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University of Idaho
Faculty Council Meeting Minutes
2008-09 Meeting #5 Tuesday September 30, 2008
Present: Baird, Baker (w/o vote), Battaglia, Chandler, Crowley, Eveleth, Fairley, Frey, Fritz, Guilfoyle (chair), Hill (w/o vote), Huber, Limbaugh (ASUI), Machlis, Miller, Murphy, Ripplinger, Schmeckpeper, Schmiege, Sullivan, Wilson. Liaisons: Budwig (Boise), Newcombe (Coeur d’Alene), Crepeau (Idaho Falls)

Absent: Holthaus, Oman, Williams; Visitors: 6
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 (Murphy, Eveleth) to accept the minutes of the September 23 meeting (Meeting #4) of the 2008-2009 Faculty Council as distributed. The motion carried unanimously.

Chair’s Report: The chair noted that most of the meeting today would be dedicated to discussion with the President around the program prioritization process. It was also noted that the state funding hold-back announcement from the Governor’s Office (1%) is likely a permanent adjustment to the University of Idaho appropriated, general fund budget.
Provost’s Report: The provost distributed an updated schematic figure of the program prioritization process to include greater emphasis on internal communications. He then invited President Daley-Laursen to address FC.

Other Announcements and Communications: President Daley-Laursen thanked FC for making time for discussion. He encouraged FC to engage with peers in broad discussion of the prioritization process and what our priorities might become. He noted that the state hold-back as a permanent adjustment in the University’s state appropriation and is part of a long term trend over fifty years; with a decreasing percentage of UI’s total revenues coming from the state legislature. This added emphasis to the important task at hand, the setting of strategic direction and program priorities and the acquisition of funding for university programs and operations from a broader array of sources. The president addressed the importance of the UI vision statement and the strategic plan as a basis for the process we are working through. He noted that quantitative data will be used and that there will also be a need to apply good judgment in weighting decisions for prioritization, investment and/or dis-investment. 
The president addressed his view of historical, cultural norms in academia: what is understood to be a unit ; i.e., what constitutes and justifies something being a “unit”. He encouraged FC to think about what a functional unit might “look like” in the future and what purposes it might serve in the 21st century, given the needs of faculty and the desires of our current and prospective students. He noted that it was important to think about a unit in terms of the client’s view. Also, he suggests that units would be fewer in number. He noted that a unit will likely continue to ensure rigor and a theoretical base for a collection of faculty and an area of study. But, he also noted the emergence and growth of broader areas of study, namely integrated sciences that combine some of our traditional disciplines into broader academic groupings. He noted that societal and political mechanisms are in place that increasingly put the discretionary dollars in the hands of the “buyer”, not in hands of the provider, and this should in part drive our thinking in identifying focus areas. He then moved on to address the notion of the changing dynamic of the institution and how can we facilitate “faculty finding each other”. He noted the example of the discipline group coffee room has now been replaced by corner coffee houses as places to meet. We are all living with new zones of interaction. For example, students now communicate with each other using technology that faculty did not grow up with. He encouraged faculty to think about these new communication zones and methods and to engage with students and staff in discussing the program prioritization process. He noted that staff have a special role at the interface of the “buyer” (UI clients) and the “seller” (faculty). The president also noted the importance of incorporating into our new priorities, a portfolio that will distinguish UI from our peers, within Idaho and nationally. He stressed the importance of having a view of UI in the world scene. He also commented that issues had been raised with respect to the Yardley report – priorities in graduate education: PhD, professional and masters programs. He noted that all of these forms of graduate education were important to the UI portfolio, and that undergraduate education will also continue to be part of our mission, but in the program prioritization process we need to figure out the right proportion of each of these degree forms.
The chair then opened the floor to questions.

Would the category of new faculty hires be excluded from considerations for cuts in the process?
The President replied that in our continuing strategic planning and implementation processes, all categories across the UI will be considered for dis-investment. 
It was noted that hires in the last two years have occurred under the strategic plan. The president indicated his agreement with this notion and that his answer to the previous question was framed in terms of planning in general; not just the specific discussion about hiring priorities. 
Would the vision statement change or stay the same?

President Daley-Laursen replied that the vision statement is a reference point, but that the strategic plan was always evolving and should be updated regularly – not dramatically but in continual revision through SWOT analysis and understanding of dynamics in our external and internal working environments.
The Board of Regents vision for UI is to have broad-based undergraduate education as a priority. However, this is not balanced by state support for undergraduate education. How does this issue work into the prioritization process?
The president replied that the Regents’ documentation was also regularly updated and the vision is consistent with UI as the Idaho Land Grant research university. UI is about undergraduate and graduate scholarly creative work and real live connection to issues and to the people of the region. It was up to the UI community to decide upon the investment in relative prioritization of undergraduate and graduate education.
The provost noted that there was a great potential to expand support for undergraduate education through private donations.

The president added that there are several state institutions for example, Cornell, Virginia and Colorado, that are funded with state funds to the level of two to eight percent of their budget. They exist as public-private partnerships. It may be that it is time for UI to engage in a more serious conversation about public-private status.

In the process, which will come first, setting of priorities or criteria for evaluation?
The provost replied that development of the priorities was implicit in the process. The process will consider these in the context of the strategic plan, for example: how do they interact with transformational learning experiences and strong multi-disciplinary creative activities, outreach and engagement.

It was noted that the criteria would be developed followed by assigning a specific weight to the criteria. 
From several groups of faculty it was indicated to their FC representatives that there was a level of cynicism amongst faculty about the opportunity for influence on the process. These comments were followed by the question: Can the operational model include substantive input from faculty in its inception?

The provost responded that the model will allow that input. The cycling process will provide for faculty input through each round. Ideas will be blended together through the process.

Another question was whether the Research Council was adequately represented in the model?

The provost replied that VPR, Jack McIver as a member of the President’s Cabinet and Provost’s Council was providing input from the research sector. The president suggested that faculty provide input to VP McIver on the composition of the research council.
How can we look at reducing and eliminating academic programs without considering the institution as a whole? What of the non-academic programs?

The president noted that the vision is to have full integration of athletics and advancement with the academic programs. He noted that UI will look at all of its parts and how they can be optimized as a university of interrelated and mutually supportive programs and functions. It would be too large a task to bring a full review of all of the pieces together in the one process. We are looking at academics, advancement, athletics and other functions simultaneously and will integrate them as we move ahead strategically.
He also noted that the re-engineering piece is mostly about administrative systems that support faculty work. VPR, Jack McIver has this piece well developed and will come to present to FC in the near future. 
The provost added that there are three or four faculty led by Dr. Stauffer (Boise) who do process re-engineering as part of their profession and the administration is calling that group of faculty together to assist in the process development. 
The notion of faculty having flexibility to join university-wide programs and to move their portfolio and support adds complexity to the prioritization process. How can these faculty movements be managed in the prioritization process?

The provost responded through example of the IBEST program. It was very important for faculty to be able to move to achieve greater critical mass to do better scholarship and teaching. This fits with reallocation of institutional priorities.
Reallocation of resources in reality means moving funds from one unit to another. Is there a vision of 
the size of the reallocated budget?

President Daley-Laursen replied that this is not a one-time event to raise or save money for a point in time. This is a process of making strategic decisions and choices that will allow us to make investments as we can, and the process will be continual.

The president then spoke to the development of a strategic formative model for budget allocation. This includes three “boxes” or categories of resources as follows:
· An annual base budget that is balanced and attentive to predictable economic conditions.

· A buffer to allow us to manage our funds deliberately through unpredictable ebbs and flows. less than 10% of the budget).

· The “sweet spot fund”. A fund of flexible resources for strategic investment in priorities.
Is there another box somewhere that plugs into the cycle of deficient funded positions as we make these good decisions with a view to investing in priorities? 
The VP for Finance and Administration, Mues replied that there are some needs in near term planning that will be dealt with by the normal budgeting process.
What is the vision for the Centers and other groups at “out of Moscow” locations?
The president replied that we are collectively the University of Idaho. Using the example of Idaho Falls: It has specific connections to industry and the local community that allow it to tie to specific colleges and departments on the Moscow campus. It has the link to the growing center for alternative energy studies (CAES) -- an example of the “sweet spot” analogy. 
How will capital improvement priorities fit into the process?
President Daley-Laursen replied that programmatic priorities will be developed and where capital projects are needed to support programmatic priorities, investment will follow.
The question of raising of professional fees and differential fees was raised. What is the benefit of these to students? Are they just an additional revenue source for the university? 
The VP for Finance and Administration, Mues clarified the way that fees are charged and disbursed: we cannot charge tuition to our instate students. We can charge tuition to certain students out of state and graduate student, but the fees that we charge break into matriculation fees and student activity fees. About 50% of our student fees go into the facility area to help us run the university. We are significantly behind our peer institutions in the funds we derive from charging our students.
General Comments: Input from some faculty indicated support for the urgency of the process. This was reinforced by others. It was important to have a creative vision and have a market developed and follow the products of outstanding programs. This is especially important in the research arena. It also needs to be recognized that competition is in the international forum and UI needs to move quickly to focus areas of excellence to avoid being left behind.

Additional sources of information to inform the process were the many recent departmental external reviews. These are conducted by peers and are highly relevant. The President and Provost urged the application of reviews to the program prioritization process.
The chair thanked FC for insightful questions and the President, Provost and VP for Finance and Administration for answering FC questions openly and honestly.

Adjournment: It was moved and seconded (Miller, Murphy) to adjourn at 5:00 p.m. The motion carried unanimously.
Respectfully submitted, 
Rodney A. Hill

Faculty Secretary and Secretary to Faculty Council
