ssparale sheel, if necassary.)

Charles Buck

Jacklin Science and Technology Center
University of Idaho Research Park

721 Lochsa Street

Post Falls, ID 83854

9b, TELEPHONE NUMBER OF OWNER 10, TYPE OF INTEREST N PROPERTY OF PERSON SIGNING
208.777.4700 [l owner X AuTHORIZED AGENT [l OTHER (Specity
11a. NAME OF OWNER OR AUTHORIZED AGENT (Type o Print) 11b. TITLE OF PERSON SIGNING
Ron Smith Vice President for Finance and Administration
1. SIGNATURE OF OWNER OR AUTHORIZED AGENT 11d. DATE

PART Il - AWARD (To be completed by Government)

1. Your offer is hereby accepted. This award consummates the lease which consists of the following attached documents:
(a) GSA Form 3626,
(b) Representations and Certifications
(c) Government's General Clauses
(d) TEN YEAR PAYMENT CHART ATTACHED AS PAGE 3.

2. THIS DOCUMENT IS NOT BINDING ON THE GOVERNMENT OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA UNLESS SIGNED BELOW BY
AUTHORIZED CONTRACTING OFFICER.

3a. NAME OF CONTRACTING CFFICER (Type or Print} b, SIGNATURE OF CONTRACTING OFFICER 3¢. DATE
GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION GSA Form 3626 {Rev. 4/2009)
Paga20of 3 Peascribed by AP 2800,12A
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Addendum to Form 3626, Page 1, Paragraph 6. Other Requirements:

b) Janitorial Requirements:

4.9 JANITORIAL SERVICES {SEP 2000)

A. The Lessor shall provide janitortal services for the leased space, public areas, entrances, and all other common areas and shall
provide replacement of supplies.

B. SELECTION OF CLEANING PRODUCTS:

The Lessor shall make careful selection of janitorial cleaning products and equipment to;

1, use preducts that are packaged ecologically;

2. use products and equipment considered environmentally beneficial and/or recycled products that are phosphate-free,
non-corrosive, non-flammable, and fully biodegradable; and

3. minimize the use of harsh chemicals and the release of irritating fumes,

4. Examples of acceptable products may be found at www.gsa.gov/ip2products.

C. SELECTION OF PAPER PRODUCTS:

The Lessor shall select paper and paper products (i.e., bathroom tissue and paper towels) with recycled content conforming to
EPA's CPG.

Janitorial Service: Monday, Wednesday and Friday:

¢ Empty Trash
s Vacuum Carpeted Areas
¢ Sanitize Restrooms, Replace Paper Supplies and Soap — All Supplies Included

Two Times per year:
¢ (lean Carpet

s Clean Windows
e Clean Blinds

Initials: &
Lessor Government
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SPACE REQUIREMENTS
Idaho Water Science Center, Post Falls, Idaho Field Office
Revised January 18, 2012

Contiguous office, water field preparation area, shop, warehouse and secured
outside storage is requested.

Normal working hours: 5:30 a.m. to 5:30 p.m.; however, 24-hour access to the facility
is required.

Area for consideration: Space must be located in an office, research, technology, light
industrial or business park with an attractively landscaped site with surrounding
development well-maintained and in consonance with a professional image. The
delineated area is in Post Falls, Idaho between the listed locations. S Pleasant View
Road would be the East boundary. West boundary will be Clearwater loop. Clearwater
loop also acts as Southern boundary. The North boundary is W Selway AV. This
location meets the needs of Idaho Water Science Center geographically and also lets us
utilize the University of Idaho Research facilities for furthering our scientific goals.

The USGS field office in Post Falls, Idaho — Conducts water data collections
throughout northern Idaho.

See Appendix I for more a detailed description of the delineated area.

Space Requirements: A total of 3,786 rentable square feet of office and office support
space together with approximately 1,300 usable square feet of enclosed warehouse
space and 4,000 usable square feet of secured, uncovered outside storage space. All
office space and office support space must be on the same floor and contiguous. All of
the warehouse space, fenced parking space, and outside storage space must be on one
level, A minimum of 12 public parking spaces must be available for employee and
visitor parking within 300 ft of the buildings.

The space shall consist of the following;:

Office and Office Support - 1,740 usable square feet
Library 360 usable square feet
Sample Prep Room - 385 usable square feet
SUB-TOTAL 2,485 usable square feet
Shop (Lt Industrial)/ Warehouse 1,300 usable square feet

1
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Secured Outside Storage - 4,000 usable square feet
SUB-TOTAL 5,300 usable square feet
GRAND TOTAL 7,785 usable square feet

Each office or workstation shall contain at least 1 “computer” (1G) outlet (isolated-
ground) duplex receptacle. Said receptacles shall not exceed 4 in number per 20-
amp circuit, and shall be installed in accordance with the most recent, edition of
Federal Information Processing Standards pub. 94,

Install at least two (2) standard 110/120V receptacles in private or semi-private office,
each on separate walls.

DEFINITION

Standard work area telecommunications cabling shall consist of two Category Se (or
better) voice and two Category Se (or better) data cables. Both telecommunications
cables shall be installed in accordance with TIA/EIA-568-B standards, connecting
from a telecommunications closet Category Se (or better) patch panel to two (2) dual
outlet (or quad outlet with 2 blanks) on separate walls, in the user work areas.
Mail/Copy area will have additional connectivity requirements.

Office Space, totaling 950 net usable square feet (NUSF), comprise of the following:

i. Private office (7) 120 ft? 840 f*
ii. Private or Semi-Private office (1) 110 ft? 110 f*

Office Support Space, totaling 760 NUSF comprise of the following:

i.  Reception area, approximately 200 NUSF, must be located at the main
entrance area, open office space for receptionist, waiting accommodations, and
area to display USGS literature and information. Install four (4) duplex
110/120V isolated grounded receptacles.

ii. Mail/Copy area, approximately 360 NUSF, to be located contiguous to
reception area, to contain copy machine, fax, printer, postal meters/scales, and
mail boxes. Install dedicated 110/120V isolated ground receptacle for the copy
machine. Install eight (8) 110/120V isolated ground receptacles. In addition
to the standard voice and data outlet requirements, four (4) additional data
connections are required for a total of six (6) data connections in the

2
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Mail/Copy area,

iti,  Central Files Area, approximately 200 NUSF, to be located next to Reception
area. Area to contain file cabinets.

Library, 360 NUSF comprised of the following: 3 full size map cased, 9 filing
cabinets, and 2 book shelves. Install two (2) 110/120V isolated ground receptacles.
In addition to the standard voice and data outlet requirements, two (2) additional
data connections are required for a total of two (2) data connections in the library
area

Sample Prep Room, 385 NUSF comprised of the following: A deionized-water
unit, refrigerator, and a freezer are operated inside the room. If these devices are
put INSIDE the room, plan for additional 190-200 NUSF. A fume extractor
(Provided by Government) must be installed and vented through the roof.
Plumbing will need to accommodate at least one sink and a deionized-water system
(for which a floor drain is very desirable) USGS provided. A door(s) needs to be
located so that lab is isolated from shop activities and the outside is minimized.

Shop (Lt. Industrial)/Warehouse totaling 1300 NUSF comprised of the
following:

Storage shelving, work benches, grinders, drill press, welder and cutting torch
(Provided by Government). 115V 20amp outlets every 4 ft with (2) 220 Volts
30amp outlets 41 inches above floor on 2 opposite walls for standard shop use. This
area needs open space for working on projects. Flammables cabinet (Provided by
Government). There needs to be an automatic roll-up door to access equipment.
Roll-up door requirement is 10 feet wide by 12 feet high. Outside loading zone is
required just outside of roll up door for vehicle parking when loading and
unloading equipment.

Secured OQutside Storage (fenced) totaling 4,000 NUSF:

This space needs to be positioned in a way for mobility of parking trailers, boats
and campers while having storage space for material like metal, iron, steel and
outside storage containers for fuels and oils. This space needs 24/7 access. Must be
in close proximity to office/shop space. Install two (2) 110/120V isolated ground
receptacles.
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MISCELLANEQUS:

Telephones and cabling, special office requirements:

d,

Minimum of three (8) leased telephone lines and one (1) digital data circuit
(minimum T1 capable) shall be installed in the telecommunications closet.
Installation of these circuits shall be contracted by the USGS.

New telephone central control unit with a public address feature will be
provided by the USGS.

Proper grounding of all computer and telephone plugs, i.e. no floating
grounds

Category Se (or better) data/phone, telecommunications cables shall be
installed in accordance with TIA/EIA-568-B standards, from the computer
room patch panel to dual (or quad with two blanks) wall receptacles
throughout the office space. Data and voice cabling will terminate to an
organized patch panel in a centralized telecommunications closet and include
available termination points for expansion, if required.

Every computer network and telephone cable must be labeled on cach end
and certified. Every computer network and telephone wall receptacle plate
must be labeled. |

Phone installation utilizing USGS supplied handsets and control unit shall be
contracted by the USGS.,

Electrical Power, special office requirements

a,

Adequate number of electrical circuits to power a PC and printer at each
computer network wall receptacle location. This is approximately one 20-
amp circuit for every 2 employees.

SECURITY REQUIREMENTS

L. In addition to security fencing or government vehicle parking,
adequate lighting (24 hours) must be provided in the visitor, personnel
(public), and government vehicle parking areas and entry and exit

points.

2. An emergency lighting system must be installed in common areas
(hallways and all entrances) in case of building power failure.

3. Emergency power must be provided to all critical systems (alarm
systems, fire systems, and egress doors, etc,)

4, The lessor must secure utility areas and provide utility access only to

authorized individuals. Access to electrical breaker boxes will be

4
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restricted fo authorized individuals including lessee-appointed
peirsonnel,
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GENERAL. CLAUSES
(Simplified Leases)
(Acquisition of Leasehold Interests in Real Property for Leases Up to $100,000 Net Annual Rent)

1. The Government reserves the right, at any time after the lease is signed and during the term of the
lease, to inspect the leased premises and all other areas of the building to which access is
necessary to ensure a safe and healthy work environment for the Government tenants and the
Lessor's performance under this lease.

2. If the building is partially or totally destroyed or damaged by fire or other casualty so that the [eased
space is untenantable as determined by the Government, the Government may terminate the lease
upch 15 calendar days written notice to the Lessor and no further rental will be due,

3. The Lessor shall maintain the demised premises, including the building, building systems, and all
equipment, fixtures, and appurtenances furnished by the Lessor under this lease, in good repair
and tenantable condition, Upon request of the Contracting Officer, the Lessor shall provide written
documentation that building systems have been maintained, tested, and are operational.

4. In the event the Lessor fails to perform any service, to provide any item, or meet any requirement
of this lease, the Government may perform the service, provide the item, or meet the requirement,
either directly or through a contract. The Government may deduct any costs incurred for the
service or item, including administrative costs, from rental payments.

5. 52.252-2 CLAUSES INCORPORATED BY REFERENCE (VARIATION) {DEC 2003)

This contract incorporates one or more clauses by reference, with the same force and effect as if
they were given in full text. Upon request, the Contracting Officer will make the full text available, or
the full text may be found as GSA Form 3517C at hitp://www.gsa qov/ieasingform.

8. The following clauses are incorporated by reference:

GSAR 552-203-5 COVENANT AGAINST CONTINGENT FEES (FEB 1990)
(Applicable to leases over $100,000.)

GSAR 552-203-70 PRICE ADJUSTMENT FOR ILLEGAL OR IMPROPER ACTIVITY (SEP 1989)
(Applicable to leases over $100,000.)

FAR 52.204-7 CENTRAL CONTRACTOR REGISTRATION (OCT 2003) (VARIATION)

FAR 52.209-6 PROTECTING THE GOVERNMENT'S INTEREST WHEN
SUBCONTRACTING WITH CONTRACTORS DEBARRED, SUSPENDED,
OR PROPQSED FOR DEBARMENT (JAN 2005)
(Applicable to leases over $25,000.)

FAR 52.219-9 SMALL BUSINESS SUBCONTRACTING PLAN (JUL 2005)
{(Applicable to leases over $500,000.)

FAR 52.219-16 LIQUIDATED DAMAGES—SUBCONTRACTING PLAN (JAN 1999)
{Applicable to leases over $500,000.)

GSAR 552.219-72 PREPARATION, SUBMISSION, AND NEGOTIATION OF
SUBCONTRACTING PLANS (JUN 2005)
(Applicable to leases over $500,000 if solicitation requires submission of the
subcontracting plan with initial offers.)

GSAR 552.219-73 GOALS FOR SUBCONTRACTING PLAN (JUN 2005)
(Applicable to leases over $500,000 if solicitation does not require
submission of the subcontracting plan with initial offers.)

INITIALS: &
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FAR 52.222-26

FAR 52.222-21

FAR 52.222-35

FAR 52.222-36

FAR 52.222-37

FAR 52.232-23

GSAR 552.232-75
GSAR 552.232-76
FAR 52.233-1
FAR 52.2156-10

FAR 52.215-12

ATTACHMENT 1

EQUAL OPPORTUNITY (APR 2002)
(Applicable to leases over $10,000.)

PRCHIBITION OF SEGREGATED FACILITIES (FEB 1999)
{(Applicable to leases over $10,000.)

EQUAL OPPORTUNITY FOR SPECIAL DISABLED VETERANS, VETERANS
OF THE VIETNAM ERA, AND OTHER ELIGIBLE VETERANS (DEC 2001)
{Applicable to leases over $25,000.)

AFFIRMATIVE ACTION FOR WORKERS WITH DISABILITIES (JUN 1998)
(Applicable to leases over $10,000.)

EMPLOYMENT REPORTS ON SPECIAL DISABLED VETERANS,
VETERANS OF THE VIETNAM ERA, AND OTHER ELIGIBLE VETERANS
(DEC 2001)

(Applicable to leases over $25,000.)

ASSIGNMENT OF CLAIMS (SEP 1999)
{Applicable to leases over $2,500.)

PROMPT PAYMENT (SEP 1999)

ELECTRONIC FUNDS TRANSFER PAYMENT (MAR 2000) (VARIATION)
DISPUTES (JUL 2002)

PRICE REDUCTION FOR DEFECTIVE COST OR PRICING DATA (OCT 19987)
éAS%%hggng when cost or pricing data are required for work or services over

SUBCONTRACTOR COST OR PRICING DATA (OCT 1997)
(Applicable when the clause at FAR 52.215-10 is applicable.)

The information collection requirements contained in this solicitation/contract, that are not required by
regulation, have been approved by the Office of Management and Budget pursuant to the Paperwork
Reduction Act and assigned the OMB Control No. 3020-0163.

INITIALS:
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REPRESENTATIONS AND CERTIFICATIONS (Short Form) | Solicitation Number Date
{Simplified Acquisition of Leasehold Interests in Real Property p -y 30/3
for Leases Up to $100,000 Annual Rent) M 5 Oq , Z

Complete appropriate boxes, sign the form, and attach lo offer.

The Offeror makes the following Representations and Cerlifications. NOTE: The "Offeror,” as used on
this form, is the owner of the property offered, not an individual or agent representing the owner.

1. SMALL BUSINESS REPRESENTATION (JAN 2007)

@ @M ;r2$1rélgdh American Industry Classification System (NAICS) code for this acquisition s

(2)  The small business size standard is $19.0 Million in annual average gross revenue of
the concern for the last 3 fiscal years.

(3)  The small business size standard for a concern which submits an offer in its own name,
other than on a construction or service contract, but which proposes to furnish a product
which it did not itself manufacture, is 500 employees.

(b}  Representations.

(1)  The Offeror represents as part of its offer that it [ ] Es,}{is not a small business
concemn, -

(2) [Complete only if the Offeror represented itself as a small business concern in
paragraph (b)(1) of this provision.] The Offeror represents, for general statistical
ﬁ)grg?:sgﬁ, ztggltoiéé 1is, [ 1is not, a small disadvantaged business concern as defined in

(3) [Complete only if the Offeror represented itself as a small business concemn in
paragraph (b)(1) of this provision.] The Offeror represents as part of its offer that it [ 11s,
[ 1is nota women-owned small business concern.

(4) [Complete only if the Offeror represented itseif as a small business concern in
paragraph (b)(1) of this provision.] The Offeror represents as part of is offer that it [ 11s,
[ 1is not a veteran-owned small business concern.

{(5) [Complete only if the Offeror represenfed ilself as a veteran-owned small business
concemn in paragraph (b)(4) of this provision.] The Offeror represents as part of its offer
thatit Jis, [ ]is not a service-disabled veteran-owned small business concern.

{8) [Complete only if the Offeror represented ifself as a small business concem in
paragraph (b)(1) of this provision.}] The Offeror represents, as part of its offer, that—

M It[ 1is, [ 1is nota HUBZone small business concern listed, on the date of this
representation, on the List of Qualified HUBZone Small Business Concerns
maintained by the Small Business Administration, and no material change in
ownership and control, principal office, or HUBZone employee percentage has
occurred since it was cerlified by the Small Business Administration in
accordance with 13 CFR part 126; and

(i W[ 1is, [ ]is nota joint venture that complies with the requirements of 13 CFR
part 126, and the representation in paragraph (b)(8)(i) of this provision is accurate
for the HUBZone small business concern or concerns that are participating in the
joint venture. [The Offeror shall enter the name or names of the HUBZone small
business concem or concems that are patticipating In  the joint

venture: .} Each HUBZone small business concern participating in
the joint venture shall submit a separate signed copy of the HUBZone
representation.
INITIALS: &
LESSOR GOVERNMENT GSA FORM 3518A PAGE 1 (REV 1/07)
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ATTACHMENT 1

2, 52.222-22 - PREVIOUS CONTRACTS AND COMPLIANCE REPORTS (FEB 1999)
(Applicable to leases over $10,000.)

The Offeror represents that—

(a) it [X] has, [ ] has not participated in a previous contract or subcontract subject either to the
qual Opportupity clause of this solicitation;

() It[] has%s not filed all required compliance reports; and

{c) Representations indicating submission of required compliance reports, signed by proposed

subcontractors, will be obtained before subcontract awards. (Approved by OMB under
Controf Number 1215-0072.)

3. 52.222-25 - AFFIRMATIVE ACTION COMPLIANCE (APR 1984)

gpplicable to leases over $10,000 and which include the clause at FAR 52.222-26, Equal
pportunity.)

The Offeror represents that—

& It has developed and has on file, [ ] has not developed and does not have on file, at
ch establishment affirmative action programs required by the rules and regulations of the

Secretary of Labor (41 CFR 60-1 and 60-2), or
(b) IMS not previously had contracts subject to the written affirmative action programs

regguirement of the rules and regulations of the Secretary of Labor. (Approved by OMB
under Control Number 1215-0072.)

4. 52.203-11 — CERTIFICATION AND DISCLOSURE REGARDING PAYMENTS TO INFLUENCE
CERTAIN FEDERAL TRANSACTIONS (SEP 2005)

{Applicable to leases over $100,000.)

(a) The definitions and prohibitions contained in the clause, at FAR 52.203-12, Limitation on
Payments to Influence Certain Federal Transactions, included in this solicitation, are hereby
incorporated by reference in paragraph (b} of this certification,

(b} The Offeror, by signing its offer, hereby certifies to the best of his or her knowledge and
belief that on or after December 23, 1989, —

(1Y  No Federal appropriated funds have been paid or will be paid to any person for
influencing or attempting to infiluence an officer or employee of any agency, a Member of
Congress, an officer or employee of Congress, or an employee of a Member of
Congress on his or her behalf in connection with the awarding of a contract;

(2)  If any funds other than Federal appropriated funds (including profit or fee received under
a covered Federal transaction) have been paid, or will be paid, to any person for
influencing or attempting to influence an officer or employee of any agency, a Member of
Congress, an officer or employee of Congress, or an employee of a Member of
Congress on his or her behalf in connection with this solicitation, the Offeror shalll
complete and submit, with its offer, OMB standard form LLL, Disclosure of Lobbying
Activities, to the Confracting Officer; and

(3) He or she will include the language of this certification in all subcontract awards at any
tier and require that all recipients of subcontract awards in excess of $100,000 shall
certify and disclose accordingly.

(c)  Submission of this certification and disclosure is a prerequisite for making or entering into
this contract imposed by section 1352, fitle 31, United States Code. Any person who makes
an expenditure prohibited under this provision or who fails fo file or amend the disclosure
form to be filed or amended by this provision, shall be subject to a civil penalty of not less
than $10,000, and not more than $100,000, for each such failure.

INITIALS: &
LESSOR GOVERNMENT GSA FORM 3518A PAGE 2 (REV 1/07)
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ATTACHMENT 1

5. 52,204-3 - TAXPAYER IDENTIFICATION (OCT 1998)
(a) Definitions.

‘Commeon parent,” as used in this provision, means that corporate entity that owns or
controls an affiliated group of corporations that files its Federal income tax returns on a
consoclidated basis, and of which the Offeror is a member.

“Taxpayer |dentification Number (TIN)," as used in this provision, means the number
required by the Internal Revenue Service (IRS) to be used by the Offeror in reporting income
tax and other returns. The TIN may be either a Social Security Number or an Employer
Identification Number.

{(b) All Offerors must submit the information required in paragraphs (d) through (f) of this
provision to comply with debt collection requirements of 31 U.S.C. 7701(¢c) and 3325(d),
reporting requirements of 26 U.S.C. 6041, 6041A, and 6050M, and implementing regulations
issued by the IRS. If the resulting confract is subject to the payment reporting requirements
described in Federal Acquisition Regulation (FAR) 4.904, the failure or refusal b% the Offeror
to furnish the information may result in a 31 percent reduction of payments otherwise due
under the contract.

(¢) The TIN may be used by the Government fo collect and report on any delinguent amounts
arising out of the Offeror's relationship with the Government (31 U.S.C. 7701(c)(3)). If the
resulting contract is subject to the payment reporting requirements described in FAR 4.904,
tcl)]f% TIN p_rrcl)r\\.rfided hereunder may be matched with IRS records to verify the accuracy of the

eror's TIN.

{d)  Taxpayer Identification Number (TIN).

\ - o
K}I‘/ TN SR2—=000YS
TIN has been applied for.

] TINis not required because:

] Offeror is a nonresident allen, foreign corporation, or foreign partnership that does not
have income effectively connected with the conduct of a trade or business in the
United States and does not have an office or place of business or a fiscal paying
agent in the United States;

[ ]  Offeror is an agency or instrumentality of a foreign government;

[ ] Offeroris an agency or instrumentality of the Federal government;

N\

{e) Type of organization.

[ ] Sole proprietorship; }(Government entity (Federal, State, or local);
] Partnership; [ 1 Foreign government;
] Corporate entity (not tax-exempt); [ ] International organization per 26 CFR 1.6049-

[ 1Corporate entity (fax-exempt), [ 1 Other

(i  Commen FParent.
%Oﬁeror is not owned or controlled by a common parent as defined in paragraph {a) of
this provision.
[1 Name and TIN of common parent:
Name

TIN

6. b52.204-6 — Data Universal Numbering System (DUNS) Number (OCT 2003)

(a) The Offeror shall enter, in the block with its name and address on the cover page of its offer,
the annotation "DUNS" cor "DUNS+4" followed by the DUNS number or "DUNS+4" that
identifies the Offeror's name and address exactly as stated in the offer. The DUNS number
is a nine-digit number assigned by Dun and Bradstreet, Inc. The DUNS+4 Is the DUNS
number plus a 4-character suffix that may be assighed at the discretion of the Offeror to

INITIALS:

&
LESSOR GOVERNMENT GSA FORM 3518A PAGE 3 (REV 1/07)
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(b)

ATTACHMENT 1

establish additional CCR records for identifying alternative Electronic Funds Transfer (EFT)
accounts (see Subpart 32.11) for the same parent concern.

If the Offeror does not have a DUNS number, it should contact Dun and Bradstreet directly
to obtain one.

(1) An Offeror may obtain a DUNS number—
{) If located within the United States, by calling Dun and Bradstreet at 1-866-705-
5711 or via the Internet at hitp:/iwww.dnb.com; or
{ii) [f%ocated outside the United States, by contacting the local Dun and Bradstreet
office.

{2)  The Offeror should be prepared to provide the following information;
() Company legal business name.
() Tradestyle, doing business, or other name by which your entity is commonly
recognized.
(iii; Company physical street address, city, state and zip code.
Company mailing address, city, state and zip code (if separate from physical).
(\r} Company telephone number.
Date the company was started.
(vii, Number of emptof;ilrees at your location.
{viliy  Chief executive officer/key manager.
) Line of business (Industry). )
164 Cngany Headduarters name and address (reporling relationship within your
entity).

7. DUNS NUMBER (JUN 2004)

Notwithstanding the above instructions, in addition to inserling the DUNS Number on the offer
cover page, the Offeror shall also provide its DUNS Number as part of this submission:

DUNS # GYRWETA 17 l

8. CENTRAL CONTRACTOR REGISTRATION (JAN 2007)

The Central Contractor Registration (CCR) System is a centrally located, searchable database
which assists in the development, maintenance, and provision of sources for future procurements.
The Offeror must be registered in the CCR prior to lease award, The Offeror shall register via the
Internet at htip:/iwww.ccr.gov. To remain active, the Offeror/Lessor is required to update or renew
its registration annually.

}( Registration Active and Copy Attached

[1 Will Activate Registration and Submit Copy to the Government Prior to Award
OFFEROR OR NAME, ADDRESS (INCLUDING ZIP CODE) TELEPHONE NUMBER
AUTHORIZED

REPRESENTATIVE NAME Q)ﬂau E. SM"‘%I

[nalel E Smith | arv, state, zie Magcow TDE3RW3IS

STREETES 75 Rarimeter Dr MS3163 208-885-G17Y

ooz
Date
Signature
INITIALS: &
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Lease Number: SFO MP-509, USGS Post Fails, ID

Form 3626, Part I}, 1. {d) includes the following changes or additions:

Year

Ten Year Payment Chart

Annual Rate/SF

ATTACHMENT 1

Total Annual Rent

Oct 2012-Sept 2013
Oct 2013-Sept 2014
Oct 2014-Sept 2015
Oct 2015-Sept 2016
Oct 2016-Sept 2017
Oct 2017-5ept 2018
Oct 2018-Sept 2019
Oct 2019-Sept 2020
Oct 2020-Sept 2021

Oct 2021-Sept 2022

$19.12
$19.36
$19.60
$19.85

$20.09

*

$72,388.32
$73,293.17
$74,209.34
$75,136.96

$76,076,17

*

* Annual Rent amount for October 2017-September 2018 and each remaining year of the Term
thereafter shall be adjusted proportionately by the percentage increase or decrease of the “Consumer
Price Index - Urban Wage Earners and Clerical Workers”, Series ID: CWURQO00SAO (“Index”), prepared
by the United States Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, using a Base Month of October
2016 (as reported by the Bureau of Labor Statistics at that time). This annual adjustment to Total
Annual Rent {occurring in October of each year of the Term beginning in 2017) to the annual base rent
amount of $76,076.17 (the “Escalation Base Rent Amount”) will be established by determining the
percentage increase (or decrease) from the Base Month of October 2016 to that value reported on
Index for August 2017 and then for each August of the Term thereafter. The Total Annual Rent for
October 2017-September 2018 and each year of the Term thereafter shall be calculated by adding the
resulting percentage increase {or decrease), as described above, to the Escalation Base Rent Amount.
In the event this report is discontinued, an equivalent reporting measure of US dollar value inflation
shall be used for this annual rent adjustment.

Initials:

Lessor

Gov't
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ATTACHMENT 1

Universityofldaho

JACKLIN SCIENCE & TECHNOLOGY CENTER - #480

FIRST FLOOR

06-36-2011
0 17.8' 35 7
™ ——

SCALE: 1"=35-0"
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CONSENT
DECEMBER 13, 2012

SUBJECT

Quarterly Report: Programs and Changes Approved by Executive Director

APPLICABLE STATUTE, RULE, OR POLICY

Idaho State Board of Education Governing Policies and Procedures, Section
[11.G.4.b.(ii), Program Approval and Discontinuance

BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION

In accordance with Board Policy 111.G.4.a and b.(ii), Executive Director approval
prior to implementation is required for any new academic or professional-
technical program, major, minor, option, emphasis or instructional unit with a
financial impact of less than $250,000 per year. Board policy also requires
Executive Director approval for “Changes, additions, expansions, and
consolidations to existing instructional programs, majors, minors, options,
emphases or instructional units with a financial impact of less than $250,000.”

Consistent with Board Policy [I1.G.4.b.(ii), “All modifications approved by the
executive director shall be reported quarterly to the Board.” The Board office is
providing a report of program changes, additions, and discontinuations from
Idaho’s public colleges and universities that were approved between August
2012 and November 2012 by the Executive Director.

ATTACHMENTS

Attachment 1 — List of Programs and Changes Approved by the Page 3
Executive Director

BOARD ACTION

This item is for informational purposes only. Any action will be at the Board’s
discretion.
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CONSENT
DECEMBER 13, 2012

Academic Programs
Approved by Executive Director
August 2012 — November 2012

Boise State University

New Quantitative emphasis within the BA in Economics

Discontinue AS in Radiologic Sciences

New Diagnostic Radiology emphasis within the BS in Radiologic Sciences

Rename BS in Exercise Science to BS in Kinesiology and Collapse Exercise Physiology and Fitness Evaluation
Programming emphases into one called Exercise Science and also create a new Pre-Allied Health emphasis

New Sustainability Minor

Other Non-substantive Changes (does not require approval but is required to notify OSBE per policy 111.G.)

Change the name of existing Master of Science in Exercise and Sports Studies to Master of Science in
Kinesiology

Change the name of existing Reading Education Center to Literacy Center

Change the name of Master of Health Science, General Research emphasis to Master of Health Sciences,
Evaluation and Research emphasis

Change the name of BS in Political Science, International Relations emphasis to Bachelor of Science in Political
Science, International Relations to Comparative Politics

Idaho State University

Discontinue Pre-Architecture Program

Discontinue B.A. in American Studies, American Studies Minor

Other Non-substantive Changes (does not require approval but is required to notify OSBE per policy 111.G.)

Change name of Health and Nutrition Sciences to Health Education and Promotion

Move the Bachelor of Science in Health Sciences to the Division of Health Sciences

New BA in Dance, Choreography and Performance

University of ldaho

Addition of Business Law and Entrepreneurship Emphasis under the Law Program

Discontinue Ed.S. in School Psychology

New Graduate Certificate, Rehabilitation Counseling Category R

Discontinue Minor in Classical Studies

CONSENT - IRSA TAB 5 Page 3



CONSENT
DECEMBER 13, 2012

Discontinue Sustainable Small Acreage Farming and Ranching Academic Certificate

Discontinue B.S, Physical Education, in Athletic Training

Professional - Technical Education Programs
Approved by Executive Director

Program Activity Institution

Combine Surgical Technology and Surgical First Assisting to be called Surgical Services. csl
There will be three options:

Central Sterile Processing Technician, PTC
Surgical Technology, AAS
Surgical First Assisting, AAS

Move the Robotics and Communication Systems Technology Program to the Technical ISU
Department from ESTEC

CONSENT - IRSA TAB 5 Page 4



CONSENT
DECEMBER 13, 2012

IDAHO STATE UNIVERSITY

SUBJECT
Facility Naming

APPLICABLE STATUTE, RULE, OR POLICY
Idaho State Board of Education Governing Policies and Procedures, Section
I.K.3., Naming/Memorializing Buildings and Facilities.

BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION
Idaho State University (ISU) requests State Board approval to name two
locations at ISU: (1) The Carlos D. Jones Family Loge in the Jensen Grand
Concert Hall and (2) the Dr. Dale H. Magleby Specimen Preparation Room in the
planned Anatomy and Physiology (A&P) Lab at the Meridian Center.

1. Dorothy Jones was a long-time annual donor to ISU. She remembered the
ISU Foundation with a gift of 50% of the interest in her estate. Her personal
representative, Mr. Scott Jones, is at liberty to determine the use of the gift.
The ISU Foundation proposed to Mr. Jones, and if approved, Mr. Jones will
agree to designate a gift of $155,000 toward the debt on the Stephens
Performing Arts Center. In recognition of the gift, his preference is to name
loge #401 in the Jensen Grant Concert Hall for the Jones family, specifically,
“The Carlos D. Jones Family Loge.” Further, Ms. Jones’ gift will be matched
with an equal gift from the Estate of Beverly B. Bistline, resulting in a total
allocation of $310,000 toward the debt.

2. The plans for the A&P Lab in Meridian include a small “prep room” off the
main cadaver lab. The room is intended for storage, as well as a space to
prepare small specimens or have students or faculty work on specimens
alone or in very small groups. This is not a teaching space, but a preparation
area. The Eugene Magleby Foundation trustees would like to name this
space the “Dr. Dale H. Magleby Specimen Preparation Room” in honor of
Eugene Magleby’s brother, also an alumnus of ISU, and a medical doctor and
medical school faculty member. The Magleby Foundation has completed a
gift of $30,000 to this end, and has pledged to complete the $20,000 gift upon
approval of the naming opportunity.

The ISU Facility Name Designation Committee agreed that these are valid
naming requests and recommended approval. This recommendation was
approved by President Arthur Vailas on November 13, 2012. Because a prior
commitment for naming was made to prospective donors prior to approval by
President Vailas, these are also being submitted to the State Board of Education
for approval.

CONSENT - PPGA TAB 6 Page 1l



CONSENT
DECEMBER 13, 2012

IMPACT
Approval of this request will allow ISU to recognize both the Jones and the
Magleby families and the contributions they have made to ISU.

STAFF COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Based on the information provided both requests appear to be within Board
policy. Staff recommends approval.

BOARD ACTION
| move to approve the request by ldaho State University to name two locations at
ISU: The Carlos D. Jones Family Loge in the Jensen Grand Concert Hall and
the Dr. Dale H. Magleby Specimen Preparation Room in the planned Anatomy
and Physiology Lab at the Idaho State University Meridian Center.

Moved by Seconded by Carried Yes No

CONSENT - PPGA TAB 6 Page 2



CONSENT
DECEMBER 13, 2012

EASTERN IDAHO TECHNICAL COLLEGE

SUBJECT
Facility Naming

APPLICABLE STATUTE, RULE, OR POLICY
Idaho State Board of Education Governing Policies and Procedures, Section
I.K.3., Naming/Memorializing Buildings and Facilities.

BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION

Bill Robertson began working at Eastern ldaho Technical College (EITC) in
January 1972 as an Admissions Counselor. In 1976, he was promoted to
Director of Student Services. He became the Associate Director in 1978 and the
Dean of Administration in 1996. During this time, he served as Interim Director
both in 1990 and 1995-96. Again in 2003, he was appointed as the Interim
President. On July 1, 2004, he was appointed President of the College by the
Idaho State Board of Education.

In recognition of the contribution he has made to EITC, EITC is requesting
approval to name the technical building after Bill Robertson.

He has been a participating member of East-Central ldaho Planning &
Development Association (ECIPDA), Grow Idaho Falls, and the Partnership for
Science and Technology.

Contributions to EITC:

* Oversaw the improvement and expansion of campus facilities such as the
recent construction of the new Health Care Education Building at EITC.

* Led an institutional self-study and successful accreditation renewal with the
Northwest Commission on Colleges and Universities in 2007.

* Created more outreach opportunities such as the partnership with the
Development Company in Rexburg whereby EITC helped secure a 3.5 million
EDA grant to build the new Business Development and Health Education
Center. In 2007, EITC began health professions training in this new facility.

* Negotiated a $1.35 million contract in 2007 with Idaho National Laboratory
(INL) to provide environmental, safety and health training to INL employees.
This is EITC’s largest single contract.

The EITC Executive Advisory Council met July 11, 2012 and approved
recommending naming the technical building after William A. Robertson.

IMPACT

Approval of this request will allow EITC to recognize the contributions William A
Robertson has made to the college and to Idaho’s educational system.
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STAFF COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Staff recommends approval.

BOARD ACTION
| move to approve the request by Eastern Idaho Technical College to name the
technical building the William A. Robertson Building in recognition of the
contributions Dr. Robertson has made to Eastern Idaho Technical College.

Moved by Seconded by Carried Yes No
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PLANNING, POLICY AND GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS
DECEMBER 13, 2012

SUBJECT
North Idaho College (NIC) Biennial 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 NIC to provide a 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.

President Dunlap will provide a 15-minute overview of NIC’s progress in carrying
out the College’s strategic plan.

IMPACT
NIC’s strategic plan drives the College’s integrated planning, programming,
budgeting, and assessment cycle and is the basis for the institution’s annual
budget requests and performance measure reports to the State Board of
Education, the Division of Financial Management and the Legislative Services
Office.

ATTACHMENT
Attachment 1 — NIC Progress Report Page 3

BOARD ACTION

This item is for informational purposes only. Any action will be at the Board’s
discretion.
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POLICY, PLANNING AND GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS
DECEMBER 13, 2012

State Board
of Education

December 13, 2012

Joe Dunlap
President
North Idaho College
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POLICY, PLANNING AND GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS
DECEMBER 13, 2012

Our Regional Footprint

Coeur d’Alene Campus

Workforce Training Center Post Falls
NIC at Sandpoint
Bonners Ferry Center

Silver Valley Center Kellogg
Plummer CDA Tribe

Coeur d’Alene, Rathdrum, Post Falls,
Bonners Ferry, Sandpoint , Kellogg
and St. Maries
\w
Coeur d’Alene, Bonners Ferry, =~

A department of Priest River, Sandpoint, Kellogg
/ah\ North Idaho College and St. Maries

Coeur d’Alene
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DECEMBER 13, 2012
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6,304 Workforcé Training B
Center Students

| 351 Head Start 1,742 ABE/GED [§
Children Students
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POLICY, PLANNING AND GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS
DECEMBER 13, 2012

Economic Impact

How does the North Idaho economy
and the state of Idaho benefit from —
the presence of North Idaho College? Added Income
College operations effect $32,800,000
164 6 B II = Student spending effect $19,190,000 P’ﬁﬁriﬂ
m l I 0 n Total spending effect $52,079,000 $112.5m
2 m lohl annual impacts on North Idaho by NIC. Student productivity effect $112,547,000

ts 2.7 percent of the total regional Grand Total 164,626,000
ﬁulhly.i.ﬁso mraxe iy jobs. : Moo

million percent
The total annual Astudent’s average
impacts on North rate of return on
Idaho by NIC investment in NIC

percent

The return for every The total

dollar of support
allocated to NIC percentage of the

regional econom
hy state and local im!:mcted by NIC . . . o
governments " :Eé::ﬂr;?)mlc Modeling Specialists, Inc.
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DECEMBER 13, 2012

Enrollment

6,574

5,073
4,618
3,609
823

Total Credit Prof-Tech

Enrollment

General Studies

678

! -

dual credit

E Headcount

FTE

Workforce
Non-credit

e-learning
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POLICY, PLANNING AND GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS
DECEMBER 13, 2012

New Opportunities

Soaring to Success

TRADE ADJUSTMENT ASSISTANCE COMMUNITY COLLEGE AND CAREER TRAINING GRANT PROGRAM |

* Aerospace Center of Excellence in Aviation
Maintenance and Advanced Manufacturing

$2,976,663
* 500 participants ﬂ

PACE ALLIANCE

TAB 1 Page 8



POLICY, PLANNING AND GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS
DECEMBER 13, 2012

New Opportunities

Avista Center for Entrepreneurship

* 51,000,000 provided by Avista to replicate SCC program

* $100,000 provided to NIC to promote development of
entrepreneurs in the region

* Development of an associated non-credit workshop
curriculum to support new and existing small businesses

TAB 1 Page 9



POLICY, PLANNING AND GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS
DECEMBER 13, 2012

Student and Faculty Success

Phi Theta Kappa

achieved Five Star Graphic Design
Level status , Instructor David Van

Etten selected by
Adobe® for internal
promotion

Cynthia Nelson
Advisor

Art Instructor Michael Horswill
selected by the city of

Coeur d’Alene for art
installation on new |
education corridor
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DECEMBER 13, 2012

Serving Students

Multicultural and
Veterans Advisors

INBRE Success!

Admissions fee waiver
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POLICY, PLANNING AND GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS
DECEMBER 13, 2012

Higher Education Campus

The Higher Education Campus was born from a partnership with
CDA City, LCDC, higher education partners and a shared vision to
create a collaborative higher education environment that provides
academic opportunities and a positive economic impact for
residents of North Idaho.

TAB 1 Page 12



POLICY, PLANNING AND GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS
DECEMBER 13, 2012

Higher Education Campus

NIC Foundation purchased the
former DeArmond Mill site 2009

Infrastructure completed 2011

Parking, utilities, green space,
roundabouts and landscaping

Provides for expansion
opportunities

Art Installations

TAB 1 Page 13



POLICY, PLANNING AND GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS
DECEMBER 13, 2012

Collaboration

NIC, CSI, and CWI continue to collaborate
on behalf of Idaho students

MISSION STATEMENT

Community Colleges are an integral and vital
component of higher education in Idaho. Idaho
Community Colleges provide the citizens with high-
quality, accessible, affordable, educational opportunities
that minimize barriers to post-secondary education,
maximize student success, develop a competent
workforce, and improve the lives and well being of the
people in the state and communities they serve.
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Collaboration

NIC, CSI, and CWI continue to collaborate
on behalf of Idaho students

Idaho Community Colleges

Dual Statewide Comparable
Enrollment Portal Data
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Board of Trustees

Ron Nilson

W

m\ Ken Howard

‘4‘5:

Christie Wood Todd Banducci
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PRESIDENTS’ COUNCIL

SUBJECT
Presidents’ Council Report

BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION
President Bert Glandon, College of Western Idaho President, and current chair of
the Presidents’ Council will give a report on the recent activities of the Presidents’
Council and answer questions.

BOARD ACTION

This item is intended for informational purposes only. Any action will be at the
Board'’s discretion.
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SUBJECT
Data Management Council By-laws and status update
REFERENCE
October 2011 The Board approved the second reading of a new
section of Board Policy, 1.O. Data Management
Council.
August 2011 The Board approved the first reading of a new section

of Board Policy, 1.0. Data Management Council and
directed the Data Management Council to develop
bylaws for future Board approval.

APPLICABLE STATUTE, RULE, OR POLICY
Idaho State Board of Education Governing Policies & Procedures, Section 1.0.
Data Management Council

BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION
The Idaho Data Management Council (DMC) is a council established to make
recommendation on the oversight and development of Idaho’s Statewide
Longitudinal Data System (SLDS) and oversees the creation, maintenance and
usage of said system.

Board Policy 1.O outlines for the role and purpose of the council, council
structure, terms of membership, and reporting requirements. As part of that
process, the council was directed by the Board to develop bylaws which would
determine the specific operating procedures of the Data Management Council.

In addition to presenting the proposed bylaws, staff will provide an update to the
Board on current developments and progress made to date by the council.

IMPACT
Approval of the bylaws will provide the needed guidance to the DMC for its
structure and operation of council meetings.

ATTACHMENTS
Attachment 1 — Data Management Council Bylaws Page 3

STAFF COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Staff has worked with the DMC to develop the Bylaws. The proposed Bylaws are
in compliance with Board policy 1.O. Staff recommends approval.
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BOARD ACTION
| move to approve the Data Management Council bylaws as submitted.

Moved by Seconded by Carried Yes No
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Idaho State Board of Education - Data M anagement Council

GOVERNING POLICIESAND PROCEDURES
SECTION:  BYLAWS December 2012

A.

Member ship

The membership of the Data Management Council (herein referred to as the “Council”) of
the State Board of Education is determined in accordance with Board Policy 1.O. Data
management Council.

M eetings

1. The Council shall hold at least four (4) regular meetings annually. A quorum of the
Council consists of a simple majority of the total membership of the Council. A quorum
of the Council must be present for the Council to conduct business.

2. All meetings of the Council are held at such place or places as may be determined by the
Council.

Rules of Order

Meetings of the Council are conducted in accordance with applicable bylaws, regulations,
procedures, or policies of the State Board of Education. In the absence of such bylaws,
regulations, procedures, or policies, meetings are conducted based upon the current edition of
Robert's Rules of Order Newly Revised under the recommendations for small boards.

Officersand Representatives

1. The officers of the Council shall include: Chair, vice chair, and secretary, who are voting
members of the Council.

2. The chair, vice chair, and secretary are elected by the council at the organizational
meeting for one (1) year terms and hold office until their successors are elected.
Vacancies in these offices are filled by election for the remainder of the unexpired term.

3. The Council chair will appoint representative to serve on working groups and similar
bodies.

Duties of Council Officers

1. Charr
a. Presides at all Council meetings, with full power to discuss and vote on all matters
before the Council.
b. Submits such information and recommendations considered proper concerning the
business and interests of the Council to the State Board of Education.
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i.
J.

Subject to action of the Council, gives notice and establishes the dates and locations
of all regular Council meetings.

Calls specia Council meetings at any time and place designated.

Appoints Council members to all standing and interim working groups of the
Council.

Establishes the Council agendain consultation with the SLDS Project Coordinator.
Serves as spokesperson for the Council.

2. ViceChair

a

b.

C.

Presides at meetingsin the event of absence of the Council chair.

Performs the Council chair's duties in the event of the Council chair's inability to do
0.

Becomes the acting Council chair in the event of the resignation or permanent
inability of the Council chair to perform said duties until such time as a new chair is
elected by the Council.

3. Secretary

a
b.

Presides at meetings in the event of absence of the Council chair and vice chair.
Issues all minutes and other documents approved by the Council except in those
instances wherein the Council, by its procedures, has authorized or has otherwise
designated persons to sign in the name of or on behalf of the Council secretary.

F. Working Groups of the Council

All working groups will serve on an “ad hoc” basis and will be created and disbanded as the
Council determines.

G. Adoption, Amendment, and Repeal of Bylaws

Bylaws may be adopted, amended, or repealed at any regular or special meeting of the
Council by a mgority vote of the Council, provided notice has been presented at the
preceding meeting of the Council, subject to approval by the State Board of Education.
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SUBJECT
State Longitudinal Data System (SLDS) Update
REFERENCE
December 2011 The Board approved OSBE applying for the Statewide
Longitudinal Data System grant and authorized the
Executive Director to sign the letter of commitment on
behalf of the Board.
February 17, 2011 The Board accepted the recommendations and
directed staff to move forward with Phase 1 and
Phase 2 for a P-20W SLDS as outlined in the needs
assessment. The Board also approved the
establishment of a Data Management Council and
authorized the Executive Director to determine the
composition and appoint members of said Council.
August 11, 2010 Board directed staff to do a needs assessment that

included the technical, fiscal, and governance
requirements for a P-20 and Workforce SLDS.

BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION

In August 2010, the State Board of Education requested the Office of the State
Board of Education to prepare a needs analysis that included the technical,
fiscal, and governance requirements for a P-20 and Workforce SLDS. The
Needs Analysis provided the Board with an overview of the current status and
the need for longitudinal educational data collection, the gaps, barriers, and risks
associated with collecting educational data, and recommendations for developing
the system.

The Needs Analysis presented to the Board proposed the construction of a P-
20W SLDS over time in a four-phased approach. The Board approved staff to
move forward with Phase One, which included the development of a
postsecondary repository and link to the K-12 SLDS for a P-20 SLDS; and Phase
Two, which included the maturation of the P-20 SLDS environment. Staff were
directed to come back to the Board for approval of Phase Three, which required
finalizing the design and implementation of materialized aggregate views, and
Phase Four, which included the final state, transformation into a P-20W SLDS
with Business Intelligence solutions.

Staff has completed the outcomes identified in Phase One, except for the
reporting capabilities. Staff is requesting to revise the scope of Phase Three and
approval to move forward with Phase Three and Phase Four. The outcomes
identified in Phase Four remain the same as those originally presented to the
Board at the February 2011 regularly scheduled Board meeting.
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Phase Three was originally conceptualized as a full data warehouse. As work
with Phase Two has progressed it has been determined that the Board Office
does not currently have the resources in funding and staff time to realize the full
data warehouse. Staff are recommending Phase Three be amended to only
include the design and implementation of materialized aggregate views. This will
accomplish a more rapid implementation resulting in less cost in resources. The
materialized aggregate views will result in a data mart rather than a fully
functional data warehouse. The data mart may be expanded in the future to the
original data warehouse that was originally envisioned as additional resources
are identified. While not as versatile as a full data warehouse, the materialized
aggregate views will meet the Board and Board staff current data needs.

IMPACT

Revising Phase Three of the project plan will reduce implementation costs and
the level of support that would be required to maintain the P-20W SLDS.

ATTACHMENTS

Attachment 1 — SLDS status summary Page 3

STAFF COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

BOAR

PPGA

Staff recommends the Board accept the amended recommendation and direct
staff to move forward with the revised Phase 3 and Phase 4.

D ACTION

| move to accept the recommendation to amend Phase Three and direct staff to
move forward with Phase 3 and Phase 4 of the P-20W SLDS.

Moved by Seconded by Carried Yes No
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OFFICE OF THE STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION

State of Idaho

Overview of Current Status of P-20W Statewide Longitudinal Data
System (SLDS)
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Executive Summary

The information contained herein is intended to provide the State Board of Education
(Board) with an overview of the current status of longitudinal educational data collection,
and to provide modified recommendation regarding the most appropriate path forward
for collecting student level data over time.

The Board approved Phase One and Phase Two of the project plan in February 2011.
The information contained herein provides a revised recommendation to the Board
regarding Phase Three and an outline of Phase Four. Staff recommends the Board
accept the recommendations and direct staff to move forward with Phase Three and
Phase Four. Revisions to Phase Three require finalization of the design and
implementation of materialized aggregate views. This is a revision from the previously
proposed Phase Three design that would have created a full data warehouse; the
current conclusion is that the Board does not have the current resources necessary to
support the original conceptualized Phase Three and that the needs for data can be
satisfied by building a second aggregated data layer in the postsecondary SLDS.
Phase Four would be the final stage, transforming to a P-20W SLDS with Business
Intelligence solutions. The four phased approach provides flexibility and allows Idaho to
continue to meet federal deadlines and reporting requirements in a manner that will best
utilize resources and aid proper planning and design. The four phase approach limits
the burden on the institutions while still meeting the requirements of the various grant
information needs and reporting requirements.

Overview of Current Progress

e K-12
The K-12 SLDS, Idaho System for Educational Excellence (ISEE), began student-
level data collection October 1, 2010. Rollout of the initial Schoolnet application has
been completed. Enhancements to Schoolnet are being carried out using a grant
from the Joe and Kathryn Albertson Foundation by the State Department of
Education.

e High School Feedback Reports

High School Feedback reports containing data regarding enrollment in
postsecondary education, retention, and graduation rates of students attending
Idaho public secondary schools have been released to the school districts. The first
version of the High School Feedback reports cover a subset of data from 2004-05
and 2010-11 data from ISEE. Board staff has requested 2011-12 high school
enrollment data from ISEE, and once that data is received and processed through
the National Student Clearinghouse a new set of reports will be issued (anticipated
completion date December 2012). Efforts are also underway to form a task force to
identify additional data elements from the postsecondary SLDS that can be included
in future versions to enhance the reports.
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Postsecondary

A single, consolidated postsecondary database has been constructed. The eight
public postsecondary institutions have transmitted 2010-11 academic year data. A
request has been made for the 2011-12 academic year core data to be provided by
December 31, 2012 from the institutions. The data dictionary has been revised.
The revised data dictionary will allow for additional data elements beyond the core
data to be collected. Once data are imported, and the data validation reports
produced and returned to the institutions, it is anticipated that core data covering
2010-12 will be available the first quarter of 2013. The National Student
Clearinghouse is being utilized for enroliment and graduation data on students who
attend non-public and out of state institutions. The goal is to eventually expand
collecting more detailed private and for-profit institutional data into the SLDS from
the institutions interested in participating.

Federal Requirements/Efforts

By accepting American Recovery Reinvestment Act State Fiscal Stabilization Funds,

Idaho agreed to four assurances; one of which consisted of implementing the 12

elements of the America COMPETES Act by December 31, 2011, which requires a

P-16 SLDS. Idaho currently meets the 12 elements of the Act, but cannot produce

the requested reports due to lack of historical data. In July 2012, Idaho received a

FY2012 SLDS grant that funds three initiatives:

1. Enhancements to the Education Unique ID (EDUID) matching system (scheduled
for completion by June 2013)

2. Creation of a Research Request process (scheduled for 2014-15)

3. Creation of the labor longitudinal data store (completed by June 2015)

Future Initiatives and Grants

For Idaho to pursue future grant opportunities, ldaho must have the ability to track
student level data from K-12 through postsecondary education and into the
workforce. As part of Idaho’s participation in the Complete College America (CCA)
initiative, we are required to track the progress on outcomes over time and through
systems. This process is being done manually by the institutions and is very time
consuming. Once the postsecondary SLDS is fully functional the time and effort to
produce the data and reports will be greatly reduced. Additionally full functionality
will allow Idaho to eliminate the duplication in the aggregate data currently collected.

Education Unique ID (EDUID):

The Education Unique ID (EDUID) is the link between the K-12 and postsecondary
data systems. The EDUID system developed and managed by the State
Department of Education is utilized to obtain and maintain unique identifiers for each
record. Because the system utilizes demographic information to create and match
individuals, there are opportunities for mismatch. Improvements were made to the
EDUID system earlier this year to improve the match rate. These changes include
the addition of former names fields, high school attended, and a preview feature to
show which records were matched, records where new EDUID’s will be assigned,
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etc. This mismatch will reduce the reported rate for students moving from grade to
grade, and on to postsecondary.

Some of the causes are:
O Name changes that are not reflected in the system.
O Name given to enroll in postsecondary is not same name provided in K-12. K-12
requires a legal name, postsecondary does not.
O Changes in punctuation can potentially cause mismatch
0 “Seed” files (ACT, SAT, ISAT, Teacher files) caused a number of duplicate
entries that are still being rectified.
» Action: Investigate methods for identifying the mismatch rate.
» Action: Enhance the EDUID matching process to improve the match rate.
This is a deliverable under the FY2012 SLDS grant.
> Action: Promote the use of EDUID on high school transcripts to verify identity
when student moves to postsecondary.
» Action: Pursue electronic transcript files to obtain EDUIDs electronically.

Workforce Outcomes

Expanding the P-20 SLDS to a P-20W SLDS (the addition of Labor data) requires
establishing necessary agreements and providing data to the Idaho Department of
Labor.

» Action: finalize MOU (currently routed for signatures)

» Action: Define format and utilize secure file system for transmission of data.

» Action: Since the Idaho Department of Labor has obtained the driver’s license
files, need to set up field definitions to also support sending records where
SSNs are not available.

» Action: Idaho Department of Labor develop Labor Longitudinal Data store
(funded by the FY12 SLDS grant).

» Action: Define data needs that require labor data.

Questions:

Although a list of potential questions has been developed that the P-20W SLDS
could help answer, a clear definition of the needs of the potential users has not been
completed. The list is being expanded to include additional labor/education and
labor specific questions.

Quality:

A critical requirement of any database is controlling data quality (i.e. data accuracy,
standards, integrity, and completeness) from both an IT and business perspective.
A Data Management Council was established by the Board and guides the
development of policies and procedures necessary to properly manage the data in
the P-20W SLDS and serve as the primary review point for all data management
activities.

PPGA TAB 4 Page 6



PLANNING, POLICY, AND GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS
DECEMBER 13, 2012

It is incumbent upon the school districts and institutions to provide clean data. With
the wide variety of systems the school districts and institutions utilize, it is not
practical to assume perfect data.

Agreements
Agreements between Idaho Department of Labor and the Board are being
processed for signatures.

Stakeholder Engagement

The institutions have been engaged in the development of the SLDS Data
Dictionary. The Idaho Department of Labor is supporting the creation of the Labor
longitudinal data store. A communications plan needs to be established with data
users to ensure an informed and engaged process.

Schedule Impacts

State contracting restrictions and an inability to hire new staff have delayed the
original timeline for implementation. The current timeline is to collect the 2010-11
and 2011-12 core data by December 2013; the first quarter of 2013 will be spent on
working on data quality and business rules with a goal of having usable data by the
end of the quarter. In parallel, a request will be made to populate additional data
tables, this will be time consuming as will require the institutions to develop
additional SQL scripts and changes to the ETL process.

Consultants and remote access are being utilized to develop the SLDS and reports.
This limits the scope of work that can be executed concurrently. This is partially due
to space limitations and having no direct access to the domain that the
postsecondary SLDS is operating under. The current budget is adequate to perform
the remaining work in Phase Two.

There are other major projects currently underway at both SDE and several
institutions that preclude leveraging some internal resources. These include, but are
not limited to, the continuing development of the K-12 SLDS and integration of
Schoolnet, and other Board initiatives such as Complete College Idaho and
Performance Based Funding. It is anticipated that participation of these entities is
necessary to ensure the success of the P-20W SLDS. As much lead-time and
flexibility will be provided to minimize the impact to other projects. This has
continued to be an issue, and in June 2012, financial assistance was provided to
most of the institutions to add an additional resource to support the SLDS efforts.
This is having a positive impact on the data extraction at these institutions.

Data Availability

The end goal is the capability to track students from pre-school (in Idaho, from

Kindergarten) to the workforce. There are several hurdles to overcome:

O Obtaining enrollment and graduation data from private and for-profit institutions
will be a lengthy process. There may be interest on their part to track outcomes
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for their students, and OSBE could provide that link in exchange for enrollment
and graduation information from those entities.

O Labor data is an important component to this effort. Typically Unemployment
Insurance wage data is utilized. Currently, the only field to match labor data on is
the Social Security Number (SSN). The K-12 SLDS does not require SSN and
postsecondary typically only collects it if the student applies for financial aid;
therefore, there is a gap in identifying students who go directly to the workforce
from K-12 or those who leave postsecondary education and enter the workforce.
The ldaho Department of Labor (IDOL) has reached an agreement with the Idaho
Transportation Department and has received the Department of Transportation
driver’s license data files. This will allow additional data to use in matching K-12
data and postsecondary where we do not have social security numbers. This is
a tremendous achievement and is critical to determining workforce outcomes.

O Connecting to a multitude of other state agencies will have to be negotiated
individually, but other states have been successful in this endeavor. The
participation in the WICHE multistate data exchange project has provided the
opportunity to interact with the other states and to discuss the processes they
have used to put the agreements in place. The WICHE multistate data exchange
project is investigating a governance structure that could be created to continue
and expand the multistate data exchange.

O Graduates who join the military or take a federal job are another group that need
to be identified and the agreements created to access this information. This is
another area where the efforts of other states can be used as a model.

O Idaho participates in the Wage Record Interchange System for education (WRIS
2). This system holds wage data for 22 states currently and includes most of the
states contiguous to Idaho. The Department of Labor has agreements with the
other neighboring states. There is a restriction that requires the Department of
Labor to aggregate the data before release. This somewhat reduces the
capabilities of using this data by the P-20 SLDS and requires better definition of
the data cohort.

O There is a fundamental issue with the Unemployment Insurance (Ul) data
collected by IDOL. It does not contain hours worked or an occupation for each
worker. Legislation would be required to alter the structure of the Ul data.

Revised Recommendation

Staff continues to assert that the construction of the P-20W SLDS should be completed
over a period of time, through a four-phased approach. The P-12 SLDS and separate
postsecondary repository (to form the P-20 SLDS) have been created. As time and
resources allow, we need to incorporate additional data sources, and improve the
functionality and use of the SLDS by maturing to a P-20W SLDS. Continuing
implementation by adding a materialized aggregate level of data and eventually a
decision support system will increase the usability and remove the dependency on
technical resources to retrieve information.
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Adding additional functionality in a phased approach provides early wins, allows Idaho
to meet the Federal ARRA reporting requirements, assists the Board in making
progress toward its Strategic Plan objectives, and increases stakeholder satisfaction.

The Board should continue as the entity leading the development of the P-20W SLDS
toward a common vision across all of education. It is critical that all of the education
and labor agencies work together toward a common SLDS goal. The Board’s role as
the policy-making body for all of public education provides an opportunity to eliminate
these barriers and streamline the process. However, challenges will remain in aligning
the various institutions and agencies towards the common goal of tracking students
from the time they enter preschool through entry into the workforce.

For the SLDS to complete Phase two in a timely manner, a commitment is required from
all parties involved to make this a priority and to apply the necessary resources to
complete tasks when scheduled. The participants required are the State Board of
Education, the Office of the State Board of Education, the State Department of
Education, the Division of Professional Technical Education, the Department of Labor,
possibly the Department of Transportation, the Department of Corrections, all public
postsecondary institutions, and if possible, private and for-profit institutions.
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Execution Plan

Phase 1 — Postsecondary Repository and link to K-12 SLDS for P-20
SLDS (complete other than reports)
Below is the execution plan and timeline for development of Phase 1.

Slw e @ o e~

SEIEEE

15

9

5] Task Name Duration Start Finish 2011
Dec|Jan|Feb[Mar|Apr[May[Jun[ Jul [Aug[Sep[Oct [Nov|Dec
= P-20 to Workforce SLDS Development 308 days? Fri 10/1110  Tue 12/6/11
E E=tablizh EDUID in Postsecondary 98 days? Fri10MM0  Tue 2/115M11 ¢
Pursue EDUID with independent and for-profit institutions 120 days, Wed 6/22M1)  Tue 12/6/11 [
lEC] 4 Needs Assessment Odays Meon /3111 Mon 13111 $ 1131
=/ Establish Data Management Committee 50 days Thu1/27M11 Wed 4/6/11 P
Outline reguirements. 20 days| Thu 1/27M1| Wed 22311
Dietermine members 10 days  Thu 2241 Wed 3811
Develop Charter 20 days,  Thu 31011 Wed 4/8M11
Schedule Initial Meeting 0 days| Wed &6M1 Wed 4611 & 46
-/ Phase 1 - Postsecondary Repository 241 days Thu12/2M0 Thu 11311 P =
E Drata Dictionary - ETL templates 40 days  Thu12/2M0 Wed 1/26M1
Incorporate PTE reguirements 17 days| Thu 122711 Fri 21811
Reguest travel grant - PEN for OUS 0 days| Thu1/27M1| Thu 127111
E Meet with OUS - review templates Jdays| Tue2/22M1| Thu 2/24M1
Develop updated ldaho Data Dictionary 20 days FriZi25M1  Thu 32411
Review and Finalize Proposed Data Dictionary 5 days Fri3/25M1  Thu 33111
Publish Idaho Data Dictionary 0 days| Thu331M1| Thu 331111
= SQL Server - Developer 104 days Mon 2711 Thu &/30/11
E 4 MOA signed 0 days Mon 2711 Meon 2/7M11
JEC] r Databaze Instance Created 4 days Tue 3111 Fri 31411
Obtain DBA / Developer 20 days Mon 3711 Fri 4111
Build postsecondary repository tables 10 days Mon 4/4/11 Fri 4/15M11
Develop ETL scripts - P-20 SLDS Ed days Mon 41811 Thu 83011
=l Institutions 127 days  Thu 1/27/11 Fri 7122111 ————
WMeet with each public postsecondary institution 20 days| Thu 1/27M1| Wed 22311 F
Develop ETL scripts from ERP system 47 days ~ Thu 2241 Fri 4/28M11
-/ Data Load 60 days| Mon 52111 Fri 7122111
Run trial extracts from ERP systems 10 days Mon /211 Fri 5/13M1
“Verify data and adjust scripts 10 days Men 5M16M1 Fri Si27i1
Initial Data Reguest 0 days Fri S/27M11 Fri S/27M11 BI2F
Initial Preduction ETL from ERP systems 30 day= Moen 53011 Fri 7/8M11
Initial Diata load verified and available 10 days  Men 7111 Fri 7iz2M11
- Reports 90 days Fri 7/1111 Thu 11/3M11
Develop base set of reportz 30 days Fri7iAM1 Thu 81111
Produce CCA reportz 20 days Fri 81211 Thu 9811
Evaluate IPEDS reports 20 days Frig/sM1  Thu 10/8M11
Incorporate all applicable OSBE report requests 20 days Fri 10711 Thu 117311
JEC] r ARRA requirements met 0 days Frig/30/11 Frig/30M1 @ 9130

The EDUID implementation into the postsecondary institutions project is
complete. The cost for this effort was covered by the institutions.

The postsecondary SLDS database has been constructed on the SDE SQL server
cluster. This solution has greatly reduced the cost and timeline for creation.
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Phase 2 — Maturing the SLDS environment (Cost $1M, timeframe
complete by June 30, 2013)

Phase 1 delivered the P-20 SLDS core functionality. Phase 2 matures the
environment to provide information to stakeholders, delivery of additional
reports, transition of most OSBE data needs to the P-20 SLDS,
improvements to the ETL process, and development of additional data
sources. The current status of Phase 2 is as follows:

Training and documentation plan developed (320 hours — internal staff) (open)
Develop automated import leveraging SDE’s solutions and implement
Memorandum of Understanding / Memorandum of Agreements as necessary to
include additional data sources and users (400 hours ) (completed)
Determine and develop standard SLDS reports (1 FTE) (in process)
Logical model developed (320 hours - consultant or Institution expertise) (open)
Database Analyst (1 FTE) (using consultant part time)
Preliminary Design of the Postsecondary Data Warehouse (320 hours -—
consultant or institution expertise) (revised — design materialized aggregate
views — consultant) (open)
Incorporate workforce data and evaluate other outcome data (480 hours) (in
process using FY2012 grant for IDOL portion of work)
Determine hardware requirements
0 Expand SQL Server environment to support the data warehouse if necessary,
or deploy a new solution (open)
Deliverables:
0 Web ETL file submission (based on SDE’s source) (completed)
0 Reports: (open unless otherwise noted)
= Integrate federal reporting
= Transition reports (K-12 to postsecondary) (high school feedback reports
developed, enhancements will be needed)
= Analyze existing OSBE data requests and move to SLDS (in process)
= Develop ongoing Federal Reports including (in process)
> Completion of 1% year credits within 2 years
» Tracking Students who enroll in postsecondary within 16 months of
graduation
» Students who complete 24 credits within first 2 years
» Update of other ARRA reports
= Develop reports to answer critical questions from SBOE, institutions, SDE,
and the legislature. (Performance based funding reports underway)
o Design — Investigate incorporation of ISEE data into postsecondary SLDS
(open)
= Determine data elements
= Develop scope of work and cost estimate
= Develop MOU
= Execute project
o Design — Materialized Aggregate Views (open)
» Investigate solutions in place in other states
* Elemental design decisions made — structure and dimensions
= Determine hardware, software, and support model
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Phase 3 — Finalize Design and implement materialized aggregate
views (anticipated cost approximately $500K, timeframe complete
by June 30, 2014)

Materialized SQL Aggregate Views. In the case of education, the materialized
views transforms the repository into information that will support the
Research Request process and are readily understood by the Institutional
Researchers and analysts so they can independently analyze information
(within the bounds of the security structure built into the system).

e Determination if P-12 data will be incorporated at this point

o Develop RFP for data aggregation implementation

¢ Engage institutional experts or consultant to finalize design of the Database
structures

Form committee to determine elements and aggregation level

Develop materialized views.

Hire consultant / leverage institution expertise

Purchase or leverage software to support the database and reporting

Develop a Business Intelligence roadmap

Implement solution

FY2014 Resources and Cost major items (pricing based on current
state procurement rates for consulting, internal = direct labor +
burden + indirect costs)
¢ Recommendation (implement P-20 SLDS materialized views) $500K
o0 (assumes allowance for internal labor)
Database Architect Consultant - 240 hours @ $100 = $24,000
¢ Consulting — data crosswalk analysis, determination of data elements, develop
views and reports $50,000
e OSBE labor —
o participate in design and verify information - 1,000 hours @ $50 = $50,000
e Support costs:
0 Reports / queries — 1 FTE for 1 year $104,000
Data Quality manager — 1 FTE for 1 year $104,000
Project Manager — 1 FTE for 1 year $104,000
Database Analyst / SQL Specialist — 1 FTE for 1 year @74.80 $149,600
o Server support - .25 FTE for 1 year $25,000
e Option — incorporate P-12 SLDS data
0 Add Developer/SQL for development - $125,000

O OO

Phase 4 - Transform to P-20W SLDS & Business Intelligence solution
(anticipated cost approximately $1.2M, timeframe complete by June

30, 2015)

Business Intelligence (BIl) tools allow self-service data query including drill
down capability, ad-hoc analysis, and the ability to provide public access to
aggregated data that is meaningful and productive. This expands the scope
of the P-20W SLDS to include predictive techniques that will guide educators
in optimizing the students achievement.
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Expand storage if required

Gather requirements and determine solutions

Review solutions deployed by institutions and SDE

Develop legislation if required

Develop and implement additional MOUs necessary to include additional data
sources and users

Develop training and support model

Research and procure business analytics software

Deliver training on Bl tools and additional predictive analytics
Expand storage if required

Develop analytics reports and security model

FY 2015 Resources and Cost (major items)

(pricing based on current state procurement rates for consulting,
internal direct labor + burden + indirect costs)

Recommendation — add Business Intelligence tools to the data warehouse $1.2
million

Leverage the Decision Support System from another state to base load the
capabilities similar to what SDE did for K-12 SLDS. SDE’s successful
implementation of the K-12 DRS was based on using Nebraska’s consultant to
assist in installing the base solution. SDE had over an 80% match rate on
fields, which made having the system operational in a very short time period
reasonable.

Evaluate other states decision reporting systems and determine a solution
Decision Support System Consultant 500 hours @ $100 = $50,000

Programmers — modify DRS to match fields 480 hours @ $75 = $36,000

OSBE internal labor — 1,000 hours @ $50 = $50,000

Business Intelligence software and licensing $100,000 to $500,000.

Ongoing support costs:

[ ]

[ ]
(0]
(0]
(0]
(0]
(0]

PPGA

Decision Support Expertise — 1 FTE for 1 year $104,000
Data Quality manager — 1 FTE for 1 year $104,000
Project Manager — 1 FTE for 1 year $104,000

DBA — 1 FTE for 1 year @74.80 $149,600

Server support - .25 FTE for 1 year $25,000
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SUBJECT
Board Policy I.K. Naming/Memorializing Building and Facilities — First Reading
REFERENCE

April 2002 Board approved second reading of amendments to
Section | of Board Policy including I.K.

February 2002 Board approved first reading of amendments to
Section | of Board Policy including I.K. Amendments
consisted of updates to outdated references to ldaho
administrative rules.

September 2000 Board approved second reading of Board Policy |.K.

March 2000 Board approved first reading of Board Policy I.K.

APPLICABLE STATUTE, RULE, OR POLICY
Idaho State Board of Education Governing Policies & Procedures, Section I.K.

BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION

Board Policy |.K. requires prior approval by the Board for the naming or
memorializing of our public postsecondary institutions facilities. As currently
specified in paragraph one of this policy, it requires approval of the Board for the
naming or memorializing of a building or administrative unity for other than
functional use, and as a subset of this overriding statement, the policy goes on to
state that the Board exclusively has authority to name administrative units,
buildings, and facilities of a campus or other property under the administrative
control of the State Board of Education and Regents of the University of Idaho.
This has led to some confusion as to whether the intent is for the Board to name
all facilities or only those that are being named for other than functional use.
Currently, and in alignment with past practices, the policy is interpreted as only
requiring Board approval for the naming of facilities for other than functional use.

The proposed amendments would clarify the wording in the policy, in alignment
with current practices, specifying that only the naming of facilities for
nonfunctional use requires Board approval. Additional changes are being
proposed to the policy to update the term president with chief executive officer in
alignment with common language used in other Board policies and to rectify the
conflict by including room and open space in the definition of facility, which is
under the Boards prevue for naming and then delegating the naming of rooms
and open spaces to the chief executive officer. The final change eliminates the
specific requirement that the chief executive officers report to the Board and to
the Board’s Business Affairs and Human Resources Committee and when
applicable, to the Board’s Instruction, Research and Student Affairs Committee.

IMPACT

Approval of the changes will allow for clarity in the administration of this Board
policy and streamline the reporting process.
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ATTACHMENTS
Attachment 1 — Proposed Amendments to Board Policy |.K. Page 3

STAFF COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Currently naming requests come forward to the Board for approval through the
Consent agenda. Clarifying the language within the policy will assure Board
intent is being met and that the policy is consistently interpreted in the future.

Staff recommends approval.
BOARD ACTION

| move to approve the first reading of Board Policy |.K. Naming/Memorializing
Building and Facilities as submitted.

Moved by Seconded by Carried Yes No
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Idaho State Board of Education

GOVERNING POLICIES AND PROCEDURES
SECTION: I. GENERAL GOVERNING POLICIES AND PROCEDURES
SUBSECTION: K. Naming/Memorializing Building and Facilities -Ap+il-2002February 2012

Prior approval of the State Board of Education is required for the naming or

memorializing of a building—or—administrative—unit facility or facilities for other than
functional use. This policy also includes the naming of facilities.

As used in this policy, the terms "facility" and "facilities" include any building, structure,
room; laboratory, administrative unit,—epen—spaee; or other physical improvement or
natural feature of a campus or of other property under the administrative control of the
State Board of Education and the Regents of the University of Idaho.

1. The Board will consider the following factors in addressing requests for naming of a
building, facility, or administrative unit.

a. Naming for an administrator, member of the faculty or employee of a unit
responsible to the State Board of Education:

No building, facility, or administrative unit shall be named for a person
currently employed within the system of higher education in Idaho, except
when authorized by the Board.

Memorialization of a building, facility, or administrative unit for a former
employee retired or deceased shall be considered on the basis of the
employee's service to education in the state of Idaho. Significant factors will
include, but shall not be limited to:

1) Recommendation of the chief executive officer of the institution and the
recommendation of the institutional community.

2) Contributions rendered to the academic area to which the building, facility,
or administrative unit is primarily devoted.

b. Naming of a building, facility, or administrative unit for other than a former
employee of the system of higher education will be considered by the Board in
accordance with 1.a. Additionally, the following shall apply:

PPGA

When deemed appropriate, a facility, building, or administrative unit may be
given a nonfunctional name intended to honor and memorialize a specific
individual who has made a distinguished contribution to the University.

Name for an individual in recognition of a gift.

1) No commitment for naming shall be made to a prospective donor of a gift
prior to Board approval of the proposed name.
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2) In reviewing requests for approval to name a facility, building, or
administrative unit for a donor, the Board shall consider:

a) The nature of the proposed gift and its significance to the institution;
b) The eminence of the individual whose name is proposed; and

c) The individual's relationship to the institution.

32.The Board delegates to the presidents chief executive officers the authority to name

rooms and open spaces located within buildings or structures.

a. The presidents shall follow the same guidelines for naming as set forth in section
1. of this policy.

b. All such names designated by the presidents chief executive officers shall be

reported annually in August to the Beard Executive Director.

PPGA TAB 5 Page 4



PLANNING, POLICY AND GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS
DECEMBER 13, 2012

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 October 2012 Board meeting.
Since that meeting, Board staff has received forty (40) permits from Boise State
University, eight (8) permits from ldaho State University, thirteen (13) 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

Attachment 1 - 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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BOISE STATE UNIVERSITY
September 2012 — November 2012

APPROVED ALCOHOL SERVICE AT

EVENT LOCATION Institution | Outside DATE (S)
Sponsor Sponsor
Post-Speaker
Reception-Accountancy Executive Board Room MBEB X 9/21/12
Dept Speaker Series
rd 9/27/12,
Bronco Primetime St“e‘:k:go%‘;ny;:‘ggrz(fnseC) -3 X 10/18/12
11/15/12
Celebration of
Teaching: Mentors of SSC - 6" Floor Skyline X 9/27/12
the Year
Dept. of .Klne5|ol_ogy— ssc X 10/18/12
Alumni Reception
Pre&denp_al Alumni sSsc X 10/19/12
Recognition Gala
10/24/12
10/29/12
Coaches Radio Show SSC - 6" Floor Skyline X 11/7/12
11/14/12
11/26/12
Meet & Greet New VP-
Univ. Advancement SSC X 17712
Petso Client SSC — 4" Floor Double R Ranch X 927112
Appreciation Event
Rachel Barton Pine/ .
Philharmonic Concert Morrison Center X 9/29/12
D SBDC Prof. Dev. COBE - Board Room X 101112
Conf. Dinner
St. Luke’s Prfe3|dents ssc X 10/4/12
Award Dinner
Valle Family-90™ . -
Birthday Party Student Union Building (SUB) X 10/6/2012
10/11/12,
Dralion (Cirque Du 10/12/12 (2),
Soliel) Taco Bell Arena X 1011312,
10/14/12 (2)
Western Capital Bank—
Cust. Appreciation SSC X 10/16/12
Event
Frank Church Inst|tL{te— SUB X 10/16/12
Conference Reception
Mozart & Schubert/ .
Philharmonic Concert Morrison Center X 10/20/12
Patcasso-Art Fusion SUB X 10/20/12
Event
Boise Philharmonic— .
Post Concert Reception Morrison Center X 10/20/12
Hasselquist _Famlly— sSsc X 10/22/12
Reception
PPGA TAB 6 Page 3
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EVENT LOCATION Institution | Outside DATE (S)
Sponsor Sponsor
10/23/12,
Tap Dogs/Broadway Morrison Center X 10/24/12
10/25/12
Roll Out the Red Carpet
for Breast Cancer SSC — 4" Floor Double R Ranch X 10/24/12
Research
Stein Products—
Distributing SSC X 10/24/12
Appreciation Dinner
Jimmy Buffet Taco Bell Arena X 10/25/12
Group One Real
Estate—30" Birthday SSC X 10/26/12
Celebration
The Capitol Morrison Center X 10/26/12
Steps/Broadway
Ore-lda Council Boy
Scouts of American SSC X 10/27/12
Annual Holiday Auction
Ballet ID—Post Ballet Morrison Center X 11/2/12
Reception 11/17/12
ID Dance Theater—Fall 11/2/12
Performance SPEC Lobby X 11/3/12
Giraffe Laugh ELC-Fall
Friendraiser 2012 SUB X 1172112
Abraham Verghese — Morrison Center X 11/5/12
General Public
Abraham Verghese—
Dinner Fundraiser— Morrison Center X 11/5/12
Invited Donors
BSU Found. Board of
Directors Qtrly Meeting COBE X 172
COHS - Friends of
Nursing - A Night for SSC X 11/8/12
Nursing Excellence
Treasure Valley Family
YMCA—Heritage Dinner Jordan Ballroom X 11/8/12
In the Mood/Concert Morrison Center X 11/11/12
District Export
Council/TechHelp— MBEB Exec. Boardroom #4201 X 11/14/12
Awards Reception
Bogus Basin Bridge
Builders Celebration SSC X 11711512
Eric Church: Blood,
Sweat & Beers Tour Taco Bell Arena X 11/16/12
Ballet ID & BPMC/Boise .
Philharmonic Concert Morrison Center X 11/17/12
Albertson’s LLC—
Company Holiday Party S8C X 11/30/12

PPGA
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APPROVED ALCOHOL SERVICE AT
IDAHO STATE UNIVERSITY
October 2012 — December 2012

EVENT LOCATION Institution | Outside DATE (S)
Sponsor Sponsor
Presndgnt s'State of the Performing Arts Center (PAC) — X 10/24/12
University Event Rotunda
ISU Women's Pond Student Union — Ballroom X 11/1/12
Basketball
Meesh & Mia Fashion Bennion Room — Holt Arena X 11/7/12
Show
School of Nursing — -
Faculty Retirement Beckley Building #66 X 11/26/12
Meridian Holiday Open ISU-Meridian Health Science X 12/3/12
House Center
Student Anthropology
Society Annual Potlatch Magnusson Alumni House X 12/7/12
Auction
ISU Foundation — Pre-
Concert Development Bennion Promenade X 12/8/12
Reception
Battelle Energy Center for Advanced Educational
Alliance, LLC — INL Studies (CAES) 995 University X 12/4/12
Holiday Reception Blvd., Idaho Falls, ID
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UNIVERSITY OF IDAHO

October 2012 — December 2012

APPROVED ALCOHOL SERVICE AT

EVENT LOCATION Institution | Outside DATE (S)
Sponsor Sponsor
Gloria Stemem President’s Residence X 10/4/12
Reception
Homecoming Wine & VandalStore X 10/5/12
Cheese Social
2" Annual Dinner on
the Farm Fundraiser Parker Research Farm X 10/12/12
Event
Faculty Gathering /
Interdisciplinary Clearwater/Whitewater Rooms X 10/12/12
Reception
Gallery Concert Ul Pichard Art Gallery X 10/14/12
CALS Advisory Board AG Biotech Interaction Court X 11/1/12
Dinner
College of Art &
Architecture Advisory Prichard Art Gallery X 11/1/12
Council Reception
Foundation Reception President’s Residence X 11/1/12
University Faculty Club Commons Summit Room X 11/9/12
VIEW Elevator Pitch ALB First Floor Gallery X 11/15/12
Competition
Faculty & Staff Holiday SUB Ballroom X 12/5/12
Reception
College of Law — .
Holiday Reception Legacy Pointe Room X 12/6/12
Sandpoin: Clyclocross U of I, Sandpoint, ID X 10/20/12

PPGA
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APPROVED ALCOHOL SERVICE AT
LEWIS-CLARK STATE COLLEGE
December 2012

Winter Revels Holiday
Party — LCSC X 12/7/12

LCSC — William’s Conference

Employee Gathering Center
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SUBJECT
Superintendent of Public Instruction Update to the State Board of Education

BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION
Superintendent Luna will discuss ramifications of the repeal of Students Come
First laws.

BOARD ACTION
This item is for informational purposes only. Any action will be at the Board’s
discretion.
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SUBJECT
Schoolnet Instructional Management System

BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION

Idaho has begun implementing an Instructional Management System (IMS),
called Schoolnet, which enables teachers and school personnel to view on the
front end data which is submitted through the Idaho System for Education
Excellence (ISEE). Schoolnet provides interfaces to see aggregate district,
school, classroom, and individual student data, as well as provides a platform for
creating high quality lessons and strategic assessments for students. Schoolnet
also provides access to Discovery Education, which includes a vast amount of
digital content and resources for educators.

ATTACHMENTS
Attachment 1 — JKAF October 2012 Progress Report Page 3
BOARD ACTION
This item is for informational purposes only. Any action will be at the Board’s
discretion.

SDE TAB 2 Page 1



STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
DECEMBER 13, 2012

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK

SDE TAB 2 Page 2



STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
DECEMBER 13, 2012

- S

Instructional Management System Support Grant

October 1,2012
Grantee Progress Report

Prepared for the J.A. & Kathryn Albertson Foundation

Prepared by the Idaho State Department of Education

IDAHO STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
P.0. BOX 836720
BOISE, ID 83720
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Overview

Vision

Teachers design engaging and imaginative lessons related to curriculum, linked to learning
standards, regularly analyze assessment results, have easy access to best practices, high quality
digital content and professional development opportunities are focused on student outcomes.
Schools and districts publish their progress to parents and engage the community in dialogue
about continuous improvement.

Overall Project Objectives
As described in the proposal for funding, the State Department of Education’s (SDE) objectives
for the project are:

e Purchase and deploy an Instructional Management System (Schoolnet).

e Support districts in the adoption of data-driven and digitally based instruction.

e Deploy Instructional Management System to districts most “ready to benefit” through

grant process.

e Create a culture of data use through leadership, rewards and policy.

e Integrate assessments and content into Schoolnet.

e Measure and monitor impact of district deployment.

Overall Project Status Brief

The SDE’s focus has transitioned from fully staffing and training the SDE implementation team,
awarding grants to districts most ready to benefit from Schoolnet adoption and configuring
Schoolnet functionality and resources for Idaho’s needs to providing technical assistance,
guidance and training for grantees and districts to implement Schoolnet in instructional practice
throughout the state. Itis of note that a number of the SDE’s meetings with grantees and
trainings are facilitated by the Idaho Education Network and the grantees that are part of the
Idaho Leads Project are better prepared to incorporate new practices at the district and
classroom level. Bi-weekly meetings between the SDE and Idaho Leads have been invaluable;
additionally, an Idaho Education Network representative regularly attends SDE Schoolnet
implementation meetings.

As was intended, access to Schoolnet is becoming a significant leverage point for districts to
collect and submit accurate data to the SDE through the state’s longitudinal data portal- the
Idaho System for Educational Excellence (ISEE). As administrators and teachers learn about the
student data and resources available through Schoolnet, and understand that ISEE data
submission is required to gain access to Schoolnet, they are asserting pressure on their districts
to provide accurate, timely data to the state. Up to this point the SDE was the single source of
pressure for districts to submit data. Albeit slow, positive change is afoot relative to data
quality and use in Idaho schools.

In addition to focusing on Schoolnet adoption in classrooms; a parallel effort at the SDE involves
the dedication of resources to identifying and disseminating best practices around data
collection processes, quality assurance and chain of ownership.

3|Page
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Key Accomplishments

e Discovery Education integration in Schoolnet, accessible through single sign-on.

e The ongoing execution of statewide training on Schoolnet and Discovery Education use
in the classroom.

e The Professional Development Planner module in Schoolnet configured and activated
for district and state use. The Educator Development Suite is currently being configured
at the SDE.

e 19,000+ assessment items have been populated into State and district assessment item
banks. With an additional 24,000 purchased from Discovery Education prepared to be
loaded.

e The EduStat conference was completed successfully- June 26-27, 2012 in Boise, ID.

e A pool of 15 ISEE Navigators (Data Coaches) have been trained and are assigned to
grantees to assist with Schoolnet deployment and ISEE data practices.

e The implementation effort is fully staffed including:

o JKAF funded personnel- Two Project Managers, Digital Content Coordinator,
Formative Assessment Coordinator, Professional Development Coordinator, Two
ISEE Grant Coordinators and an ISEE Implementation Architect.

o SDE funded personnel dedicated (partial FTE) to this project- Students Come
First Director, Students Come First Coordinator, Students Come First
Administrative Assistant, Communication Specialist, Instructional Technology
Director, Assessment Director, Teacher Quality Coordinator, Content Director.

e Atotal of $1,992,335.84 was awarded to districts most ready to benefit from Schoolnet
through a competitive process.

4|Page
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Adoption, Usage and Implementation Progress

Status Brief
Over the past months, the 15 grant districts have been Progress Key:

working diligently in the adoption of Schoolnet and
Total Schoolnet Logons: 5,239

training their school employees in the functionality of
& ploy ¥ 42% of logons are from grantee districts

the platform. All of the grant districts have been (2,174) indicated beside each grant
communicating with the SDE ISEE Grant Coordinators district in the list below.
in adoption, implementation and revision processes of
. . . 4 = SUSTAIN
their grant goals and milestones to insure proper use — ADOPT
of funding and the success of the overall Schoolnet = DEPLOY
project. 1= BUILD

= Anser Charter School (20)
= Boundary S.D. (39)
= Buhl S.D. (90)
= Cassia S.D. (133)
= Coeur d’Alene S.D. (439)
= Kimberly S.D. (92)
1 =Kuna S.D. (45)
= Lake Pend O’reille S.D. (173)
= Lakeland S.D. (247)
1 = Melba S.D. (54)
= Meridian S.D. (625)
= Minidoka S.D. (92)
= New Plymouth S.D. (33)
1 = Richfield S.D. (20)
= Sugar-Salem S.D. (72)

In 14 of 15 grant districts, ISEE Navigators (Data
Coaches) have been both instrumental in helping
districts implement objectives and goals, while also
being “on call” for all grant districts in supporting ISEE
uploads, Schoolnet training, integration of ISEE Phase
Il grant objectives with district improvement plans,
pay-for-performance and lesson and unit plan
development.

While some of the grant districts have been moving

SN N N N N N NS SN NE NN

more seamlessly through the process (see key
successes below), others have experienced challenges
but continue to work through the goals and objectives of their grant to establish
implementation timelines over the course of the next 10 months.

Progress To Date

Based upon the Progress Key displayed above, the ISEE team is on track with the majority of its
grantee districts. Since the inception of this project, there have been 5,239 teacher logons to
Schoolnet and 6,528 logins to Discovery Education; Discovery is accessed through Schoolnet.
Teachers log into Schoolnet once and appear to access Discovery multiple times in each
Schoolnet sign-in episode, additionally, Meridian teachers have been provided short-term
access to Discovery outside of Schoolnet until their teacher data is uploaded. This is for
planning and training purposes.

With 5,239 teacher logons to Schoolnet, the SDE is on target with the long-term goal of 8,500
(40% of teachers statewide) logons by May 31, 2013. The interim milestone to reach this goal is

5|Page
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to realize 6,500 logons by December 31, 2012. To reach this goal the SDE will track grantee
progress and design individualized support for each to address specific barriers through
Schoolnet / Discovery training, SDE staff support and ISEE Navigator coaching.

A significant factor contributing to the success of this project is the number of staff (both JKAF
and SDE funded) dedicated to the effort. Appropriate staffing levels allow for frequent
communication, individualized support for each grantee, timely responses to issues and
concerns and detailed knowledge of grantee progress and budget status at any given time.

The following table represents grantee awards from JKAF and SDE for Schoolnet adoption:

Grant District Original Allocation AD FS Award Incentive Award Total Allocation
(SDE funded) (SDE funded)
Anser Charter $74,565.00 $9,533.00 $620.22 $84,718.22
Boundary County SD* $101,000.00 $9,533.00 $2,538.33 $113,071.33
Buhl SD* $101,000.00 $9,533.00 $2,038.10 $112,571.33
Cassia SD* $195,600.00 $9,533.00 $8,811.50 $213,944.50
Coeur d’Alene SD* $250,919.84 $9,533.00 $17,192.06 $277,644.90
Kimberly SD* $100,945.00 $9,533.00 $2,460.60 $112,938.60
Kuna SD $148,306.00 $9,533.00 $8,226.77 $166,065.77
Lakeland SD* $151,000.00 $9,533.00 $8,172.69 $168,705.69
Lake Pend SD* $151,000.00 $9,533.00 $6,073.75 $166,606.75
Melba SD $75,000.00 $9,533.00 $1,253.96 $85,786.96
Meridian SD $250,000.00 $9,533.00 $59,716.77 $319,249.77
Minidoka SD* $151,000.00 $9,533.00 $6,540.18 $167,073.18
New Plymouth SD $75,000.00 $9,533.00 $1,566.60 $86,099.60
Richfield SD* $76,000.00 $9,533.00 $312.64 $85,845.64
Sugar Salem SD* $101,000.00 $9,533.00 $2,475.81 $113,008.81
*Includes $1,000 for Edustat | $2,002,335.84 $142,995.00 $127,999.98 $2,273,330.82

Success Examples Among ISEE Phase Il Grantees

v Anser Charter School
Since the beginning of this grant, Anser Charter School has been committed to the successful
implementation of Schoolnet. On August 24" they conducted a Teacher Turnaround Training
lead by one of the elementary teachers; this event was well received (evidenced by a standing
ovation for the presenter) as teachers increased understanding Schoolnet and its potential. The
greatest success from this training was the fact that teachers were training each other, which is
the long-term strategy for sustainability.
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v Buhl School District
On August 23" Buhl School District conducted a Teacher Turnaround Training. This training
session took place in three different buildings throughout the district, and was led by teachers
that had participated in a multi-day Schoolnet training. This approach to implementation is
documented as a best practice to pass along to other grant districts that are looking to achieve
similar outcomes.

v" Kimberly School District
Superintendent Luke Schroeder has been working very closely with district faculty to move the
implementation of Schoolnet forward. SDE ISEE Grant Coordinators attended the grant review
meeting at the school district on August 13" and observed the succinct, action oriented district
leadership delegate grant roles and responsibilities. Kimberly revised grant goals while also
tying Pay-for-Performance measures to the creation of lesson and unit plans in Schoolnet. This
best practice has been documented and disseminated to all grantees. The following is feedback
from Kimberly regarding high points of grant activity so far:
“The greatest success so far has been the number of people that have attended the summer
trainings and the information gained.”

v Meridian School District
As the largest district in the state, Meridian School District has a big task to accomplish in
training all of their teachers in the use of Schoolnet. Meridian held their annual Tech Expo on
August 14", and conducted multiple Schoolnet trainings which received significant attention
among the teacher participants with upwards of 1,000+ in attendance.

¥v" Minidoka School District

The small rural school district of Minidoka has been exceeding expectations for a number of
weeks. Minidoka has a very deliberate correlation of aligning their budget with grant objectives
and goals. Similar to their neighboring rural school district of Buhl, Minidoka has been a “best
practice” example of an effective implementation process. The heart of Minidoka’s success
relates to their data business processes around clean (error free) ISEE data uploads, which
allows for more attention focused on Schoolnet implementation in the classroom. The
following is feedback from Minidoka regarding high points of grant activity thus far:

“Our greatest success has come from EduStat and the excitement it generated. The
Schoolnet trainings were also very rewarding, although | would have loved to take one
representative from each building.”

v’ Cassia School District
Cassia has identified data reporting business processes as their main barrier to success in

implementing Schoolnet. As such, Cassia is planning to assist secretaries throughout the district
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(the first step in collecting accurate student data) in understanding the ISEE upload process and
the district software in place to enter clean (error free) ISEE data. The district utilized grant
funds to establish a mini-training center to train secretaries on consistent data entry practices.
Additionally, on August 20-21, 2012 Cassia hosted a Tech Expo which consisted of classroom
technology, Discovery Education and Schoolnet trainings. Local media and local elected officials
attended the expo, which aided in Cassia’s goal of increasing community involvement in their
integration efforts. The following is feedback from Cassia regarding high point of grant activity
thus far:

“Our involvement in SDE trainings for our teachers and tech staff has been invaluable.
Specifically, Schoolnet trainings have provided most of the schools with staff members help
support the initial implementation of our project.”

v Coeur d’Alene District
The Coeur d’Alene ISEE grant has been focused on how Schoolnet supports the implementation
of the Common Core State Standards (CCSS), assessments and curriculum. This district has
developed a comprehensive district-wide Schoolnet training program led by their
implementation team. The following is feedback from Coeur d’ Alene regarding the high point
of their grant activity thus far:

“Greatest success to date: Hiring key staff members and putting together a quality team.

We have a strong willingness on behalf of team members to create the process while
maneuvering change.”

Challenges

Since the inception of the Instructional System Support grant from JKAF, the primary barrier to
adoption can be summarized by resistance to change. Administrators and teachers are being
asked to change the way they have done business for decades. New tools allow for increased
efficiency and effectiveness in instruction; however use of these tools requires training,
thoughtful planning and execution. Aside from change an interesting phenomena is occurring-
1) the SDE has been successful in generating interest in Schoolnet; 2) clean ISEE uploads are
required for teacher access to Schoolnet; 3) given districts are not prepared to submit data to
the SDE until mid-September / October, teacher frustration in not being able to access the tools
within Schoolnet is mounting. As a result, for the first time, teachers are applying internal
pressure on their district to submit accurate, timely data to the SDE. Prior to this, teachers had
little or no investment in the quality of data districts submit to the SDE.

Next steps

e Track grantee progress toward project goals, objectives, milestones and tasks.
e Ensure impeccable fiscal stewardship through careful review of grantee reimbursement
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requests.

e Track ISEE upload timeliness and quality and customize support to establish sound data
processes.

e Track Schoolnet / Discovery usage rates by grantee and customize support to further
imbed adoption.

e Continue to recruit and train ISEE Navigators and assign districts which maximize ISEE
Navigator skill sets (technical troubleshooting, using data to differentiate instruction,
assessment literacy, digital storytelling, etc...).

e Incorporate lessons learned to inform revisions to upcoming ISEE Phase Il grant
competition for FY14 (core requirements, mandatory budget items, eligibility
requirements, etc...).

Formative Assessment

Status Brief

the 2011-2012 school year focused on selecting and adding quality assessment items to the
Schoolnet ASSESS module (assessment item bank and mechanism for administering
assessments). At present the SDE has added approximately 19,195 items to the Assess Module
in Schoolnet. These are state-released summative assessment items from 23 states and
national tests such as the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) and Programme
for International Student Assessment (PISA). Items from Math and English Language Arts
aligned to the Common Core State Standards have been the priority and make up just over 50%
of the total number of items; additionally, approximately 25% of the items are in Science and
Social Studies content areas which have been aligned to the Idaho Content Standards and the
CCSS Content Literacy Standards as appropriate.

Idaho educators took part in item alignment and quality review workshops from December
2011 to June 2012 to ensure item bank fidelity and to explore the functionality of Schoolnet.
The following chart represents current status of numbers of items and content areas:

Content Area Year 1 Year 2 Percentage of
Items in Schoolnet by | Items current Total Number of
June, 2012. total* Items

9/15/2012

Math 7,208 9,839 51%

English Language Arts 3,382 4,538 24%

Science 3,210 3,763 20%

Social Studies 1,685 1,055 5%

TOTAL 15,485 19,195

* The SDE has continued to align state released-items entered from June to September, 2012.
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Progress to Date

An updated breakdown of assessments given at the district, and classroom level will be

provided in the SDE’s annual report (Due March 31, 2012) after school has been in session for

several months so use can be accurately indicated. Teachers are being trained to create

assessments in Schoolnet and deliver them both in and outside of Schoolnet. The data from

performance assessments for example, taken and scored outside of Schoolnet, can then be

added to Schoolnet and reflected in a student’s digital backpack. Current professional

development encourages teachers to have a balance of summative, interim, and formative
assessment, which reflects best practice. InJune 2012, 32,000 additional items were
purchased from Discovery Education (after a rigorous review of item quality from a number of

vendors) to compliment the state item bank. A focus of fall, 2012 is integrating these items into
the Schoolnet ASSESS module.

The following reflects the goals, activities and level of completion for assessment development
in Schoolnet for the 2011-2012 school year:

Goal

Activities

Level of Completion

a) The SDE will create a
process for collection,
entry, alignment, and
review of assessment
items for Schoolnet.

a) Permission request sent to departments
of education throughout the nation
requesting the use of state vetted,
reliable and valid assessment items.

b) Temporary employees hired and trained
to input and format items.

c) Alignment workshops created to provide
professional development, which results
in alignment and review of items by
Idaho content specialists.

d) Review and approve items for item
bank.

100% complete.

b) The SDE will load
approximately 15,000
items in the Schoolnet
Assess Module across the
subject areas of Math,
English Language Arts
(ELA), Science and Social
Studies by June 29, 2012,
with priority for Math and
English Language Arts.

a) Alignment and review of 19,195
items has been completed, and
these items have been added to the
item bank.

100% complete.

c) The SDE will determine the
number of items necessary
for complete coverage of
the Common Core State

a) Identified number of items necessary for
coverage of the standards, by grade and
content area using a formula that
considers proficiency levels, number of

100% complete.

SDE
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Standards, and Idaho
content standards by

opportunities to test, and safety of
coverage.

grade and content area. b) Purchase bank of items from vendor to
address content areas.

d) The SDE will design and a) Provide assessment / alignment PD to 100% complete (5 of 5
deliver professional Idaho content experts to develop alignment workshops
development around item expertise in assessment/standards completed)
alignment with the alignment.

Common Core State b) Research external providers to assist in Trainings designed and
Standards. delivery of professional development in | executed:
the area of assessment. Classroom Assessment for
e) The SDE will plan and c) Produce Assessment Literacy Student Learning

design staff development
in assessment literacy for
ISEE Phase Il Grantees.

professional development modules.

Delivered to teachers provided
in-district.

f)  The SDE will design and
provide professional
development for non-
grant sites at other
venues.

a)

Identify and implement “onboarding”
requirements and support for non-grant
districts to access and utilize the ASSESS
module in Schoolnet.

b) 100% of planned sessions
delivered, this goal
continues for 2012-2013

c) Assessment Literacy session
provided at EduStat (June
26, 2012)

d) 3-3hr.workshopsin
Formative Assessment
provided at the Best
Practices Institutes (July and
Aug, 2012).

Assessment Alignment Workshops
Approximately 175 educators from 35 districts statewide participated in five assessment
alignment workshops from December 2011 to June 2012. Participants in these workshops

learned about the differences in summative, formative and interim assessment and focused on
the implementation of the CCSS and Idaho State Standards. Participants were able to perform
alignment in Schoolnet, creating excitement about the platform. Additionally, an overview of
Schoolnet features was presented to demonstrate how the workshop tasks added to the use of
ASSESS to support educators.

Successes

e In the span of 10 months over 19,000 items have been secured, aligned, and added to
the Schoolnet Assessment item bank. This total will be 45,000 before the end of the
calendar year with the inclusion of items purchased from Discovery Education.

o All Idaho districts have access to the ASSESS Module and the SDE has drafted a plan to
support and prepare districts to secure an ISEE Phase Il grant in the future.
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e 355 educators have taken part in Assessment Literacy professional development that
will improve the use of Schoolnet and the appropriate implementation of assessment
practices.

e Teachers and district personnel are recognizing the need for quality assessments and
are benefitting from the assessment professional development. A reported 71% of
respondents indicated that their assessment literacy knowledge had a moderate or high
increase due to the training provided; 69% reported that their preparedness to use and
apply this new knowledge is good or excellent.

e Schoolnet has been successful in creating an “All-District” shared item bank (through
which districts can share items / tests with each other) to compliment the state item
bank.

e Anincentive program for teachers to utilize the Schoolnet ASSESS Module is in place and
will be marketed to the field in October, 2012.

Challenges / Barriers

e The current assessment professional development providers ATI/Pearson lack flexibility
in modifying the training based on survey feedback.

e Lack of ISEE upload data has prevented early September assessments from being given.
Districts struggle with sending clean, timely data uploads. A plan to avoid this issue for
September, 2013 is currently being crafted.

e Schoolnet has limitations on alignment of assessment items. Each item can only be
aligned to one standard in a document; sometimes they appropriately align with several
standards.

e The Schoolnet system is restrictive in accepting external items for the assessment item
bank. Discovery Education and Schoolnet have had to problem-solve and troubleshoot
errors to integrate items which have slowed the process.

Next Steps
Years 2 (2012-2013) and 3 (2013-2014) will focus on refining the assessment practices of ISEE
Phase Il grantees through professional development around implementing Schoolnet and
strengthening assessment literacy knowledge and skills. The assessment item bank will
continue to grow through the purchase of items, acquiring state-released items, and securing
available Smarter Balanced Assessment Consortium (SBAC) sample items, which are born out of
Common Core State Standards. The following goals are in place for 2012-2013:
a. Increase awareness about formative assessment and other assessment types and
promote alignment of the written, taught, and tested curriculum.
b. Make optimal use of Schoolnet tools to the degree that student achievement is
impacted.
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c. Prepare for the Common Core State Standards and corresponding SBAC summative
assessments by increasing assessment literacy and developing balanced assessment
systems that reflect the intent of the Common Core.

The goals reflected above will be realized through the following strategies:

1. The SDE will continue designing and implementing professional development on
Assessment Literacy.

2. SDE will provide support and guidance specific to assessment best practices to all ISEE
Phase Il Grantees.

3. The SDE will provide professional development and support on Assessment Literacy and
Schoolnet to non-Grant districts (as time and resources allow- ISEE Phase Il Grantees are
priority).

4. The SDE is on target to incorporate 45,000 items in the Schoolnet Assess Module (SDE
created and procured= 20,000 items, purchased from Discovery Education= 25,000).

Digital Content / Lesson Plan Creation

Status Brief

Discovery Education streaming digital content has been procured and successfully integrated in
Schoolnet and is accessible to every teacher in the state of Idaho (upon a clean ISEE upload to
the SDE). Through a combination of digital resources and professional development this
partnership supports educators in Idaho as they create 21 century learning environments that
engage and inspire student to reach their highest potential. Schools have access to Discovery
Education Streaming Plus with over 200,000 digital learning objects that cover all curriculum
areas, meet Common Core State Standards as well as Idaho State Standards.

Fifty Master Teachers in Idaho have been contracted to create exemplar lesson plans with
imbedded digital content, aligned to CCSS and based upon Universal Design for Learning
criteria. The exemplar library of 250 lessons will be available to all Idaho school districts on
October 8, 2012 through Schoolnet.

Note: The Schoolnet Student Portal will provide access to Discovery Education Streaming Plus
24/7 to all K-12 Idaho students and their families through the Schoolnet Portal beginning in the
winter of 2012.

Progress to Date

The Discovery Education Streaming Idaho statewide contract was finalized May of 2012. From
May of 2012 to September 16, 2012 the usage trends have increased significantly. These
statistics indicate 6,528 logins during this four month period representing educator access to,
and use of; 26,439 videos and segments, 404 articles and 2,695 images. Given many schools
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were not in session in July and August; summer use indicates Discovery Education is used for
teacher planning and preparation.

Year to Date Discovery Education Streaming Usage Statistics

Vids/Segs
Videos Segments Videos Segments  Str/Dwn Total
Logins Streamed St d Downlded Downlded LH/NM Vids/Segs Articles Images

Totals 6,528 8,106 13,044 1,189 2,202 1,898 26,439 404 2,695

Teacher Testimony on Discovery Education-

“Discovery Education is a valuable and vital asset to my instruction and professional growth. |
can count on Discovery to partner with me in learning about and using the latest technologies in
my classroom.”

-Kim Miller, Star Elementary School, Meridian School District.

Days of Discovery Regional Technology Conferences

These training events are targeted toward Idaho educators and will occur in all six Idaho regions
(maximum of 300 participants in each region) from September through November. This series
of one-day conferences feature nationally recognized speakers from Discovery Education.
Multiple conference sessions showcase ways to motivate students and transform lessons using
the latest technology innovations in teaching for Idaho’s 21" Century classroom. Topics include:

Digital media and literacy

Effective technology integration strategies

Creative multimedia presentations

Discovery Education’s extensive streaming library available through Schoolnet
Using Discovery media to increase student engagement

Incentives for teachers to participate in these Saturday events include a $50 stipend or a
Continuing Education Credit for the first 200 registrants.

Day of Discovery Community Night Events

The Day of Discovery (DOD) community nights will be conducted in 5 regions of the state to
complement the Day of Discovery and to showcase the technology integration best practices of
educators in the district/region. Discovery presenters and SDE staff join forces with the district
educators to take families and community members on a technology best-practices tour. The
Discovery Community Nights are held in concert with DOD training events and are intended to
engage communities in schools.

21% Century Classroom Incentives

State Department has launched a program designed to incentivize lesson plan development
and submission into Schoolnet, the promotion of Schoolnet and integration of technology in
classroom instruction. The incentive program specifics include;
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e Exemplary 21° Century UDL Common Core State Standards Lesson/Unit Plan Awards

e Stipends for Day of Discovery attendance

e College credit for Day of Discovery

e Stipend for Discovery Community Night event teams

o Digital Student / Teacher Documentary Video Award exemplifying Idaho 21 Century
Classroom Technology

e Digital Student Art Gallery and Fine Art Lesson Award

Open Educational Resources (OER) Schoolnet State Resources

An SDE partnership with Libraries Linking Idaho (LiLl), the Idaho Library research system, was
established and a direct link has been provided through Schoolnet. LiLl provides library research
resources free of charge to all Idaho teachers and students.

Open Education Resources (OER) Cross Content and Tools

239 individual OER resources have been vetted, approved and categorized by SDE staff for
appropriateness, educational relevance and ease of use. The high quality OER digital resources,
such as Thinkfinity, Kahn Academy, Library of Congress, CK-12 and texts are aligned to CCSS and
are accessible to administrators, teachers. Students will have access in winter, 2012.

Two of the many Universal Design for Learning (UDL) OER resources listed within Schoolnet
State Resources, which make learning accessible to all students free of charge, are My Study
Bar- which provides text to speech, speech to text and word prediction accessibility and
Bookshare- which provides free digital text to students with reading disabilities.

21° Century Classroom Universal Design for Learning (UDL) Unit/Lesson Plan Template and
Rubric

The 21°* Century Classroom Lesson Plan Template was developed to reflect the Charlotte
Danielson Framework (Idaho’s teacher evaluation standards) and the Principles of Universal
Design for Learning. This lesson plan template incorporates all of the components found in the
Charlotte Danielson Framework;

Domain 1: Planning and Preparation
1a: Demonstrating Knowledge of Content and Pedagogy
1b: Demonstrating Knowledge of Students
1c: Setting Instructional Goals
1d: Demonstrating Knowledge of Resources
le: Designing Coherent Instruction
1f: Assessing Student Learning.

The 21°* Century Classroom Universal Design for Learning lesson plan template incorporates an
approach to instruction with three primary principles including;
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1. Multiple means of representation, to give diverse learners options for acquiring
information and knowledge,

2. Multiple means of action and expression, to provide learners options for demonstrating
what they know,

3. Multiple means of engagement, to tap into learners' interests, offer appropriate
challenges, and increase motivation.

The template was developed to facilitate the upload of lesson/unit plans to create a statewide
database within Schoolnet. Lesson plans created by educators for submission into Schoolnet
must include these components and are reviewed according to a rubric developed specifically
for that purpose thereby assuring that any lesson available statewide through Schoolnet is of
high quality and meets fidelity standards.

The 21% Century Classroom UDL Lesson Plan Template is based upon the latest research and
was reviewed and affirmed by Idaho State Department of Education staff, Idaho Institutions of
higher education and 61 representatives from 55 Idaho school districts.

21% Century Master Teacher Program and 21° Century Classroom Lesson Plan Exemplar
Library

Fifty master teachers representing districts across Idaho were nominated by their
administrators and selected to participate in the 21% Century Classroom Master Teacher
Program. This cadre participated in an intensive training program which included Common
Core State Standards, Principles of Universal Design for Learning, Lesson Plan Development and
Integration of Technology into the Classroom including Schoolnet and Discovery Education
Streaming. These fifty 21° Century Master Teachers were contracted by the SDE to create a
library of 250 exemplar lessons which integrate; the Charlotte Danielson Framework, Principles
of Universal Design for Learning (UDL), technology, and the CCSS where applicable.

The exemplar library of 250 lessons will be available to all Idaho school districts on October 8,
2012 through Schoolnet.

Successes

e Discovery Education integrated in Schoolnet and accessible via single sign-on.

e Days of Discovery conferences in progress, completed events have garnered high levels
of participant satisfaction.

e Exemplar lesson plan bank to be released on October 8, 2012.

e Schoolnet capabilities allow for lesson plan sharing district to district.

e Lesson / unit plan incentive program finalized and ready to be marketed.

e Extensive, free open educational resources have been aligned to standards are compiled
in Schoolnet.
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Challenges
e Teachers are unable to access Schoolnet, and the resources within it, until a clean ISEE
upload is submitted to the SDE.
e There is a lack of archived training resources for unit planning.
e The Schoolnet tool for districts to upload their own curriculum is not fully functional.
e The broad scope of this project renders it difficult to meet all stakeholder expectations
in the short term.

Next Steps

e Release the Idaho Discovery Educator Network Blog (October, 2012), which is a platform
enabling Idaho teachers to collaborate with educators throughout the world supported
by Discovery Education.

e Release the Schoolnet Student Portal (Winter 2012).

e Release the 250 Exemplar Lesson Plan item bank (October 8, 2012).

e Execute Days of Discovery and regional district lead trainings (duration of 2012 / 2013
school year).

Building Effective Teachers and Leaders

Status Brief

*Many professional development activities specific to assessment, digital content, ISEE uploads
and grant management are highlighted in other sections of this report. This section focuses on
how the SDE, via Schoolnet, is facilitating state and district professional development strategies.

Supporting the continuous improvement of teachers and leaders through high quality
professional development and support was identified as a priority at the inception of this
project. A strategy to overcome identifying and participating in scattered, disconnected
trainings includes establishing a clear scope and sequence of offerings which can be identified
through a comprehensive one-stop shop. The one-stop shop is now the Professional
Development Planner module within Schoolnet.

Progress to Date

At the recommendation of the Technology Task Force in 2011, the SDE started configuring the
Professional Development Planner (PDP) module within Schoolnet as a consistent, relevant, and
productive platform for a one-stop shop of professional development opportunities on a
statewide basis.

The Schoolnet PDP was released to District Leadership in late July 2012, through a “flipped’
model of participation (archived webinars and planning to be implemented prior to the

meeting) at the 2012 SDE Superintendent’s Conference. Currently the SDE is working with
Schoolnet on expanded PDP functionality as a State Level tool, while waiting for District ISEE
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uploads, which will enable teachers to view and register for the professional development
opportunities. Access to Schoolnet via permissions in the ISEE data uploads is the first and most
crucial step to using and acquiring the resources for educators. However, the SDE is able to
utilize PDP for school district leadership, and has offered various opportunities across Students
Come First, Assessment, Digital Content and Instructional Technology Divisions.

Since July 31, 2012, the SDE has offered over 100 Students Come First training activities through
PDP in Schoolnet. Training highlights include six regional professional development sessions
focused on building leadership capacity within districts, and understanding the resources
available to support building and teacher leaders in Schoolnet. The teacher evaluation module
of Schoolnet, Educator Development Suite (EDS), captures teacher evaluation data and
recommends training, through PDP, based on the results of a teacher evaluation. EDS is
currently being configured at the SDE and is slated to be released in Spring, 2012.

Professional Development for ISEE Phase Il Grant Districts

Grantees were provided training focused on building their capacity to train and support district-
wide implementation of Schoolnet and the integration of technology in classrooms. A train-
the-trainer model was used by both Discovery Education and Schoolnet to assist in developing
teachers and administrators skills to provide learning opportunities to their peers. Specific
training included:

Discovery Academy: Four day workshops held in three locations in the state during the months
of June and August, 2012. Each grantee district sent a team who have returned to their districts
and begun training their peers.

Total number of Participants: 105

Schoolnet Certification Training: Two day trainings held for both the Data/Report/Classroom
Module and the Assess Administration Module in Schoolnet during the month of July, 2012 in
three locations. Each district sent a team who have since returned to their districts and begun
providing training to their colleagues.
Total number of participants:

Data/Report and Classroom Module: 100

Assess Administration: 92

Statewide Professional Development

A daylong, hands-on overview of Schoolnet was developed to provide administrators and
teachers an opportunity to learn about the tools and resources available in Schoolnet.

A total of 28 one-day trainings were held in districts across the state throughout the months of
May, June and August, 2012. Although these trainings were offered in populated areas such as
Coeur d’ Alene, Meridian and Idaho Falls, a concerted effort was put forth to reach rural areas
of the state such as Kendrick, Arco, Dayton and Cottonwood, which was where the majority of
these trainings occurred.

Locations of Schoolnet Training: 28 School Districts

Number of Participants: 1,100
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EduStat
Edustat was a professional development conference held on June 26" and 27" in Boise. This

event brought together educators and offered hands-on practice to put strategies and new
ideas for technology integration and data-driven decision making in the classroom intended to
improve educational practices and raise student achievement. 371 participants attended the
event and it was / is accessible through live and archived streaming through the Idaho
Education Network with support from Idaho Public Television.

The primary audience for Edustat was the ISEE Phase Il grantee teams, who were required to
send at least one attendee from each of the following areas in their district: leadership,
curriculum, and instruction. The conference was also open to all districts throughout the state.
EduStat areas of focus included:

o “Flipping” the classroom

e Maximizing mobile computing devices for students

e Using data to differentiate and individualize instruction

e Assessment literacy for the 21% century

e Student-centered learning through classroom technology

e Schoolnet 101- tools in the system and how to use them
EduStat survey results:

75.5% of attendants agreed with the following statement- “EduStat has improved my
understanding of the current trends and best practices in using technology to prepare students
for the 21° century.”

82.7% of attendants agreed with the following statement- “based on what I learned at
this conference, | am committed to trying something new in the area of technology in my work.”

More details about EduStat can be accessed at: www.studentscomefirst.org/edustat.htm

Successes

e 100+ activities scheduled within PDP

e 100+ district leadership team members trained in Schoolnet functionalities and their
relationship to improving classroom instruction.

o As of September 24, 2012, a total of 2,346 teachers and administrators have
participated in one of the 112 training events related to Schoolnet that have occurred
since the inception of the project.

e Average participant rating of trainings is 3.81 (on a scale of 1-4).

The following page of this document provides a snapshot of Schoolnet / Discovery trainings
delivered between July 1, 2012 and September 29, 2012:
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July Trainings
Schoolnet Training — Buhl, 31St

st
Using Schoolnet — Boise, 31

August Trainings o # *
Schoolnet Leadership — Borize, 1St *
Using Schoolnet — Boise, 2

Schoolnet Training — Mountain Home, an

Using Schoolnet — Boise, 3rd

th  th *
Assessment Training — Minidoka, 7 -8
Assessment Training — Melba, 9th — 10th

Using Schoolnet — Challis, 9th

Using Schoolnet — Rigby, 10th

Using Schoolnet — West Jefferson, 13th
Using Schoolnet — Lewiston, 15th
Using Schoolnet — St. Maries, 16th

th
Using Schoolnet — Post Falls, 17
Assessment Training — Buhl, 21st — 22nd

rd

Using Schoolnet — Kellogg, 23 *
d

Teacher Turnaround Training — Buhl, 23" *

Teacher Turnaround Training — *

th
Anser Charter, 24

September Trainings

th
Schoolnet PD Training — Moscow, 11
Assessment Training — New Plymouth,

12"

Schoolnet PD Training — Coeur d’Alene, lzth
Schoolnet PD Training — Pocatello, 18th
Schoolnet PD Training — Idaho Falls, 19th
Balanced Assessment Training — Twin Falls, ZOth— 21St
Days of Discovery (DoD) — Post Falls, 22"d
Schoolnet PD Training — Burley, 25th
Assessment Training — Cassia, 26th
Schoolnet PD Training — Meridian, 26th
Assessment Training — Richfield, 27th
Assessment Training — Sugar Salem, 28th

th
Days of Discovery (DoD) — Twin Falls, 29
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Challenges

e |SEE Uploads- without an initial data upload, teachers are not able to access the PDP
module in Schoolnet. Subsequently, the SDE is not able to display, register, or track PD
events for teachers from August until early October. This is a major issue, and SDE and
Schoolnet are presently conducting a business analysis process to ensure that teachers
and leaders not only have immediate access to complete Schoolnet functionalities,
including PDP, but also access to student data to inform and drive instructional
practices.

e Schoolnet Functionality- Schoolnet was designed as district tool, not a state level tool.
Currently Schoolnet is working to merge the functionality to make the module scale up
to accommodate state requirements. There is progress in this area, but challenges
remain.

e District buy in- it is incumbent upon district leadership to provision accounts within
Schoolnet to ensure teachers are able to access the resources and data within the
system. Too often district leaders fail to communicate with front line staff regarding the
tools and resources provided by the SDE or take the required steps to enable access to
resources such as Schoolnet.

Next Steps

e The creation and dissemination of tutorial documents and quick start guides for
emerging Schoolnet functionalities

e Configuration and fine tuning of the PDP module.

e |n October, 2012 Schoolnet will release version 14.2 to Idaho which will address some
limitations in PDP functionality.

e Engage all SDE staff to establish PDP as “training central” for all SDE activities.

e Gauge grantees issues and barriers and customize support and training address these
issues.

Data Use Protocols, Policies, Practices and I.S.E.E. Integration

Status Brief

There are three critical areas of adoption regarding ISEE Phase Il:

a) The uploading of data from districts into the SDE’s longitudinal data system, ISEE

b) The creation of ISEE user accounts

c) Teacher /administrator access to their own data through Schoolnet

The Idaho State Department of Education is supporting districts with these adoption

chokepoints with four key initiatives:

1. The facilitation of high quality district data collection policies and practices by the
publication of an ‘ISEE Playbook’, and district visits to support its utilization.

2. The implementation of an ISEE Navigator Technical Team to coach districts in the

management of their local systems.

The support of single sign-on functionality between district information systems and ISEE.

4. Intensive support, training and guidance for teachers and administrators which highlight
how Schoolnet can be used in the classroom to inform instructional practice.

w
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ISEE Data Background

Historically, ISEE data uploads have been viewed as the responsibility of the district information
technology departments rather than a student learning tracking and reporting tool for
instructional program leaders. This has created an emphasis of gathering and correcting
information at the time of ISEE submission (after the instruction has occurred) rather than
planning for data collection and reporting prior to, and during execution of instructional
programs. The SDE is focused on cultivating an internal value for timely and accurate data for
districts to strengthen academic programs rather than collecting data to simply adhere to state
and federal requirements through ISEE and Schoolnet.

Establishing effective strategies to assist districts with timely and accurate ISEE uploads
involved observing and documenting various district data collection and reporting processes.
The SDE concludes that successful ISEE upload districts have the following common
characteristics:

1. Leadership-high functioning leadership teams drive better district outcomes, including
success with ISEE uploads. Those district leadership teams that support data driven
instruction which conceptually link the data contained in ISEE back to the instructional
core are more successful at ISEE.

2. Process management-district teams that effectively manage core district processes,
particularly those who cross organizational functional silos, are more successful at ISEE
uploads. An example is the enrollment of students in a district. When registrars enter
the same information into their systems the same way, and every program area does it
the same for their systems (i.e. Special Education) ISEE uploads require minimal manual
manipulation. When responsibilities for ISEE data element input is clearly
communicated and measured as part of position job descriptions and evaluations, ISEE
accuracy is increased.

3. Communication-districts with a formalized methodology of communication to all those
involved in the collection of data have higher success with ISEE. Such as; frequent
leadership team meetings to discuss ISEE challenges, consistent, coherent
understanding of team members’ organizational role, and frequent actionable feedback
on their performance on the capture (data input) and utilization of data.

4. Knowledge and Skills-when the people involved in the ISEE data input and submission
processes have sufficient knowledge and skills for the duties they have been assigned
the result is successful uploads.

5. Prioritization/financial resources-districts who prioritize their financial and human
resources in areas that support data driven instruction and the collection of high quality
data are more successful at ISEE. Prioritization of activities such as; purchase of robust
information systems (SIS, HR, Payroll, etc.), annual training of personnel in use of those
systems, and the hiring of qualified individuals for the ISEE process.

6. Motivation-highly motivated teams which support individualized instruction and the use
of data to evaluate the effectiveness of programs have more success at ISEE uploads.
Success is found among leadership teams internally motivated to collect and report data
on students, teachers and instructional programs, and who use the data to analyze and
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maximize the components and cross relationships between the three elements of the
instructional core.

Progress to Date

The State Department of Education has deployed a number of initiatives and financial resources
to assist school districts in developing the processes and internal capabilities to streamline
access to Schoolnet and the submission of ISEE data. Programs currently in place or planned
are;

1. ISEE Playbook-a district playbook was created and published to the ISEE website
http://www.sde.idaho.gov/site/isee for district use in the planning of data collection
and data governance.

2. Navigators- a subset of the ISEE Navigator team, those with technical backgrounds, has
been created to assist districts with network and Student Information Systems (SIS)
configurations.

3. Single Sign-On-the SDE is facilitating district deployment of single sign-on user accounts
for ISEE, allowing district users to enter ISEE with the same user name and password
that they use for district applications. The SDE has facilitated the implementation of
single sign on in two ways; 1. State funded incremental award of $9,533 to ISEE Phase Il
grantee districts specifically for the deployment of single sign-on capabilities. 2. State
funded development (via contract) of a single sign-on deployment plan specific to each
ISEE Phase Il grantee. Of the fifteen ISEE Phase Il grant districts, two have deployed
single sign-on functionality (Meridian and Sugar Salem). All grantees have reported they
will be prepared to install single sign-on by October 1, 2012.

4. Sharing Best Practices-Three ISEE Phase Il grant districts have focused grant efforts on
the streamlining of ISEE data collection and reporting. Minidoka ($30,000), Kuna
(510,000), and Cassia ($8,500) school districts have allocated funds and/or services for
ISEE data accuracy and completeness. The SDE team will share practices from these
grant teams to other grant locations has they deploy the systems funded by their ISEE
Phase Il grant. Another example is the Data Quality System (DQS) developed in the
Meridian School District. Meridian has developed a system which includes data
validation rules and the data steward(s) for each element. As errors are identified the
data input team is emailed a notice that they have a problem with their data input. If
the person responsible for the data input does not respond, their supervisor is notified
of the problem.

5. ISEE Regional Coordinators-The ISEE support team is fully staffed (4 full time people) and
actively visiting school districts in the support of ISEE uploads.

6. Back to School Toolkit-. The SDE has published a Back to School Toolkit for teachers and
school staff communicating the benefits of Students Come First and highlighting the
tools and information available as part of Students Come First. This includes Schoolnet
use to individualize instruction and utilization of data to inform instruction. It can be
found at: http://www.studentscomefirst.org/docs/2012TeacherToolkitFINAL.pdf
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Successes

The ISEE Action Plan has been published on ISEE webpage for district implementation.
Technical ISEE Navigators- this subset has assisted district IT staff in network
infrastructure design and in sharing ISEE upload best practices.

Each grant district has an AD FS deployment plan and have committed to deploying AD
FS / single sign-on by October 1, 2012.

AD FS preparation work completed (SDE subcontract) for the fifteen ISEE Phase Il grant
districts.

Incremental state funding to grant districts for implementation of AD FS ($9,533 to each
district for total of $142,995).

Business Analysis work has been completed for non-certified data uploads.

Updated administration tool documentation has been published. This document assists
districts instruct users on the process of creating ISEE accounts and mapping user
accounts to EDUIDs (the unique identification codes for each user).

Challenges

The non-certified data loading process was not completed prior to 2011-2012 school
year start and districts are not prepared to submit ISEE certified loads to the SDE, and
Schoolnet, prior to first day of instruction. Idaho is the first Schoolnet application
integration with a statewide longitudinal data system (SLDS), rather than a Student
Information System. Differences in data loading schedules and data elements with the
SLDS have created challenges.

Delineation of roles and responsibilities (both at the SDE and District level)- as ISEE
matures into an operational system responsibilities for operational tasks and decisions
are transitioning to instructional and program leadership and being integrated into their
practices. This process has been slow and challenging.

District process management - many districts lack clearly documented processes to
identify and coordinate data reporting requirements for each program area and operate
across functional silos, resulting in excessive data manipulation during ISEE reporting.
The skill sets of district personnel vary greatly. Many districts have assigned the creation
of ISEE files to non-technically oriented (administrative assistant) staff with little or no
training due to lack of funding or locally available skilled candidates.

ISEE metrics are not generally seen as process to measure and analyze program success,
it is viewed as an IT function only.

Regulatory issues per FERPA- Schoolnet functionality allowing teachers to see the
longitudinal progression of individual students not in their classrooms was a violation of
FERPA and resulted in restricting access.

Next Steps

SDE

Continue gathering best practices regarding data collection and reporting processes via
visits to districts and gleaning industry best practices and disseminate these across
Idaho districts. Dissemination occurs via trainings, SDE Regional Ed Tech Coordinator
activity, ISEE Navigator contact and electronic document sharing.
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e Timely loading of ISEE data into Schoolnet as soon as possible after it is submitted by
districts.

e Establish a smaller file weekly upload process to capture student / teacher movement in
between full ISEE uploads.

e Expand and formalize the ISEE Navigator technical deployment plan.

e Ongoing communication with Idaho LEADs.

Sustainability

Status Brief

Sustainability for sound data management and Schoolnet adoption in the classroom centers on
district culture, policy and practice. The current grantee cohort has begun incorporating the
priorities of the grant project in their business practices and their teachers are very interested
in real-time data and resources to improve instruction. Although a slow process, evidence of
districts imbedding the processes and tools made possible, and required, by this project
translate into long-term systems change.

Ongoing Efforts

The following is evidence of how grant districts are incorporating the goals of this project into
the fabric of district operations and culture and indicate a commitment to sustainability beyond
the life of the grant.

Policy
e Lesson plan creation and delivering assessments as a local measure for district pay-for-
performance bonuses.
e Districts having success with ISEE uploads have made data quality a priority by
incorporating ISEE data quality into principal performance evaluations.

Support
e Grantee districts have utilized state-funded classroom technology to maximize use of
digital content within Schoolnet (Discovery Ed, Kahn Academy, etc...) through
interactive white boards, projectors and handheld devices.
e Grantees are establishing a train-the-trainer model to establish “in-house experts” on
Schoolnet and ISEE thereby decrease reliance on external resources to continually
improve.

e The SDE’s “Data / Schoolnet Coaches” are titled ISEE Navigators and their role is to
coach and mentor grantee districts in reaching their grant goals. Most ISEE Navigators
are Capacity Builders (charged with assisting districts in school improvement), as such
the power of Schoolnet is being communicated to the larger group of Capacity Builders
and used as a tool to support school improvement to districts not associated with this
grant project by individuals not involved in the ISEE Navigator program. In other words,
ambassadors of Schoolnet are emerging.
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Culture

Grantees realizing the greatest success benefit from strong leadership that emphasizes the
opportunities Schoolnet offers and organizes district resources and attention (highlighting what
is working well, recognizing teachers on the cutting edge) to maximize the opportunities.

e Examples include hosting tech expos for the community, large teacher turnout for
summer and weekend trainings, providing state-funded grants to teachers for classroom
technology, posting student tech project videos, loosening district network filtering
guidelines to expand access, districts self-organizing into consortia to provide each other
classes via the IEN and establishing a one-to-one ratio of mobile computing devices to
high school students prior to the state solution being deployed.

Next Steps

Emphasis on sustainability for grantees will increase as this school year progresses. The goals
and objectives of grantees focus on processes and practices which, once implemented and
adopted, will become part of the culture of how districts do business. The same approach is
occurring at the SDE. The challenge is that in addition to overcoming known barriers, districts
require support and encouragement to have the flexibility and commitment to overcome the
unforeseen barriers. The SDE Schoolnet implementation is focused on supporting grantees in
this process.
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SUBJECT
Temporary and Proposed Rule - IDAPA 08.02.01.151, Rules Governing
Administration, Negotiations

REFERENCE
August 11, 2011 M/S (Luna/Soltman): To approve the proposed rule
changes to IDAPA 08.02.01.151 Rules Governing
Administration, Negotiations, as submitted.
November 3, 2011 M/S (Luna/Terrell): | move to approve Pending Rule

Docket 08-0201-1101, as submitted. A roll call vote
was taken, motion carried unanimously.

APPLICABLE STATUTE, RULE, OR POLICY
Section 33-1272, 33-1273A, and 67-2343 through 67-2347, Idaho Code
Idaho Administrative Code, IDAPA 08.02.01.151, Negotiations

BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION
In 2011, the State Board of Education approved and the Idaho Legislature
subsequently passed, a rule (Docket 08-0201-1101) clarifying aspects of
collective bargaining and negotiations found in the Students Come First laws.
On November 6, 2012, Idaho voters repealed the Students Come First laws.

This rule change would return this section of Idaho Administrative Code to the
language that appeared prior to Docket 08-0201-1101’s passage and prior to the
Students Come First laws.

ATTACHMENTS
Attachment 1 — IDAPA 08.02.01.151, Rules Governing Administration Page 3

BOARD ACTION

| move to approve the temporary and proposed rule change to IDAPA
08.02.01.151, Rules Governing Administration, Negotiations, as submitted.

Moved by Seconded by Carried Yes No
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IDAPA 08
TITLE 02
CHAPTER 01

08.02.01 - RULES GOVERNING ADMINISTRATION

1521.--199.  (RESERVED)
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SUBJECT

Temporary and Proposed Rule- IDAPA 08.02.02.120, Rules Governing
Uniformity, Local District Evaluation Policy

REFERENCE
August 11, 2011 M/S (Luna/Goesling): To approve the Proposed Rule
changes to IDAPA 08.02.02.120 Rules Governing
Uniformity, Local District Evaluation Policy, as
submitted. Motion carried unanimously.
November 3, 2011 M/S (Luna/Edmunds): | move to approve Pending

Rule Docket 08-0202-1106, as amended. A roll call
vote was taken, motion carried unanimously.

APPLICABLE STATUTE, RULE, OR POLICY

Sections 33-513 and 33-514, Idaho Code
Idaho Administrative Code, IDAPA 08.02.02.120, Local District Evaluation Policy

BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION

The Students Come First laws required that parent input be included in teacher
and school-based administrator evaluations and that at least fifty percent (50%)
of administrator and teacher evaluations be based on growth in student
achievement, as determined by the board of trustees. In 2011, the State Board
of Education approved and the Idaho Legislature subsequently passed, a rule
(Docket 08-0202-1106) clarifying the parent input and growth in student
achievement requirements for administrator and teacher evaluations. The rule
also made the domains and components of the teacher evaluation framework
consistent with Charlotte Danielson’s Framework for Teaching Second Edition
(as referenced in the rule). On November 6, 2012, Idaho voters repealed the
Students Come First laws.

This rule change would return this section of Idaho Administrative Code to the
language that appeared prior to Docket 08-0201-1106’s passage and prior to the
Students Come First laws, with the exception of the corrections to the domains
and components of the Charlotte Danielson Framework for Teaching Second
Edition, which were not directly related to the Students Come First laws.

ATTACHMENTS

Attachment 1 — IDAPA 08.02.02.120, Rules Governing Uniformity Page 3

BOARD ACTION

SDE

| move to approve the temporary and proposed rule change to IDAPA
08.02.02.120, Rules Governing Uniformity, Local District Evaluation Policy, as
submitted.

Moved by Seconded by Carried Yes No
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IDAPA 08
TITLE 02
CHAPTER 02

08.02.02 - RULES GOVERNING UNIFORMITY

120. LOCAL DISTRICT EVALUATION POLICY.
Each school district board of trustees will develop and adopt policies for teacher performance evaluation in which
criteria and procedures for the evaluation of certificated personnel are research based and aligned to Charlotte
Danielson’s Framework for Teaching Second Edition domains and components of instruction. The process of
developing criteria and procedures for certificated personnel evaluation will allow opportunities for input from those
affected by the evaluation; i.e., trustees, administrators and teachers. The evaluation policy will be a matter of public
record and communicated to the certificated personnel for whom it is written.

01.

a.

SDE

(3-29-10)

Standards. Each district evaluation model shall be aligned to state minimum standards that are
based on Charlotte Danielson’s Framework for Teaching Second Edition domains and components of instruction.
Those domains and components include:

Domain 1 - Planning and Preparation:
Demonstrating Knowledge of Content and Pedagogy;
Demonstrating Knowledge of Students;

Setting Instructional Goals Outcomes;
Demonstrating Knowledge of Resources;
Designing Coherent Instruction; and

Designing Student Assessments.

Domain 2 - The Classroom Environment:
Creating an Environment of Respect and Rapport;
Establishing a Culture for Learning;

Managing Classroom Procedures;

Managing Student Behavior; and

Organizing Physical Space.

Domain 3 - Instruction and Use of Assessment:
Communicating with Students;

Using Questioning and Discussion Techniques;

(3-29-10)
(3-29-10)
(3-29-10)
(3-29-10)
(3-29-12)
(3-29-10)
(3-29-10)
(3-29-12)
(3-29-12)
(3-29-10)
(3-29-10)
(3-29-10)
(3-29-10)
(3-29-10)
(3-29-10)
(3-29-12)

(3-29-10)
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iii. Engaging Students in Learning; (3-29-10)
iv. Using Assessment in Instruction; and (3-29-12)
V. Demonstrating Flexibility and Responsiveness. (3-29-12)
d. Domain 4 - Professional Responsibilities: (3-29-10)
i. Reflecting on Teaching; (3-29-10)
ii. Maintaining Accurate Records; (3-29-10)
iii. Communicating with Families; (3-29-10)
iv. Participating in a Professional Community; (3-29-12)
V. Growing and Developing Professionally; and (3-29-10)
Vi. Showing Professionalism. (3-29-10)

042. Participants. Each district evaluation policy will include provisions for evaluating all certificated
employees identified in Section 33-1001, Idaho Code, Subsection 16, and each school nurse and librarian. Policies
for evaluating certificated employees should identify the differences, if any, in the conduct of evaluations for
nonrenewable contract personnel and renewable contract personnel. {3-29-12)( )

053. Evaluation Policy - Content. Local school district policies will include, at a minimum, the

following information: {4-1-97)( )
a. Purpose -- statements that identify the purpose or purposes for which the evaluation is being
conducted; e.g., individual instructional improvement, personnel decisions. (4-1-97)
b. Evaluation criteria -- statements of the general criteria upon which certificated personnel will be
evaluated. (4-1-97)
c. Evaluator -- identification of the individuals responsible for appraising or evaluating certificated
personnel performance. The individuals assigned this responsibility should have received training in evaluation.
(4-1-97)
d. Sources of data -- description of the sources of data used in conducting certificated personnel
evaluations. For classroom teaching personnel, classroom observation should be included as one (1) source of data.
(4-1-97)
e. Procedure -- description of the procedure used in the conduct of certificated personnel evaluations.
(4-1-97)
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f. Communication of results -- the method by which certificated personnel are informed of the
results of evaluation. (4-1-97)
g. Personnel actions -- the action, if any, available to the school district as a result of the evaluation

and the procedures for implementing these actions; e.g., job status change. Note: in the event the action taken as a
result of evaluation is to not renew an individual’s contract or to renew an individual’s contract at a reduced rate,
school districts should take proper steps to follow the procedures outlined in Sections 33-513 through 33-515, Idaho

Code in order to assure the due process rights of all personnel. (4-1-97)
h. Appeal -- the procedure available to the individual for appeal or rebuttal when disagreement exists
regarding the results of certificated personnel evaluations. (4-1-97)

i Remediation -- the procedure available to provide remediation in those instances where
remediation is determined to be an appropriate course of action. (4-1-97)

j. Monitoring and evaluation. -- A description of the method used to monitor and evaluate the
district’s personnel evaluation system. (4-1-97)

k. Professional development and training -- a plan for ongoing training for evaluators/administrators
and teachers on the districts evaluation standards, tool and process. (3-29-10)

I Funding -- a plan for funding ongoing training and professional development for administrators in

evaluation. (3-29-10)
m. Collecting and using data -- a plan for collecting and using data gathered from the evaluation tool
that will be used to inform professional development. (3-29-10)
n. A plan for how evaluations will be used to identify proficiency and define a process that identifies
and assists teachers in need of improvement. (3-29-10)
0. A plan for including all stakeholders including, but not limited to, teachers, board members, and
administrators in the development and ongoing review of their teacher evaluation plan. (3-29-10)

064. Evaluation Policy - Frequency of Evaluation. The evaluation policy shall include a provision

for evaluating all certificated personnel on a fair and consistent basis. AH-contract-personnel-shal-be-evaluated-at
least-once-annualhy-

075. Evaluation Policy - Personnel Records. Permanent records of each certificated personnel
evaluation will be maintained in the employee’s personnel file. All evaluation records will be kept confidential
within the parameters identified in federal and state regulations regarding the right to privacy (Section 33-518, Idaho

Code). {4-1-97)( )

121. -- 129. (RESERVED)
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TAB DESCRIPTION ACTION
1 FY 2012 FINANCIAL STATEMENTS REVIEW Motion to approve
FY 2012 COLLEGE and UNIVERSITIES’' FINANCIAL
2 RATIOS Information item

AMENDMENT TO BOARD POLICY

. . , Motion to approve
Section V.Y. Compliance Programs — Second Reading
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SUBJECT

Presentation of audit findings by the Board’s external auditor

APPLICABLE STATUTE, RULE OR POLICY

Idaho State Board of Education Bylaws, Section V.H.4.f.

BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION

The Board contracts with Moss Adams LLP, an independent certified public
accounting firm, to conduct the annual financial audits of Boise State University,
Idaho State University, University of Idaho, Lewis-Clark State College, and
Eastern Idaho Technical College. FY 2012 is the eighth year that Moss Adams
has conducted audits of the financial statements for the colleges and universities.

The audits are conducted in accordance with Generally Accepted Government
Auditing Standards and include an auditor's opinion on the basic financial
statements.

IMPACT

The external auditor, Moss Adams, will present their audit findings.

STAFF COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

In October, institution management presented their financial statements to the
Audit Committee and Board staff. Moss Adams conducted a review of their audit
findings with members of the Audit Committee, Business and Human Resources
Committee and Board staff. Board members were subsequently provided the
audit reports and financial statements.

BOARD ACTION

| move to accept from the Audit Committee the Fiscal Year 2012 financial audit
reports for Boise State University, Idaho State University, University of ldaho,
Lewis-Clark State College, and Eastern ldaho Technical College, as presented
by Moss Adams LLP.

Moved by Seconded by Carried Yes No
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SUBJECT

FY 2012 College and Universities’ Financial Ratios

BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION

The ratios presented measure the financial health of the institution and include
the composite index comprised of four ratios. The ratios are designed as a
management tool to measure financial activity and trends within an institution.
They do not lend themselves to comparative analysis between institutions
because of the varying missions and current initiatives taking place at a given
institution. An important caveat is that affiliated entities (e.g. foundations) are
reported as component units in the college and universities’ financial statements.
Foundation assets in particular may have a material affect on an institution’s
ratios even though foundation assets are not liquid for purposes of institutional
operating expenses. As such, the institutions’ respective ratios may be artificially
inflated by foundation assets. That said, these ratio benchmarks are the industry
standard, and no benchmarks have been developed which exclude affiliated
entity assets.

Ratio Measure Benchmark

Primary reserve Sufficiency of resources and their 40
flexibility; good measure for net assets

Viability Capacity to repay total debt through 1.25
reserves

Return on net assets Whether the institution is better off 6.00%
financially this year than last

Net operating revenues | Whether institution is living within 2.00%
available resources

Composite Index Combines four ratios using weighting 3.0

IMPACT

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.

ATTACHMENTS
Boise State University Page 3
Idaho State University Page 4
University of Idaho Page 5
Lewis-Clark State College Page 6

STAFF COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The institutions will present a brief analysis of the financial ratios and be available
for questions by the Board.
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BOARD ACTION
This item is for informational purposes only. Any action will be at the Board’s
discretion.
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Boise State University

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 Benchmark
Primary Reserve 0.58 0.54 0.55 0.61 0.56 0.40
Net Operating Revenues 3.7% 0.4% 2.2% 5.0% 3.6% 2.00%
Return on Net Assets 13.0% -1.9% 5.8% 9.5% 6.1% 6.00%
Viability 0.75 0.67 0.68 0.83 0.78 1.25
CFI 3.98 1.85 2.91 3.98 3.28 3.0
* 2008 was restated for FASB cu presentation
Boise State University Boise State University
Primary Reserve Ratio Net Operating Revenues
0.70 o6l 6.0%
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Idaho State University

2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 Benchmark
Primary Reserve 0.23 0.33 0.24 0.26 0.36 0.37 0.40
Net Operating Revenues 5.2% -1.40% 3.20% 7.20% 10.49% 4.05% 2.00%
Return on Net Assets 12.7% 1.65% 2.80% 7.70% 14.48% 5.01% 6.00%
Viability 0.64 0.79 0.61 0.68 1.02 1.18 1.25
CFI 3.2 1.5 1.9 2.6 4.74 3.03 3.0
Idaho State University Idaho State University
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University of Idaho - CFl Ratios - FY 2006 thru 2012

2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 |Benchmark
Primary Reserve Ratio 0.34 0.29 0.32 0.27 0.36 0.30 0.33 0.40
Net Operating Revenues| 7.90% 1.96% -2.20% -5.66% 2.46% 6.13% 0.30% 2.00%
Return on Net Assets 11% 7.71% 0.41% -5.49% 5.48% 7.86% -0.25% 6.00%
Viability 0.9 081 072 066 082 073 079 1.25
CFI 3.9 24 131 028 238 266 153 3.0
University of Idaho University of Idaho
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Lewis-Clark State College

2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 Benchmark
Primary Reserve 0.25 0.27 0.28 0.30 0.36 0.44 0.53 0.40
Net Operating Revenues 4.5% 2.20% 1.70% 4.80% 4.60% 7.30% 6.90% 2.00%
Return on Net Assets 73% 10.20%  3.60% 10.00% 20.00% 10.50%  8.20%  6.00%
Viability 1.3 1.67 2.00 1.37 1.74 2.67 4.09 1.25
CFI 32 3.5 3.0 3.6 5.1 5.5 6.6 3.0
Lewis-Clark State College Lewis-Clark State College
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AUDIT
DECEMBER 13, 2012

SUBJECT
Board Policy V.Y. — Compliance Programs — second reading
REFERENCE
August 2010 Board was briefed on Audit Committee project to
make policy recommendation for proper financial
oversight and control, including such issues as codes
of ethics or conduct, conflict of interest policy, and
whistle-blower or other internal or external reporting
procedures.
August 2012 Board approved 1° reading of new Board Policy V.Y.

BACKGROUND / DISCUSSION

The Audit Committee has been reviewing compliance and reporting processes
and procedures by the institutions since 2010. The Committee directed staff and
general counsel for the three universities to develop recommendations for a
flexible structure to ensure compliance issues flow up to the Committee through
a single point of contact or compliance officer. This included guidelines which
would provide consistency for the institutions to follow in 1) deciding whether an
investigation is warranted, and 2) if an investigation is required, what are the
guidelines for performing the investigation.

IMPACT
Approval of revisions will constitute final adoption.

ATTACHMENTS
Attachment 1- Board Policy Section V.Y. Page 3

STAFF COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
There were no changes from the first reading. Staff recommends approval.

BOARD ACTION
| move to approve the second reading of the proposed new section, Board Policy
V.Y., as presented in attachment 1.

Moved by Seconded by Carried Yes No

AUDIT TAB 3 Page 1
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Idaho State Board of Education

GOVERNING POLICIES AND PROCEDURES

SECTION: V. FINANCIAL AFFAIRS

Subsection: Y. Compliance Programs December 2012

1. General

The Board is committed to ethical conduct and to fostering a culture of compliance
with the laws and regulations which apply to the institutions and agencies under its
governance.

2. Compliance Program

Each institution shall designate a chief compliance officer, approved by the Audit
Committee (Committee), and shall ensure that the institution establishes a
compliance audit program to be approved by the Committee which must address, at
a minimum, the following:

a. A code of ethics which applies to all employees.

b. A published and widely disseminated list or index of all major compliance areas
and responsibilities, and to categorize and prioritize these compliance areas and
responsibilities by considering the risks, probability, and negative impact of
potential events.

c. A mechanism for coordinating compliance oversight, monitoring and reporting.
This includes a management level group or individual with authority to examine
compliance issues and assist the chief compliance officer in investigating,
monitoring, and assessing compliance and/or recommending policies or
practices designed to enhance compliance.

d. A means of assuring institutional policies are regularly reviewed for compliance
with current federal and state laws and regulations and Board policies.

3. Reporting

a. The chief compliance officer of each institution will prepare and submit a semi-
annual compliance report, on a confidential basis, to Board counsel and the
Committee noting all material compliance matters occurring since the date of the
last report, and identifying any revisions to the institution’s compliance program.

For purposes of this policy, a compliance matter shall be considered material if:

e The perception of risk creates controversy between management and the
internal auditor.
It could have a material impact on the financial statements.
Is or could be a matter of significant public interest or exposure.
It may be reported in an external release of financial information.
It relates to key controls over financial information that are being designed
or redesigned, have failed, or otherwise are being addressed by the
organization.
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AUDIT

e Itinvolves fraud related to management.
e Itinvolves potential financial liability in excess of $25,000

Notwithstanding the foregoing, a material compliance matter must be reported to
the Committee as soon as reasonably practicable if it could involve potential
financial liability in excess of two hundred thousand dollars ($200,000). A de
minimus compliance matter need not be reported to the Committee at any time.
A violation will be considered de minimus if it involves potential financial liability
of less than twenty-five thousand dollars ($25,000) and is a matter that has not
been recurring or is not otherwise indicative of a pattern of noncompliance.

Compliance concerns at agencies under the governance of the Board shall be
reported to the Committee by the Board's Executive Director when, in his/her
discretion, the matter presents extraordinary ethical, legal, or fiduciary
responsibilities or obligations.
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BUSINESS AFFAIRS AND HUMAN RESOURCES
DECEMBER 13, 2012

TAB DESCRIPTION ACTION

AMENDMENT TO BOARD POLICY

1  Section I.G. — Policies Regarding Faculty — Second Motion to approve
Reading

AMENDMENT TO BOARD POLICY

2 Section II.H. — Coaching Personnel — Second Reading Motion to approve
BOISE STATE UNIVERSITY

3 Multi-Year Employment Agreement — Neil Resnick, Co- Motion to approve
Head Women’s Gymnastics Coach
BOISE STATE UNIVERSITY

4 Motion to approve

Amendment to Boise State University Supplemental
Pension Plan

BOISE STATE UNIVERSITY .
5 Motion to approve

Salary Continuation Benefit for Adjunct Faculty

UNIVERSITY of IDAHO

Multi- Year Employment Agreement — Jeff Beaman
Director of Tennis

Motion to approve
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BUSINESS AFFAIRS AND HUMAN RESOURCES
DECEMBER 13, 2012

SUBJECT
II.G. Policies Regarding Faculty (Institutional Faculty Only) — Second Reading
REFERENCE
February 2012 Board approved second reading for I.G. Policies
Regarding Faculty (Institutional Faculty Only)
October 2012 Board approved first reading for I11.G. Policies

Regarding Faculty (Institutional Faculty Only)

APPLICABLE STATUTE, RULE, OR POLICY
Idaho State Board of Education Governing Policies & Procedures, Section II.G.
Policies Regarding Faculty (Institutional Faculty Only)

BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION
Board Policy 11.G.6 is intended to provide coverage for the acquisition and
evaluation of tenure for institutional faculty. Specifically, Board Policy 11.G.6 (e),
provides that in granting tenure, the chief executive officer will consider the
evaluations of each candidate by a committee appointed for the purpose of
annual evaluations and tenure status.

Currently, Board Policy 11.G.6 (e) requires the composition of the committee to
include students and non-tenured faculty. Institutions would like to amend the
policy to make that representation optional. In May 2012, the Council on
Academic Affairs and Programs considered the proposed policy amendments
and recommended approval.

IMPACT
The amendments to Board Policy 11.G.6 (e) will allow institutions to begin
reorganizing their tenure evaluation committees.

ATTACHMENTS
Attachment 1 — II.G Policies Regarding Faculty, 2nd reading Page 3

STAFF COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
There were no changes between first and second reading. Staff recommends
approval as presented.

BOARD ACTION

| move to approve the second reading of amendments to Board Policy II.G.
Policies Regarding Faculty (Institutional Faculty Only) as presented.

Moved by Seconded by Carried Yes No

BAHR — SECTION | TAB 1 Pagel



BUSINESS AFFAIRS AND HUMAN RESOURCES
DECEMBER 13, 2012

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK

BAHR — SECTION | TAB 1 Page 2



Idaho State Board of Education ATTACHMENT 1

GOVERNING POLICIES AND PROCEDURES
SECTION: Il. HUMAN RESOURCES POLICIES AND PROCEDURES
Subsection: G. Policies Regarding Faculty (Institutional Faculty Only)  December 2012

1. Letters of Employment

a. All faculty employees serve pursuant to employment contracts. The employment
contract must include the period of the appointment, salary, pay periods, position
title, employment status and such other information as the institution may elect to
include in order to define the contract of employment. Non-tenured faculty
employees have no continued expectation of employment beyond their current
contract of employment. Each faculty employee must acknowledge receipt and
acceptance of the terms of the employment contract by signing and returning a
copy to the institution initiating the offer of appointment. Failure or refusal of the
faculty employee to sign and return a copy of the employment contract within the
time specified in the contract is deemed to be a rejection of the offer of
employment unless the parties have mutually agreed in writing to extend the
time. Nothing in this paragraph prohibits the institution from extending another
offer to the employee in the event the initial offer was not signed and returned in
a timely manner. Any alteration by the employee of the offer is deemed a
counter-offer requiring an affirmative act of acceptance by an officer authorized
to enter into contracts of employment binding the institution. Each contract of
employment must include a statement to the following effect and intent: "The
terms of employment set forth in this letter (contract) of employment are also
subject to the Governing Policies and Procedures of the State Board of
Education (or the Board of Regents of the University of Idaho, in the case of the
University of Idaho), and the policies and procedures of (the institution)."

b. Term of Appointment - All non-tenure faculty employees have fixed terms of
employment. Except as provided herein, no contract of employment with such an
employee may exceed one (1) year. The institutions may implement policies
allowing for multi-year contracts for certain classifications of non-tenure track
faculty members. Such policies must include, at a minimum, the following
requirements: (1) no contract of appointment may exceed three (3) years without
prior Board approval; (2) all multi-year employment contracts shall be approved
in writing by the institution’s Chief Executive Officer or designee; and (3) all multi-
year contracts must be reported to the Board at the next regular meeting.
Employment is subject to satisfactory annual performance review with informal
review at the end of each semester.

A multi-year contract shall also state that it may be terminated at any time for
adequate cause, as defined in Section Il.L. of Board policy, or when the Board
declares a state of financial exigency, as defined in Section II.N. of Board policy.
The contract shall also state that it may be non-renewed pursuant to Section
[1.G.5. of Board policy.

Employment beyond the contract period may not be legally presumed.
Reappointment of a faculty employment contract is subject solely to the
discretion of the chief executive officer of the institution, and, where applicable, of
the Board.
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Idaho State Board of Education ATTACHMENT 1

GOVERNING POLICIES AND PROCEDURES
SECTION: Il. HUMAN RESOURCES POLICIES AND PROCEDURES
Subsection: G. Policies Regarding Faculty (Institutional Faculty Only)  December 2012

c. Non-tenured faculty and tenured faculty, who serve pursuant to contracts of
employment or notices (letters) of appointment containing a stated salary are not
guaranteed such salary in subsequent contracts or appointments, and such
salary is subject to adjustment during the contract period due to financial
exigency (as provided for in Section II.N of Board Policy) or through furlough or
work hour adjustments (as provided for in section 11.B.2.c of Board Policy).

d. Faculty Rank and Promotion

BAHR —

There are four (4) primary faculty ranks at each institution: (a) professor,
(b) associate professor, (c) assistant professor, and (d) instructor. Each
institution may establish additional faculty ranks, specify the title of each rank,
and delineate the requirements for each faculty rank so established.
Recommendations for additional faculty ranks must be submitted by the chief
executive officer to the Board for approval.

. Faculty rank, including initial appointment to faculty rank and any promotion to

a higher rank at an institution, is located in a department or equivalent unit.

Each institution must establish criteria for initial appointment to faculty rank
and for promotion in rank at the institution. Such criteria must be submitted to
the Board for approval, and upon approval must be published and made
available to the faculty.

. Persons who have made substantial contributions to their fields of

specialization or who have demonstrated exceptional scholarship and
competence or appropriate creative accomplishment of recognized
outstanding quality may be appointed to faculty rank without satisfying
established institutional criteria for initial appointment or promotion, provided
that the qualifications of such individuals have been reviewed in accordance
with institutional procedures and the appointment is recommended by the
chief executive officer and approved by the Board.

. A non-classified employee may hold faculty rank in a department or

equivalent unit in which rank has previously been established by the
institution. A non-classified employee may be granted rank at the time of
appointment or subsequent thereto, or may be promoted in rank, if such
employee meets the criteria for rank as established by the institution and
approved by the Board.
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Idaho State Board of Education ATTACHMENT 1

GOVERNING POLICIES AND PROCEDURES
SECTION: Il. HUMAN RESOURCES POLICIES AND PROCEDURES
Subsection: G. Policies Regarding Faculty (Institutional Faculty Only)  December 2012

2. Compensation
a. Salary

All initial salaries for faculty employees are established by the chief executive
officer, subject to approval by the Board where applicable. Payment in addition to
regular salaries must be authorized by the chief executive officer and reported to
the Board. The Board may make subsequent changes for faculty employee
positions or may set annual salary guidelines and delegate to its executive
director authority to review compliance with its annual guidelines. Any annual
salary increase outside Board guidelines requires specific and prior Board
approval before such increase may be effective and paid to the employee. With
the exception of the chief executive officers, and other positions whose
appointment is a reserved Board Authority, approval of salaries shall be effective
concurrently with Board approval of annual operating budgets for that fiscal year.

b. Salaries, Increases and other Compensation related items

i. For purposes of categorizing faculty employees for salary and reporting
purposes, the following definition applies: Faculty includes all persons whose
specific assignments customarily are made for the purpose of conducting
instruction, research, or public service as a principal activity (or activities), and
who hold the following academic rank or titles of professor, associate
professor, assistant professor, instructor, lecturer, or the equivalent of any of
these academic ranks. Report in this category deans, directors, or the
equivalents, as well as associate deans, assistant deans, and executive
officers of academic departments (chairpersons, heads, or the equivalent) if
their principal activity is instructional. Do not include student teaching or
research assistants or medical interns or residents. (For reporting purposes,
deans, associate deans, and assistant deans are included in the
executive/administrative category.)

ii. Credited State Service/Full Time Status - A faculty member employed for an
academic year and paid over a twelve-month period will be credited with
twelve (12) months of state service. For all benefit status determinations and
calculations, faculty members shall be considered full time, year round
employees of the employing institution as long as the employee’s teaching;
research and service duties are commensurate with the full time faculty work
load assignment as defined by the employing institution.

iii. Pay Periods - All faculty employees, including those on academic year

appointments, are paid in accordance with a schedule established by the
state controller.
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Idaho State Board of Education ATTACHMENT 1

GOVERNING POLICIES AND PROCEDURES
SECTION: Il. HUMAN RESOURCES POLICIES AND PROCEDURES
Subsection: G. Policies Regarding Faculty (Institutional Faculty Only)  December 2012

iv. Automobile Exclusion - Unless expressly authorized by Board policy, no

faculty employee will receive an automobile or automobile allowance as part
of his/her compensation.

3. Annual Leave

a.

Only faculty members serving twelve (12) month appointments earn annual
leave. Such annual leave shall be earned in the same manner as for non-
classified employees.

Pursuant to section 59-1606(3), ldaho Code, when a faculty member has
accrued annual leave for service on a 12 month appointment, and
subsequently such faculty member returns to a faculty position of less than 12
months where annual leave does not accrue, then the institution may pay the
faculty member, as supplemental pay, the accrued annual leave balance.

c. Sabbatical Leave

Eligibility

A sabbatical leave may be granted at the discretion of the chief executive
officer to a tenured faculty member (or a professional-technical faculty
member) who has completed at least six (6) years of full-time service at an
institution. A sabbatical leave may not be awarded to the same faculty
member more than once in any six (6) academic years and sabbatical leave
time is not cumulative. Sabbatical leave proposals must be submitted,
reviewed, and processed according to policies and procedures established at
each institution. A sabbatical leave may be used for the purpose of acquiring
new professional skills and updating professional skills or conducting
research. Sabbatical leave awards are fully dependent on the availability of
appropriate funding.

Term

The term of a sabbatical leave is either one (1) academic semester at full pay
or two (2) semesters at half pay.

Condition
Each faculty member who is granted a sabbatical leave must serve at the

institution for at least one (1) academic year after completion of the sabbatical
unless the chief executive officer approves a waiver of the requirement.

iv. Report on Sabbatical Leave
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Idaho State Board of Education ATTACHMENT 1

GOVERNING POLICIES AND PROCEDURES
SECTION: Il. HUMAN RESOURCES POLICIES AND PROCEDURES
Subsection: G. Policies Regarding Faculty (Institutional Faculty Only)  December 2012

By the end of the first semester following return to the institution from a
sabbatical leave, the faculty member must submit a written account of
sabbatical activities and accomplishments to the academic vice president.

v. Report to the Board

The chief executive officer must report the names of faculty members
awarded sabbatical leaves and a brief statement of the purposes of each
sabbatical in their semi-annual report to the Board

4. Performance Evaluation

a. Annual Evaluation - Each year the chair of a department must submit to the dean
of the chair’s college an evaluation of each faculty member in the department.
This evaluation, together with the input of higher administrators, will be used as
(1) basis for the final recommendation relative to reappointment, non-
reappointment, acquisition of tenure, or other personnel action, whichever is
appropriate. The chairman must communicate an assessment of strengths and
weaknesses to each faculty member evaluated.

b. Evaluation Criteria - Evaluation of faculty should be made in terms of the
individual's effectiveness. Each institution shall publish its criteria for annual
evaluation and ensure that all members of the faculty have access to the criteria.

c. Any written recommendations that result from evaluation of a faculty employee
will be given to the employee and a copy will be placed in the employee's file.

d. Each institution must develop policies, procedures, and measurement
instruments to be used in the evaluation by students of faculty teaching
effectiveness.

5. Non-renewal of Non-tenured Faculty Members

a. Notice of non-renewal must be given in writing and in accordance with the
following standards:

i. First Year Of Service - Not later than March 1 of the first full academic year of
service if the appointment is not to be renewed at the end of the academic
year; or if a one-year appointment terminates during an academic year and is
not to be renewed, at least three (3) months in advance of its termination.

ii. Second Year of Service - Not later than December 15 of the second full
academic year of service if the appointment is not to be renewed at the end of
the academic year; or, if the appointment terminates during an academic year
and is not to be renewed, at least six (6) months in advance of its termination.
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Idaho State Board of Education ATTACHMENT 1

GOVERNING POLICIES AND PROCEDURES
SECTION: Il. HUMAN RESOURCES POLICIES AND PROCEDURES

Subsection: G. Policies Regarding Faculty (Institutional Faculty Only)  December 2012

Three (3) Or More Years Of Service — Not later than July 15 preceding the
academic year at the end of which the appointment is to be terminated; or, if
the appointment terminates during an academic year and is not to be
renewed, at least twelve (12) months in advance of its termination.

. Failure to provide timely notice of non-renewal because of mechanical,

clerical, or mailing error does not extend or renew the letter or contract of
employment for another term, but the existing term of employment will be
extended to provide the employee with a timely notice of non-renewal.

Financial Exigency - Notice of non-renewal is not required when the Board
has authorized a reduction in force resulting from a declaration of financial
exigency and a non-tenured faculty member is to be laid off. In that event,
notice of layoff must be given as provided under the policies for reduction in
force.

b. Request For Review

Non-renewal is not subject to investigation or review except that the
employee may request an investigation or review to establish that written
notice was or was not received in accordance with the time requirements set
forth in this section. In such cases, the investigation or review will be
concerned only with manner and date of notification of non-renewal. The
employee must request such investigation or review in writing of the chief
executive officer within fifteen (15) days of receipt of the written notice of non-
renewal.

Provided, however, that if the non-tenured faculty member presents bona fide
allegations and evidence in writing to the chief executive officer of the
institution that the non-reappointment was the result of discrimination
prohibited by applicable law, the non-tenured faculty member is entitled to
use the internal discrimination grievance procedure to test the allegation. In
such cases, the same procedures, burden of proof, time limits etc. as set forth
for the grievance of non-renewal by non-classified employees shall be used
(see subsection F).

c. Non-tenured faculty members who are notified that they will not be reappointed
or that the succeeding academic year will be the terminal year of appointment
are not entitled to a statement of reasons upon which the decision for such action
is based. No hearing to review such a decision will be held.

6. Tenure

a.

Tenure Defined - Tenure is a condition of presumed continuous employment
following the expiration of a probationary period and after meeting the
appropriate criteria. After tenure has been awarded, the faculty member's
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I[daho State Board of Education ATTACHMENT 1
GOVERNING POLICIES AND PROCEDURES

SECTION: II.

HUMAN RESOURCES POLICIES AND PROCEDURES

Subsection: G. Policies Regarding Faculty (Institutional Faculty Only)  December 2012

service may be terminated only for adequate cause; except in the case of
retirement or financial exigency as declared by the Board; in situations where
extreme shifts of enrollment have eliminated the justification for a position; or
where the Board has authorized elimination or substantial reduction in a
program. Tenure status is available only to eligible, full-time institutional
faculty members, as defined by the institution. All faculty appointments are
subject to the approvals as required in Board policy. Nontenured members of
the faculty are appointed to term appointments pursuant to subsection G1.
Any commitment to employ a nontenured member of the faculty beyond the
period of his or her current term of appointment is wholly ineffective.

b. Acquisition of Tenure

Professional-Technical Faculty hired under the division of professional-
technical education prior to July 1, 1993 who were granted tenure may
retain tenure in accordance with these policies. Individuals hired under the
Division of Professional-Technical education subsequent to July 1, 1993
are hired and employed as nontenure track faculty and will:

1) be afforded the right to pursue promotion; and

2) be considered and granted an employment contract in accordance
with these policies and be subject to continued acceptable
performance and/or the needs of the institution; and

3) be afforded on opportunity to serve on institutional committees.

Academic faculty members, after meeting certain requirements;
established by the employing institution, may acquire tenure. Each
institution shall develop policies for the acquisition of tenure that are
consistent with this general philosophy and policy statement of the Board.
Acquisition of tenure is not automatic, by default or defacto, but requires
an explicit judgment, decision, and approval. A faculty member is eligible
to be evaluated for the acquisition of tenure after having completed four
(4) full years of academic employment at the institution, although tenure
may be awarded prior to completion of this initial eligibility period in certain
exceptional cases as provided in Board Policy 11.G.6.d.iv.1). In addition, an
academic faculty member must be evaluated for the acquisition of tenure
not later than the faculty member's sixth (6th) full academic year of
employment at the institution. In certain exceptional cases a faculty
member may petition for extension of the timeline for tenure due to
extenuating circumstances as provided in Board Policy 11.9.6.d.iv.2).
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c. Noatification - An individual eligible for tenure must be informed, by proffered
written contract, of appointment or nonappointment to tenure not later than
June 30 after the academic year during which the decision is made. In case of
denial of tenure, the faculty member must be given a written notice that
tenure was denied.

d. Standards of Eligibility for Tenure

i. Annual Appointments - Until the acquisition of tenure, all appointments are
made for a period not to exceed one (1) year. Prior to the award of tenure,
employment beyond the annual term of appointment may not be legally
presumed.

ii. Service in Professional Rank - All satisfactory service in any professorial
rank may be used to fulfill the time requirement for acquiring tenure. Each
institution must develop criteria and rules by which prior service may be
evaluated for inclusion in experience necessary for acquiring tenure.

iii. Service in Instructor Rank - A maximum of two (2) years satisfactory
service in the rank of instructor at the institution will be allowed in partial
fulfillment of the time requirement in the professorial ranks. Faculty
members who hold the rank of instructor may be eligible for tenure status
if provided for by the institution even though they teach in fields that have
established professorial ranks.

iv. Exceptional Cases

1) Tenure may be awarded prior to completion of the usual eligibility
period in certain exceptional cases. In such cases, the burden of proof
rests with the individual.

2) Extension of the tenure review period may be granted in certain
exceptional cases. In such cases the faculty member must formally
request such an extension and indicate the reason for the request. An
institution that permits an extension of the tenure review period must
include in its policies the procedure a faculty member must follow to
request such an extension, and the basis for determining the modified
timeline for review.

e. Evaluation For Tenure - It is expected that the chief executive officer, in
granting tenure, will have sought and considered evaluations of each
candidate by a committee appointed for the purpose of annual evaluations or
tenure status. Such committee must include tenured faculty. It may also
include non-tenured faculty; student representation; and one (1) or more
representatives from outside the department. Each member of the committee
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has an equal vote on all matters. The committee must give proper credence
and weight to collective student evaluations of faculty members, as evidenced
by an auditing procedure approved by the chief executive officer. The
recommendation of the committee will be forwarded in writing through
appropriate channels, along with written recommendations of the department
chairperson or unit head, dean, and appropriate vice president, to the chief
executive officer, who is responsible for making the final decision.

f. Award of Tenure - The awarding of tenure to an eligible faculty member is
made only by a positive action of the chief executive officer of the institution.
The president must give notice in writing to the faculty member of the
approval or denial of tenure. Notwithstanding any provisions in these policies
to the contrary, no person will be deemed to have been awarded tenure
because notice is not given

g. Periodic Performance Review of Tenured Faculty Members - It is the policy of
the Board that at intervals not to exceed five (5) years following the award of
tenure to faculty members, the performance of tenured faculty must be
reviewed by members of the department or unit and the department
chairperson or unit head. The review must be conducted in terms of the
tenured faculty member’s continuing performance in the following general
categories: teaching effectiveness, research or creative activities,
professional related services, other assigned responsibilities, and overall
contributions to the department.

i. Procedures for periodic review - Each institution must establish
procedures for the performance review of tenured faculty members at the
institution. Such procedures are subject to the review and approval of the
Board. Each year the academic vice president or designee is responsible
for designating in writing those tenured faculty members whose
performance is subject to review during the year.

ii. Review standards - Each institution may establish its own internal review
standards subject to approval by the Board. Absent such institutional
standards, the institution must use the following standards.

If during the periodic review, the performance of a tenured faculty member
is questioned in writing by a majority of members of the department or
unit, the department chairperson or unit head, the appropriate dean, the
appropriate vice president, or the chief executive officer, then the
appropriate vice president or equivalent administrator must decide
whether a full and complete review must be conducted in accordance with
the procedures established for the initial evaluation for tenure at the
institution. If during the periodic review, the performance of a tenured
faculty member is not questioned in writing, members of the department or
unit and the department chairperson or unit head must prepare a written
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review statement that the performance review has been conducted and
that a full and complete review is not required.

Exception for Associate Professors in the Promotion Process - Generally,
the promotion from the rank of associate professor to full professor is
considered no earlier than the fifth full year after attaining the rank of
associate professor, which is generally contemporaneous with the
granting of tenure. In such cases, if review for promotion to full professor
is scheduled during the fifth, sixth or seventh full year after the award of
tenure then the promotion review may, if it meets substantially similar
criteria and goals of the post tenure review, take the place of the periodic
performance review described here.

. Termination of employment - If, following a full and complete review, a

tenured faculty member's performance is judged to have been
unsatisfactory or less than adequate during the period under review, the
chief executive officer may initiate termination of employment procedures
for the faculty member. In other words, an unsatisfactory or less than
adequate performance rating shall constitute adequate cause for
dismissal.

h. Dismissal for Adequate Cause - Tenured faculty members may be dismissed
for adequate cause as provided for in Subsection L of this Section.

i. Tenure for Academic Administrators

"Academic administrators,” for purposes of this topic, means the chief
executive officer/presidents, chief academic officers/provosts, vice
provosts or equivalent of the institutions, the deans, associate/assistant
deans, and department chairs of the academic units of the institutions, and
the vice presidents for research of the institutions, and shall not include
persons occupying other administrative positions.

An employee with tenure in an academic department or equivalent unit
who is appointed to an academic administrator position retains tenure in
that department or equivalent unit

An individual hired for or promoted to an academic administrator may be
considered for a tenured faculty rank in the appropriate department or
equivalent unit. Such consideration is contingent upon approval by the
institution's president.

Upon termination of employment as an academic administrator, an
employee with tenure may, at his or her option, return to employment in
the department or equivalent unit in which he or she holds tenure unless
such employee resigns, retires, or is terminated for adequate cause.
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K.

v. An individual hired for a non-academic administrator position from outside
the institution will not be considered for tenured faculty rank in conjunction
with such appointment. However, he or she may be granted an adjunct
faculty appointment, upon the recommendation of the appropriate
department and dean and with the approval of the provost or chief
academic officer and president, if the individual will teach and otherwise
contribute to that department.

vi. Notwithstanding the above, each administrative employee who is granted
tenure shall be reviewed in accordance to policies established at each
institution for the evaluation of an academic administrator.

Terminal Contract of Employment - If a faculty member is not awarded tenure,
the chief executive officer must notify the faculty member of the decision not
to recommend tenure and may, at his or her discretion, either issue to the
faculty member a contract for a terminal year of employment, or, at the sole
discretion of the chief executive officer, issue to the faculty member contracts
of employment for successive periods of one (1) year each. Such
appointment for faculty members not awarded tenure must be on an annual
basis, and such temporary appointments do not vest in the faculty member
any of the rights inherent in tenure and there shall be no continued
expectation of employment beyond the annual appointment.

When authorized by the chief executive officer, or his or her designee, the
year in which the tenure decision is made may be the terminal year of
employment.

Effect of lapse in service, transfer, reassignment, reorganization, and
administrative responsibilities.

i. A non-tenured faculty member who has left the institution and is
subsequently reappointed after a lapse of not more than three (3) years
may have his or her prior service counted toward eligibility for the award of
tenure. Eligibility for the award of tenure must be clarified in writing before
reappointment. A tenured faculty member who has left the institution and
is subsequently reappointed after a lapse of not more than three (3) years
must have tenure status clarified in writing by the president or his
designee before appointment. The faculty member may be reappointed
with tenure, or may be required to serve additional years before being
reviewed for tenure status.

ii. Before a non-tenured faculty member holding academic rank is moved
from one position in the institution to another, the member must be
informed in writing by the academic vice president, after consultation with
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the receiving department, as to the extent to which prior service may count
toward eligibility for tenure status.

No faculty member’s tenure in a discipline may be adversely affected by
the reorganization of the administrative structure. A faculty member’s
tenure is not affected by reassignment of administrative responsibilities.

iv. When a tenured faculty member is serving as department chairman,

college dean, or in some other administrative or service capacity, retention
of membership, academic rank, and tenure in the subject-matter
department or similar unit is maintained. Should the administrative or
service responsibilities terminate, the member takes up regular duties in
the discipline within which membership, academic rank, and tenure was
retained.
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BUSINESS AFFAIRS AND HUMAN RESOURCES
DECEMBER 13, 2012

SUBJECT
Idaho State Board of Education Policy Il.H. — second reading
REFERENCE
October 2012 Board approved 1% reading limiting multi-year coach

contracts to not more than three years.

APPLICABLE STATUTE, RULE, OR POLICY
Idaho State Board of Education Governing Policies & Procedures, Section II.H.

BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION
At the October 2011 Board meeting, the chair of the Athletic Committee indicated
the Committee wanted the institutions to be aware the Board is looking for four
criteria when looking at contracts: 1) timelines, 2) meaningful academic
incentives, 3) three-year terms (with some exceptions) and 4) liquidated
damages. The chair reiterated that future contracts need to contain these criteria
to be considered and follow the model contract in Board policy.

IMPACT
This policy revision would limit multi-year coach contracts to not more than three
years, absent extraordinary circumstances. All such employment contracts
would require prior Board approval.

ATTACHMENTS
Attachment 1 — Policy Il.H. — second reading Page 3

STAFF COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
There were no changes from first to second reading. Staff recommends
approval.

BOARD ACTION
| move to approve the second reading of proposed amendments to Board Policy
Section Il.H., Policies Regarding Coaching Personnel and Athletic Directors with
all revisions as presented.

Moved by Seconded by Carried Yes No
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1. Agreements Longer Than One Year

2.

3.

4.

The chief executive officer of an institution is authorized to enter into a contract for
the services of a head coach or athletic director with that institution for a term of
more than one (1) year, but not more than three (3) years, subject to approval by the
Board as to the terms, conditions, and compensation there under, and subject
further to the condition that the contract of employment carries terms and conditions
of future obligations of the coach or athletic director to the institution for the
performance of such contracts. A contract in excess of three (3) years, or a rolling
three (3) year contract, may be considered by the Board upon the
documented showing of extraordinary circumstances. All  contracts must be
submitted for Board approval prior to the contract effective date. Each contract for
the services shall follow the general form approved by the Board as a model
contract. Such contract shall define the entire employment relationship between the
Board and the coach or athletic director and may incorporate by reference applicable
Board and institutional policies and rules, and applicable law. The December 9,
2010 Board revised and approved multiyear model contract is adopted by reference
into this policy. The model contract may be found on the Board’'s website at
http://boardofed.idaho.gov/.

Agreements For One Year Or Less

The chief executive officer of an institution is authorized to enter into a contract for
the services of a head coach or athletic director with that institution for a term of one
(1) year or less without Board approval. Each contract shall follow the general form
approved by the Board as a model contract. Such contract shall define the entire
employment relationship between the Board and the coach or athletic director and
may incorporate by reference applicable Board and institutional policies and rules,
and applicable law. The December 9, 2010 Board revised and approved model
contract is adopted by reference into this policy. The single-year model contract
may be found on the Board’s website at http://boardofed.idaho.gov/.

Academic Incentives

Each contract for a head coach shall include incentives, separate from any other
incentives, based upon the academic performance of the student athletes whom the
coach supervises. The chief executive officer of the institution shall determine such
incentives.

Part-time Coaches Excepted

The chief executive officer of an institution is authorized to hire part-time head coaches
as provided in the policies of the institution. Applicable Board policies shall be followed.
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5. Assistant Coaches

The chief executive officer of the institution is authorized to hire assistant coaches as
provided in the policies of the institution. Applicable Board policies shall be followed.

BAHR — SECTION | TAB 2 Page 4



BUSINESS AFFAIRS AND HUMAN RESOURCES

DECEMBER 13, 2012

BOISE STATE UNIVERSITY

SUBJECT

Three (3) year contract for Neil Resnick, Co-Head Women’s Gymnastics Coach

APPLICABLE STATUTE, RULE, OR POLICY
Idaho State Board of Education Governing Policies & Procedures, Section II.H.

BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION
Boise State University is requesting approval of a multi-year contract for its Co-
Head Women’s Gymnastics Coach. The contract will be for three (3) years.

IMPACT

The annual base salary from appropriated funds is $71,400 the first year and
$76,500 each consecutive year with incentives as follows:

Athletic Incentive Pay may be earned as follows:

Conference Tournament Championships
Qualify Team for NCAA Regionals

Qualify Team for NCAA Nationals
Conference Coach of the Year
NCAA Regional Coach of the Year
NCAA National Coach of the Year

Top 25 National Ranking at End of Season
Top 12 National Ranking at End of Season
Top 6 National Ranking at End of Season

$2,000
(Only One)
$1,500

$3,000
$2,000
$3,000
$5,000

$2,000
(Only One)
$4,000
(Only One)
$5,000

Academic Incentive Pay may be earned if the team Academic Progress Rate
(APR) is as follows:

National Score Within Sport

50% —-59.9% = $1,400
60% - 69.9% = $1,600
70% —-79.9% = $1,800
80% or higher = $2,000

Total potential annual compensation (base salary and incentives) is $93,400 the
first year and $98,500 for years two and three.
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ATTACHMENTS
Attachment 1 — Proposed Contract Page 3
Attachment 2 — Proposed Addendum #1 Page 17
Attachment 3 — Redline from the SBOE Model Page 21
Attachment 4 — Matrix Page 37

STAFF COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
The employment agreement follows the Board-approved model contract. The
academic incentives are strong — with the highest amount equivalent to incentive
pay for “conference tournament championships,” “conference coach of the year”
and “top 25 national ranking.” The contract also contains adequate liquidated
damages in favor of the University:
— If Agreement is terminated on or before June 30, 2013, the sum of
$20,000.
— If the Agreement is terminated between July 1, 2013 and June 30, 2014,
the sum of $10,000.

Staff recommends approval.

BOARD ACTION
| move to approve the request by Boise State University to enter into the
employment contract with Neil Resnick, as Co-Head Women’s Gymnastics
Coach as set forth in the materials presented to the Board, in substantial
conformance with the terms of contract set forth in Attachment 1.

Moved by Seconded by Carried Yes No
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ATTACHMENT 1

EMPLOYMENT AGREEMENT
This Employment Agreement (the “Agreement”) is entered into this day
of , 2012 (“Effective Date”) by and between Boise State University

(“University”) and Neil Resnick (“Coach”™).
ARTICLE 1

1.1. Employment. Subject to the terms and conditions of this Agreement, the
University shall employ Coach as the co-head coach of its intercollegiate women’s
gymnastics team (the “Position”). Coach represents and warrants that Coach is fully
qualified to serve, and is available for employment, in this capacity.

1.2. Reporting Relationship. Coach shall report and be responsible directly to
the University’s Director of Athletics (the “Director”) or the Director’s designee. Coach
shall abide by the reasonable instructions of Director or the Director’s designee and shall
confer with the Director or the Director’s designee on all administrative and technical
matters. Coach shall also be under the general supervision of the University’s President
(the “President”).

1.3. Duties. Coach shall manage and supervise the University’s intercollegiate
women’s gymnastics team (the “Team”) and shall perform such other duties in the
University’s athletic program as the Director may assign and as may be described
elsewhere in this Agreement and any addenda hereto. Coach shall, to the best of Coach’s
ability, and consistent with University policies and procedures, perform all duties and
responsibilities customarily associated with the Position. Coach shall share in these duties
with co-head coach Tina Bird.

ARTICLE 2

2.1. Term. This Agreement is for a fixed-term appointment of three (3) years,
commencing on July 1, 2013 and terminating, without further notice to Coach, on June
30, 2016 (the “Term”), unless sooner terminated in accordance with other provisions of
this Agreement.

2.2.  Extension or Renewal. This Agreement is renewable solely upon an offer
from the University and an acceptance by Coach, both of which must be in writing and
signed by the parties. Any renewal is subject to the prior approval of University’s Board
of Trustees. This Agreement in no way grants to Coach a claim to tenure in employment,
nor shall Coach’s service pursuant to this Agreement count in any way toward tenure at
the University.
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ARTICLE 3

3.1 Reqular Compensation.

3.1.1. In consideration of Coach’s services and satisfactory performance
of this Agreement, the University shall provide to Coach:

a) A salary in the amount set forth in the attached Addendum,
payable in biweekly installments in accordance with
normal University procedures (except as provided in the
Addendum), and such salary increases as may be
determined appropriate by the Director and President and
approved by the University’s Board of Trustees;

b) The opportunity to receive such employee benefits
calculated on the “base salary” as the University provides
generally to non-faculty exempt employees; and

C) The opportunity to receive such employee benefits as the
University’s Department of Athletics (the “Department”)
provides generally to its employees of a comparable level.
Coach hereby agrees to abide by the terms and conditions,
as now existing or hereafter amended, of such employee
benefits.

3.2  Supplemental Compensation.  University may provide supplemental
compensation, as set forth in the attached Addendum.

3.2.1 Any such supplemental compensation paid to Coach shall be
accompanied with a detailed justification for the supplemental compensation and such
justification shall be separately reported to the Board of Trustees as a document available
to the public under the Idaho Public Records Act.

3.2.2 The Coach may receive the compensation hereunder from the
University or the University’s designated media outlet(s) or a combination thereof each
year during the term of this Agreement in compensation for participation in media
programs and public appearances (collectively, “Programs™). Agreements requiring the
Coach to participate in Programs related to Coach’s duties as an employee of University
are the property of the University. The University shall have the exclusive right to
negotiate and contract with all producers of media productions and all parties desiring
public appearances by the Coach. Coach agrees to cooperate with the University in order
for the Programs to be successful and agrees to provide Coach’s services to and appear
on the Programs and to cooperate in their production, broadcasting, and telecasting. It is
understood that neither Coach nor any assistant coach shall appear without the prior
written approval of the Director on any radio or television program (including but not
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limited to a coach’s show, call-in show, or interview show) or a regularly scheduled news
segment, except that this prohibition shall not apply to routine news media interviews for
which no compensation is received. Without the prior written approval of the Director,
Coach shall not appear in any commercial endorsements which are broadcast on radio or
television that conflict with those broadcast on the University’s designated media outlets.

3.2.3 Coach agrees that the University has the exclusive right to operate
athletic camps (“Camps”) on its campus using University facilities. The University shall
allow Coach the opportunity to earn supplemental compensation by assisting with the
Camps in Coach’s capacity as a University employee. Coach hereby agrees to assist in
the marketing, supervision, and general administration of the Camps. Coach also agrees
that Coach will perform all obligations mutually agreed upon by the parties. In exchange
for Coach’s participation in the Camps, the University shall pay Coach supplemental
compensation.

3.2.4 Coach agrees that the University has the exclusive right to select
footwear, apparel and/or equipment for the use of its student-athletes and staff, including
Coach, during official practices and games and during times when Coach or the Team is
being filmed by motion picture or video camera or posing for photographs in their
capacity as representatives of University. In order to avoid entering into an agreement
with a competitor of any University selected vendors, Coach shall submit all outside
consulting agreements to the University for review and approval prior to execution.
Coach shall also report such outside income to the University in accordance with
National Collegiate Athletic Association (the “NCAA”) rules. Coach further agrees that
Coach will not endorse any athletic footwear, apparel and/or equipment products, and
will not participate in any messages or promotional appearances which contain a
comparative or qualitative description of athletic footwear, apparel, or equipment
products.

3.3  General Conditions of Compensation. All compensation provided by the
University to Coach is subject to deductions and withholdings as required by law or the
terms and conditions of any fringe benefit in which Coach participates. However, if any
fringe benefit is based in whole or in part upon the compensation provided by the
University to Coach, such fringe benefit shall be based only on the compensation
provided pursuant to section 3.1.1 and paid from the University to Coach, except to the
extent required by the terms and conditions of a specific fringe benefit program.

ARTICLE 4

4.1. Coach’s Specific Duties and Responsibilities.  In consideration of the
compensation specified in this Agreement, Coach, in addition to the obligations set forth
elsewhere in this Agreement, shall:

4.1.1. Devote Coach’s full time and best efforts to the performance of
Coach’s duties under this Agreement;
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4.1.2. Develop and implement programs and procedures with respect to
the evaluation, recruitment, training, and coaching of Team members which enable them
to compete successfully and reasonably protect their health, safety, and well-being;

4.1.3. Observe and uphold all academic standards, requirements, and
policies of the University and encourage Team members to perform to their highest
academic potential and to graduate in a timely manner; and

4.1.4. Know, recognize, and comply with all applicable laws and the
policies, rules and regulations of the University, the University’s governing board, the
conference of which the University is a member (the “Conference”), and the NCAA;
supervise and take appropriate steps with the co-head coach to ensure that any assistant
coaches, any other employees for whom Coach is administratively responsible, and the
members of the Team know, recognize, and comply with all such laws, policies, rules and
regulations; and immediately report to the Director and to the University’s Executive
Director of Compliance if Coach has reasonable cause to believe that any person or
entity, including without limitation representatives of the University’s athletic interests,
has violated or is likely to violate any such laws, policies, rules or regulations. Coach
shall cooperate fully with the University and Department at all times. The applicable
laws, policies, rules, and regulations include the following, as they may be amended from
time-to-time: (a) State Board of Education and Board of Regents of the University of
Idaho Governing Policies and Procedures and Rule Manual; (b) University’s Policy
Handbook; (c) University’s Administrative Procedures Manual; (d) the policies of the
Department; (e) NCAA rules and regulations; and (f) the rules and regulations of the
Conference.

4.2  OQutside Activities. Coach shall not undertake any business, professional
or personal activities, or pursuits that would prevent Coach from devoting Coach’s full
time and best efforts to the performance of Coach’s duties under this Agreement, that
would otherwise detract from those duties in any manner, or that, in the opinion of the
University, would reflect adversely upon the University or its athletic program. Subject to
the terms and conditions of this Agreement, Coach may, with the prior written approval
of the Director, who may consult with the President, enter into separate arrangements for
outside activities and endorsements which are consistent with Coach’s obligations under
this Agreement. Coach may not use the University’s name, logos, or trademarks in
connection with any such arrangements without the prior written approval of the Director
and the President.

4.3  Outside Income. In accordance with NCAA rules, Coach shall obtain
prior written approval from the President and Director for all athletically-related income
and benefits from sources outside the University. Coach shall report the source and
amount of all such income and benefits to the President whenever reasonably requested,
but in no event less than annually before the close of business on June 30th of each year
or the last regular University work day preceding June 30th. The report shall be in a
format reasonably satisfactory to University. In no event shall Coach accept or receive
directly or indirectly any monies, benefits, or gratuities whatsoever from any person,
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association, corporation, University booster club, University alumni association,
University foundation, or other benefactor, if the acceptance or receipt of the monies,
benefits, or gratuities would violate applicable law or the policies, rules, and regulations
of the University, the University’s governing board, the Conference, or the NCAA.
Sources of such income shall include, but are not limited to, the following: (a) income
from annuities; (b) sports camps, clinics, speaking engagements, consultations,
directorships, or related activities; (c) housing benefits (including preferential housing
arrangements); (d) country club membership(s); (e) complimentary tickets (i.e., tickets to
a Stampede game); (f) television and radio programs; (g) endorsement or consultation
contracts with athletic shoe, apparel, or equipment manufacturers.

44  Hiring Authority. Coach shall have the responsibility and the sole
authority to recommend to the Director the hiring and termination of assistant coaches for
the Team, but the decision to hire or terminate an assistant coach shall be made by the
Director and shall, when necessary or appropriate, be subject to the approval of President
and the University’s Board of Trustees.

45  Scheduling. Coach shall consult with, and may make recommendations
to, the Director or the Director’s designee with respect to the scheduling of Team’s
competitions, but the final decision shall be made by the Director or the Director’s
designee.

4.6  Other Coaching Opportunities. Coach shall not, under any circumstances,
interview for, negotiate for, or accept employment as a coach at any other institution of
higher education or with any professional sports team requiring performance of duties set
forth herein prior to the expiration of this Agreement, without the prior approval of the
Director. Such approval shall not unreasonably be withheld. Coach shall not negotiate
for or accept employment, under any circumstances, as a coach at any other institution of
higher education or with any professional sports team requiring the performance of the
duties set forth herein without first giving ten (10) days prior written notice to the
Director.

ARTICLE 5

5.1  Termination of Coach for Cause. The University may, in its discretion,
suspend Coach from some or all of Coach’s duties, temporarily or permanently, and with
or without pay; reassign Coach to other duties; or terminate this Agreement at any time
for good or adequate cause, as those terms are defined in applicable rules, regulations,
and policies.

5.1.1 In addition to the definitions contained in applicable rules and
policies, University and Coach hereby specifically agree that the following shall
constitute good or adequate cause for suspension, reassignment, or termination of this
Agreement:
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a) A deliberate or major violation of Coach’s duties under this
agreement or the refusal or unwillingness of Coach to perform
such duties in good faith and to the best of Coach’s abilities;

b) The failure of Coach to remedy any violation of any of the terms of
this Agreement within thirty (30) days after written notice from the
University;

c) A deliberate or major violation by Coach of any applicable law or
the policies, rules, or regulations of the University, the University’s
governing board, the Conference, or the NCAA, including but not
limited to any such violation which may have occurred during the
employment of Coach at another NCAA or National Association
of Intercollegiate Athletics (“NAIA”) member institution;

d) Ten (10) working days’ absence of Coach from duty without the
University’s consent;

e) Any conduct of Coach that constitutes moral turpitude or that
would, in the University’s judgment, reflect adversely on the
University or its athletic programs;

f) The failure of Coach to represent the University and its athletic
programs positively in public and private forums;

g) The failure of Coach to fully and promptly cooperate with the
NCAA or the University in any investigation of possible violations
of any applicable law or the policies, rules or regulations of the
University, the University’s governing board, the Conference, or
the NCAA;

h) The failure of Coach to report a known violation of any applicable
law or the policies, rules or regulations of the University, the
University’s governing board, the Conference, or the NCAA, by
one of Coach’s assistant coaches, any other employees for whom
Coach is administratively responsible, or a member of the Team;
or

i) A violation of any applicable law or the policies, rules or
regulations of the University, the University’s governing board, the
Conference, or the NCAA, by one of Coach’s assistant coaches,
any other employees for whom Coach is administratively
responsible, or a member of the Team if Coach knew or should
have known by ordinary supervision of the violation and could
have prevented it by such ordinary supervision.
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5.1.2 Suspension, reassignment, or termination for good or adequate
cause shall be effectuated by the University as follows: before the effective date of the
suspension, reassignment, or termination, the Director or Director’s designee shall
provide Coach with notice, which notice shall be accomplished in the manner provided
for in this Agreement and shall include the reason(s) for the contemplated action. Coach
shall then have an opportunity to respond. After Coach responds or fails to respond,
University shall notify Coach whether, and if so when, the action will be effective.

5.1.3 In the event of any termination for good or adequate cause, the
University’s obligation to provide compensation and benefits to Coach, whether direct,
indirect, supplemental or collateral, shall cease as of the date of such termination, and the
University shall not be liable for the loss of any collateral business opportunities or other
benefits, perquisites, or income resulting from outside activities or from any other
sources.

5.1.4 If found in violation of NCAA regulations, Coach shall, in addition
to the provisions of Section 5.1, be subject to disciplinary or corrective action as set forth
in the provisions of the NCAA enforcement procedures. This section applies to violations
occurring at the University or at previous institutions at which the Coach was employed.

5.2 Termination of Coach for Convenience of University.

5.2.1 At any time after commencement of this Agreement, University,
for its own convenience, may terminate this Agreement by giving ten (10) days prior
written notice to Coach.

5.2.2 In the event that University terminates this Agreement for its own
convenience, University shall be obligated to pay to Coach, as liquidated damages and
not a penalty, the “base salary” set forth in section 3.1.1(a), excluding all deductions
required by law, on the regular paydays of the University until the Term of this
Agreement ends or until Coach obtains reasonably comparable employment, whichever
occurs first, provided however, in the event Coach obtains other employment after such
termination, then the amount of compensation University pays will be adjusted and
reduced by the amount of compensation paid Coach as a result of such other
employment, such adjusted compensation to be calculated for each University pay-period
by reducing the gross salary set forth in section 3.1.1(a) (before deductions required by
law) by the gross compensation paid to the Coach under the other employment, then
subtracting from this adjusted gross compensation deductions according to law. In
addition, Coach will be entitled to continue the health insurance plan and group life
insurance as if Coach remained a University employee until the term of this Agreement
ends or until Coach obtains reasonably comparable employment or any other
employment providing Coach with a reasonably comparable health plan and group life
insurance, whichever occurs first. Coach shall be entitled to no other compensation or
fringe benefits, except as otherwise provided herein or required by law. Coach
specifically agrees to inform University within ten (10) business days of obtaining other
employment and to advise University of all relevant terms of such employment, including
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without limitation, the nature and location of the employment, salary, other
compensation, health insurance benefits, life insurance benefits, and other fringe benefits.
Failure to so inform and advise University shall constitute a material breach of this
Agreement and University’s obligation to pay compensation under this provision shall
end. Coach agrees not to accept employment for compensation at less than the fair
market value of Coach’s services, as determined by all circumstances existing at the time
of employment. Coach further agrees to repay to University all compensation paid by
University after the date Coach obtains other employment, to which Coach is not entitled
under this provision.

5.2.3 The parties have both been represented by, or had the opportunity
to consult with, legal counsel in the contract negotiations and have bargained for and
agreed to the foregoing liquidated damages provision, giving consideration to the fact
that the Coach may lose certain benefits, supplemental compensation, or outside
compensation relating to Coach’s employment with University, which damages are
extremely difficult to determine with certainty. The parties further agree that the
payment of such liquidated damages by University and the acceptance thereof by Coach
shall constitute adequate and reasonable compensation to Coach for the damages and
injury suffered by Coach because of such termination by University. The liquidated
damages are not, and shall not be construed to be, a penalty.

524 In the event of non-renewal or termination of Coach’s

employment, Coach will use all accumulated annual leave prior to the end of the contract
period.

5.3 Termination by Coach for Convenience.

5.3.1 The Coach recognizes that Coach’s promise to work for University
for the entire term of this Agreement is of the essence of this Agreement. The Coach also
recognizes that the University is making a highly valuable investment in Coach’s
employment by entering into this Agreement and that its investment would be lost were
Coach to resign or otherwise terminate Coach’s employment with the University before
the end of the contract Term.

5.3.2 The Coach may terminate this Agreement for convenience during
its term by giving prior written notice to the University. Termination shall be effective
ten (10) days after such written notice is given to the University. Such termination must
occur at a time outside the Team’s season (including NCAA post-season competition) so
as to minimize the impact on the program.

5.3.3 If the Coach terminates this Agreement for convenience at any
time, all obligations of the University shall cease as of the effective date of the

BAHR — SECTION | TAB 3 Page 10



ATTACHMENT 1

termination. If the Coach terminates this Agreement for convenience, Coach shall pay to
the University, as liquidated damages and not a penalty, for the breach of this Agreement
the following sum: (a) if the Agreement is terminated on or before June 30, 2013, the sum
of $20,000.00; (b) if the Agreement is terminated between July 1, 2013 and June 30,
2014 inclusive, the sum of $10,000.00. The liquidated damages shall be due and payable
within twenty (20) days of the effective date of the termination, and any unpaid amount
shall bear simple interest at a rate eight (8) percent per annum until paid.

5.3.4 The parties have both been represented by legal counsel in the contract
negotiations and have bargained for and agreed to the foregoing liquidated damages
provision, giving consideration to the fact that the University will incur administrative
and recruiting costs in obtaining a replacement for Coach, in addition to potentially
increased compensation costs if Coach terminates this Agreement for convenience, which
damages are extremely difficult to determine with certainty. The parties further agree
that the payment of such liquidated damages by Coach and the acceptance thereof by
University shall constitute adequate and reasonable compensation to University for the
damages and injury suffered by it because of such termination by Coach. The liquidated
damages are not, and shall not be construed to be, a penalty. This section 5.3.4 shall not
apply if Coach terminates this Agreement because of a material breach by the University.

5.3.5 Except as provide elsewhere in this Agreement, if Coach terminates this
Agreement for convenience, Coach shall forfeit to the extent permitted by law Coach’s
right to receive all supplemental compensation and other payments.

54 Termination Due to Disability or Death of Coach.

5.4.1 Notwithstanding any other provision of this Agreement, this
Agreement shall terminate automatically if Coach becomes totally or permanently
disabled as defined by the University’s disability insurance carrier, becomes unable to
perform the essential functions of the position of head coach, or dies.

5.4.2 If this Agreement is terminated because of Coach’s death, Coach’s
salary and all other benefits shall terminate as of the last day worked, except that the
Coach’s personal representative or other designated beneficiary shall be paid all
compensation due or unpaid and death benefits, if any, as may be contained in any fringe
benefit plan now in force or hereafter adopted by the University and due to the Coach’s
estate or beneficiaries hereunder.

5.4.3 If this Agreement is terminated because the Coach becomes totally
or permanently disabled as defined by the University’s disability insurance carrier, or
becomes unable to perform the essential functions of the position of head coach, all
salary and other benefits shall terminate, except that the Coach shall be entitled to receive
any compensation due or unpaid and any disability-related benefits to which Coach is
entitled by virtue of employment with the University.
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5.5 Interference by Coach. In the event of suspension, reassignment or
termination, Coach agrees that Coach will not interfere with the University’s student-
athletes or otherwise obstruct the University’s ability to transact business or operate its
intercollegiate athletics program.

5.6  No Liability. The University shall not be liable to Coach for the loss of
any collateral business opportunities or any other benefits, perquisites or income from
any sources that may ensue as a result of any termination of this Agreement by either
party or due to death or disability or the suspension or reassignment of Coach, regardless
of the circumstances.

5.7 Waiver of Rights. Because the Coach is receiving a multi-year contract and
the opportunity to receive supplemental compensation and because such contracts and
opportunities are not customarily afforded to University employees, if the University
suspends or reassigns Coach, or terminates this Agreement for good or adequate cause or
for convenience, Coach shall have all the rights provided for in this Agreement but
hereby releases the University from compliance with the notice, appeal, and similar
employment-related rights provided for in the State Board of Education and Board or
Regents of the University of Idaho Rule Manual (ID. ADMIN. CoDE r. 08.01.01 et seq.)
and Governing Policies and Procedures Manual, and the University Policies or Faculty-
Staff Handbook.

ARTICLE 6

6.1  Board Approval. This Agreement shall not be effective until and unless
approved of the University’s Board of Trustees and executed by both parties as set forth
below. In addition, the payment of any compensation pursuant to this Agreement shall be
subject to: the approval of the University’s Board of Trustees, the President, and the
Director; the sufficiency of legislative appropriations; the receipt of sufficient funds in
the account from which such compensation is paid; and the Board of Trustees and
University’s rules or policies regarding financial exigency.

6.2  University Property. All personal property, material, and articles of
information, including, without limitation, keys, credit cards, personnel records,
recruiting records, team information, films, statistics or any other personal property,
material, or data, furnished to Coach by the University or developed by Coach on behalf
of the University or at the University’s direction or for the University’s use or otherwise
in connection with Coach’s employment hereunder are and shall remain the sole property
of the University. Within twenty-four (24) hours of the expiration of the Term of this
Agreement or its earlier termination as provided herein, Coach shall immediately cause
any such personal property, materials, and articles of information in Coach’s possession
or control to be delivered to the Director.

6.3  Assignment. Neither party may assign its rights or delegate its obligations
under this Agreement without the prior written consent of the other party.
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6.4  Waiver. No waiver of any default in the performance of this Agreement
shall be effective unless in writing and signed by the waiving party. The waiver of a
particular breach in the performance of this Agreement shall not constitute a waiver of
any other or subsequent breach. The resort to a particular remedy upon a breach shall not
constitute a waiver of any other available remedies.

6.5  Severability. If any provision of this Agreement is determined to be
invalid or unenforceable, the remainder of the Agreement shall not be affected and shall
remain in effect.

6.6  Governing Law. This Agreement shall be subject to and construed in
accordance with the laws of the state of Idaho as an agreement to be performed in Idaho.
Any action based in whole or in part on this Agreement shall be brought in state district
court in Ada County, Boise, Idaho.

6.7  Oral Promises. Oral promises of an increase in annual salary or of any
supplemental or other compensation shall not be binding upon the University.

6.8  Force Majeure. Any prevention, delay or stoppage due to strikes,
lockouts, labor disputes, acts of God, inability to obtain labor or materials or reasonable
substitutes therefore, governmental restrictions, governmental regulations, governmental
controls, enemy or hostile governmental action, civil commotion, fire or other casualty,
and other causes beyond the reasonable control of the party obligated to perform
(including financial inability), shall excuse the performance by such party for a period
equal to any such prevention, delay or stoppage.

6.9  Non-Confidentiality. The Coach hereby consents and agrees that this
document may be released and made available to the public after it is signed by the
Coach. The Coach further agrees that all documents and reports Coach is required to
produce under this Agreement may be released and made available to the public at the
University’s sole discretion.

6.10 Notices. Any notice under this Agreement shall be in writing and be
delivered in person or by public or private courier service (including U.S. Postal Service
Express Mail) or certified mail with return receipt requested or by facsimile. All notices
shall be addressed to the parties at the following addresses or at such other addresses as
the parties may from time to time direct in writing:

the University: Boise State University
Director of Athletics
1910 University Drive
Boise, Idaho 83725-1020
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with a copy to: Boise State University
Office of the President
1910 University Drive
Boise, ldaho 83725-1000

the Coach: Neil Resnick
1910 University Drive
Boise, Idaho 83725-1025

Any notice shall be deemed to have been given on the earlier of: (a) actual delivery or
refusal to accept delivery, (b) the date of mailing by certified mail, or (c) the day
facsimile delivery is verified. Actual notice, however and from whoever received, shall
always be effective.

6.11 Headings. The headings contained in this Agreement are for reference
purposes only and shall not in any way affect the meaning or interpretation hereof.

6.12 Binding Effect. This Agreement is for the benefit only of the parties
hereto and shall inure to the benefit of and bind the parties and their respective heirs,
legal representatives, successors and assigns.

6.13 Non-Use of Names and Trademarks. The Coach shall not, without the
University’s prior written consent in each case, use any name, trade name, trademark, or
other designation of the University (including contraction, abbreviation or simulation),
except in the course and scope of Coach’s official University duties.

6.14 No Third Party Beneficiaries. There are no intended or unintended third
party beneficiaries to this Agreement.

6.15 Entire Agreement; Amendments. This Agreement, and the attached
Addendum, constitute the entire agreement between the parties and supersedes all prior
agreements and understandings with respect to the same subject matter. No amendment
or modification of this Agreement shall be effective unless in writing, signed by both
parties, and approved by University’s Board of Trustees.

6.16  Opportunity to Consult with Attorney. The Coach acknowledges that
Coach has had the opportunity to consult and review this Agreement with an attorney.
Accordingly, in all cases, the language of this Agreement shall be construed simply,
according to its fair meaning, and not strictly for or against any party.
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties agree to the terms and conditions of this
Agreement and the incorporated documents attached hereto and have executed this
Agreement freely and agree to be bound hereby as of the Effective Date.

UNIVERSITY COACH

Mark Coyle, Director of Athletics Neil Resnick

Dr. Robert Kustra, President

Approved by the Board on the day of , 2012,
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Addendum to Employment Agreement between
Boise State University and Neil Resnick

This Addendum (the “Addendum”) to the Employment Agreement (the “Agreement”)

dated , 2013, by and between Boise State University (the “University”)
and Neil Resnick (“Coach”), is entered into this day of , 2013 (“Effective
Date™).

NOW THEREFORE, in consideration of the foregoing, and for good and valuable
consideration, the parties make the following additions to the Agreement.

1.

NCAA Compliance. Coach shall have a strong working knowledge and understanding

of all National Collegiate Athletic Association (the “NCAA”) Rules and Regulations
(“NCAA Rules”) regarding compliance issues. Per NCAA policy, Coach must annually
pass the NCAA Coaches Certification Test before contacting any prospects off-campus.

NCAA Violations. In the event Coach or Coach’s Team (as that term is defined in
Section 1.3 of the Agreement) is found in violation of NCAA Rules, Coach shall be
subject to disciplinary or corrective action up to and including as provided for in Section
5.1 of the Agreement.

University Name/Logo. Coach shall not use, directly or by implication, the University
name or logo in the endorsement of commercial products or services for personal gain
without obtaining prior written approval from the Director and University President.

Additional Rules and Regulations. Coach shall be subject to the State Board of
Education Rules (ID. ADMIN. CoDE r. 08.01.01 et seq.) and Governing Policies and
Procedures Manual, Boise State University policies, the rules of the conference of which
the University is a member, and the NCAA Rules as they now exist, and as they may be
amended from time-to-time during the term of Coach’s employment. Material violation
of any of the above rules shall constitute cause for which the University may in its
discretion institute discipline up to and including termination of employment as provided
in Section 5.1 of the Agreement.

Specific Duties of Coach. In addition to the duties outlined in the Agreement, Coach is
expected to devote full-time to recruitment and coaching duties as appropriate. Coach
will attend all staff meetings, public relations functions, dinners, awards banquets, and
will make appearances as directed by the Director.
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6. Compensation. University shall provide to Coach an annual salary of $71,400 during the
first year, $76,500 in the second year, and $76,500 in the third year.

7. Athletic Incentive Pay. Coach may qualify for Athletic Incentive Pay as follows:

Conference Tournament Champions $2,000.00
OR

Qualify team for NCAA Regionals $1,500.00
Quality team for NCAA Nationals $3,000.00
Conference Coach of the Year $2,000.00
NCAA Regional Coach of the Year $3,000.00
NCAA National Coach of the Year $5,000.00
Top 25 National Ranking at End of Season: $2,000.00
OR

Top 12 National Ranking at End of Season: $4,000.00
OR

Top 6 National Ranking at End of Season: $5,000.00

Supplemental pay earned pursuant to this paragraph shall be paid on or before July 1%
following the academic year in which it is earned, if Coach is still employed by the
University on that date.

8. Academic Incentive Pay. Coach may qualify for Academic Incentive Pay if the annual
Academic Progress Rate (“APR”) for the Team meets the following levels of the 4 year
National Ranking:

National Rank within Sport

50" -59.9% = $1,400
60" - 69.9 % = $1,600
70" - 79.9 % = $1,800

80" % or above

$2,000
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If Coach qualifies for Academic Incentive Pay, it will be paid as soon as reasonably
practical following APR rating determination and verification by the NCAA, if Coach is
still employed by the University on that date.

9. Effect on Agreement. No other terms or conditions of the Agreement shall be negated or
changed as a result of this Addendum.

10. Headings. The headings contained in this Agreement are for reference purposes only and
shall not in any way affect the meaning or interpretation hereof.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto agree to the terms and conditions of this
Addendum and have executed this Addendum freely and agree to be bound hereby as of the date
first above written.

Signed:

Dr. Robert Kustra
President

Mark Coyle, Athletic Director

Neil Resnick
Co-Head Coach - Women’s Gymnastics

Approved by the Board on the day of , 2012,
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{(MODEL ATHLETICS CONTRACT)
EMPLOYMENT AGREEMENT
This Employment Agreement (the “Agreement”) is entered into this day
of , 2012 (“Effective Date”) by and between Boise State University

(“University”) and Neil Resnick (“Coach”™).
ARTICLE 1

1.1. Employment. Subject to the terms and conditions of this Agreement, the
University shall employ Coach as the co-head coach of its intercollegiate women’s
gymnastics team (the “Position”). Coach represents and warrants that Coach is fully
qualified to serve, and is available for employment, in this capacity.

1.2. Reporting Relationship. Coach shall report and be responsible directly to
the University’s Director of Athletics (the “Director”) or the Director’s designee. Coach
shall abide by the reasonable instructions of Director or the Director’s designee and shall
confer with the Director or the Director’s designee on all administrative and technical
matters. Coach shall also be under the general supervision of the University’s President
(the “President”).

1.3.  Duties. Coach shall manage and supervise the University’s intercollegiate
women’s gymnastics team (the “Team”) and shall perform such other duties in the
University’s athletic program as the Director may assign and as may be described
elsewhere in this Agreement and any addenda hereto. Coach shall, to the best of Coach’s
ability, and consistent with University policies and procedures, perform all duties and
responsibilities customarily associated with the Position. Coach shall share in these duties
with co-head coach Tina Bird.

ARTICLE 2

2.1. Term. This Agreement is for a fixed-term appointment of three (3) years,
commencing on July 1, 2013 and terminating, without further notice to Coach, on June
30, 2016 (the “Term”), unless sooner terminated in accordance with other provisions of
this Agreement.

2.2.  Extension or Renewal. This Agreement is renewable solely upon an offer
from the University and an acceptance by Coach, both of which must be in writing and
signed by the parties. Any renewal is subject to the prior approval of University’s Board
of Trustees. This Agreement in no way grants to Coach a claim to tenure in employment,
nor shall Coach’s service pursuant to this Agreement count in any way toward tenure at
the University.
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ARTICLE 3

3.1 Reqular Compensation.

3.1.1. In consideration of Coach’s services and satisfactory performance
of this Agreement, the University shall provide to Coach:

a) A salary in the amount set forth in the attached Addendum,
payable in biweekly installments in accordance with
normal University procedures_(except as provided in the
Addendum), and such salary increases as may be
determined appropriate by the Director and President and
approved by the University’s Board of Trustees;

b) The opportunity to receive such employee benefits
calculated on the “base salary” as the University provides
generally to non-faculty exempt employees; and

C) The opportunity to receive such employee benefits as the
University’s Department of Athletics (the “Department”)
provides generally to its employees of a comparable level.
Coach hereby agrees to abide by the terms and conditions,
as now existing or hereafter amended, of such employee
benefits.

3.2 Supplemental Compensation.  University may provide supplemental
compensation, as set forth in the attached Addendum.
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supplemental compensation pald to Coach shall be accompanied with a detailed
justification for the supplemental compensation based-on-the—factors-listed-abeve-and
such justification shall be separately reported to the Board of —(Regents-erTrustees) as a
document available to the public under the Idaho Public Records Act.

computation)-3.2.2 The Coach may receive the compensation hereunder from the

University or the University’s designated media outlet(s) or a combination thereof each
year during the term of this Agreement in compensation for participation in media

programs and publlc appearances (collectlvely, “Programs@eaehe—nght—te—raeeewe—sueh—a

W”) Agreements requmng the Coach to part|C|pate in Programs related to
hisCoach’s duties as an employee of University are the property of the University. The
University shall have the exclusive right to negotiate and contract with all producers of
media productions and all parties desiring public appearances by the Coach. Coach
agrees to cooperate with the University in order for the Programs to be successful and
agrees to provide Coach’s services to and appear on the Programs and to cooperate in
their production, broadcasting, and telecasting. It is understood that neither Coach nor
any assistant coach shall appear without the prior written approval of the Director on any
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radio or television program (including but not limited to a coach’s show, call-in show, or
interview show) or a regularly scheduled news segment, except that this prohibition shall
not apply to routine news media interviews for which no compensation is received.
Without the prior written approval of the Director, Coach shall not appear in any
commercial endorsements which are broadcast on radio or television that conflict with
those broadcast on the University’s designated media outlets.

326 (SUMMER  CAMP—OPERATED BY  UNIVERSITY
Lol =t =23 Coach agrees that the University has the exclusive right to operate

athletic camps (“Camps”) on its campus using University facilities. The University shall
allow Coach the opportunity to earn supplemental compensation by assisting with the
Camps in Coach’s capacity as a University employee. Coach hereby agrees to assist in
the marketing, supervision, and general administration of the Camps. Coach also agrees
that Coach will perform all obligations mutually agreed upon by the parties. In exchange
for Coach’s participation in the Camps, the University shall pay Coach —{ameunt)—per

yeapas—supplemental compensatlon—daﬁng—eaeh—yeapef—h%empleymem—as—head—ﬁw
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3.2.7 Coeach-agrees that the University has the exclusive
right to select footwear, apparel and/or equipment for the use of its student-athletes and
staff, including Coach, during official practices and games and during times when Coach
or the Team is being filmed by motion picture or video camera or posing for photographs

in thelr capaC|ty as representatlves of Umversﬂyf\%gg—eeaeh—meegm%es—tha{—the
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Coa hall-submit-al-outside consulting-agreements-to-the University {Colege). In order
to avoid entering into an agreement with a competitor of any University selected vendors,
Coach shall submit all outside consulting agreements to the University for review and
approval prior to execution. Coach shall also report such outside income to the
University in accordance with National Collegiate Athletic Association (the “NCAA”)
rules. Coach further agrees that Coach will not endorse any athletic footwear, apparel
and/or equipment products, and will not participate in any messages or promotional
appearances which contain a comparative or qualitative description of athletic footwear,
apparel, or equipment products.

3.3  General Conditions of Compensation. All compensation provided by the
University to Coach is subject to deductions and withholdings as required by law or the
terms and conditions of any fringe benefit in which Coach participates. However, if any
fringe benefit is based in whole or in part upon the compensation provided by the
University to Coach, such fringe benefit shall be based only on the compensation
provided pursuant to section 3.1.1 and paid from the University to Coach, except to the
extent required by the terms and conditions of a specific fringe benefit program.

ARTICLE 4

4.1. Coach’s Specific Duties and Responsibilities.  In consideration of the
compensation specified in this Agreement, Coach, in addition to the obligations set forth
elsewhere in this Agreement, shall:

4.1.1. Devote Coach’s full time and best efforts to the performance of
Coach’s duties under this Agreement;

4.1.2. Develop and implement programs and procedures with respect to
the evaluation, recruitment, training, and coaching of Team members which enable them
to compete successfully and reasonably protect their health, safety, and well-being;

4.1.3. Observe and uphold all academic standards, requirements, and

policies of the University and encourage Team members to perform to their highest
academic potential and to graduate in a timely manner; and
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4.1.4. Know, recognize, and comply with all applicable laws and the
policies, rules and regulations of the University, the University’s governing board, the
conference of which the University is a member (the “Conference”), and the NCAA;
supervise and take appropriate steps with the co-head coach to ensure that any assistant
coaches, any other employees for whom Coach is administratively responsible, and the
members of the Team know, recognize, and comply with all such laws, policies, rules and
regulations; and immediately report to the Director and to the University’s Executive
Director of Compliance if Coach has reasonable cause to believe that any person or
entity, including without limitation representatives of the University’s athletic interests,
has violated or is likely to violate any such laws, policies, rules or regulations. Coach
shall cooperate fully with the University and Department at all times. The applicable
laws, policies, rules, and regulations include the following, as they may be amended from
time-to-time: (a) State Board of Education and Board of Regents of the University of
Idaho Governing Policies and Procedures and Rule Manual; (b) University’s Policy
Handbook; (c) University’s Administrative Procedures Manual; (d) the policies of the
Department; (e) NCAA rules and regulations; and (f) the rules and regulations of the
Conference.

4.2  Qutside Activities. Coach shall not undertake any business, professional
or personal activities, or pursuits that would prevent Coach from devoting Coach’s full
time and best efforts to the performance of Coach’s duties under this Agreement, that
would otherwise detract from those duties in any manner, or that, in the opinion of the
University, would reflect adversely upon the University or its athletic program. Subject to
the terms and conditions of this Agreement, Coach may, with the prior written approval
of the Director, who may consult with the President, enter into separate arrangements for
outside activities and endorsements which are consistent with Coach’s obligations under
this Agreement. Coach may not use the University’s name, logos, or trademarks in
connection with any such arrangements without the prior written approval of the Director
and the President.

4.3  NGAA{erNAIA)YRules:Outside Income. In accordance with NCAA
rules, Coach shall obtain prior written approval from the President and Director for all
athletically-related income and benefits from sources outside the University. Coach shall
report the source and amount of all such income and benefits to the President whenever
reasonably requested, but in no event less than annually before the close of business on
June 30th of each year or the last regular University work day preceding June 30th. The
report shall be in a format reasonably satisfactory to University. In no event shall Coach
accept or receive directly or indirectly any monies, benefits, or gratuities whatsoever
from any person, association, corporation, University booster club, University alumni
association, University foundation, or other benefactor, if the acceptance or receipt of the
monies, benefits, or gratuities would violate applicable law or the policies, rules, and
regulations of the University, the University’s governing board, the Conference, or the
NCAA. Sources of such income shall include, but are not limited to, the following: (a)
income from annuities; (b) sports camps, clinics, speaking engagements, consultations,
directorships, or related activities; (c) housing benefits (including preferential housing
arrangements); (d) country club membership(s); (e) complimentary tickets (i.e., tickets to
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a Stampede game); (f) television and radio programs; (q) endorsement or consultation
contracts with athletic shoe, apparel, or equipment manufacturers.

44  Hiring Authority. Coach shall have the responsibility and the sole
authority to recommend to the Director the hiring and termination of assistant coaches for
the Team, but the decision to hire or terminate an assistant coach shall be made by the
Director and shall, when necessary or appropriate, be subject to the approval of President
and the University’s Board of Trustees.

45  Scheduling. Coach shall consult with, and may make recommendations
to, the Director or the Director’s designee with respect to the scheduling of Team’s
competitions, but the final decision shall be made by the Director or the Director’s
designee.

476 Other Coaching Opportunities. Coach shall not, under any circumstances,
interview for, negotiate for, or accept employment as a coach at any other institution of
higher education or with any professional sports team; requiring performance of duties
set forth herein prior to the expiration of this Agreement, without the prior approval of
the Director. Such approval shall not unreasonably be withheld._ Coach shall not
neqotiate for or accept employment, under any circumstances, as a coach at any other
institution of higher education or with any professional sports team requiring the
performance of the duties set forth herein without first giving ten (10) days prior written
notice to the Director.

ARTICLE 5

5.1  Termination of Coach for Cause. The University may, in its discretion,
suspend Coach from some or all of Coach’s duties, temporarily or permanently, and with
or without pay; reassign Coach to other duties; or terminate this Agreement at any time
for good or adequate cause, as those terms are defined in applicable rules, regulations,
and policies.

5.1.1 In addition to the definitions contained in applicable rules and
policies, University and Coach hereby specifically agree that the following shall
constitute good or adequate cause for suspension, reassignment, or termination of this
Agreement:

a) A deliberate or major violation of Coach’s duties under this
agreement or the refusal or unwillingness of Coach to perform
such duties in good faith and to the best of Coach’s abilities;
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b) The failure of Coach to remedy any violation of any of the terms of
this Agreement within thirty (30) days after written notice from the
University;

c) A deliberate or major violation by Coach of any applicable law or
the policies, rules, or regulations of the University, the University’s
governing board, the Conference, or the NCAA, including but not
limited to any such violation which may have occurred during the
employment of Coach at another NCAA or National Association
of Intercollegiate Athletics (“NAIA”) member institution;

d) Ten (10) working days’ absence of Coach from duty without the
University’s consent;

e) Any conduct of Coach that constitutes moral turpitude or that
would, in the University’s judgment, reflect adversely on the
University or its athletic programs;

f) The failure of Coach to represent the University and its athletic
programs positively in public and private forums;

g) The failure of Coach to fully and promptly cooperate with the
NCAA or the University in any investigation of possible violations
of any applicable law or the policies, rules or regulations of the
University, the University’s governing board, the Conference, or
the NCAA;

h) The failure of Coach to report a known violation of any applicable
law or the policies, rules or regulations of the University, the
University’s governing board, the Conference, or the NCAA, by
one of Coach’s assistant coaches, any other employees for whom
Coach is administratively responsible, or a member of the Team;
or

i) A violation of any applicable law or the policies, rules or
regulations of the University, the University’s governing board, the
Conference, or the NCAA, by one of Coach’s assistant coaches,
any other employees for whom Coach is administratively
responsible, or a member of the Team if Coach knew or should
have known by ordinary supervision of the violation and could
have prevented it by such ordinary supervision.

5.1.2 Suspension, reassignment, or termination for good or adequate
cause shall be effectuated by the University as follows: before the effective date of the
suspension, reassignment, or termination, the Director or Director’s designee shall
provide Coach with notice, which notice shall be accomplished in the manner provided
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for in this Agreement and shall include the reason(s) for the contemplated action. Coach
shall then have an opportunity to respond. After Coach responds or fails to respond,
University shall notify Coach whether, and if so when, the action will be effective.

5.1.3 In the event of any termination for good or adequate cause, the
University’s obligation to provide compensation and benefits to Coach, whether direct,
indirect, supplemental or collateral, shall cease as of the date of such termination, and the
University shall not be liable for the loss of any collateral business opportunities or other
benefits, perquisites, or income resulting from outside activities or from any other
sources.

5.1.4 If found in violation of NCAA regulations, Coach shall, in addition
to the provisions of Section 5.1, be subject to disciplinary or corrective action as set forth
in the provisions of the NCAA enforcement procedures. This section applies to violations
occurring at the University or at previous institutions at which the Coach was employed.

5.2 Termination of Coach for Convenience of University.

5.2.1 At any time after commencement of this Agreement, University,
for its own convenience, may terminate this Agreement by giving ten (10) days prior
written notice to Coach.

5.2.2 In the event that University terminates this Agreement for its own
convenience, University shall be obligated to pay to Coach, as liquidated damages and
not a penalty, the “base salary” set forth in section 3.1.1(a), excluding all deductions
required by law, on the regular paydays of the University until the Term of this
Agreement ends_or until Coach obtains reasonably comparable employment, whichever
occurs first, provided however, in the event Coach obtains other employment ef-any-kind
or-hature-after such termination, then the amount of compensation University pays will be
adjusted and reduced by the amount of compensation paid Coach as a result of such other
employment, such adjusted compensation to be calculated for each University pay-period
by reducing the gross salary set forth in section 3.1.1(a) (before deductions required by
law) by the gross compensation paid to the Coach under the other employment, then
subtracting from this adjusted gross compensation deductions according to law. In
addition, Coach will be entitled to continue the health insurance plan and group life
insurance as if Coach remained a University employee until the term of this Agreement
ends or until Coach obtains_reasonably comparable employment or any other
employment providing Coach with a reasonably comparable health plan and group life
insurance, whichever occurs first. Coach shall be entitled to no other compensation or
fringe benefits, except as otherwise provided herein or required by law. Coach
specifically agrees to inform University within ten (10) business days of obtaining other
employment and to advise University of all relevant terms of such employment, including
without limitation, the nature and location of the employment, salary, other
compensation, health insurance benefits, life insurance benefits, and other fringe benefits.
Failure to so inform and advise University shall constitute a material breach of this
Agreement and University’s obligation to pay compensation under this provision shall
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end. Coach agrees not to accept employment for compensation at less than the fair
market value of Coach’s services, as determined by all circumstances existing at the time
of employment. Coach further agrees to repay to University all compensation paid by
University after the date Coach obtains other employment, to which Coach is not entitled
under this provision.

5.2.3 The parties have both been represented by, or had the opportunity
to consult with, legal counsel in the contract negotiations and have bargained for and
agreed to the foregoing liquidated damages provision, giving consideration to the fact
that the Coach may lose certain benefits, supplemental compensation, or outside
compensation relating to Coach’s employment with University, which damages are
extremely difficult to determine with certainty. The parties further agree that the
payment of such liquidated damages by University and the acceptance thereof by Coach
shall constitute adequate and reasonable compensation to Coach for the damages and
injury suffered by Coach because of such termination by University. The liquidated
damages are not, and shall not be construed to be, a penalty.

5.24 In the event of non-renewal or termination of Coach’s
employment, Coach will use all accumulated annual leave prior to the end of the contract

period.

53 Termination by Coach for Convenience.

5.3.1 The Coach recognizes that Coach’s promise to work for University
for the entire term of this Agreement is of the essence of this Agreement. The Coach also
recognizes that the University is making a highly valuable investment in Coach’s
employment by entering into this Agreement and that its investment would be lost were
Coach to resign or otherwise terminate Coach’s employment with the University before
the end of the contract Term.

5.3.2 The Coach may terminate this Agreement for convenience during
its term by giving prior written notice to the University. Termination shall be effective
ten (10) days after such written notice is given to the University. Such termination must
occur at a time outside the Team’s season (including NCAA post-season competition) so
as to minimize the impact on the program.

5.3.3 If the Coach terminates this Agreement for convenience at any
time, all obligations of the University shall cease as of the effective date of the
termination. If the Coach terminates this Agreement for convenience, Coach shall pay to
the University, as liquidated damages and not a penalty, for the breach of this Agreement
the following sum: (a) if the Agreement is terminated on or before June 30, 2013, the sum
of $20,000.00; (b) if the Agreement is terminated between —————July 1, 2013 and
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inclusive_t ¢ $20.000.00: (o) if 4 ) inated
betweep—————and———June 30, 2014 inclusive, the sum of

$10,000.00. The liguidated damages shall be due and payable within twenty (20) days of
the effective date of the termination, and any unpaid amount shall bear simple interest at
a rate eight (8) percent per annum until paid.

5.3.4 The parties have both been represented by legal counsel in the contract
negotiations and have bargained for and agreed to the foregoing liquidated damages
provision, giving consideration to the fact that the University will incur administrative
and recruiting costs in obtaining a replacement for Coach, in addition to potentially
increased compensation costs if Coach terminates this Agreement for convenience, which
damages are extremely difficult to determine with certainty. The parties further agree
that the payment of such liquidated damages by Coach and the acceptance thereof by
University shall constitute adequate and reasonable compensation to University for the
damages and injury suffered by it because of such termination by Coach. The liquidated
damages are not, and shall not be construed to be, a penalty. This section 5.3.4 shall not
apply if Coach terminates this Agreement because of a material breach by the University.

5.3.5 Except as provide elsewhere in this Agreement, if Coach terminates this
Agreement for convenience, Coach shall forfeit to the extent permitted by law Coach’s
right to receive all supplemental compensation and other payments.

5.4 Termination Due to Disability or Death of Coach.

5.4.1 Notwithstanding any other provision of this Agreement, this
Agreement shall terminate automatically if Coach becomes totally or permanently
disabled as defined by the University’s disability insurance carrier, becomes unable to
perform the essential functions of the position of head coach, or dies.

5.4.2 If this Agreement is terminated because of Coach’s death, Coach’s
salary and all other benefits shall terminate as of the last day worked, except that the
Coach’s personal representative or other designated beneficiary shall be paid all
compensation due or unpaid and death benefits, if any, as may be contained in any fringe
benefit plan now in force or hereafter adopted by the University and due to the Coach’s
estate or beneficiaries hereunder.

5.4.3 If this Agreement is terminated because the Coach becomes totally
or permanently disabled as defined by the University’s disability insurance carrier, or
becomes unable to perform the essential functions of the position of head coach, all
salary and other benefits shall terminate, except that the Coach shall be entitled to receive
any compensation due or unpaid and any disability-related benefits to which Coach is
entitled by virtue of employment with the University.
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5.5 Interference by Coach. In the event of suspension, reassignment or
termination, Coach agrees that Coach will not interfere with the University’s student-
athletes or otherwise obstruct the University’s ability to transact business or operate its
intercollegiate athletics program.

5.6  No Liability. The University shall not be liable to Coach for the loss of
any collateral business opportunities or any other benefits, perquisites or income from
any sources that may ensue as a result of any termination of this Agreement by either
party or due to death or disability or the suspension or reassignment of Coach, regardless
of the circumstances.

5.7 Waiver of Rights. Because the Coach is receiving a multi-year contract and
the opportunity to receive supplemental compensation and because such contracts and
opportunities are not customarily afforded to University employees, if the University
suspends or reassigns Coach, or terminates this Agreement for good or adequate cause or
for convenience, Coach shall have all the rights provided for in this Agreement but
hereby releases the University from compliance with the notice, appeal, and similar
employment-related rights provided for in the State Board of Education and Board or
Regents of the University of Idaho Rule Manual (ID. ADMIN. CoDE r. 08.01.01 et seq.)
and Governing Policies and Procedures Manual, and the University Policies or Faculty-
Staff Handbook.

ARTICLE 6

6.1  Board Approval. This Agreement shall not be effective until and unless
approved of the University’s Board of Trustees and executed by both parties as set forth
below. In addition, the payment of any compensation pursuant to this Agreement shall be
subject to: the approval of the University’s Board of Trustees, the President, and the
Director; the sufficiency of legislative appropriations; the receipt of sufficient funds in
the account from which such compensation is paid; and the Board of Trustees and
University’s rules or policies regarding financial exigency.

6.2  University Property. All personal property, material, and articles of
information, including, without limitation, keys, credit cards, personnel records,
recruiting records, team information, films, statistics or any other personal property,
material, or data, furnished to Coach by the University or developed by Coach on behalf
of the University or at the University’s direction or for the University’s use or otherwise
in connection with Coach’s employment hereunder are and shall remain the sole property
of the University. Within twenty-four (24) hours of the expiration of the Term of this
Agreement or its earlier termination as provided herein, Coach shall immediately cause
any such personal property, materials, and articles of information in Coach’s possession
or control to be delivered to the Director.

6.3  Assignment. Neither party may assign its rights or delegate its obligations
under this Agreement without the prior written consent of the other party.
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6.4  Waiver. No waiver of any default in the performance of this Agreement
shall be effective unless in writing and signed by the waiving party. The waiver of a
particular breach in the performance of this Agreement shall not constitute a waiver of
any other or subsequent breach. The resort to a particular remedy upon a breach shall not
constitute a waiver of any other available remedies.

6.5  Severability. If any provision of this Agreement is determined to be
invalid or unenforceable, the remainder of the Agreement shall not be affected and shall
remain in effect.

6.6  Governing Law. This Agreement shall be subject to and construed in
accordance with the laws of the state of Idaho as an agreement to be performed in Idaho.
Any action based in whole or in part on this Agreement shall be brought in state district
court in Ada County, Boise, Idaho.

6.7  Oral Promises. Oral promises of an increase in annual salary or of any
supplemental or other compensation shall not be binding upon the University.

6.8  Force Majeure. Any prevention, delay or stoppage due to strikes,
lockouts, labor disputes, acts of God, inability to obtain labor or materials or reasonable
substitutes therefore, governmental restrictions, governmental regulations, governmental
controls, enemy or hostile governmental action, civil commotion, fire or other casualty,
and other causes beyond the reasonable control of the party obligated to perform
(including financial inability), shall excuse the performance by such party for a period
equal to any such prevention, delay or stoppage.

6.9  Non-Confidentiality. The Coach hereby consents and agrees that this
document may be released and made available to the public after it is signed by the
Coach. The Coach further agrees that all documents and reports Coach is required to
produce under this Agreement may be released and made available to the public at the
University’s sole discretion.

6.10 Notices. Any notice under this Agreement shall be in writing and be
delivered in person or by public or private courier service (including U.S. Postal Service
Express Mail) or certified mail with return receipt requested or by facsimile. All notices
shall be addressed to the parties at the following addresses or at such other addresses as
the parties m