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University of Idaho

Faculty Council Minutes

2007-2008 Meeting #19, Tuesday, February 26th, 2008

Present: Adams (w/o vote), Baker (w/o vote), Crowley (chair), Fritz, Guilfoyle, Hubbard, Machlis, McCollough, McDaniel, Mihelich, Miller, Murphy, Oman, Ripplinger, Rowland, Rush, Schmeckpeper, Schmiege, Sullivan, Ci. Williams, Wilson. Liaisons: Newcombe (Coeur d’Alene), Stauffer (Boise). Absent: Griff, McCaffrey, Ch. Williams, Crepeau (Idaho Falls)

Observers: 2

A quorum being present, the chair called the meeting to order at 3:33 p.m. in the Brink Hall Faculty Lounge.

Minutes: It was moved and seconded (Miller, Murphy) to accept the minutes of the February 12th meeting as distributed. The motion carried unanimously.

Chair’s Report: The chair noted that the Jazz Festival had been very enjoyable and successful. He asked whether it would be worthwhile, given the feedback that he and others had received, to have representatives of UI Parking back to council sometime in the future. There was consensus that that would be a good idea.

Provost’s Report: The provost echoed the chair’s praise of the Jazz Festival, and of the conference of history and culture which had preceded it. He noted that a number of influential people attend the Jazz Festival (e.g., Senator McClure) and it is good when these visiting luminaries can be used to speak to appropriate classes or otherwise engaged in the academic service of the university.

Budget Discussion with the President: The president thanked the chair for the opportunity to discuss budget matters with the council. He began by summarizing the budget situation at the state level, first noting that state support counted for some 30% of the university’s overall budget, but that it was a critical 30% (covering as it does the bulk of the universities salaries for instance). Currently the outlook was for a 3% increase in salary monies (the president had requested and the governor had initially recommended 5%, but, in light of the weakening of Idaho tax receipts had amended it to 4% and the legislature, in the light of those same receipts had set it at 3%). Of the 3%, 1% was to be an across-the-board increase and 2% were to be awarded on the basis of merit. Outside of salary issues there was the prospect of $4 million toward UI deferred maintenance, though the eventual sum might be lower. It is likely that the legislature will put another $10 million in a scholarship endowment fund (eventual total, $50 million) as it did last year and then contribute enough extra money that the scholarships paid out would equal the amount that a $50 million endowment would support. There is also the possibility of a legislative appropriation to help with heretofore unfunded occupancy costs. Clearly the legislature is being conservative in its spending, preferring, even more than usual, to fund one-time expenses rather to incur continuing costs. This predilection meant that the request for more faculty lines for the Center for Advanced Energy Studies would likely not be granted this year. In the end he observed that the picture was “not overtly depressing” though not exceptionally positive either. In response to questions, he noted that Idaho tax receipts had been down some $37 million below expectations in January. The legislature was really worried about FY 2010 and was budgeting accordingly.

Turning to more local issues, he noted that, come the end of June, the university would close its books in the black. However, doing so will require an 1.3% adjustment/reallocation in our current FY 08 budget because tuition and fee revenue will be less than budgeted and fixed costs including sewage fees, EMT and police services, audit costs, and energy and utility costs, will be greater than budgeted.  Enrollment remains a problem. This year’s budget had been predicated on a flat enrollment; instead we have seen a 1-2% decline. Previous enrollment declines had been made up for, financially, by more robust than expected investment income. Lower interest rates for this year as compared to last means that a surplus in investment income is not anticipated for FY 2008. The university also learned earlier this year that it would receive a reduction in the FY 2009 general fund appropriation as a result of declining enrollment over the last three years. The state uses an enrollment workload adjustment (EWA) calculation to allocate a portion of general education funds to the university.  The EWA is a three-year running average calculation using student enrollments designed to increase funding to those institutions that had increasing enrollments and decrease funding to those that had decreasing enrollments. During some of the years that the university had increasing enrollments, the EWA was not utilized.  In 2003, the EWA was reinstated and all the institutions were allowed to “bank” what they would have received in those years that the calculation was not done.  Since 2003, the university has been able to use the funds that were banked to cover the reduction in the appropriation that would have otherwise occurred due to declining enrollments from 2003 through 2008.  For FY 2009, the last of the savings will be used and the university will have a net reduction to the appropriation of $926,000.   
Planned budget changes for FY 09 included scholarship enhancements, an increase from 6% to 8% the tax on G&A and a readjustment of the indirect cost returns split 75% to the university and 25% to the colleges for distribution to PIs and other areas. The president will be going to the Board of Regents asking for a 7.9% increase in student fees—a figure lower than they would like to ask for in an ideal world. In addition, there are plans to redirect some $5 million to strategic initiatives: to graduate assistantships (to make our assistantships more competitive and thus draw better, and perhaps more, students), to enrollment initiatives (e.g., enrollment management people centrally and at the college level), to research infrastructure needs (to recruit and fund new researchers), to advancement as we gear up on a major $300 million campaign, and to auxiliaries for reinvestment in the auxiliary infrastructure, particularly the dorms which need upgrading to attract and retain students. These changes reflect the next expression of strategic budgeting. There was no doubt it was a “serious moment” in changing the way we go about business at the university in a period when state support is at a plateau. In response to a councilor’s query as to whether making these strategic reallocations was not just moving from one university pocket (perhaps unstrategically by, say, not having necessary classes for students because of unfilled faculty positions) into another (however strategic) produced an overall strategic effect.  The president noted that there might indeed be pain at the unit level but it was, in his opinion, the best way to go forward to improve enrollment in the near term and receipts from research and the university comprehensive fund raising campaign in the longer term. Each college or unit would be deciding how best to meet its share—perhaps with carry-over money. (More than one councilor noted the irony of the provost’s admonishment less than twelve months ago not to accumulate carry-over funds as a “rainy day” savings account.)

In his final budget comments, the president talked about the university’s foundation which had been revamped to enhance its money generating abilities (there are, for instance, higher expectations that board members will be substantial givers). He also spoke about the status of the university’s comprehensive campaign (for capital projects, scholarships, faculty endowments, and programs). The university hopes to amass $300 million in pledges and gifts by 2014. We are now in the somewhat misnamed “silent phase.” When we reach half of our total, we will go public. So far the campaign has been well received by donors.

Turning aside from budgetary issues, the president announced the planning for a new retirement initiative, the Planned Retirement Option Program (PROP).  Under this initiative a faculty or staff member who was at least 55 and had at least 10 years service to the university could, upon the approval of his or her unit reduce his or her commitment to 75% or 50%, say, with concomitant reduction in pay, but the university would contribute to the employee’s health benefit package at the fulltime employee rate.  This reduction in service would be for a short time, two or three years, but would allow the affected unit to recruit a replacement at the same time the holder of the position was still working.  Thus for a year or so the unit would have one and a half for the price of one and a smoother transition between senior faculty staff and entry-level personnel.  This was not like VSROP or the like, which he characterized in part as “paying someone not to work,” but rather a planned and phased retirement opportunity that would allow the employee to begin a new phase in life gradually.  In the ensuing discussion a councilor noted that the very seamlessness of transition envisaged by this program might be a problem for departments who counted on a gap of a year or two between retirement and rehiring to accumulate sufficient resources for a start-up package.  The president responded that that was why it was so important to provide a mechanism by which start-up resources could be funded from a common pool.  Another councilor noted, in defense of prior early retirement plans, that it was not exactly paying someone not to work, but rather buying back the property right of tenure.

Resolution Concerning Indirect Costs:  Responding to an earlier Faculty Council discussion of indirect costs, professors Oman and Schmeckpeper presented a resolution that, if accepted by the central administration, would make certain distributions fixed, and not subject to annual readjustment.  They had first centered their resolution on providing a 5% distribution to principal investigators, but, after talking with department and college-level administrators had added figures for departments and colleges as well.

Whereas, principal investigators are the lifeblood of external research funding at the University of Idaho; and

Whereas, external funding limitations often preclude the purchase of laboratory facilities and are insufficient for graduate student support and professional travel related to the principal investigators’ research; and

Whereas, principal investigators usually plan their research projects and endeavors several years in advance;

To encourage research and facilitate research related planning and expenditures, the UofI Faculty Council recommends the following changes to Chapter 5 (Part 5100), Section J, of the Faculty Staff Handbook:

J.  INDIRECT-COST ASSESSMENTS.

J-1. UI does not waive indirect costs (i.e., facilities and administrative costs, F&A) on any grant or contract unless (a) the granting agency provides in writing its official policy stating that it does not allow indirect costs or allows only a specific percentage or (b) the vice president for research determines that the grant or contract is of such an unusual nature that a waiver, in part or in full, is unquestionably in UI’s interest.

principal investigators and units that generated the income as provided in section J-3.

a. The intended uses of these funds are to support and stimulate scholarly activities by providing financial resources to address administrative, personnel, infrastructure and other costs associated with productive research environments.

b. The unit/department/principal investigator to which the funds are allocated has control over use of these funds. A unit/department/principal investigator may, however, choose to make its funds available to a different unit.

c.  In cases where revenues are generated by multiple units on a single project, the units will jointly develop a method to allocate the revenues. If the units cannot agree on a method for allocating the revenues, the Vice President for Research will arbitrate the differences and specify the final allocation.

J-3. A minimum of 5% of the annual F&A income will be distributed to the principal investigators receiving the external grant or contract, to be divided amongst the prinicipal investigators according to the percent of work responsibility defined on the External Support Form (ESF).  A minimum of 15% of the annual F&A income will be distributed to the departments of the principal investigators, again divided according to the percent of work responsibility defined on the ESF.  A minimum of 30% of the annual F&A income will be distributed to the colleges and institutes involved in the research, with the division negotiated between the heads of those involved units.  The remainder of the F&A annual income will be allocated as approved by the Research Council. The Research Council will review the sharing of indirect-cost income and advise the university administration on its use and distribution on an annual basis, provided that the minimum allocations specified herein are not abridged.

The ensuing discussion suggested very strong support for fixing a distribution of 5% for principal investigators but considerable reluctance to fix distributions for departments and colleges.  Some councilors at least felt that doing so ran counter to the president’s efforts to create a centrally held pool out of which strategic research investments might be made.  In view of the lateness of the hour, the council thanked professors Oman and Schmeckpeper for their efforts and asked them to look further into the matter and perhaps bring a revised resolution to council next week.

Adjournment: It was moved and seconded (Wilson, Ci. Williams) to adjourn. The motion carried unanimously and the meeting was adjourned at 5:07 p.m. 

Respectfully submitted,

Douglas Q. Adams, Faculty Secretary and Secretary to Faculty Council

