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1. Introduction

The University of Idaho (Ul) is a land grant institution, with a mission that includes outreach as well as

education and research. It is part of a statewide Idaho K-20 system that encompasses three other public
universities, a stand-alone technical college, and public elementary and secondary education. The main
campus is located in Moscow, with regional centers in Coeur d’Alene, Boise, and Idaho Falls and many
extension or research centers, for a total of seventy locations throughout Idaho. Altogether, Ul delivers

135 majors and 97graduate programs to more than 12,000 students.

Ul last completed a full-scale self-evaluation in 2004, and accreditation was reaffirmed in 2005 based on
that report and the subsequent site visit. Ul submitted a progress report in 2008 and accreditation was
reaffirmed in March, 2010 based on a fall 2009 Regular Interim Evaluation. Ul then began the new
NWCCU accreditation process on an accelerated schedule.

Ul submitted a Year One report in September, 2011. The evaluators made one recommendation based on
that report:
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1. The evaluation panel recommends that the University refines its indicators of achievement to
ensure that the indicators are meaningful, direct measures of the objectives. (Standard 1.B.2)

Ul was not required to submit either a Year Three or a Year Five Report. Instead, the institution
proceeded directly to a Year Seven Comprehensive Self-Evaluation, completed in spring of 2015. In the
Year Seven report, the University provided a response to the recommendation, stating that the objectives
and indicators had been reviewed and refined, and asserting that “Adjustments to indicators of
achievement reflect the changes in the objectives and provide well-developed measures that define
mission fulfillment.” However, as discussed in the following evaluation, the chosen indicators have not
yet been implemented fully in a way that clearly demonstrates the integration of planning, assessment,
and improvement.

Since the Year One report was completed, Ul has had a number of significant leadership transitions. On
March 1, 2014, Dr. Chuck Staben became the 18" President of UI. Dr. Katherine Aiken has been serving
as Interim Provost & Executive Vice President during a search to refill that position. Five new deans
(Colleges of Letters, Arts, & Social Sciences; Law; Agricultural and Life Sciences; Science; and
Business) took office, along with a new Vice Provost for Student Affairs & Enrollment Management, Ul
Foundation director, Executive Director for Tribal Relations, Boise Center Executive Officer, WWAMI
Director, and Special Assistant to the President for State Governmental Relations. Searches have been
underway for a Provost & Executive Vice President (Dr. John M. Wiencek will start in the position June
1), Vice President for Finance, Vice President for Advancement, Dean of Agricultural and Life Sciences,
Executive Director of Marketing and Communications, and Center Executive, Idaho Falls.

1. Assessment of the Self-Evaluation Report and Support Materials

The University of Idaho prepared an informative Year Seven report. Like all institutions in this first
accreditation cycle, Ul has needed to interpret the new accreditation standards and reporting requirements
in light of its institutional mission and objectives. As has been the case with some other institutions, the
Year Seven report shows that it can be difficult to develop a practical definition of mission fulfillment
(Standard 1.A.2.) and establish meaningful objectives and indicators of achievement (Standard 1.B.2.).

If these initial steps in the process are not entirely successful, then it is very challenging to write the self-
study sections that address Standard 4 and Standard 5. Ul made a creditable effort, but as detailed in the
following evaluation, the report did not solidly integrate planning, assessment, and improvement for all
four core themes, in part because data were not available for some of the indicators. To some extent that
is probably due to the relatively short time between the Year One report and this “Year Seven” report,
which actually was due only three and one-half years later. The definition of mission fulfillment was not
as clear as it needs to be, and that hampered assessment of mission fulfillment and related discussions of
adaptation and sustainability.

The self-evaluation report content was verified and augmented by interviews with administrators, faculty,
staff, students, and governing board members and by examination of relevant institutional websites. All
requests for meetings and additional information made by the NWCCU review team were promptly
fulfilled. The evaluation team thanks Ul for facilitating our visit, and particularly thanks Dr. Jeanne
Stevenson, Vice Provost for Academic Affairs & Accreditation Liaison Officer, and Ms. Lodi Price,
Executive Assistant to the Provost & Executive Vice President. We also thank everyone who participated
in preparing the documents that we were sent to review.
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V. Eligibility Requirements
Eligibility Requirements 2-21

As documented in the Year Seven Self-Evaluation (pp. 16-17, 31-38, 136, and 214) the University of
Idaho meets all NWCCU eligibility requirements. The review team would like to emphasize one
eligibility requirement, 23. Institutional Effectiveness:

The institution systematically applies clearly defined evaluation and planning procedures,
assesses the extent to which it achieves its mission and core themes, uses the results of
assessment to effect institutional improvement, and periodically publishes the results to its
constituencies. Through these processes it regularly monitors its internal and external
environments to determine how and to what degree changing circumstances may impact the
institution and its ability to ensure its viability and sustainability.

Ul meets this eligibility requirement, but at present its approach to monitoring the external environment is
decentralized. Documentation or information about these processes was not prominent in the self-study,
although by talking with individual unit and campus administrators the evaluation committee ascertained
that the necessary monitoring and impact assessment was occurring. Greater central coordination and
documentation of these processes would yield stronger evidence of compliance.

V. Mission, Core Themes, and Expectations
Standard 1.A. Mission

The University of Idaho’s mission statement clearly articulates its purpose as a Land Grant research
university, and the mission statement has been approved by the Ul Board of Regents/State Board of
Education. UI’s four Core Themes, Teaching and Learning, Scholarly and Creative Activity with
National and International Impact, Outreach and Engagement, and Purposeful, Ethical, Vibrant, and Open
Community, comprise essential elements of that mission. Within those Core Themes, Ul has identified
objectives and indicators of achievement. The objectives appear appropriate for this institution, but, as
discussed in other sections of the evaluation, some of the indicators of achievement are not precisely
defined, and relevant data haven’t yet been compiled for all of the indicators. That impacts the usefulness
of UI’s articulation of an acceptable extent of mission fulfillment, which states in part:

“Metrics have been identified to document progress toward goals in the [Ul] strategic plan, to
meeting institutional expectations outlined in the University of Idaho Board of Regents/State
Board of Education strategic plan, and to document ways in which we fulfilled the mission and
core themes of the University of Idaho. We identified peer benchmarks and national norms,
adjusted to the unique characteristics of the University of Idaho, to monitor our performance
and evaluate the extent to which we fulfill our mission...”

Within the self-study, there was no clear listing of the metrics “identified”. The Accreditation
Liaison Officer, on request, supplied a list of metrics that were designed to assess institutional
progress on the Board of Regents/State Board of Education strategic plan, which overlapped with the
indicators of achievement but differed in many respects as well. The extent of mission fulfillment is
adequately defined as “peer benchmarks and national norms adjusted to the unique characteristics of
UI”. However, the benchmarks and norms were not presented in the self-study or other resources
provided to the evaluation team, except that the Board of Regents/State Board of Education strategic
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plan metrics have benchmarks, not all of which Ul is currently attaining. The Ul peer list used by
the Board of Regents was provided to the evaluation team on request; the evaluation team considered
many of those institutions to be aspirational peers. The self-study does not clearly state the
“acceptable threshold for mission fulfillment”, i.e., it is not clear whether attaining the peer
benchmarks or norms is required or whether falling below them to some extent is acceptable.

Recommendation Standard 1.A. The articulation of an acceptable degree of mission fulfillment
is stated in terms of peer benchmarks and national norms. If that articulation is retained, the
evaluation committee recommends that the benchmarks or norms used must be clearly
identified and used in the assessment of mission fulfillment. This was particularly a concern for
Core Themes 1, 3, and 4.

Standard 1.B. Core Themes

1.B.1. The University of Idaho has identified core themes that individually manifest essential elements of
its Mission and collectively encompass its mission. These Core Themes and associated Objectives and
Indicators are discussed and evaluated below.

Core Theme One: Teaching & Learning

Enhancing teaching and learning is a central mission of the university, and one that is strongly
emphasized by faculty, staff, and administrators. The teaching and learning efforts focus on five
University outcomes: 1) learn and integrate; 2) think and create; 3) communicate; 4) clarify purpose and
perspective; and 5) practice citizenship through rich and diverse curricular, co-curricular, and extra-
curricular opportunities. The commitment to quality teaching and learning (Core Theme One) is
demonstrated in the University’s efforts to assess and improve student learning outcomes in all of its
academic departments. Much progress has been made in this area since the last accreditation review.

The University of Idaho deserves special praise for its innovations in General Education and
interdisciplinary courses and programs. The General Education Integrated Seminars (ISEM) are
developmentally sequenced and aligned with the majors. In addition, the interdisciplinary emphasis
across the university is exemplified in several integrated majors and graduate programs.

There are efforts to track and promote additional high impact practices (e.g., student research, study
abroad, community service, service learning, and leadership opportunities). The institution highlighted
programs and initiatives of distinction throughout the report. These experiential learning opportunities
included a Basque Archeological Project, Idaho’s Clean Snowmobile Team, career development in Fire
Ecology and Management, and the VVandal Innovation and Enterprise Works program.

Ul has chosen appropriate and ambitious objectives for Core Theme One, and has identified several
indicators for each one. However, not all of these indicators were fully assessable and verifiable in the
context of the self-study. Some indicators were not fully defined in Section 1.B. of the report. For
example, indicator “A.i. Student academic success” was not explained in detail, but in section 4.A.2.
specific indicators of retention and GPA are mentioned. Some data on retention and graduation rates
were presented, but GPA data were not presented or discussed. Another example is indicator “B.i.
Refinement of general education”, which is a process rather than an assessable and verifiable indicator of
achievement. This also applies to “C.ii. Exit interviews and surveys” and “C.iii. Stakeholder feedback.”
As stated, there is not a clear relationship between the indicators and the objective to “Improve programs
through robust, continuous assessment processes integrating internal and external input and
participation”. The results of the “exit survey” and “stakeholder survey” were not discussed in the
Standard 4 section of the report. There was mention of a survey related to student engagement
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administered 2009-2011. NSSE 2012 survey results (for then-current freshmen and seniors) were
available at the Institutional Research website, as were a Graduating Senior survey (2014), Alumni survey
(2012), and Graduate Alumni survey (2011-2012). These surveys indicated that students and alumni were
generally satisfied with Ul, but it was not clear from the self-study that the results had been used to make
program improvements, or that program changes had impacted survey results. For the Graduating Senior
Survey Class of 2013-14, fewer students were satisfied in most categories than they had been in the
preceding year, but it was not clear whether that was a significant trend or a random variation in
responses.

Core Theme Two: Scholarly and Creative Activity with National and International Impact

A noteworthy strength of the University of Idaho is the research enterprise that focuses intentionally on
the mission of a land grant university: building “cultural awareness and understanding for our citizenry;
our economic vitality; and the sustainability of human, natural and technology systems within the state
and beyond.” Active partnerships and collaborative, interdisciplinary activity build on the unique
strengths of a campus that is smaller than those of most research universities and a culture that values
collaboration, provides unique opportunities for interdisciplinary activity, and fosters an environment of
innovation. Significant cross-disciplinary research enterprises, such as the Institute for Bioinformatics
and Evolutionary Studies (IBEST) provide unique research opportunities for students and maximize the
use of laboratories or top-of-the-line equipment. IBEST houses research with contemporary immediacy
and significance such as the viral evolution, antibiotic resistance, the characteristics of the human
microbiome, and the ecology and evolution of multi-drug resistant plasmids.

Compliment: Ul is notable for interdisciplinary activity and for the way it connects the teaching,
research, and community engagement elements of the institution’s core mission and goals.

As the Ul streamlines its processes for greater efficiencies, maximizes technology for the submission and
management of grants, and provides a broader range of trainings and support systems for researchers and
promising young scholars it will strengthen its operation and expand its research capacity. Ul has
recently appointed a director of undergraduate research, to formalize and maximize its opportunities.
Importantly, the Office of Research and Economic Development has initiated a planning process to
develop a university-wide, comprehensive plan to prioritize research and related activities.

The identified indicators for Theme Two are appropriate and well rationalized. Data measuring program
indicators and evidence of considerable success around these indicators are included in the Standard 4.A.
section of the self-study, where the data are analyzed and connected to plans for improvement. The
University of ldaho collects data on peer-reviewed scholarly and creative activities, juried presentations,
and other efforts to move scholarship into the public domain. Targets are set by colleges and
departments. Over the past five years, Ul has shown steady growth in the number of master’s and
doctoral degrees awarded, although they lag behind benchmarks for institutions in their Carnegie
classification of Research University (high research activity). In addition to graduate research, there is
significant engagement of undergraduates in research, with 67% of the students responding to the
graduate survey reporting that they had research experience. Of the respondents, 44% think that there
should be great emphasis placed on undergraduate research. The Office of Research and Economic
Development has plans to implement formal tracking of undergraduate research opportunities.

During the recession, the NSF ranking of the Ul declined from 130 to 150. In response, the Office of
Research and Economic Development has been developing support systems, trainings, grant writing and
management programs to support an increase in grant and contract activity. Research expenditures at Ul
have helped the State Board of Regents reach and surpass their strategic goals. Research productivity is
particularly striking in the Colleges of Science and Engineering. NSF reports show that on national
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average university research expenditures are most often 95% Science and Engineering and 5% non-
Science and Engineering. The University of Idaho reports research expenditures of 98% S&E and 2%
non-S&E. Between 2009 and 2013 total expenditures increased by 21% to $54 million, showing progress
toward the benchmark of $112 million. A goal of the institution and the Office of Research and
Economic Development is to increase the number of large proposals submitted and awarded.

Core Theme Three: Outreach and Engagement

The indicators of achievement for Theme Three mostly did not clearly meet the standard for being
assessable and verifiable. In general there was no clear statement of how the indicators would be
assessed. For example, Objective A. “Engage community partners in Idaho through Extension, providing
information to improve practices and develop solutions for state and regional challenges” has the
Indicators: i. Impact statements, ii. Number of programs offered, iii. Number of participants served, iv.
Summaries of feedback on statewide presentations (qualitative). There is no discussion of how the impact
statements or feedback would be evaluated, in terms of whether Ul is or is not meeting the objective.
Similarly, how many programs and participants does Ul need in order to meet the objective? Is the aim to
increase or decrease the number currently offered? Relative to the indicator B.ii., the self-study states that
“Our pilot assessment process to evaluate successful partnerships will include a component that
specifically addresses the measurement of impact.” Concerning C.iii., impact on students engaged in
service learning, “The University of Idaho will develop a system to track all such activities.” There was
little reporting on the results of these assessments in the Standard Four section of the report. In summary,
the self-study shows that the development and implementation of these indicators is incomplete. There is
not a straightforward way to know from the report whether Ul is or is not meeting stated objectives based
on the chosen indicators of achievement.

Core Theme Four: Purposeful, Ethical, Vibrant, and Open Community

Most of the indicators in this area, such as A.i., staff and faculty participation in University sponsored
[professional development] programs or B. ii., retention of students, staff, and faculty, are routinely
collected information and so are readily verifiable. But, again, it is not clear how Ul decides whether the
indicator represents unsatisfactory or satisfactory achievement. For Objective C., “Refine processes and
practices to enhance access, inclusion, collaboration, and efficiency”, the indicators are simply examples
of refinements and collaborations. How does Ul determine whether the examples are good or bad, and
whether there are enough?

1.B.2. Overall, the Objectives established for each of the themes are appropriate and in particular are
consistent with the Ul comprehensive plan, “Leading Idaho: Strategic Plan 2011-2015”. However, there
are some weaknesses relative to full compliance with Standard 1.B.2., “The institution establishes
objectives for each of its core themes and identifies meaningful, assessable, and verifiable indicators of
achievement that form the basis for evaluating accomplishment of the objectives of its core themes.”

This standard was the subject of a recommendation relative to the Year One report, and improvement is
still needed. Obijectives are outlined for the core theme of Teaching and Learning, and indicators have
also been provided. However, the indicators could be improved by outlining targets and/or benchmarks
for each of the items. In other words, these would be more measurable if numbers or percentages were
included.

Concern Standard 1.B.2.: The evaluation team finds that not all of the indicators were
assessable and verifiable.
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An important issue was that the self-study did not always provide a clear statement of what Ul considered
unsatisfactory or satisfactory performance on an indicator. For example, with B.i. Refinement of General
Education, what is the nature and extent of “refinement” that is targeted? How is it determined whether
changes are “refinement”...or merely changes? With the survey results, is it acceptable to Ul that student
satisfaction has recently decreased slightly in a number of areas? Or not? What survey result would
trigger a concerted effort to improve? The other issue is that the self-study did not contain evidence that
data or information had been collected for all of the indicators, so some of them were not verifiable.

VI. Resources and Capacity
Standard 2.A. Governance

2.A.1. The University of Idaho has a system of shared governance, which is similar to that of many
universities: A Faculty Senate, Staff Affairs committee, and three student organizations (the Associated
Students of the University of Idaho, the Graduate and Professional Student Association, and the Student
Bar Association). Each of these can elevate matters of concern to responsible administrators. The
Faculty Senate membership includes four student representatives and two staff members. There are two
administrative bodies that are advisory to the top executives: the Provost’s Council and the President’s
Cabinet. The Provost’s Council comprises the Vice Presidents, Vice Provosts, Deans, Center Executive
Officers, and other senior leadership positions such as directors of Tribal Relations, International
Programs, and WWAMI. Through those positions nearly all faculty and staff involved in academic
programs, research, student affairs, or extension have a voice. The President’s Cabinet includes the Vice
Presidents and the Assistant Vice President & Chief Information Officer; Executive Director, Planning &
Budget; Vice Provost for Student Affairs & Enrollment Management; Athletics Director; Special
Assistant to the President for State Governmental Relations; Chief Diversity Officer & Associate Vice
Provost for Student Affairs; and the Executive Director for Communications and Marketing. New or
revised university policies concerning faculty, academics, or student affairs and academic program
additions or deletions are proposed by the Faculty Senate through the President to the Board of Regents.
Other kinds of policy changes are proposed by the responsible administrator(s). All of the individuals
that the evaluation team members interviewed were well aware of the University governance system and
their options for engagement with it.

2.A.2. The University of Idaho is part of a multi-institution governance system. The Idaho Board of
Regents/State Board of Education governs not only Ul, three other public universities, and a stand-alone
technical college, but public elementary and secondary education as well. The Board is responsible for
the policies, regulations, and procedures that govern the University. However, each university has
authority over internal policies, regulations, and procedures. That is specified in the Idaho State Board of
Education Governing Policies and Procedure, Section: I. General Governing Policies and Procedures
Subsection: A. Policy Making Authority: “Although the Board is responsible for ensuring that its policies
and procedures are followed, it does not participate in the details of internal management of its
institutions and agencies. That responsibility is hereby delegated to the respective chief executive
officers.”

2.A.3. The University of ldaho Vice Provost for Academic Affairs & Accreditation Liaison Officer is
charged with monitoring compliance with the Commission’s Standards for Accreditation. During
discussions with the evaluation team she stated that any concerns would be reported to the Provost/
Executive Vice President, who could act to rectify them within her areas of authority and responsibility or
could elevate them to the President or President’s Cabinet if necessary. In a meeting between the
evaluation team chair and the Board of Regents/State Board of Education Chair, the Board Chair reported
that the Board was regularly informed of the accreditation status of institutions, the self-study and
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evaluation processes, and how those were impacted by changes in accreditation standards. She indicated
that the Board carefully considered its actions in light of accreditation standards.

2.A.4. The Idaho Board of Regents/State Board of Education is the sole governing board for Ul, as well
as other public universities in the state. It has eight members, seven appointed to five-year terms by the
Governor and one elected Superintendent of Public Instruction. ldaho Code and Board Policies regulate
financial conflicts of interest of Board members, and any such much be disclosed an determined to be
consistent with regulation and policy.

2.A.5. The Idaho Board of Regents/State Board of Education acts only as a committee of the whole; the
extant subcommittees bring recommendations to the full Board for consideration and action. The full
Board has formally delegated the responsibility for some decisions concerning Ul to others, in most cases,
to the Ul President.

2.A.6. The Idaho Board of Regents/State Board of Education has established and published General
Governing Policies and Procedures (http://www.boardofed.idaho.gov/policies/i_policy.asp), which
govern its own operation as well as the operations of the institutions that it oversees. New policy or
policy revision proposals can be brought forward by the Office of the State Board of Education, the
institutional Chief Executive Officers (e.g., the Ul President), other university employees, and other
interested parties according to established Board procedures. In a meeting between the evaluation team
chair and the Board of Regents/State Board of Education Chair, the Board Chair reported that institution
and Board employees and standing committees such as the President’s Council and the Council on
Academic Affairs and Programs regularly review the policies and procedures affecting their areas of
responsibility. Policies and procedures are assessed for efficacy and relative to the impact of new legal
requirements or other external factors, and changes are proposed and made as necessary.

2.A.7. The Idaho Board of Regents/State Board of Education selects the Ul President and evaluates him
(or her) annually. Authority to operate the University of ldaho is formally vested in the Ul President by
Idaho Board of Regents/State Board of Education Governing Policies and Procedures, Section: |. General
Governing Policies and Procedures, Subsection E. Executive Officers, 2. Presidents/Agency Heads, a.
Responsibilities:

The President/Agency Head is the chief program and administrative officer of the institution or
agency. The President/Agency Head has full power and responsibility within the framework of
the Board's Governing Policies and Procedures for the organization, management, direction, and
supervision of the institution or agency and is held accountable by the Board for the successful
functioning of the institution or agency in all of its units, divisions, and services. For the higher
education institutions, the Board expects the Presidents to obtain the necessary input from the
faculty, classified and exempt employees, and students, but it holds the Presidents ultimately
responsible for the well-being of the institutions, and final decisions at the institutional level rest
with the Presidents.

2.A.8. The Idaho Board of Regents/State Board of Education conducts an annual self-evaluation, and
reviews the results at its annual retreat. It also reviews progress on the Board and Ul strategic plans
annually, and publishes the results of those reviews on its website.

2.A.9. The University of Idaho has an effective leadership team, staffed by qualified administrators,
that is similar to the administration of most Land Grant universities. All of the administrators who
were interviewed by the evaluation team members were aware of their responsibilities for planning,
organization, management, and assessment. A challenge faced by Ul is that there has been
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considerable turnover in leadership positions over the past several years. This has had some impacts
as discussed under Standard 2.A.11.

2.A.10. The University of Idaho President Chuck Staben is employed full-time as the Ul CEO. He is
not a member of the Idaho Board of Regents/State Board of Education.

2.A.11. The University of Idaho employs a sufficient number of qualified administrators, who
provide effective leadership and management. However, Ul has had a number of recent leadership
transitions. On March 1, 2014, Dr. Chuck Staben became the 18th President of Ul. Dr. Katherine
Aiken has been serving as Interim Provost & Executive Vice President during a search to refill that
position. Five new deans (Colleges of Letters, Arts, & Social Sciences; Law; Agricultural and Life
Sciences; Science; and Business) took office, along with a new Vice Provost for Student Affairs &
Enrollment Management, Ul Foundation director, Executive Director for Tribal Relations, Boise
Center Executive Officer, WWAMI Director, and Special Assistant to the President for State
Government Relations. Searches have been underway for a Provost & Executive Vice President (Dr.
John M. Wiencek will start in the position June 1), Vice President for Finance, Vice President for
Advancement, Dean of Agricultural and Life Sciences, Executive Director of Marketing and
Communications, and Center Executive, Idaho Falls.

These transitions appear to have made collaborative work across institutional functions and units
difficult. While certainly considerable, high-quality work is being done relative to accomplishing the
Core Theme Objectives, a fully integrated, collaborative implementation of a planning,
implementation, assessment and improvement cycle has been only partly documented in the self-
study.

Concern: While the institution employs a sufficient number of qualified administrators who
provide effective leadership and management, turnover of senior leadership was frequent during
the review period, and that appears to have led to some of the weaknesses in planning and
assessment noted elsewhere in the evaluation. University of Idaho needs to work to ensure that
leadership transitions are as orderly as possible and that planning, assessment, improvement and
their documentation continue through these transitions.

2.A.12. Academic policies — including those related to teaching, service, scholarship, research, and
artistic creation — are clearly communicated to students and faculty and to administrators and staff with
responsibilities related to these areas via a comprehensive website. This site provides links to current
university policies, a search engine for all university policies (which, however, was not functioning on the
day the evaluator reviewed the site), and information about new or proposed changes to policies and their
status as they go through the approval process. The Faculty Secretary coordinates policy review for the
University, which is conducted by several committees from the Faculty Senate. New policies or revised
policies enacted by the senate are distributed by internal communications (primarily e-mail) to the
University community. In addition there are several policy compilations for specific groups, in particular:
e Administrative Procedures Manual (APM): Policies and/or procedures that provide criteria,
guidance and instructions for properly conducting and complying with institutional financial,
administrative, and select operational requirements.
o Faculty Staff Handbook (FSH): Policies that cover many areas affecting students, faculty and
staff, including both educational and employment issues.

2.A.13. Policies regarding access to and use of library and information resources — regardless of format,
location, and delivery method — are documented, published, and enforced. Policies regarding the
access/use of information and library resources are posted on the Library’s website, and resources
regarding copyright are available through the General Counsel’s office. Copyright compliance for
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electronic media is also monitored across the institution and enforced as necessary by the Chief
Information Officer.

2A.14. The University of Idaho fully meets this standard by having a credit transfer policy that ensures
academic integrity and promotes ease of transfer amongst institutions. Detailed information on transfer
credit policies is published and regularly updated in the General Catalog, as well as on the Office of the
Registrar web pages. Coordinated efforts across Idaho higher education institutions have enhanced the
clarity and academic integrity of General Education transfer processes. During the last three years,
students’ ability to transfer between Idaho institutions has been enhanced by all of the public
postsecondary institutions adhering to competencies and rubrics for six General Education areas: Written
Communication, Oral Communication, Math, Science, Social Science, and Humanities.

2.A.15. The University of Idaho provides evidence of their student codes of conduct, student rights and
judicial appeal processes as required. These documents reflect a careful consideration of the need for
protection of the student as well as the maintenance of institutional well-being, public and personal safety
and educational integrity. They are accessible on-line and in the various student handbooks. Student
academic appeal rights are published in the Ul General Catalog. The Student Code of Conduct was
reviewed, broadened, and revised by the Faculty Senate, in consultation with other stakeholders, during
the 2013-14 academic year and is published in the Faculty-Staff Handbook. It is also published on the
Dean of Students Website and a search of the Ul website using “student code of conduct” or “code of
conduct” returns that website as the top result. The Code focuses on mutual responsibilities held by the
students and the institution. Each student is responsible for their “conduct at all times from admission
until graduation” both on and off campus. The institution holds the responsibility to provide a substantive
educational experience “in an atmosphere where students will have the opportunity to be heard in matters
affecting their welfare”. The Code of Conduct also celebrates individuality, equity and diversity in
personal interactions, suggesting mutual respect, civil discourse, academic integrity and responsible
decision making. The recent revisions to the Code emphasize greater reliance on counseling and
education and less on punishment.

Student appeal rights are clearly explained in the University of Idaho General Catalog on-line in the
section labeled General Requirements and Academic Procedures. Students may petition one of three
review panels depending on the nature of the appeal petition. There appears to be a range of options
available for case resolution in these situations, depending on the nature of the infraction, student need or
University requirement.

Ul provides comprehensive services to students with disabilities through Disability Support Services. A
Ul web search for “disability” returns that office as the top result. The website provides appropriate
information for students on how to access needed services. Disabilities Support Services (DSS) assists
students, who have educational requirements related to physical, psychological or learning disabilities, to
seek possible accommodations. The DSS is one of the Academic Support and Access Programs of
Student Affairs. The on-line student handbook addresses the Ul disability policy and informs students of
their rights and responsibilities under federal law. Requests for special accommodations for
undergraduates and graduate students are approved by the director of the Disability Support Services
following the student submission of required documentation and consultation. Assistance can be given
for educational, housing or other campus needs.

2.A.16. The Ul admissions requirements for new freshmen, transfer, international and graduate degree
seeking students are clearly defined and articulated on the University home page and in related
documents. New freshmen admissions are based on the weighted review of completion of required high
school core classwork, graduation from a regionally accredited high school, achieved high school grade
point averages and ACT or SAT scores. Transfer students are required to have attended a regionally
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accredited college and have their work reviewed for required cumulative GPA in all completed
transferable courses. International applicants, for either new freshmen admission or transfer admission,
must also demonstrate English language proficiency by test score. A holistic review of other factors by
the admission staff suggesting the likelihood of probable academic success by the applicant can also be
considered. Those who are denied admission under these standards may petition the admissions
committee for re-consideration and may be admitted on a conditional basis until they demonstrate a
required level of success in their academic studies.

Potential graduate students make application through Graduate Admissions Office of the College of
Graduate Studies. Minimum baccalaureate GPA, English proficiency and GRE scores, as well as post-
baccalaureate grades are considered in the admissions process. This process is detailed on their website
and in other available materials in the College.

The University of Idaho on-line General Catalog provides a comprehensive explanation of required
academic standards and University actions for non-performance. Academic standing, probation,
suspension, dismissal and reinstatement policies and procedures are clearly defined. Exception and
petition policies are also outlined. Of particular interest at the University of Idaho is the disqualification
of first semester students who receive less than a 1.0 GPA, and the Fresh Start potential academic
forgiveness policy for students who failed to engage in their education process initially and who return
more than 5 years later. The former targets students who have not adjusted to the rigors of post high
school education, while the later provides a means for previously struggling students to re-engage and
pursue their college aspirations following a period of personal growth. Both programs have produced
positive results.

2.A.17. The University of Idaho demonstrates through documents and related websites that they have
established and published university policies that define that role of co-curricular activities and the
student roles and responsibilities in those functions. Programs established for student growth and
development, self-exploration, student expression and student welfare are in evidence. There are
numerous examples of opportunities for students to explore leadership, internship, international study and
volunteer possibilities to augment and enrich their academic experience. It appears that the University is
invested in the holistic development of their students.

2.A.18. The University provided evidence of the availability of their Human Resource policies and
procedures through access to their Faculty-Staff Handbook (FSH) and Administrative Procedures Manual
(APM). Updates and changes are published regularly and are posted on the Human Resources website
and communicated by e-mail to employees. Policies related to faculty are coordinated by the
Provost/Executive Vice President’s Office and they maintain responsibility for compliance and
accountability for faculty issues. Faculty items reviewed, such as hiring, annual evaluation, tenure
considerations and termination. appeared consistent with accepted practices and sufficient to insure
fairness and a thorough review of faculty. All other University employee policies are managed through
the Office of Human Resources. Polices related to FLSA exempt employee rights, benefits and
responsibilities are consistent with accepted industry standards.

The University of Idaho reports that their policies and procedures are regularly reviewed and updated.
Policy audits are conducted by the University Office of General Counsel, the Office of the Provost/
Executive Vice President and the Human Resources Department. Audits may be initiated by changes in
legal responsibility or federal regulatory requirements, the identification of internal need or at the request
of University leadership. Changes are communicated in a timely way to University personnel.
Disagreements over current policy are mediated by referral to a central policy agency.
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2.A.19. Faculty and FLSA exempt staff receive an annual salary agreement and contract for the fiscal
year which details the terms and conditions of their employment. Each position at the University has a
position description which outlines the employee’s responsibilities and by which their performance is
evaluated. The employee is evaluated at least annually based on the requirements of his or her position
description. Earlier or more frequent evaluations are mandated for newly hired employees or when
deficiencies are noted in meeting performance requirements. Training is provided for supervisors on
topics ranging from employee relations to effective evaluation processes and conflict resolution. A
human resource specialist is assigned to each functional work area for support and consultation on
employment issues.

The Human Resources website is comprehensive and easily navigated. Videos on the site are informative
and helpful to employees. Areas of focus include current job openings, hiring requirements, benefits,
personal wellness opportunities, retirement planning and resources available to new faculty.

2.A.20. Employee files and records are reportedly held in two secure locations, based on whether the
person is a faculty member or other University employee. They are protected and restricted for all
information except that which is reviewable under the Idaho Public Records law. Staff files are backed
up electronically; faculty files are held in a secure Lektriever (software controlled automated media
storage and retrieval) system.

2.A.21. All web, print, and marketing materials reviewed by the evaluators represented the University of
Idaho clearly, accurately, and consistently. Academic program requirements are published in the General
Catalog, which is reviewed and updated annually, and in an electronic degree audit system that is
available to current students and their advisors. The self-study asserts that all media sources are reviewed
and assessed annually. The Board of Regents’ Five-Year Plan and the Ul Strategic Plan are publicly
available on the Board and Ul websites, respectively. The evaluator could not find any public-facing
information that demonstrates that Ul academic programs can be completed in a timely fashion. The
institutional research website (http://www.uidaho.edu/research/institutional-research-and-
assessment/retention-graduation) has overall six-year graduation rates and a breakdown by
school/college, gender, ethnicity, and other student characteristics, which somewhat addresses this point,
but which would not be easy for an average student or prospective student to find.

2.A.22. As is typical of public institutions, the University of Idaho operates under state and federal
regulations, Board policies and regulations, and institutional policies and procedures designed to ensure
that all employees and students are aware of requirements for fairness and ethical conduct, and that
faculty, staff, and students are treated fairly and equitably. Ul has established employee appeal and
grievance procedures and student academic appeal and judicial processes. These are published in the
Faculty-Staff Handbook and the Administrative Procedures Manual. New employee orientation includes
an overview of ethical requirements, as does an annual professional development program provided to
new administrators. Specialized training is provided as needed, e.g., to meet the requirements of funding
agencies. Ul has the usual committees charged with oversight of ethics in research, namely an
Institutional Research Board and an Institutional Animal Care and Use Committee. Internal Audit
examines adherence to certain ethics policies, such as those concerned with conflicts of interest, in the
course of its audits.

2.A.23. The University of Idaho is governed by Idaho Board of Regents/State Board of Education policies
the prohibit conflicts of interest on the part of the Board members, University administrators, faculty, and
staff. These policies are consistent with ldaho state law concerning ethical conduct by public employees.
Ul is a public institution and does not have unusual conduct requirements nor does it seek to instill
specific beliefs or worldviews.
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2.A.24. The University of Idaho has policies on intellectual property that are consistent with federal and
state laws and with the policies of the Idaho Board of Regents/State Board of Education.

2.A.25. The University of Idaho website (http://www.uidaho.edu/about/accreditation) accurately reports
Ul accreditation standards in conformity with this standard: “The University of Idaho is accredited by the
Northwest Commission on Colleges and Universities, which recognizes our compliance with its standards
of higher education.”

2.A.26. The University of Idaho has established policies, processes, and oversight to ensure that
contractual agreements with external entities have clear terms and are designed to meet the needs and to
maintain the integrity of the institution. The ldaho Board of Regents/State Board of Education maintains
direct oversight of large contracts (in excess of $1 million), and delegates authority for smaller contracts
to its Executive Director ($0.5 to $1 million) or the Ul president (less than $0.5 million), who may further
delegate his authority within Ul. Contracting is controlled centrally through the office of Purchasing
Services. There is a contract approval matrix (http://www.uidaho.edu/apm/60/20) that assures appropriate
review and approval by Ul administrators responsible for the operational area of the contract. The matrix
provides for Dean, VP Research, and Provost/Executive Vice President approval of professional services
contracts in the areas of research and instruction.

2.A.27. The institution publishes and adheres to policies, approved by its governing board, regarding
academic freedom and responsibility that protect its constituencies from inappropriate internal and
external influences, pressures, and harassment. As demonstrated in trainings and online materials, faculty
are encouraged to exhibit the highest ethical standards, as well as to distinguish their scholarship from
personal opinions.

2.A.28. This standard is met through policies from the University of Idaho Board of Regents/State Board
of Education (Governing Policies and Procedures 111.B) and the University of Idaho Faculty-Staff
Handbook (FSH 3160) that support the rights and responsibilities of faculty. In addition, Core Theme
Four focuses on creating an ethical and open environment, which emphasizes the institution’s
commitment to these principles. Other policies related to research (FSH 1565) and tenure (FSH 3520)
also foster this environment of academic freedom.

2.A.29. This standard is supported by FSH 3160 in the Faculty-Staff Handbook, which allows faculty to
speak as citizens, but also clarifies that they do not speak for the university. Faculty members are
encouraged to differentiate between their scholarly work and their personal opinions.

2.A.30. The University of Idaho follows Idaho Board of Regents/State Board of Education Policies and
Procedures. Additional University policies have been established and published in the Administrative
Procedures Manual. The policies and procedures address all of the areas required by the standard.

Standard 2.B. Human Resources

2.B.1. The University of Idaho is strongly committed to their professional staff. Policies outlined in the
Faculty-Staff Handbook (FSH) and the Administrative Procedures Manual (APM) are generally clear and
descriptive regarding expectations for service and review. Hiring and employment trends are tracked by
the University with particular interest in Affirmative Action/Equal Opportunity issues. Potential openings
and candidates are reviewed at several points during all hiring opportunities. Human Resource personnel
monitor all hiring processes and are available for consultation through individuals assigned to each
functional area. Job descriptions are required for each position on campus and are regularly reviewed.
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These descriptions are used for annual reviews to determine levels of performance and proficiency and
training requirements for new hires and incumbents.

The Human Resource website clearly describes available job openings, types of responsibilities, salary
ranges, benefits and other compensation. The nature of the opening, whether it is permanent or
temporary, and other contact information is also made available. Information regarding employee review,
rights and Human Resource practices are also easily navigated on-line.

The current faculty appears well prepared and engaged. By report of the University, seventy-nine percent
of the faculty is at the doctoral level. Thirty-eight percent of the faculty has achieved the full professor
rank, with associate and assistant professors each representing approximately twenty seven percent of the
total faculty. Instructor rank faculty represent only eight percent of the teaching faculty. The University
of Idaho utilizes a large number of graduate teaching assistants, but few adjunct faculty members, and has
a strong tradition of employing tenure-track faculty. Reported faculty salaries appear regionally
comparable for public institutions. The current student-faculty ratio is approximately 17 to 1 by their
report.

Standard 2.B.1. Concern: There appears to have been a considerable change in senior
leadership at the University of Idaho during the past 3 ¥ years. During that time the University
has selected a new President, an interim Provost & Executive Vice President, Vice President of
Student Affairs & Enrollment Management, and five new deans, as well as several additional
high-level administrators. Searches are continuing for a permanent Provost & Executive Vice
President, two senior vice presidents and other University executives. Changes of this
magnitude may potentially disturb the continuity of executive leadership on campus. The
President reports turnover of University employees at 14% for faculty and 18% for staff
annually. Additionally, there is considerable concern among university mid-level management
and staff that recent classification and compensation issues will result in an increased difficulty
in the hiring and retention of qualified employees.

2.B.2. As noted above, the University of Idaho utilizes a comprehensive program of evaluation for all
employees. Staff performance evaluations are conducted during the period of December-February. Each
staff employee is evaluated in reference to their job description and current level of adherence to job
requirements. Procedures regarding these evaluations are prescribed in the Faculty/Staff Handbook.
Supervisory personnel receive annual training regarding the evaluation of their assigned employees and
may request additional assistance from Human Resource personnel. Goals and objectives for the coming
year are discussed with the employee being evaluated in a face to face (interactive) discussion with their
supervisor. The employee is given the opportunity to comment on the elements of the evaluation and
future performance expectations. Human Resource officials reported a 99.2% completion rate for staff
performance evaluations during the last review period.

2.B.3. The University provides evidence of a commitment to continued educational and personal growth
for their employees. They offer a range of individual programs, on-line instruction and developmental
workshops to encourage life-long learning and upward mobility. A large function of Human Resources,
the Professional Development and Learning (PDL) unit, is tasked with this responsibility. They provide
instruction in a New Employee Orientation, assistance for those assuming new or managerial
responsibilities and encourage employees to explore diversity and human rights issues. Exploring the
PDL website illustrates a broad selection of activities that employees can engage in to increase their
knowledge of their jobs or be ready for additional opportunities to serve the University. University
employees are also encouraged to explore additional educational opportunities available to them by
University benefit.
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Commendation: The University of Idaho is commended for its Leadership Academy and its
multiyear effort to promote professional development, build capacity for the institution, and
train staff and faculty leaders.

2.B.4. As mentioned in response to standard 2.B.1, the University of Idaho employees a sufficient number
of dedicated faculty members to meet their programmatic and educational requirements. Their reported
17 to 1 FTE student to faculty ratio and consistent use of permanent or tenured faculty provides an
opportunity for close student engagement consistent with their stated University objectives. Potential
faculty openings are reviewed by the Colleges with the Provost & Executive Vice President regularly.
The instructional and programmatic needs of the University are carefully considered before permission to
advertise openings is granted. Faculty search objectives are discussed in terms of stated learning and
University priorities. The Faculty Senate is active in helping explore and approve academic policies.
Each potential hire is discussed in view of the changing needs of the UI.

2.B.5. Faculty expectations are outlined in the Faculty-Staff Handbook (FSH). Each faculty member
receives an annual position description detailing their responsibilities in each of four areas. These include
teaching and advising, scholarship and creative activities, outreach and extension and University Service
and leadership. Specific areas may change with the assumption of additional duties by the faculty
member as directed by the department chair and college dean. For example, a faculty member who
receives a chairmanship may have duties in other areas reduced as needed. Additionally a special
University assignment for assessment may reduce a teaching load. These changes are determined by
rank, college, discipline and University role. Accordingly, individuals are evaluated in reference to their
accomplishment of the outlined duties for that year. Changes may also be made mid-year as needed and
as agreeable to the University and the faculty member. Positions are generally for the 9 month academic
calendar or a fiscal year which begins on July 1st. Faculty reviews generally occur in January or
February.

2.B.6. The University outlines a systematic means of annual faculty review in their documents and
procedures. As noted previously, each faculty member is evaluated annually and must provide: 1) a
current faculty vitae, 2) a University of Idaho Faculty Position Description for their position, and 3) a
detailed summary of their faculty activity for the year. The summary is evaluated in reference to the job
description and any agreed upon modifications of the four criterion areas described in Standard 2.B.5. In-
person evaluative sessions may be requested between the faculty member and the area administrator, be it
the department chair or area supervisor. Each area of review is evaluated on a 5 point scale from 5:
exceptional performance to 1: unacceptable performance. These records are reviewed at higher levels and
are due for Provost & Executive Vice President review by the end of February.

If the faculty member is rated at a 2 (below expectations) in any of the four areas, the administrator will
offer to meet with the faculty member to discuss ways that the area might be improved or resources that
might be utilized to improve performance. If the overall rating of the member is a 2 or less, a faculty
mentoring committee maybe organized within the area to outline actions for improvement for the faculty
member. Specific and detailed actions are recommended to the faculty member to improve performance.
The annual reviews of performance are a major factor in the tenure process at the University of Idaho.
This process is well established and is found in the Faculty-Staff Handbook in subsections 3520 and
3530. Provisions are also made for post tenure review for tenured faculty who fail to meet appropriate
standards (three annual reviews at an overall level 2 or below). Such circumstances are reviewed by the
Provost & Executive Vice President for possible remediation efforts or termination for cause. The
Provost/Executive Vice President’s Office is responsible for the management of requisite faculty
documents.
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Standard 2.C. Education Resources

2.C.1. The University offers programs that are in line with its land grant and research mission. Learning
outcomes have been developed and posted online for UI’s degree and certificate programs, which are
available at both undergraduate and graduate levels. The degrees cover traditional disciplinary topics as
well as several innovative interdisciplinary areas.

2.C.2. Learning outcomes are outlined at the course, degree, and University levels. The University
learning outcomes are posted through the General Catalog, and degree outcomes are contained on the
institution’s assessment website. Associate deans and department chairs in the various units review
course syllabi to ensure that learning outcomes are appropriately developed.

2.C.3. Credits and degrees are awarded based on University of Idaho Board of Regents and State Board
of Education policies, as well as regulations in the University’s General Catalog. Student achievement is
documented through records that are available to both students and advisors.

2.C.4. Admission requirements are consistent with University of Idaho Board of Regents/State Board of
Education policy (111.Q) and are published through the General Catalog (under “Admission to the
University”) as well as on the Admissions page of the University of Idaho website.

In the same way, graduation requirements are established, published and regulated. Again, minimum
requirements for degrees follow University of Idaho Board of Regents/State Board of Education (I11.E,
8/11-12/2010 Meeting Notes on “Instruction, Research and Student Affairs”). These guidelines form the
base for Ul policies and expectations. The General Catalog, “College of Graduate Studies” details
general and specific requirements. Advisors rely on Degree Audit for tracking student progress.

Both undergraduate and graduate degrees include appropriate curricula, and a culminating or capstone
project in most disciplines.

2.C.5. At the Ul, faculty have principal authority and responsibility for the development and teaching of
curriculum, the identification of learning outcomes, and the assessment of student learning. Curriculum
improvement occurs at the departmental level and curriculum management process in the college.
Curriculum “items” approval moves from the College to the University Curriculum Committee to the
Faculty Senate for review. Ultimately the report goes to the President and Board of Regents. These
processes are described in the Faculty-Staff Handbook, FSH 1540. Faculty discuss learning outcomes
assessment and discuss areas for improvement, a process of “closing the loop” that is managed by the
Vice Provost for Academic Affairs and the Office of Institutional Research and Assessment.

2.C.6. This standard was met very effectively through a variety of methods, and the integration of library
resources throughout the University is quite strong.

Compliment: The faculty recently finished an excellent mapping project that aligned courses
with library instruction to national standards of information literacy. The mapping revealed that
these standards are being taught to a significant degree at both the lower and upper division
undergraduate levels. Faculty library liaisons are providing much of the outreach in the upper
division courses and capstone courses. Information literacy assessment is also conducted by
faculty teams in the ISEM 101 courses. The results from the pre- and post-test rubrics showed
significant gains in the use of bibliographies, as well as research and writing skills.

2.C.7. The Ul evaluates petitions for credit for prior learning through procedures established by the Office
of the Registrar and published in the General Catalog. Students must complete a comprehensive
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portfolio to document their prior learning. The portfolio is reviewed by teaching faculty and approved by
the department and the registrar before credit is awarded. Council for Adult and Experiential Learning
Standards are used in the review, and credit is awarded only at the undergraduate level. Any credit
awarded is identified on the transcript as experiential learning credit, with a grade of “pass”. Catalog
Policy J-5-b. appears to allow up to 48 experiential learning credits to be granted (“Forty-eight credits in
any combination for...credit based on test scores, credit by examination, experiential learning,
independent study...” This exceeds the standard of 25% of total credits needed for a degree, but the self-
study notes that the policy is under review owing to the reduction of most baccalaureate degree credit
requirements from 128 to 120. Ul should ensure that the revised policy complies with the standard.

2.C.8. This standard is fully met through the comprehensive set of transfer credit policies and processes
maintained by the institution and overseen on a statewide level by State Board of Education. Strong
articulation agreements exist between this institution and other Idaho state universities and colleges. The
university has a rigorous process for evaluating transfer credit requests that places final decision authority
with faculty. Proper processes are in place to ensure that transfer credit is only granted for non-regionally
accredited institutions after extensive review.

2.C.9. Recent revision of the General Education curriculum and requirements are included in the 2011-12
University of Idaho General Catalog. Core requirements include the ISEM 101 integrated seminar in the
first year and the ISEM 301 Great Issues, American Diversity, and Senior Experience at the end of their
undergraduate study. General Education requirements are published in the General Catalog under
“General Education Requirements for Baccalaureate Degrees” or on the General Education website. The
two ISEM courses have involved faculty from Engineering to History and from Business to Journalism in
teaching classes that demonstrate integrated thinking, a core value of the UI.

This intentional design for an integrated General Education experience is to be commended, as is the
plan for learning outcomes assessment. Because it is hew, on-going assessment will demonstrate the
efficacy of the approach, but the review team deems it a promising start. There is considerable
enthusiasm on campus about the new direction of General Education that has engaged faculty across
campus in the teaching of the ISEM 101 and 301 courses. These two classes provide a unique
opportunity to assess the longitudinal impact of integrated learning and General Education, and will
undoubtedly lead to future strengthening of the program.

Commendation: The University of Idaho is commended for its innovative and interdisciplinary
General Education reforms. The General Education Integrated Seminars (ISEM) courses are
developmentally sequenced and connected with the majors, which is an excellent model for other
universities seeking to enhance their General Education curriculum. Also notable is the well-designed
General Education assessment process, which is multifaceted and robust. These assessment practices
include an evaluation of students’ writing in the first-year Integrated Seminar (ISEM 101) courses, as
well as other direct and indirect assessments.

2.C.10. The General Education learning outcomes are based on the University’s learning outcomes,
which in turn are well integrated with the General Education outcomes across the state. These also
correspond nicely to the Essential Learning Outcomes of the “Liberal Education and America’s Promise”
initiative.

The assessment rubrics used for General Education are also based on best practices, and are modifications
of AAC&U’s VALUE Rubrics. These rubrics are currently used in ISEM 101 and ISEM 301, and they
will be used in the ISEM capstone courses, which will allow for the longitudinal tracking of students’
learning gains.
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2.C.11. This standard is met in the University’s 35 certificate programs, which have each identified
appropriate learning outcomes. The institution does not offer applied degree programs. Courses
embedded outside of certificates are also monitored to ensure that faculty have appropriate qualifications.

2.C.12. The College of Graduate Studies promotes high quality graduate education, which in the best
scenarios, capitalizes on the unique opportunities presented by funded, interdisciplinary research
institutes. These programs are integral to the research mission of the institution and produce master’s and
doctoral students who contribute to UI’s land grant mission and future careers in their fields. Graduate
degrees have greater depth and breadth in their disciplines and engage students in scholarly research or
creative activity.

The College of Graduate Studies awards graduate faculty status to faculty who teach graduate level
courses and manage scholarly activities. It has a Graduate Council that reviews policy, assessment and
the review of programs of study as described in the Faculty-Staff Handbook, FSH 1700, Article V1.

2.C.13. The principal role of the Graduate Studies office is graduate admissions, with the Graduate
Council determining University-wide admission requirements such as the 3.0 GPA minimum
requirement. Faculty in departments and colleges design degree programs, requirements and
expectations. The role of the Graduate Studies office is to apply these requirements in the admission
process. There are special processes for international students and transfer students.

2.C.14. Graduate Programs permit the granting of credit for activity beyond traditional coursework or
research activity, provided these are tied to learning outcomes. The policy of the Graduate Studies office
allows up to 12 credit hours of non-matriculated coursework from accredited graduate degree granting
institutions, internships and clinical practicums, and appropriate exposure to the field of study.

2.C.15. The range of scholarly and creative activities at Ul is reflected in the breadth of degrees offered.
Research degrees such as the Ph.D., M.A. and M.S,, creative degrees such as the M.F.A. and M.Mus., and
professional degrees such as the M.A.T., M.Acct., M.Arch., M.B.A., M.Ed., M.Engr., M.L.A., M.N.R.,
M.P.A., M.S.AT.,P.S.M,, Ed. Spec., D.A.T., and Ed.D. all promote excellence and depth of knowledge
or capabilities, and prepare students for future research, professional practice, scholarship, or artistic
creation.

2.C.16. The University of Idaho, consistent with its mission and goals, offers continuing education units
(CEUs) to enhance the learning of both current students and industry professionals.

2.C.17. This standard is met through the central role of the academic colleges in reviewing and approving
continuing education offerings. The institution’