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University of Idaho

Faculty Council NOTES
2005-2006 Meeting #24, Thursday, April 6th, 2006

Present: Adams (w/o vote), Baker (w/o vote), Crowley, Eckwright (w/o vote, sitting in for Greever),  Gunter, Hart, Hubbard, Machlis, McCollough, McCaffrey (w/o vote, sitting in for McDaniel), McLaughlin, Parrish, Young, Zemetra

Absent: Beard, Bechinski, Davis, Exon, Greever, McDaniel, McMurtry, Munson, Pine, Williams
Members of the Faculty Council met on Thursday, April 6th at 3:30 p.m. in the Brink Hall Faculty Lounge to discuss the report of the University Budget and Finance Committee (UBFC) with members of the committee and with Nancy Dunn, vice president for finance and administration. There were not enough voting members of council present to constitute a quorum so it was not an official meeting of Faculty Council. Chair Robert Zemetra presided.

UBFC’s report received praise from various council members as being clear and informative and praise, via the provost, from the visiting Northwest Commission on Colleges and Universities team who said they had never seen a faculty group so well informed about their institution’s financial matters. The committee reported that there was a good working relationship with the administration and that the administration was reinventing the budget-making process to improve it and make it more open and accountable. One of the fruits of that reinvention was the series of budget hearings that had been conducted in early March, of which the UBFC had been a part.

Faculty Council’s discussion of university finances, led by three of its members who are also members of the UBFC (Jeff Young, chair, Mickey Gunter, Michael McCollough) and the vice president for finance and administration, Nancy Dunn covered a wide range of topics.

· What were the General Education Budget costs of athletics and off-campus programs?

· Was the annual carry-over money which has been increasing the past few years, even in the face of dire warnings about budget crises a matter of X-budgets or all budgets? [All.]

· How much did the university recover in indirect costs and was their redistribution to university, college, department, and principal investigator appropriate? [The stated indirect cost rate is 47% but that what with “discounts” of various sorts the university recovered, overall, about 15% (15 cents on each dollar of direct educational expense). Of the 15 cents, 60%, or .09 cents is retained centrally while .06 cents is returned to the faculty. The vice president emphasized that these indirect costs were real costs. The point was also made that by not recovering more of these costs centrally there was little money held at the central level that could be used for, say, start-ups, the scope of whose impact was greater than that of a single college. No other research university personally known to those in attendance gave back as much of the indirect cost money as to the principal investigators as we do. By dispersing the money into little pots all over campus it was impossible to spend that money strategically. If the return of this money to the principle investigators was an incentive to apply for further grants, then we really needed to come up with a different reward/incentive mechanism. However, it was also pointed out that currently there were many cases of principal investigators having to use their share to pay for phones, incidental supplies, etc., which are, indeed, part of the university’s indirect costs.]

· Do we actually make any money on educating students, or is the admission of ever larger classes of students, a long-stated goal of the university, really a source of income or a source of unfunded costs? How does the cost of education vary across programs? [We don’t know. Part of what we were doing last spring was to get a better handle on precisely that issue. Until we know the answer to those questions we don’t know who we are subsidizing. However, it was also pointed out that we had spent an enormous amount of time and energy last spring without finding out the answers to this question and was it worth further time and (divisive) effort to specify those subsidies when in all likelihood it would not lead to much change because the subsidies would be recognized as necessary to the synergy of the overall programmatic array.]

· Do we have too many programs? [Almost every external observer says yes but, on the other hand, does it save anything to discontinue a degree which never has more than a handful of students in it if all the courses required for the degree must be continued to service other degree programs? We really need to look at low-enrollment programs on a case-by-case basis.]

· The UBFC report suggests, at best, modest increases in income from the state appropriation, student fees, and grant monies. Advancement probably holds the promise of more significant increases. However, the report also lists a number of cost items where the university will almost be forced to increase expenditures by significant amounts: faculty and staff salaries, deferred maintenance, health insurance, retiree health insurance, and everyone’s current favorite, the Core. How can the steady-state universe of income be matched with the big-bang universe of costs? [If we add all our unfunded commitments, necessary improvements in salaries, deferred maintenance, etc., we do not have a healthy situation. We will not see the university’s deferred maintenance problem fully solved in our lifetimes. However, there is a lot of work being done at the university that has been undercommunicated and undersold, so there are some bright prospects for raising advancement dollars.]

· What sooner-rather-than-later steps can be taken to improve the financial picture? [Improving the flow information at all levels about the budget would be a necessary step. A specific suggestion would be consolidate university travel so that we can use our size to create discounts. Similarly with purchasing.

· Where is the university going to put the $2.5 million that it will be receiving as a result of the University Place settlement? [It might go to creating a contingency fund, to reducing the centrally held internal deficit, or to invest in immediate needs. Perhaps it is not so important where it goes as that it be absolutely clear to the entire university community where it went.]

