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University of Idaho

Faculty Council Minutes

2006-2007 Meeting #25, Tuesday, April 17, 2007

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

Observers: 5

A quorum being present chair McLaughlin called the meeting to order at 3:35 p.m.

Minutes: It was moved and seconded to approve the minutes of the April 3rd meeting as distributed (Beard, McCaffrey).  The motion carried unanimously.

Chair’s Report: Chair McLaughlin reported that he had been asked by the president to talk to the President’s Cabinet about Faculty Council’s accomplishments. Professor McLaughlin had adduced a number of such accomplishments: the fall faculty governance retreat (which both the president and provost had attended), a very useful working relationship with the provost, the creation of a web-based record of the work of Faculty Council and its committees providing a much more transparent approach to faculty governance, the work to integrate the work of strategic planning teams in with that of Faculty Council, the experimentation with new mechanisms of shared governance (e.g., the joint subcommittee of Faculty Affairs that had reviewed and made recommendations concerning the tenure and promotion process or the joint subcommittee of the UBFC that had reviewed and made recommendations concerning deferred maintenance), the ongoing process of updating the Faculty-Staff Handbook to bring it into concord with changing federal and state law and to create better internal consistency, reaching out to and working with Staff Affairs and with ASUI.

The president had also asked the chair’s opinion as to what the big issues for the immediate future. Professor McLaughlin had replied that they were, in his estimation, (1) faculty compensation, (salary, benefits, start-up costs [the latter not only for researchers but also for teaching and outreach), (2) continued promotion of collaborative (faculty, staff, administration) problem-solving processes, (3) continued work on aligning the Handbook with the strategic plan.

He also noted that it had been a good legislative year for the university and higher education in Idaho in general. There was an overall budget allocation increase if 8.4% to the colleges’ and universities’ budget. From this the University of Idaho received $54,000 to be focused on risk management and 1.4 million to be used for equipment. Other than these increases our operating budget remains flat. However, we received a salary pool increase of 5% to be awarded on the basis of merit and market factors.  From the permanent building fund we received an allocation of approximately $10 million for alterations and repairs some of which will address deferred maintenance (whereas in a more usual year the university might get $2 million for deferred maintenance). The big challenge the president has is how to keep the pressure on the legislature to continue recognizing the needs of higher education in the state.

Finally, he noted that the Faculty Council leadership (chair, vice chair, and secretary) had met with President White as they do every semester. One of the topics that had been discussed was that of appropriate compensation of the Faculty Council chair and the president had agreed to seek funding for a 50% release.

Provost’s Report: The provost noted the State Board of Education/Board of Regents would be meeting on campus this week—Thursday and Friday in the Whitewater-Clearwater rooms of the Commons. On the board’s agenda of particular interest to the University of Idaho were the proposed student fee increases and the notices of intent for the Executive MBA program to be offered in Coeur d’Alene and Sandpoint and the new graduate programs, Waters of the West. He also noted that Stuart Tennant, the new chief post-secondary academic officer of the board, was also on campus this week, familiarizing himself with the university.

The provost remarked that Campus Day had been a success though the turnout this year had probably not matched last year’s and thought that this year it may not have been as well advertised as last year.

He reported on his attendance at the extension retreat held last week and the amount of energy he felt there. He continually saw the benefits of bridging the university and the larger community through extension and outreach activities.

He reminded the council that following Faculty Council this evening would be the annual University of Idaho Excellence Awards dinner. Teaching Excellence Awards and the newly crated Hoffman Award in Teaching Excellence were being presented to Richard W. Fehrenbacher (English), John A. Mihelich (Sociology and Anthropology), Gregory Möller (Food Science and Toxicology), Shauna J. Corry (Architecture). Research or Creative Activity Awards were being presented to Holly A. Wichman (Zoology), John A. Byers (Zoology), and Mark A. McGuire (Lactation Physiology). Outreach Excellence Awards were being presented to Beverly A. Healy (Ada County Extension Educator) and Penelope Morgan (Fire Ecology and Forest Ecology). Advising Excellence Awards were being presented to Karen Gillespie (CBE), Monica A. Schurtman (College of Law), Debbie A. Storrs (Sociology).

Finally, and much less happily, the provost mentioned the events at Virginia Tech. He urged all members of the campus community to look out for each other. In response to a question he said that there were emergency response plans and more would probably be developed. There would be additional communications on this topic from the administration and next Monday’s President’s Cabinet meeting would also be devoted to it.

Deferred Maintenance Report: Professor Rod Hill, chair of the subcommittee on Deferred Maintenance of the UBFC provided some background and explanation of the committee’s report. He noted that it was essential that the university community understand the problem and particularly that the deferred maintenance total was rising faster than inflation. The institution needed to find novel ways to raise funds for maintenance and more efficient ways of using its buildings.

In response to a question he noted that the $203 million figure of the report only attempted to quantify deferred maintenance needs associated with the general education and auxiliaries budget. Buildings built and maintained from other budgets (e.g., ag research) were not included. Thus the real, institution-wide, total was larger than that given in the report.

Various counselors noted that deferred maintenance had huge potential financial impacts on the institution as a whole, that there were many pressing life-safety issues embedded in the deferred maintenance list, and that in this respect higher education was in a parallel situation with the state’s public schools.

When asked about the situation at other schools, Professor Hill said that all Idaho schools were in somewhat similar shape though, because we had the oldest building stock, we were in the worst shape. Exact numbers from the other schools were not available. What’s coming due, not just for us, but for higher education across the country, was the post-war building boom. He also noted that WSU received about $35 million a year for maintenance projects as opposed to our $2/3 million for us.

In response to further queries, he said the report was already part of on-going conversations with the financial vice president and with the provost. It was everyone’s intention to come back to Faculty Council with a proposed plan of action.

FC-07-048 (rev.): Retirement Policy Technical Correction: Professor Robert Zemetra, chair of the Faculty Affairs Committee, explained that the proposed addition to FSH 3730 C-1-c (“Employees on regular academic year appointments (faculty or staff on at least 87.5%) receive credit for twelve (12) months of service, provided all other requirements of qualified service are met.”) was to make it clear that academic-year appointments were treated in the same way as fiscal-year ones. The secretary pointed out the insertion of this language was intended to codify for the future existing, but unwritten, policy. The general thrust of the discussion was that, as worded, the proposed clarification made things more confusing for the average faculty or staff member, since it was clearly confusing to even the above average councilor. It was moved and seconded (Beard, Crowley) to delete the parenthetical material. The motion to amend was passed unanimously and the main motion (a seconded motion from Faculty Affairs), thus amended, then passed unanimously.

Retaliation Issues: There were a number of FSH sections affected (3810, 3290, 3840, 3860) by proposed changes in the university’s policy on retaliation. Mr. Dan Noble provided background for the changes in the proposals since Faculty Council had last seen the package in a preliminary form. In response to a question, he noted that the human rights compliance officer was chosen as the first recipient of complaints under this policy because that person was outside the regular hierarchy. Of course, if the compliance officer him- or herself was the target of an accusation, some other university officer would be chosen to receive the complaint. A councilor asked if raising a complaint might not be a way of assuring the complainant of protection in perpetuity? It was pointed out that making a retaliation complaint only brought the complainant a process for resolution, a process which had an end.

It was moved and seconded (Beard, Williams) to consider the package as a whole. The motion carried unanimously. It was moved and seconded (Gunter, Haarsager) to add to 3810 D and 3920 D-3 the words “up to and including termination.” The motion to amend carried unanimously. The main motion (a seconded motion from Faculty Affairs), thus amended, then carried unanimously.

Joint Appointments Technical Corrections: The chair announced that this item would not be coming to Faculty Council at this time because there had not been sufficient time to prepare the corrections. It was moved and seconded (Machlis, Crowley) to remove this item from the agenda of any university faculty meeting until such time as Faculty Council had been able to discuss and act on any proposed corrections. The motion carried unanimously.

Annual Evaluations and Position Description Forms: Chair McLaughlin explained that the changes being proposed were intended to make the forms consistent with the text of the Handbook sections they accompany. The text had been revised previously but the forms had not always kept pace. The various strategic plan groups might be proposing further changes to both text and forms in the near future. He apologized that neither form 2a nor 2b for section 3320 had been included in the packet of materials. It was moved and seconded (Beard, Crowley) to remove those forms from discussion until some future date when they had been circulated. The motion carried unanimously.

The category of “Teaching/Pedagogy” had been changed to “Teaching/Pedagogy/Andragogy” wherever it occurred. Several councilors questioned the inclusion of “andragogy,” a word which at least 90% of the Handbook’s readership would have to look up and which, in any case, was probably not the word anyone wanted (technically it means ‘teaching adult males’). It was moved and seconded (Crowley, Gunter) to rename this category as “Teaching” wherever it occurred. The motion carried with one opposed and one abstention.

A longer discussion ensued about the implications of adding, as it was proposed to do, signature lines on all of the forms for “Interdisciplinary/Center Administrator (when appropriate).” What determined “when appropriate”? Did having the center administrator sign off mean that he or she had veto power over a college’s determination of what was an appropriate workload (e.g., if the college was pushing to increase research and lower teaching loads but the center was pushing to increase student head count, who would win)? The provost’s answer was that by having both kinds of administrators involved in the discussion, on a yearly basis, meant that disagreements and misapprehensions about a particular faculty member’s responsibilities should not have long lives. If there were disagreements between deans and center administrators, the provost was the ultimate arbiter.

The main motion (coming before council as a seconded motion from Faculty Affairs), as amended, carried with one opposed.

FC-07-058 and FC-07-059: Discussion and possible action on these items was postponed until some future date.

Adjournment: It was moved and seconded (Machlis, McCaffrey) to adjourn. The motion carrying unanimously, the meeting was adjourned at 5:30 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,

Douglas Q. Adams

Faculty Secretary and Secretary to Faculty Council

