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University of Idaho

Faculty Council Minutes

2007-2008 Meeting #5, Tuesday, September 25, 2007

Present: Adams (w/o vote), Baker, Crowley (chair), Fritz, Guilfoyle, Haarsager, Hubbard, Keim-Campbell, McCaffrey, McCollough, Mihelich, Miller, Morra (w/o vote, sitting in for McDaniel), Munson, Odom, Rowland, Schmiege, Sullivan, Ch. Williams, Ci. Williams, Wilson. Liaisons: Newcomb (Coeur d’Alene).

Absent: McDaniel, Murphy [student members not yet appointed]: Liaisons: Crepeau, Stauffer
Observers: 3

A quorum being present, chair Crowley called the meeting to order at 3:30 p.m. in AgSci 104. It was moved and seconded (Haarsager, Odom) to approve the minutes of September 18th as distributed. The motion carried unanimously.

Chair’s Report: The chair reminded council members that John Grossenbacher would be presenting the annual McClure Lecture on science and the making of public policy this Thursday in the Hartung at 7:00 p.m. He also spoke about the upcoming presidential symposium, the first in what promises to be a very important series, on sustainability that would be offered next Monday and Tuesday. He urged all who could to attend both. He also noted that Tyrone Brooks, Senior Director of Administrative Operations & Capital Planning, had made a presentation to the President’s Cabinet concerning the bonding proposal for facilities and that he would be with council next week for a briefer presentation on the same subject. On a not unrelated topic, he noted that the Provost’s and President’s Offices were working on scheduling an all-university convocation on the topic of Sandpoint expansion. Finally he noted that Professor James Murphy, who unfortunately could not be here today, had just been elected as a representative from CLASS to Faculty Council.

Provost’s Report: The provost reinforced the chair’s invitation to attend next week’s sustainability symposium, reading off a very impressive list, including the governor, who would be making presentations at the symposium.

Discussion with the President: The president opened his remarks by thanking the council for its leadership and noted the power of the shared governance model which brought good ideas forward and improved almost all ideas by discussion. One idea that had come from Faculty Council was the notion that the president and provost should visit the various units of the university. They were making visits to all colleges and all centers. This morning he had the pleasure of visiting in the College of Science, including a visit to a 200-level Chemistry lab. He had thoroughly enjoyed the experience though noting that his presence had nonplussed at least one student in the lab. If any councilor had suggestions of things that the president and provost should put on their itinerary, he urged them to make them.

The president reported on the search for a vice president for research. He noted that the search had identified three candidates for on-campus interviews last spring. Those interviews had all gone well but, in each case, “life got in the way” of consummating a successful offer. So a new search is being launched this fall. One of the major tasks of the new vice president for research will be to be able to plug individual faculty members’ research into appropriate federal funding agencies. In the recent past we have been very successful in Washington, DC in large measure because of our political connections. But the political landscape has changed greatly. Congressional earmarks have been reduced and, in any case, the power of the Idaho delegation to win any earmarks has been greatly reduced by the reduction of Senator Craig’s influence. Both the state and the institution will take a hit from his loss of clout. In terms of research funds for the University of Idaho the loss may be in the range of $4 to $8 million, mainly in the College of Agricultural and Life Sciences and the College of Engineering.

Turning to the matter of enrollment, he noted that we needed to recognize how the state appropriation for higher education was distributed: it is based principally on enrollment. Ultimately institutions with growing enrollments will benefit at the expense of those whose enrollments are flat or declining. This year enrollments are up 4% at ISU, 3% at BSU, 6% at LCSC, but down a little less than 1% at UI. While bigger is not ipso facto better, we need to manage our enrollments in a way that is not naïve with respect to the allocation of state resources. Everyone is part of the process and we are making progress. We have been somewhat insulated from the effects of flat enrollments by the Foundation’s success in investing. The Foundations’ return had been 15.61% last year, considerably better than the return on his own personal investments.

In speaking of the Foundation he noted also that it had changed considerably in its structure over the past few years. It was considerably more corporate in its structure than before and more clearly focused on its two tasks: to manage the existing endowment and to open doors for the acquisition of new resources. The newly restructured fee assessment on gifts is much more transparent than the old and creates greater revenue for fund-raising. The university’s fund-raising infrastructure is being built, and a part of that infrastructure is the expectation that the deans will spend approximately half their time in fund-raising.

He noted that the Board of Regents/State Board of Education had experienced tremendous staff turnover in the recent past, and is developing a new relationship aligned with the state’s new governor.  In this period the university must pay particular attention to the work of the board.
The president touched on the proposed bonding initiative for the university. He noted that we had been through a financial crisis 3-4 years ago that had reduced everyone to thinking about getting through the day or month. We had emerged to the point where we could think in terms of a multi-year horizon and we were now at the point where we needed to be thinking long-term—for the next generation or even the next century. These would be our “legacy projects,” e.g., Sandpoint and the Idaho Center for Livestock and Environmental Studies as well as significant investments in the Moscow campus. We have not been good about reinvesting in our infrastructure and it is part of our duty to be thinking about the university in 2020, 2050, etc.

In the ensuing discussion the president was asked about the board office’s relative inexperience and the board’s overall future relationship with the institutions and agencies it oversees. He suggested the outcome of the current deliberations will be a board more concerned with broad policies and leave the actual running of the institutions to their CEOs and judge those CEOs against the broader policy mandates of the board, or a board with strengthened capacity of its staff so it can properly oversee the wide range of responsibilities it is charged with.  The second possibility would be the more expensive one, so he suspected they would opt for the first. 
The board has made financial decisions at the K-12 level, only to find there is not enough money to carry them out. The issue of overspending on testing at the K-12 level had been rectified. The “Gear Up” grant program, designed to prepare K-12 students, from districts “without privilege” to be competitive at the secondary level is a federal program that demands matching money from the state. No provision had been made for any match. The board had now asked the various state higher education institutions to find ways of matching with in-kind resources. We were trying to find $300,000. Even if all the institutions can find those types of in-kind resources that they have pledged to find, there will still be a significant shortfall. A further request by the board to use university funds for the shortfall perhaps would raise a constitutional issue. 
The other institutions can charge tuition. Are they more expensive? No, so far it only means that the total money they charge can be disbursed to any university need. We are constitutionally prohibited from charging tuition and so student fee money cannot go to the direct cost of instruction. There may come a time when we will have to lobby for a constitutional change or to challenge the prohibition in court. Either option will be expensive.

Who will the governor appoint to succeed Larry Craig? The president and council speculated on possible answers. If the governor appoints someone other than James Risch, Risch would probably still run in 2008 and probably win. If Risch is appointed, he could begin building seniority now, but he is 62 now and the seniority building is not going to pay off for a decade or more and thus he might well retire before any increased seniority became effective.

What about changes to the university’s health insurance program? The president replied that it was really stunning how great the cost of health care and thus insurance was. The new plan was designed to give employees flexibility of choice in how to spend their insurance money. Everyone would need to pay close attention to the choices offered so as to make appropriate choices for his or her situation.

FC-08-002: FSH 1420 C-1: University Administration, General Counsel: This proposal came as an FYI item concerning relatively minor redefinitions of general counsel’s description.

FC-08-003: FSH 5100 J: General Research Policy, Indirect-Cost Assessments: This was another FYI item concerning rather major revisions (by deletion of much of the previous specificity) of that part of the policy that dealt with the allocation of indirect costs. This revision sparked a lively debate on indirect costs. On the one hand there was the position, championed largely by the provost, that substantial portions of the indirect cost returns should be used centrally to be used to defray the infrastructure costs of research (heat, lights, deferred maintenance of research facilities, etc.), while on the other there was position, championed by individual researchers, that that money should be channeled back to those who wrote the grants, as that was the only source of revenue for supporting certain graduate student costs, e.g., paying for their fees and health insurance, that at other institutions were covered centrally. On the whole our audited indirect-cost rate is something like 45%, our average indirect-cost return on grants is something like 10%; this leaves a $30 to $40 million dollar shortfall which is subsidized out of general university funds. The provost noted that it was a good, and necessary, debate and suggested that the council invite John Tracy, Interim Vice President of Research and/or Gene Merrell, Associate Vice President of Research, for an extended discussion.

FC-08-004: FSH 1565, 3050, 3520, 3560, 3570: various policies dealing with tenure and promotion: The faculty secretary explained these changes as an attempt (1) to create greater congruence between those sections of the Handbook that talk about tenure and those that talk about promotion (as each is amended separately over the years they tend to sound different even when no difference is intended), (2) to incorporate more generally changes made last spring about sign-offs of center administrators and interdisciplinary directors when appropriate, and (3) to attempt the Sisyphean task of keeping titles of positions current. There was no attempt to introduce any substantive change. After brief, positive discussion (Professor Haarsager allowed as how she had read through the proposal and found them much clearer and easier to read—a sentiment that gladdened the heart of the faculty secretary and his administrative assistant), it was moved and seconded (Fritz, Odom) to accept the proposed changes. The motion carried unanimously.

FC-08-005: 3520 G-9: Faculty Tenure, Compassionate Extension: The faculty secretary recalled the history of this proposal. It had been discussed and approved by Faculty Council, the university faculty, and the president three years ago. Since then it had been wandering in the wilderness of personalities, politics, micromanagement, and indecision at the board level. The board had finally approved, this last August, changes in board policy that would permit compassionate extension. The changes presented here, which came to Faculty Council as a seconded motion from Faculty Affairs, were being made to adjust our policy to the wording of the newly adopted board policy. After some discussion about whether the council could or should tell the provost its desires, in the form of a policy statement, even if those desires were not totally in accord with board policy, and just how much detail this policy or any other should contain, the motion to approve carried with one abstention.

Adjournment: The hour having grown late, it was moved and seconded (Odom, Wilson) to adjourn. The motion carried unanimously and the meeting was adjourned at 5:14 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,

Douglas Q. Adams, 

Faculty Secretary and Secretary to Faculty Council

