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University of Idaho

Faculty Council Minutes

2006-2007 Meeting #4, Tuesday, September 19, 2006

Present: Adams (w/o vote), Baker (w/o vote), Beard, Bechinski, Crowley, Greever, Guilfoyle, Gunter, Haarsager, Hammel, Machlis, McCaffrey, McCollough, McDaniel, McLaughlin, Munson, Odom, Schmiege, Taylor, Williams

Absent: Guerrero, Hart, Hubbard

Observers: none

A quorum being present, Chair McLaughlin called the meeting to order at 3:35 p.m. in the Brink Hall Faculty Lounge. 
Minutes: It was moved and seconded (Beard, Crowley) to approve the minutes of September 12th, with the note that Professor Odom was present. The motion carried unanimously.

Chair’s Report: The chair noted that the football team had won its first game against ISU. He reiterated the process by which the Faculty Affairs committee would be creating a subcommittee, with additional members not on the Faculty Affairs committee, to review tenure and promotion proposals submitted by the provost. He deferred any discussion about the recently announced audit report on CAMBR to the president.

Provost’s Report: The provost reported that representatives from the Strategic Plan’s goal I implementation team had traveled to various UI sites around the state gathering information and response to their proposed university-level learning outcomes as they had last week at the “town hall” hosted by Faculty Council. These responses were very similar to what Faculty Council had heard last week. The learning goals themselves were generally acceptable but how they might be measured remained somewhat problematical. The team will be finalizing their proposal this Thursday.

Announcements: The secretary reminded council that next week Vice President Lloyd Mues would be with council. He also announced that the President’s Task Force on Post-Retirement Health Insurance Benefits would present its long-awaited report on Monday, October 23rd at 8:00 a.m. It was a meeting to which Faculty Council, the President’s Cabinet, the Provost’s Council, and other university leaders were invited. The following day, at the regular Faculty Council time, the task force would be with council to summarize its report and begin public discussion of it.

Committee Report: Professor Crowley, chair of the Committee on Committees, presented the committee’s report to Faculty Council. The first half of the report was informational, recording those vacancies that had been filled over the summer by the faculty secretary, pursuant to Faculty Council’s direction last spring. The second half of the report came as a seconded motion from the committee. The written report was the list of ASUI nominees for student positions on various Faculty Council standing committees. An oral addition was the nomination of Professor Gary Williams as an additional member and chair of UCGE. The motion carried unanimously.

Discussion with President White: The first item the president discussed was the CAMBR audit. He noted that when he had assumed the presidency there had been no internal audit at the university; now there was. Internal auditing had three major spheres of function: (1) to examine areas of heavy money flow (simply because the volume of money made mistakes possible), (2) when there is turn over of administration in some unit, and (3) where special problems are brought to its attention by employees. The CAMBR audit was an example of this last type of activity. The audit revealed inappropriate subsidies to private business partners on the part of the university. It also revealed that the university had not provided the right level of support to those working at CAMBR. Given what he currently knows, the president felt comfortable that the university has taken the right actions to rectify the situation and to obtain appropriate reimbursement for work done by its employees. Similar kinds of audits are being conducted in other parts of the university. A business manager will be hired for CAMBR and when searching for a new vice president for research the university will be looking for someone who has this kind of experience as part of his or her skill set.

The president then turned his attention to the area of retirement. He apologized for any misapprehensions he may have left with the university community in his ex tempore speech at the “State of the University” meeting in May. What he is looking for are ways to bridge the way to retirement for those employees, particularly faculty, who want to voluntarily retire that serve both the institution and employee well. He emphasized that he was not looking for a plane, such as ERIP or VSROP that paid people for not working. He was thinking of the possibility half-time appointments with full-time benefits where the salary savings could be used to hire an entry-level faculty member. Having the senior faculty and entry-level faculty members working side-by-side for a while would better insure the transmission of institutional history. Another possibility would be to change the workload for a faculty member close to retirement so that he or she was, say, 100% teaching or 100% research. In the subsequent discussion several suggestions or observations were made:

· The university might pay insurance for an employee who wanted to retire before he or she was eligible for Medicare

· Perhaps the provision of more sabbaticals and other opportunities for mid-career faculty would prevent end-of-career burn out 
· The long hard years of financial retrenchment immediately behind us have left many faculty tired from, inter alia, increased work loads

· Human resource research makes it clear that improving the productivity of existing employees is more cost-effective than hiring new employees

· In devising some kind of plan, the university will need to be flexible as not all faculty are in the same kind of situation (e.g., extension faculty)

· The university might be able to support retired faculty members’ research (by providing offices and labs) and thereby make retirement more appealing

· Many benefits are already in place (e-mail, office [space being available], title, post-retirement health insurance benefits)

· The university might look into the creation of a “retirement village,” a housing community (with “staged living”) for retired employees

The president concluded the discussion by saying that he would like some group to investigate these possibilities. The vice chair and secretary in turn suggested that this was a natural task for the Faculty Affairs committee or some subcommittee thereof.

The president’s third topic was that of marketing and communication. He noted that toward the end of this month and on into October the new marketing campaign would be rolled out. He suggested that it might not seem very academic to some but that it was designed to position the university to attract the number and kind of students it wanted. The university has invested significant resources to this new campaign and the University of Idaho Foundation had also delivered a half a million dollars of new private money to the effort. The campaign would first be directed to Idaho, eastern Washington, and western Montana. Possible future extensions would be to the Puget Sound and Portland areas. Competition in recruitment is formidable and likely to become even more so. We need to work at recruitment at the same level other institutions do. One major recruitment problem is not directly addressed by this new campaign and that is financial aid. Students in Idaho leave school with education debts that rank 11th in the nation, and this despite our relatively low costs in absolute terms. Utah has just established new scholarships directly targeted at Idaho residents. Another, related, are where we need to put effort is in retention. Our enviable historical 80% freshman-sophomore retention rate has slipped to 78%.

In subsequent discussion the important role of advising for retention was noted and the need to properly reward it. And the notion of “relational recruitment” was raised. At any given time 1% of Idaho’s population is a student at the University of Idaho. If we assume (conservatively) that each student has ten family members and close friends, that suggests that some 10% of the population has a direct interest in what goes on at the university at any given moment in time.

In what might be thought of as the other half of his marketing message the president noted that the university was gearing up for a major capital campaign to end presumably in 2014, the university’s 125th birthday. The campaign’s goals will soon be determined and are likely to include both building projects and endowed professorships, chairships, and scholarships for graduate and undergraduate students. Currently the university is thinking in terms of a 300-400 million dollar goal.

Finally a councilor raised the issue of salary equity and how any new salary money might be distributed. The president said his bias was towards merit-based raises and suggested that if the university got a 4% increase he might be looking at a 1% cost-of-living increase, 1% for equity/compression concerns, and 2% for merit/retention concerns. But he also noted it was not really cost-effective to parse small increments and suggested that if the increase was 3% it might be better just to give it to everyone who was rated as meeting expectations. When the time came he would be appreciative of input concerning how to handle an increase.

The council thanked the president (with a round of applause) for taking the time to discuss these issues with us and the president, in turn, expressed his appreciation for the opportunity to talk with faculty leadership.

Adjournment: It was moved and seconded (Beard, McDaniel) to adjourn. The motion carried unanimously and the meeting was adjourned at 5:20 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,
Douglas Q. Adams,

Faculty Secretary and Secretary to Faculty Council

