PAGE  
2006-2007 Faculty Council – Meeting #9 – October 24, 2006 – Page 2

University of Idaho

Faculty Council Minutes

2006-2007 Meeting #9, Tuesday, October 24, 2006

Present: Adams (w/o vote), Baker (w/o vote), Bechinski, Crowley, Greever, Guerrero, Guilfoyle, Hart, Hubbard, Machlis, McCaffrey, McCollough, McDaniel, McLaughlin, Munson, Odom, Rowett, Schmiege, Taylor

Absent: Beard, Gunter, Haarsager, Hammel, Williams

Observers: seven

A quorum being present, Chair McLaughlin called the meeting to order at 3:40 p.m. in the Brink Hall Faculty Lounge. 
Minutes: It was moved and seconded (Greever, McCaffrey) to approve the minutes of October 17th. The motion carried unanimously.

Chair’s Report: The chair urged all councilors to be active communicators with their constituents in the matter of the report of the Retiree Health and Life Insurance Task Force as in all other matters.

Provost’s Report: The provost reported on a student academic and student affairs retreat held last week that was a day-long workshop in which the participants learned to write learning outcomes for co-curricular programs. Both he and the chair, who facilitated the session, characterized the meeting as an exciting one. The chair pointed out that there needed to be many more bridges built between curricular and co-curricular units.

The provost also reported on the enrollment management retreat held the previous Friday. He characterized that meeting as an exciting one too with a number of specific “to-do’s” that came out of it: calling potential students who have expressed an interest in attending the University, calling students we want to retain (only about a quarter of those who do not continue are those in academic difficulty), redirecting scholarships to help recruit and retain students. He credited the strong economy, strong military recruitment, and an increasingly competitive recruitment arena for institutions of higher education as factors in our current slump with undergraduate recruitment. However, he noted that approximately two-thirds of our lower enrollment over the past two years was due to decreased retention and he cited the need for better advising and the forging of better links between students and teachers as important concerns. It was pointed out that the problem of advising was two-sided: students as well as advisors need to fully participate. In response to a question, the provost noted that the issue for graduate students was almost solely that of recruitment, not retention. In this area he noted the need to be involved in systematic marketing for graduate students. He also noted that some of the decline in graduate student numbers was due to the loss of research faculty and their attendant grants which supported graduate students and, in the case of the College of Education, the conscious decision to reduce graduate student numbers so as to bring them more in line with the college’s faculty resources.

Report of the Retiree Health and Life Insurance Task Force: Paul Michaud and Mark McGuire, co-chairs of the task force, presented the task forces recommendation. Assisting them from the task force were Carol Grupp, Peter Haggart, Bill Belknap, and Linda Peavey. The task force’s major recommendations were (1) that the post-retirement health insurance benefit be retained in such a way as to create the least impact for current retirees and those who were very close to retirement, (2) that cost sharing be implemented for all those using this benefit, (3) that rules for eligibility for this benefit be raised for future retirees, (4) that retiree life insurance be reduced and retiree dependent life insurance be eliminated. They further recommended that the current drug program for retirees be replaced for most future retirees with UI-paid Medicare D, that retiree dental benefits be retained and indeed enlarged by offering self-pay dental insurance for dependents and those retirees eligible for Medicare. Except for marriages taking place after retirement, all dependents would have to be enrolled upon the retirement of the employee; surviving spouse could remarry and still retain their eligibility for UI-funded health insurance benefits.

They noted changes are essential as a result of the confluence of rising health insurance costs nationwide and the Government Accounting Standards Board’s (GASB) directive (#45) that these future costs be shown as an institutional liability. GASB standards encourage funding this liability (with an amortization period of thirty years). Doing so will for the University of Idaho reduce the liability from $222 million to $124 million. By making the recommended changes to our current program the liability will be reduced to $99 million.

The proposed recommendations envision four tiers of employees: Tier I would include all current retirees and all active employees who will meet the rule of eighty by October 1st, 2007; Tier II includes all active employees who will meet eligibility requirements between October 1st, 2007 and June 30th, 2011; Tier III includes all active employees who will be Tier III eligibility requirements after June 30th, 2011; and Tier IV includes those who are hired after January 1st, 2002 and any others who do not meet the eligibility requirements of Tier III. In general it may be said that the eligibility requirements for Tier I remain in all essentials the same as they have been for many years. Tiers II and III see an increasingly raised bar to earning the benefit (for Tier II the number of years of service is raised to fifteen, in Tier III it is twenty and also in Tier III one must attain the rule of ninety rather than eighty. For Tier IV the benefit is reduced to the opportunity to self-pay for insurance in the university pool (a substantial savings off privately purchased health insurance). Further details are available at the task force’s website: http://www.hr.uidaho.edu/retireetaskforce
In the brief period left for discussion there were questions about the life insurance component of the proposals and the potential effect of the recommendations, if adopted, on recruitment and retention of faculty. The answer to the latter question was that the issue had been the subject of some research and it appeared the proposals, if adopted, would produce a “level playing field” in that the proposed program was very much like the programs currently in place at most other institutions. However, if we could not point to our benefit package as being superior to that of other institutions it was incumbent upon us to work even harder to increase cash salaries to a competitive level. It was not politically possible for us to go to the state legislature and ask them to fund a retirement benefit (retiree health insurance) that no other state agency had ever offered.

The chair thanked the members of the task force for their hard work and for their evident commitment to those who have served the institution for long periods of time. He also noted the need to encourage colleagues who would be in Tier IV to plan appropriately for their futures, however far off those futures might seem now.

Adjournment: It was moved and seconded by too many to count to adjourn. The motion carried unanimously and the meeting was adjourned at 4:55 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,

Douglas Q. Adams

Faculty Secretary and Secretary to Faculty Council

