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University of Idaho

Faculty Council Minutes

2005-2006 Meeting #5, Tuesday, September 27, 2005

Present: Adams (w/o vote), Baker (w/o vote), Beard, Bechinski, Crowley, Exon, Greever, Gunter, Hubbard, McCollough, McLaughlin, McMurtry, Morgan, Munson, Parrish, Williams, Woolston, Young, Zemetra

Absent: Cooke, Farnen, Reid
Observers: 4
Call to Order: A quorum being present, Faculty Council Chair Robert Zemetra called the meeting to order at 3:31 p.m.

Minutes: It was moved and seconded (Parrish-Beard) to approve the minutes of September 20th as distributed. The motion carried unanimously.

Chair’s Report: The chair reported that the national meeting of the Council on Intercollegiate Athletics, of which the University of Idaho is a member, will be at Washington State University this year on December 2nd and 3rd. The president of WSU’s Senate has asked us if we would like to participate in some way in hosting this meeting. In a related matter, he reminded the council that the position of UI’s faculty representative to the National Collegiate Athletic Association is open but that the administration hopes to have suitable candidates identified by next week.
He also reported that in the last meeting of the President’s Cabinet he had raised the issue of telephone and internet redundancy (in a context where redundancy was a good thing). Last week our cable connections were accidentally cut for the second time this year. That meant that the Moscow Campus internet, for instance, was veerryyy ssssllllllooooowwwww. But it was even more serious at the Boise Center, and perhaps other centers, because they had neither telephone nor internet capabilities at all. He had suggested at the cabinet meeting that there should be some sort of back-up access. He knew of the difficulties the Boise Center had suffered first hand as he was there the day after the outage. Though communications was clearly an issue he was able to report that the Water Center was a fine building.
Finally, he reported that the provost had presented the cabinet with a first draft of a new strategic plan.

Provost’s Report: As if on cue, the provost arrived and took up the discussion of the draft strategic plan. He has spent the last month working on it in conjunction with the deans, using such prior documentation as the accreditation self-study and report, the report of the University Vision and Resource Task Force, President White’s February 11th report, and some of the materials produced during Phase II (particularly the program maps.) The strategic plan was focused on three areas: teaching and learning, research and creative activity, engagement and outreach. The strategic plan is intended to guide our planning and allow us to focus our resources on those areas most central to our strategically defined mission. The draft has received initial feedback from the president and will be presented to the wider university community for consideration and comment in approximately two weeks. In response to a question concerning promised further cuts, he replied that the budget was balanced and that he anticipated “no other big shoe to drop.” Such a conclusion did not mean that there would not be reorganization at the college level. We were still in the position of offering many academic programs at the University of Idaho though, overall, having fewer faculty to support them. Strategic planning at the college level will have to address these issues. In response to an observation from a council member, the provost agreed that the university’s focus on interdisciplinarity did set us apart from land-grant institutions in general and that the president’s five areas for reinvestment enunciated in his February 11th address, heavily stressed interdisciplinary activity. David Chichester, interim vice president for finance and administration, observed that the University of Idaho was the “thinnest organization” he had ever been associated with. However, he thought we had done and were continuing to do a remarkable job.
Turning to other topics the provost pointed out that we need to work on systematic learning outcomes. Some areas of the university already do a good job in this area but other areas do not. It was an area of considerable concern on the part of the accreditors from the Northwest Commission on Colleges and Universities who will be revisiting us on it and other issues this spring. He also asked for advice concerning how to schedule Christmas and New Year’s holidays. It was something of a sensitive issue because last year the decision had been made to close the campus for the week between Christmas and New Year’s as a way of at least partly rewarding employees who could not be rewarded with pay raises. Yet closing the campus that week had upset some at other institutions and in the legislature. Both Christmas and New Year’s fall on Sundays this year and currently the Christmas holidays were scheduled for Friday, December 23rd and Monday, December 26th and New Year’s for Friday, December 30th and Monday, January 2nd. It had been suggested that the holiday on Friday the 23rd and that on Monday the 2nd be moved to Tuesday the 27th and Thursday the 29th respectively. Staff could elect to take Wednesday the 28th as a vacation day. The resultant conversation was inconclusive though there appeared to be some sentiment that offices such as the Registrar’s should remain open with at least a skeleton crew the week between Christmas and New Year’s however it was noted that it was ridiculous to keep departments open. Councilors were urged to e-mail the provost with any suggestions they might have on this issue.

Report on University Deferred Maintenance: David Chichester, interim vice president for finance and administration, and Brian Johnson, assistant vice president for facilities, presented council with a report on deferred maintenance at the University of Idaho. The current replacement value of the academic facilities (classrooms, labs, offices, etc., but not including residence halls, the Kibbie, Commons, SUB, Student Rec Center, all of which are independently financed) on the university’s Moscow campus was in the neighborhood of $600 million. Industry best practices suggested we should be budgeting about 1.5% of that value for maintenance every year. For FY 2006 our budget was slightly short of .5% ($2.9 million), down from .9% in FY 1995 ($2.5 million). Similarly best practices suggested we should be budgeting somewhere between 1.5% and 3.0% for capital repair and renewal. In FY 1995 we budget .9% ($2.7 million) and now we have budgeted for FY 2006 .4% ($2.2 million). Our peer institutions do not in general meet the best practices benchmark but we come in well below their average.
Consistent underfunding of maintenance, repair, and renewal needs has created a growing backlog of deferred maintenance. The complete list of dozens of deferred maintenance projects total something like $90-100 million. The priority list of these projects is influenced by life-safety issues and ADA access needs, critical system repairs and renewal needs for high value buildings, the impact on research operations, and the State Division of Public Work’s interest in roofing projects. For the first time in many years the Board of Regents/State Board of Education has shown an interest in seeking more funding for deferred maintenance. The university is also toying with the idea of asking for the addition of a facilities fee to the list of fees already charged students (admittedly a hard sell) or building a “Building Operations” endowment (another admittedly hard sell).
In response to a question the vice president said the university is seriously thinking of building a “green” building in its next major construction project, both as a show-piece and because it made economic good sense.
He closed with the reminder that the figures presented to council illustrated the situation vis-à-vis academic buildings on the Moscow campus: non academic buildings on the Moscow campus and buildings at non-Moscow locations would generate their own extensive lists of deferred maintenance.

Items from UCC: Council then took up a number of house-keeping type items as seconded motions from UCC:

FC-006-005: English Language Proficiency. The change was actually the reinsertion of language detailing possible TOEFL exceptions. No one knew why the language had been omitted for six years: there had been no changes in policy or procedures. The motion carried unanimously.

FC-006-006: Regulation G-1, Standard Withdrawal Procedures. The proposed change was to make the catalog congruent with the current forms used. The motion carried unanimously.

FC-006-007: Regulation L-3, Disqualification for Undergraduates. The proposal was to insert language saying disqualified students should notify colleges of their desire to be readmitted before the semester for which they desired readmission. It was moved and seconded (Greever, McMurtry) to amend by changing “should” to “must.” The motion to amend carried unanimously and the main motion, thus amended, also passed unanimously.

FC-006-008: Regulation E-6, Replacing Grades. The proposal was intended to clarify the intent of the regulation. The motion carried unanimously.

FC-006-009: Regulation C-3, Adding a Course. The proposed change in language moved the last day to add a course to the same date as the last day to withdraw from a course. The motion carried unanimously.

New Business: The preliminary results of the survey conducted with the university faculty to rank the importance of various possible Faculty Council topics was distributed. Several colleges were still working on the details of their results but preliminary indications were that salary issues, the issue of the relationship between job descriptions and tenure and promotion criteria, the issue of the codifying of teaching loads across the university were the “winners” in terms of general faculty interest. Vice Chair McLaughlin urged those colleges still working on their results to complete the job as speedily as possible and urged councilors to look at the results so far and ponder them.

Adjournment: Faculty Council members signaled their assent to a motion to adjourn (Beard, McMurtry) by rising as one and leaving. The meeting was adjourned at 4:54 p.m.

Respectfully Submitted,

Douglas Q. Adams

Faculty Secretary and Secretary to Faculty Council


