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University of Idaho
Faculty Council Meeting Minutes

2008-09 Meeting #4 Tuesday September 23, 2008
Present: Baird, Baker (w/o vote) Battaglia, Chandler, Eveleth, Fairley, Frey, Fritz, Guilfoyle (Chair), Hill (w/o vote), Holbrook, Limbaugh, Machlis, Miller, Murphy, Oman, Schmeckpeper, Schmiege, Sullivan, Wilson, Budwig (Boise), Newcombe (Coeur d’Alene) Absent: Crowley, Holthaus, Huber, Ripplinger, Williams, Crepeau (Idaho Falls)
Visitors: 5
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 (Sullivan, Murphy) to accept the minutes of the September 16 meeting (Meeting #3) of the 2008-2009 Faculty Council as distributed. The motion carried unanimously.

Chair’s Report and Provost Report (combined): Chair Guilfoyle noted that the presidential search process was in full swing. She informed council that she had attended the President’s Cabinet retreat which focused on the program prioritization process. The faculty leadership team had also met with the provost with regard to the current issues. The chair reiterated her primary role, one she takes very seriously as faculty council chair, is to be a good representative of the faculty and faculty council. She will work hard to keep faculty informed, which includes communication and participation in the program prioritization process. In turn, she asked that faculty council members too be proactive in meeting with their constituencies which includes this present issue. The chair informed council that the president would be at our next council meeting of September 30th. She encouraged them to review as much material as possible, talk to their constituents and/or invite them to attend, and to be ready with questions.

The chair continued with more details about the President’s Cabinet retreat, covering the hiring pause and the prioritization process. A handout showing a schematic diagram of the process was distributed for discussion. At the retreat it was noted that there was a bounty of data from previous processes that could assist in this prioritization process as noted in the schematic. The chair noted that the intention was to provide an opportunity for input from the broader UI community. The process was outlined and the overall theme was for strong communication throughout the process. The following is the suggested beginning cycle process as outlined on the schematic: 
· President/Provost to initialize process (already begun with president's university address of 9/10/08 viewable at: http://www.president.uidaho.edu/default.aspx?pid=73075; 
· Provost’s Council to develop processes and recommendations (criteria); 
· Faculty Council to advise on criteria developed; 
· President’s Cabinet to advise and provide feedback to President/Provost;

· President/Provost make decision based off feedback from all;

· Provost's Council develops any next steps and/or begins implementation in units, as appropriate;

· Faculty Council reviews, approves, and/or offers recommendations to decisions made by Provost's Council from responses received by programs to established criteria;

· President's Cabinet advises based off recommendations;

· President/Provost makes decision and NOI process begins, if necessary. 
Note: This cycle might go through two or three times. The SBOE will be kept informed of the progress along the way. 
The provost added that the President’s Cabinet featured broad UI community representation including ASUI (students), Staff Affairs, Advancement (alumni), Diversity, Enrollment Management.
A strong feature of the design was multiple representation across the UI community. Following is a list of questions and answers that arose: 
Was the 2003 mapping data included in the reference sources? No – there was strong faculty rejection of those data. However, the provost asked whether there were those who wished the mapping data to be included? Some felt parts of the mapping would be beneficial to be included. 
Where can the broader faculty have input into the process? It was suggested that FC would have ample opportunity to discuss recommendations at various points along the process. This would allow time for FC members to take information back to their constituents and receive input. FC could then advise and approve following input.
Was there to be two or three cycles of the process? The provost noted that the first cycle would develop qualitative and quantitative criteria. The second cycle would be the construction of processes (process re-engineering). As the process plays out, a partial third cycle such as following the NOI process may be needed. This will become a bit clearer as the process moves forward.

If programs are to be closed, at what point will there be faculty input on that decision? It was noted and discussed that FC's role was also to approve program closures (NOIs) as part of the regular business process at UI. 
If programs meet criteria for closure, is there the opportunity for considered discussion? It was noted that there would be the opportunity for reflection with units.
Why is there such a short time-frame? The provost noted that the president wished to stick to it as closely as possible, but he was not arbitrarily set on that date.
Since the university is in the process of searching for a new president, is it wise to move so quickly? The chair responded that there is an acknowledgement that the short time-frame is a concern, but that more importantly, the process was thorough and designed to receive broad input, communication with all constituents being a very important component.

Given the short time-frame, does it not impede the ability to compile the huge amount of information necessary to integrate and carefully consider balancing the complex issues? The provost noted that this process had begun with President White, followed by the development of the Strategic Action Plan (which received input from the broad UI community), and this was the next step. We are at a stage to begin having these discussions and making decisions. It is not only the president who is making these decisions, it is the entire UI community.

The program metrics exercise failed because there was broad disagreement with the methodology and the decisions around the validity of the metrics. Isn't an important step broad agreement on the criteria? The provost noted that the previous exercise may have failed because the approach was very formula focused, rather than benefiting from input of reasoned discussion. Qualitative input cycles are designed to balance the decision making process.

The process of taking information out from FC to constituencies needs to be considered as deans will be in a similar information dissemination mode. How can this be coordinated? It was envisaged that the criteria will be broadly available by early October. A rough draft of criteria will be available for FC discussion and recommendations at the next FC meeting (September 30). It was suggested that perhaps a central information source on a web-site be created. 
Is there a definition of what is meant by ‘program’? There is a definition of program in the Vision and Resource Task Force report. 
Is institutional data on research faculty loads to be used in the process? Institutional research has been identified in the schematic as one of the sources of reference information.
General Comments: 

If decisions were to be implemented for the 2009-2010 academic year, the recommendations would need to be at the SBOE for consideration in the spring.
It was suggested that the UI was not the only institution going through this process. Nationally, many institutions are evaluating programs in a climate of increasing costs: energy, health care in the face of decreasing state support and stretched federal funding. In light of recent events on Wall Street, it is time to be actively working to improve impact and efficiency. The economic climate may deteriorate further and cause greater adversity.
The chair thanked FC for thoughtful input and led the meeting to the next agenda item.
FC-09-005: Off Campus Faculty Council Representation and Rename Faculty Council to Faculty Senate. Vice Chair Miller presented the first part of his proposal which was to develop off campus faculty representation such that branch campuses are represented by members on FC with vote. This would involve an amendment to FSH 1520 - Constitution of the University Faculty, Article V. Faculty Council. The suggestion is for one voting representative for each branch campus: Coeur d’Alene, Boise, Idaho Falls. The second part of the proposal is to change the name of Faculty Council to Faculty Senate. This is a term for this body more broadly used in other institutions and would improve both external and internal understanding about the role of this body. These changes would require a 2/3 majority at a Regular Faculty Meeting at which there was a quorum.

Boise liaison Budwig, noted that the numbers of research and teaching faculty at each site were: 18, Coeur d’Alene, 35, Boise and 15, Idaho Falls with an additional contingent of extension faculty numbering 18 Coeur d’Alene, 38, Boise and 24, Idaho Falls.

It was noted that the proportional representation issue on FC should be considered. College faculty are represented at the rate of 50 faculty, or major fraction thereof, by one FC member. The issues in question were: 1. whether branch campus members would have the right to vote for two FC representatives, and 2. whether branch campus members would be doubly represented - once for their college and once for their branch. 
In reflecting the issue of FC member representation of their constituencies, it was noted that branch campus members would be representing members from multiple colleges, not only one college. More consideration would be given to this proposal in light of today's discussion before returning for revision and vote on policy, if appropriate.
University Budget and Finance Committee Resolution of May 7, 2008 and President’s program review initiative. It was moved and seconded (Murphy, Eveleth) that FC endorse the language of the resolution. The approved motion opened the floor up to discussion on this topic. It was noted that the resolution varies from the topical program prioritization process, more specifically the timeline. The discussion touched upon several issues: Is it important to send the message of the resolution to the administration even in light of the program prioritization? The university has now gone beyond the recommendation of the resolution to taking action. So the action has become somewhat superseded. The recommendation from the UBFC for the time-line was taken from advice given by Larry Goldstein, President of Campus Strategies and consultant to NACUBO. Timing of the previous mapping exercise was used as a case in point of what can go wrong. It was imposed at a time when faculty were extremely busy in the academic year. The issue of whether the resolution fit with the program prioritization was discussed – could the recommended blue ribbon committee be a substitute for one of the boxes (groups) in the program prioritization process? 
The provost noted that the resolution was a factor in the genesis of the current process; how might the process be approached and developed with a multiple group input design is its current stage in the process. Faculty Council was seen as a group in place that can well represent the faculty in the process. Provost’s Council members were well-equipped to think about development and implementation of process because they are routinely dealing with these processes at various scales. It was also worth noting that this was not solely a cutting exercise and that this was an opportunity for UI to identify areas in which we have world-renowned impact and to enhance those areas of excellence.
The discussion proceeded to the timing of the UBFC resolution and the disconnect with passage to FC due to the lateness in 2007-08 that it progressed from that committee after the final meeting of FC. It was also noted that the UI had a great opportunity to get the prioritization process done and done well and if this was missed, it may be 5 to 10 years before the issue could be revisited. Following further extended discussion with no consensus apparent, it was moved that the motion be tabled (Miller, Schmiege). The motion was carried with two abstentions and none against.
FC-09-006. Change to regulation J-3-d. Professor Dacey, chair of UCC, noted that this was to add a few more classes to the current core and comes to council as a seconded motion. The motion carried with one abstention.
FC-09-007. Discontinue Computer Science option in the major of Foreign Languages (B.A.) Professor Dacey spoke to this change as well, coming to council as a seconded motion. This option did not attract the amount of students as originally thought, perhaps one or two a year. Present students will be allowed to finish the program. The motion carried unanimously.
Adjournment: It was moved and seconded (Machlis, Fritz) to adjourn at 4:59 p.m. The motion carried unanimously.
Respectfully submitted, 
Rodney A. Hill, 

Faculty Secretary and Secretary to Faculty Council
