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University of Idaho

Faculty Council Minutes

2007-2008 Meeting #20, Tuesday, March 4th, 2008

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

Observers: 4

A quorum being present, the chair called the meeting to order at 3:31 p.m. in the Brink Hall Faculty Lounge.

Minutes: It was moved and seconded (Miller, McDaniel) to accept the minutes of the February 26th meeting as distributed with one editorial correction. The motion carried unanimously.

Chair’s Report: The chair reported a request for a member of Faculty Council or, more generally, a faculty member to be part of a task force reviewing responses to the RFP for outsourcing the bookstore. He noted that the request came with a very tight time-line and any proposed names would have to come by this Thursday. He also noted that, at the request of the presenters of the resolution of indirect costs, further discussion of the resolution would be postponed until council’s March 18th meeting when vice president Tracy, and perhaps others, could be present.

Provost’s Report: The provost devoted his comments to outlining the schedule for the adoption of the FY09 budget. February 29th was the deadline for deans and other unit administrators to produce reallocation plans, this week he expected the legislature to signal strongly what would be the universities’ appropriation for next year, and on April 7th proposed student fee increases would be presented to the board and hopefully a decision made at that time. With all the major revenue pieces in place, there would follow a ten-day period of final planning, estimating, and consideration of the cost/benefits of proposed reallocations. The final budget would be presented to the Regents on May 22nd.

The ensuing discussion noted that reallocating funding meant that there were trade-offs and those trade-offs needed to be looked at seriously, as should be the long-term return on new (i.e., reallocated) investments. A councilor noted that almost everything we did as an institution (he excepted auxiliary services) involved some sort of subsidy: reallocation meant shifting a subsidy from one unit to another.

FC-08-044: Planned Retirement Options Program: Paul Michaud, Assistant Vice President of Human Resources, and Linda Peavey, Director of Benefit Services, frequent (and welcome) visitors to Faculty Council provided background on the administrative proposal to offer an optional, two-year phased retirement program (as mentioned by the president at our last meeting). Employees (staff and faculty alike) would be eligible if they were at least 55 years of age and had at least ten years of service to the university (at the time of retirement). In the first year of this two-year program, a participant would reduce his or her workload to between 75 and 50%, with a concomitant reduction in salary; in the second year workload and salary would be 50%. The university would continue to make the equivalent of a full-time contribution to the participant’s health insurance premium. This program would be voluntary but would have to be mutually acceptable to employee and to the administrator of his or her unit (the college dean in the case of faculty members).

The possible advantages to the employee were the ability to bridge the transition from full-time work to full-time retirement and to better deal with the vicissitudes of life, e.g., the necessity of becoming a care-giver for parent or spouse. For the unit it might mean a smoother transition between the old employee and a newly hired replacement, particularly as it might be possible to hire a new employee using the half-time savings from the old employees line (plus presumably some extra money from other sources) while the old employee is still present, though with reduced workload.

Subsequent discussion elicited the fact that a faculty member entering PROP would not have to relinquish his or her tenure. The relinquishment of tenure would come only upon full retirement. For faculty and staff on PERSI, each of the two PROP years would count as twelve full months as far as the PERSI formula is concerned; the “highest 42 months” part of the formula would presumably remain exactly where they were on entering PROP, as it would not be expected that two years at a three-quarter or half-time would be in an employee’s peak earning years. (Incidentally, employees would remain eligible for raises under PROP but would not be eligible for promotions or, if faculty, sabbatical leaves or professional leave for staff.)

Several councilors wondered whether this program would have many takers, given the relative lack of incentives (e.g., when compared to past retirement programs offered by the university). Obviously only time could answer that question. Another councilor argued strongly that the program being offered was too restrictive, particularly in being only two-years long. His experience showed that going half-time for longer periods (e.g., five years) had produced mutually beneficial results for a faculty member and college. The provost assured council that, if adopted, PROP would not preclude other, individually negotiated, mutually beneficial, phased retirement possibilities.

FC-08-042: FSH 3440, Compensation for Classified Employees and FC-08-043: FSH 3460, Overtime Work, Comp Time & Holidays: April Preston, Director of Employment Services, noted that these changes, brought to Faculty Council as information items, made corrections to these sections of the Handbook made necessary by the disappearance of the “classified exempt” category. There were no questions.

FC-08-040: Report from Committee on Committees: Karen Guilfoyle, chair of the Committee on Committees, briefly introduced the proposed changes to the Campus Planning Advisory Committee and to Juntura. In the case of the Juntura, the Committee on Committee’s recommendations were based on the recommendations of the affected committee and its former chair. In the case of the Campus Planning Advisory Committee the recommendations arose from the long-standing difficulty of finding three willing members of Faculty Council and the desire for non-Faculty Council faculty to be able to serve. The motion came as a seconded motion from the Committee on Committees and carried unanimously.

FC-08-041: Editorial Change to FSH 1620, University-Level Committees: In introducing this proposed change to FSH 1620, the faculty secretary noted that it was basically editorial. The council had voted last fall to make Faculty Council the final approver of additions, deletions, and changes to the Faculty Council committee structure. That change had been approved by the university faculty and by the president. However, the resultant wording was not as explicit about that responsibility as it should be; the proposed change was to make it explicit. The motion carried unanimously.

Adjournment: It was moved and seconded (Sullivan, Griff) 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

